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The purposes of this study were to determine the 

current philosophical considerations and practices of 

Residential Life disciplinarians in the United States 

and to compare these to the philosophical considerations 

and practices suggested for current use by experts in 

the field. 

The participants in the study were selected from 

the membership of ACUHO-I, the professional organ-

ization of Housing Officers in higher education. 

One hundred "non-experts" were randomly selected from 

this organization. The eight "experts" who served as 

the criterion measure were recommended by the regional 

presidents of this organization. The responses of these 

two groups to the forty-one questionnaire items were 

compared to discern if a statistically significant dif-

ference existed. A Chi Square Test of Independence and 

Fisher's Exact Probability Test were the statistics used 

to compare these responses. The twelve hypotheses used 

in this study stated that there would be no significant 



differences between the responses of the experts and the 

responses of the non-experts and this non-expert group 

was further divided into the variables of all respon-

dents, those from small, medium, large, public, and 

private institutions. 

The instrument used consisted of forty-one items 

addressing philosophical considerations and practices of 

discipline. The instrument was constructed from infor-

mation gathered from a review of the literature and a 

review of various policy and procedure handbooks used in 

college and university Housing departments. 

The results of the survey indicated that there was 

little statistically significant difference between the 

responses of the experts and the non-experts. No 

discernable pattern of response existed among any of the 

variable groups: all institutions, small, medium, 

large, public, or private institutions. Recommendations 

were made for Residential Life disciplinarians based on 

the responses of the experts and the information 

gathered from a review of the literature. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

One and one-half million students currently are 

housed in America's college and university residence 

halls according to the Association of College and Uni-

versity Housing Officers, International (1). Research 

has shown that the living environment (i.e., these resi-

dence halls) has much impact on the intellectual, 

social, moral, and emotional development of college 

students (4). The role of discipline within these resi-

dence halls varies from institution to institution and 

has changed throughout the history of the American 

higher education system. The is phi-

losophy has gradually given way to one which is becoming 

increasingly popular and which is devoted to helping 

students to change, grow, and develop: a student de-

velopment philosophy. Operating under a student 

development philosophy, a Residential Life department of 

a college or university is thus charged not only with 

providing services to the students within its residence 

halls, but also with an educational mission of which 

discipline is a part. 



Although many of America's one and one-half million 

residence hall students will see a staff member at some 

time on a disciplinary matter, Residential Life professionals 

operate from an almost non-existent body of knowledge 

to make these disciplinary meetings optimally beneficial 

to the change, growth, and development of the student 

(7). Perhaps this body of knowledge is limited because 

student discipline on campus has traditionally been 

viewed as a necessary, yet somewhat confusing and dis-

tasteful task which is usually thrust upon one who has 

little or no experience. According to Seward (15, p. 

192) the term "discipline" generally causes attraction 

in much the same way that an auto accident attracts 

attention: people gather around to see what awful event 

has taken place. She felt that this attraction comes 

from an unrecognized inner conflict which says at one 

and the same time, "I know what I'd do if it were up to 

me to handle the situation," and "I wonder what is the 

right thing to do?" When the response to these two 

questions is one and the same response, a disciplinary 

meeting which is most beneficial for both the student 

and the institution can occur. According to Fley (6, p. 

113), to become an effective disciplinarian who knows 

both what to do and what is the right thing to do, 

one must 



become more knowledgable in the subjects of 
ethics, sociology, philosophy, and social 
psychology. Ultimately we must face such 
questions as: What is the nature of Man? 
What is the nature of society? What is the 
nature of morality? Is character development 
a legitimate responsibility of the college? 
Can Man change or control his behavior 
willfully and intelligently? 

Also contributing to the concern aroused by the 

controversial word "discipline" is our greater sophisti-

cation about human relations and the continuing emphasis 

on the democratic concepts of the rights of the indi-

vidual, the value of the practice of freedom of choice, 

and the necessity of individual responsibility in our 

society. While these rights and freedoms are sacred 

values in our society, an institution of higher edu-

cation in this society must, at the same time, balance 

these values with its need for order and safety, and its 

obligation to help engender responsible behavior in 

students. 

Greater sophistication about the rights and 

freedoms of the individual and their relationship to the 

disciplinary process has resulted in much research and 

writing on the topic of student discipline from the 

legal perspective and from the perspective of the higher 

administration of the college or university (as in the 

office of the chief student personnel officer.) How-

ever, very little can be found dealing directly with 

discipline at the less formal level of Residential Life, 



where, in fact, many opportunities are afforded to 

help the student become a more responsible individual 

through a developmental disciplinary process (5). The 

quality of the interaction with students that these 

opportunities afford largely depends upon the amount of 

expertise the disciplinarian possesses. Ostroth and 

Hill (11, p. 36) support this when they state that "the 

level of the disciplinarian's expertise in the discipli-

nary counseling process will largely determine success 

or failure in assisting the student to move towards per-

sonal growth." Because Residential Life departments are 

concerned about helping students move towards personal 

growth, professionals within these Housing departments 

must examine their discipline process both philosoph-

ically and practically to determine if their beliefs and 

methods are indeed helping students move toward this 

personal growth and therefore, towards responsible 

adulthood . 

Statement of the Problem 

The problem of this study was to determine the 

similarities and differences between the actual philoso-

phical considerations and practices of Residential Life 

discipline as reported by disciplinarians in college and 

university Residential Life departments throughout the 

country and the suggested current philosophical 



considerations and practices of Residential Life disci-

pline as determined by experts in the field. 

Purposes of the Study 

The following purposes were formulated for 

this study. 

1. To determine, by use of a questionnaire, the 

current disciplinary philosophies of Residen-

tial Life disciplinarians; 

2. To compare the current disciplinary philoso-

phies of Residential Life disciplinarians 

with disciplinary philosophies suggested for 

current use by experts in the field of college 

and university housing; 

3. To compare current disciplinary philosophies 

reported by small colleges and universities 

with the disciplinary philosophies suggested 

for current use by experts in the field of 

college and university housing; 

4. To compare current disciplinary philosophies of 

medium colleges and universities with the 

disciplinary philosophies suggested for current 

use by experts in the field of college and 

university housing; 

5. To compare current disciplinary philosophies of 

large colleges and universities with the 



disciplinary philosophies suggested for current 

use by experts in the field of college and 

university housing; 

6. To compare current disciplinary philosophies 

reported by public colleges and universities 

with disciplinary philosophies suggested for 

current use by experts in the field of college 

and university housing; 

7. To compare current disciplinary philosophies 

reported by private colleges and universities 

with disciplinary philosophies suggested for 

current use by experts in the field of college 

and university housing; 

8. To determine, by use of a questionnaire, the 

current disciplinary practices reported by 

Residential Life disciplinarians in the United 

States; 

9. To compare current disciplinary practices 

of Residential Life disciplinarians with prac-

tices suggested for current use by experts in 

the field of college and university housing; 

10. To compare current disciplinary practices 

reported by small colleges and universities 

with disciplinary practices suggested for 



current use by experts in the field of college 

and university housing; 

11. To compare current disciplinary practices 

reported by medium colleges and universities 

with disciplinary practices suggested for cur-

rent use by experts in the field of college and 

university housing; 

12. To compare current disciplinary practices 

reported by large colleges and universities 

with disciplinary practices suggested for cur-

rent use by experts in the field of college and 

university housing; 

13. To compare current disciplinary practices 

reported by public colleges and universities 

with disciplinary pracices suggested for cur-

rent use by experts in the field of college and 

university housing; 

14. To compare current disciplinary practices 

reported by private colleges and universities 

with disciplinary practices suggested for 

current use by experts in the field of college 

and university housing; 

15. To give direction to Residential Life disci-

plinarians by the development of disciplinary 

concepts formulated from information gathered 

in this study. 



Hypotheses 

The hypotheses for this study were as follows. 

There will be no significant differences 

between the discipinary philosophies reported 

by Residential Life disciplinarians and the 

disciplinary philosophies suggested for current 

use by experts. 

2. There will be no significant differences 

between the disciplinary philosophies reported 

by small colleges and universities and the 

disciplinary philosophies suggested for current 

use by experts. 

3. There will be no significant differences 

between the disciplinary philosophies reported 

by medium colleges and universities and the 

disciplinary philosophies suggested for current 

use by experts. 

4. There will be no significant differences 

between the disciplinary philosophies reported 

by large colleges and universities and the 

disciplinary philosophies suggested for current 

use by experts. 

5. There will be no significant differences 

between the disciplinary philosophies reported 

by public colleges and universities and the 



disciplinary philosophies suggested for current 

use by experts. 

6. There will be no significant differences 

between the disciplinary philosophies reported 

by private colleges and universities and the 

disciplinary philosophies suggested for current 

use by experts. 

7. There will be no significant differences 

between the disciplinary practices reported by 

Residential Life disciplinarians and the disci-

plinary practices suggested for current use by 

experts. 

8. There will be no significant differences 

between the disciplinary practices reported by 

small colleges and universities and the disci 

plinary practices suggested for current use 

by experts. 

9. There will be no significant differences 

between the disciplinary practices reported by 

medium colleges and universities and the disci-

plinary practices suggested for current use by 

experts. 

10. There will be no significant differences 

between the disciplinary practices reported by 

large colleges and universities and the 
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disciplinary practices suggested for current 

use by experts. 

11. There will be no significant differences 

between the disciplinary practices reported 

by public colleges and and universities and 

the disciplinary practices suggested for 

current use by experts. 

12. There will be no significant differences 

between the disciplinary practices reported 

by private colleges and universities and 

the disciplinary practices suggested for 

current use by experts. 

Background and Significance of the Study 

To understand the current state of Residential Life 

discipline, an historical perspective is given. The 

following account is compiled by Powell, Plyler, 

Dickson, and McClellan (13, pp. 3-10) in their book The 

Personnel Assistant in Coj.J.e£e Residency Ha j.Is. 

College and university housing, as it developed in 

the United States, was a modification of the British 

system. The British system had carried with it the idea 

that the student's place of residence was a vital part 

of his college experience. In contrast to this empha-

sis, dormitories in America became mere places for board 

and lodging and a set of extreme regulations governing 
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the lives of the students. An account by Leonard (9) 

states that 

at Harvard students were forbidden to lie, 
steal, curse, swear, use obscene language, 
play at cards or dice, get drunk, frequent 
inns, associate with any person of bad 
reputation, buy or sell anything, be 
disrespectful, or be disorderly at public 
worship. Punishments for violating such rules 
included floggings, public confessions, public 
whippings, boxing the ears, extra assignments, 
fines, suspensions, and expulsions. 

Accounts of activities in the educational institutions 

of this colonial era were filled with wild stories of 

student misconduct and consequent discipline problems. 

By the mid 1800s, conditions in higher education 

were beginning to reduce the importance of the role of 

college housing in the educational process. On-campus 

college housing became less important due to less regu-

lation of student lives by faculty and administration 

and due to the increasing numbers of students. In 

addition, there was a general movement from the reli-

gious to the secular control of colleges. The 

increasing emphasis on organized extra-curricular pro-

grams allowed students to express their energies in less 

destructive ways than had previously been the case, thus 

reducing the discipline problems at school. Also during 

the 1800s, the increasing German influence, which advo-

cated little or no responsibility for the student 

outside the classroom, was becoming more popular. Fewer 
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faculty members accepted positions in residence halls 

and the housing of students off-campus became more 

popular. 

A resurgence of college housing occurred around the 

turn of the century. Some college officials were begin-

ning to express concern for the "total education" of the 

student—an attitude which has prevailed to the present. 

In the last three decades, residence hall programs have 

experienced a variety of significant developments. The 

1950s were characterized by the emergence of profes-

sionally trained individuals to plan, supervise, and 

conduct residence hall programs. The role of these new 

professionals was significantly different from the 

function of the former housemothers, graduate students, or 

others who were warm, caring people, but who had little 

understanding of the growth and development students 

could undergo in a residential setting. The following 

decade, the 1 960s, was clearly a time when the reins of 

parental control were loosened. Students fled campus 

residence halls for the less restricted atmospnere of 

off-campus housing. The 1970s found these same 

students returning to campus residence halls in record 

numbers to seek an educational environment that would 

complement their classroom experiences. 

According to Blimling (2, p. vii), as movement is 

made through the 1980s, it is clear "that a framework 
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must be developed to maximize the development of 

students in the residential setting." The community 

living experience within the hall provides many oppor-

tunities for students to learn to accept responsibility 

for their actions and to learn to become more thoughtful 

and considerate of those others with whom they share 

their living space. These opportunities are provided 

because a residential program has been developed based 

on a student development philosophy which 

assumes that college-age students are ready to 
assume adult responsibilit ies ; that they are 
moving toward full maturity and establishing 
themselves as autonomous, independent adults; 
that they are in the process of achieving 
independence from childhood influences, partic-
ularly from their parents; that they are 
learning to relate to authority figures and 
structures in an interdependent way; that they 
are also outgrowing their need to passively 
comply with, or continuously rebel against 
legitimate authority; and that they are 
achieving a sense of responsibility for their 
own lives and developing a clearer sense of 
their own identity (18, p. 55). 

For the disciplinarian, these assumptions will shape the 

way he deals with the student. 

The burden of assuring that discipline is viewed as 

an opportunity to help students achieve the aforementioned 

"growth-goals" rests with the disciplinarian within each 

Residential Life department. Because students spend a 

large portion of their time at college in a residence 

hall, it can be assumed that much learning and movement 
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towards these growth-goals is informally taking place in 

this environment. An important concern, then, would 

be to determine whether that growth is the result of 

intentional interventions developed to enrich the resi-

dential environment, or whether that growth is merely 

the result of chance (2, p. vii). According to Widick, 

Knifelkamp, and Parker (18, p. 77), for this intentional 

intervention to take place, disciplinarians operating 

under a student development philosophy must be able to 

answer the following questions. 

1. Who is the college student in devel-
opmental terms: what developmental changes 
occur and what do these changes look like? 

2. How does the process of development 
occur? What are the psychological and social 
processes that cause development? 

3. How can college environments influ-
ence student development? What factors in the 
particular and distinctive environment can 
either encourage or inhibit growth? 

4. Toward what end should development in 
college be directed? 

The Residential Life staff has the responsibility 

of taking a serious look at how wisely opportunities 

for student development are used through the disci-

plinary process as well as through other educational 

programs in the residence hall. Unfortunately, most 

disciplinarians are thrust into their positions with 

little or no experience and are expected to "do disci-

pline" at the same level as would reflect the amount of 
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training and knowledge they pro£ess to have in other 

areas of responsibility (15, p. 192). However, very 

little training is available and very little research 

and writing has been done on the topic of Residential 

Life discipline to assist one in this capacity. 

This study was significant in that 

1. It determined what disciplinary philoso-

phies were being espoused by those acting as 

disciplinarians across the nation and compared 

these to the suggested current philosophies of 

experts; 

2. It compared the disciplinary philosophies of 

small, medium, and large colleges and universi-

ties to the suggested current philosophies of 

experts; 

3. It compared the disciplinary philosophies of 

public and private colleges and universities 

to the suggested current philosophies of 

experts; 

4. It determined what disciplinary practices were 

being espoused by those acting as discipli-

narians across the nation and compared these 

to the suggested current practices; 

5. It compared the disciplinary practices of 

small, medium, and large colleges and 



16 

universities to the suggested current prac-

tices of experts; 

6. It compared the disciplinary practices of 

public and private colleges and universities 

to the suggested practices of experts; 

7. It provided disciplinary concepts formulated 

from the evaluation of data to be used in 

in developing and recommending philosophical 

considerations and practices for Residential 

Life disciplinarians. 

Definitions of Terms 

For the purposes of this study, the following 

definitions were used. 

1. ACUHO-I--"Association of College and University 

Housing Officers, International." This is the 

professional organization of college and uni-

versity Housing and Residential Life 

departments comprised of respresentatives from 

570 college and university Housing offices. 

2. Current—For the purposes of this study, 

"current" will refer to the 1983-1984 academic 

year. 

3. Expert in the field—One selected by colleagues 

in the field of college and university Housing 

based on his experience and expertise in 
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administering student discipline. Further 

explanation on selection of these experts is 

found in Chapter III. 

4. Large school--An institution of higher 

education with a residential population of 

4001-15,000 students (12) 

5. Medium school—An institution of higher 

education with a residential population of 

1001-4000 students (12) 

6. Residential Life department—This term 

may be used interchangeably with "Housing 

department" although there is movement away 

from the latter term. This is the department 

responsible for providing an atmosphere condu-

cive to personal growth and development as well 

as living facilities for students (12). 

7. Residential Life discip1ine--Discip1ine 

administered from the Residential Life 

department of a college or university as com-

pared to academic discipline or discipline 

administered at the level of the office of the 

chief student personnel officer 
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8. Small s c h o o l — A n institution of higher 

education with a residential population of 1-

1000 students (12) 

9. Student d e v e l o p m e n t — A n operational philoso-

phy which encourages change, growth, and 

overall development of the college student in 

addition to his cognitive development (8, 

p. 23). This developmental orientation 

emphasizes responding to the whole person and 

working with students at their level of 

development and is generally assumed to be 

less restrictive and more developmentally 

oriented than the _in J.oca BS£6nti^ 

philo sophy. 

Limitations of the Study 

The following limitations were imposed on this study. 

1. The study was limited to student disci-

pline within the Residential Life department 

of a college or university campus. 

2. The study was limited to m e m b e r schools 

of ACUHO-I in the United States. 

3. The study was subject to all the lim-

itations recognized in collecting data by 

mailed questionnaires. 
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4. The study was subject to the limitations 

recognized in the subjective selection of 

"experts" within a chosen field. 

Basic Assumptions 

The following assumptions were considered essential for 

this study. 

1. That all Residential Life departments in this 

study would have some system of discipline and 

that one central person, albeit with varying 

titles, would act as the department disci-

plinarian and would respond to the questionnaire; 

2. That those considered "experts in the 

field" were truly experts. It was therefore 

also assumed that these nine regional presidents 

(who selected these experts) knew their consti-

tuents very well and could select a truly 

qualified and experienced colleague who was or 

is now serving as the disciplinarian for the 

Residential Life department of his college or 

university; 

3. That the 100 non-expert participants randomly 

selected would respond candidly to the ques-

t ionna ir e used to determine their current 

disciplinary philosophies and practices and not 

as they believed would be ideal; 
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4. That the eight experts selected for the study 

would respond from an ideal perspective to the 

questionnaire and not from the perspective of 

current practice at their institutions; 

5. That the questions asked under the section of 

the questionnaire "Philosophical Considerations 

of Discipline" represented philosophies of 

student discipline. 
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

The purposes of this study were to determine the 

various disciplinary philosophies and practices in Resi-

dential Life departments in the United States and to 

compare these with disciplinary philosophies and prac-

tices suggested for current use by experts. Relatively 

little research in the area of student discipline has 

been done since the 1960s when campus violence and 

misconduct was a big issue and considerable writing on 

this subject was done. Research on the more specific 

topic of Residential Life discipline is extremely 

limited for any period in the history of American higher 

education. Research related to Residential Life disci-

pline often deals with such topics as a suggested plan 

to be followed as a preventative approach to student mob 

formation in the halls (1), or techniques for bringing 

panty raids under control (24). However, research of 

this nature is not related to the purposes of this 

study. 

An Eric Search using the primary descriptors "disci-

pline," "behavior problems," "punishment," "sanction," 

and "self-control;" secondary descriptors of "college," 

23 
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and "university;" and terciary descriptors of 

dormitory, college housing," and "resident assistant" 

produced zero dissertations done which were a combin-

ation of all three categories—discipline within a 

college or university residence hall system which was 

the topic of this study. 

An Eric Search on literature using the same des-

criptors produced only eighteen articles which had all 

three d e s c r ip t o r s ——d i s c ip 1 ine within a college or uni-

versity residence hall system. Out of those eighteen, 

none were found to be helpful or related to the purposes 

of this study, and most dealt with vandalism or specific 

legal concerns. 

A review of the two professional Housing journals 

also revealed very little information. fli 

a research jour-

nal, revealed only one article after an inclusive search. 

a non-research Housing publication 

revealed one article only tangentially related after 

searching inclusively. 

Because of the limited amount and nature of 

research published in these Housing journals, further 

searching was done in four tangentially related publi-

cations: the ilfiMSSal &£ 

published by the American College Personnel Association; 

the MJIIA published by the National Association 



25 

of Student Personnel Associates; the ifiuxfigl Q.I 

published by the National Association of Women Deans, 

Administrators, and Counselors; and the P££S£B££l 

& J f t l i l M l , published by the American Association 

of Guidance Professionals. Researching these publi-

cations on the topic was done in each volume since its 

inception. Two editions of Sllll ifi U,s. 

» 1973 and 1978, which are inclusive 

bibliographies of all literature dealing with residence 

halls were reviewed and yielded no further information 

on the topic. 

What remained after this searching were relatively 

few articles which could be considered to be directly 

related to the topic. However, quite a few articles 

were found dealing with the broader topic of student 

discipline and other tangentially related topics. This 

study, it appears, was unique in its efforts to discern 

the current status of Residential Life disciplinary 

philosophies and practices. It is hoped that the ex-

isting body of knowledge on this topic was increased and 

will be beneficial to those practicing in the field. 

Philosophical Considerations 

Almost any article on the topic of student disci-

pline will contain an emphasis on the importance of 

the philosophical approach to the student and his 
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misconduct and the need for philosophical consideration 

to be antecedent to any disciplinary practices. Seward 

(35, pp. 192-196) sums up this belief when she states 

that the philosophies a disciplinarian holds dear will 

play a vital role in determining his practices. There 

are three very important philosophical questions a disci-

plinarian must ask himself in order to be effective in 

guiding young people: 

1) What do we mean by discipline? Is it inter-
nal or external? 2) How do our personal beliefs 
affect what we do in disciplinary situations? 
This would include our philosophical belief 
about Man, beliefs about teaching and learning 
methods, and a realization of what our own 
cultural standards of behavior are in relation 
to the sociological level of the student with 
whom we are dealing. 3) Do the methods we 
use in discipline reflect the training and 
knowledge we profess to have? 

Fley (10, p. 106) states that "a disciplinarian must 

realize that he must come to terms with his own value 

system. Mueller (28, p. 305) agrees with this when she 

states that one must 

sort out many codes to his satisfaction, under-
stand why they are different, embrace one for 
his own use, verbalize it elaborately, and 
test it by constant practice. If this is not 
done, the disciplinarian will only be embar-
rassed in his attempts to comprehend and deal 
with student standards. 

As an operational philosophy, vestiges of an in 

E£££fitis philosophy are still around and con-

stantly rival a more developmental approach to student 
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discipline. According to Freeman (15), Smith and Kimmel 

(37); and Winkworth, Brown and Braskamp (40), many 

parents want the university to act in their place. The 

student, on the other hand, generally has significantly 

different expectations regarding his or her own indepen-

dence and responsibility for personal and social 

behavior. Eighty-one percent of the students surveyed 

by Devine and Loesch (8, p. 422) in 1976 indicated that 

the behavior of students should be the concern of the 

university only when they are on campus or are engaged 

in official university activities off campus. According 

to Penney (31, p. 22), in loco ]>arentis is neither a 

very modern nor a very practical way of looking at 

university-student relations. He states that the cri-

terion for proper action is to consider whether the 

action is educationally effective and not if it is 

legally sound. 

According to DeSena (7, p. 175), there have been, 

thus far, three main philosophies prevalent in the 

handling of discipline at the college and university 

1 eve 1 : 

These contrasting philosophies can be identi-
fied as one of pure intellectualism versus 
those of the legalistic and the personal ap-
proach. An educational philosophy of pure 
inte1lectua1im relieves the institution from 
responsibility for the training of its stu-
dents in social, moral, and ethical areas 
except through subject matter courses. In the 
legalistic philosophy, discipline becomes 
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legislative and punitive. The interests of 
the institution are paramount and the inter-
ests of the individual are minimized. An 
educational philosophy of personansm places 
the burden of providing needed social, moral, 
and ethical training squarely on the insti-
tution. Discipline in this philosophy becomes 
a part of the educational pattern in which the 
student can play an important part in the 
framing of rules and administration of dis-
cipline. The interests of the individual are 
paramount, and a search is made for reasons 
behind behavior. A disciplinary action is 
interpreted to the student as a part of his 
educational experience. 

De Sena (7, p. 175) also states, 

modern educational practice takes into con-
sideration that certain kinds of misbehavior 
are to be expected in the individual's growth 
toward maturity. "Punishment" of the right 
kind is sometimes a necessary part of the 
process, but primary emphasis must be placed 
upon treating disciplinary problems in a man-
ner which will serve to re-educate and/or 
rehabilitate the offender. Disciplinary mea-
sures should always attempt to help the stu-
dent develop into a well-adjusted individual 
able to maintain his or her individuality and 
at the same time adapt to the needs of the 
group. 

Prusok (32, p. 12) echoes this thought when he states, 

"based on student development philosophy, an impor-

tant facet of the disciplinary program would be to 

base it upon prevention, remediation, and rehabili-

tation." He also states that the administrator of a 

discipline program "must maintain an awareness of the 

differences and similarities in his or her students as 

regards their standards and mores." Holmes and Dela-

barre (19) also discuss the concept of punitive or 
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r e d e m p t i v e d i s c i p l i n e s i m i l a r to Prusok. 

They ask : 

"Will the p u n i s h m e n t be fashioned to fit the 

crime or the i n d i v i d u a l ? " R e d e m p t i v e d i s c i -

pline accepts the individual as an integrated 

whole. Coercive d i s c i p l i n e rejects him by 

f r a g m e n t i n g him into his "good" and "bad" 

parts. It is hoped that, w h e n e v e r possible, 

the offending one w i l l be r e m a n d e d for coun-

seling. The disciplinarian's concern and 

respect for his or her client should o p e r a t e 

w i t h i n a f r a m e w o r k of r e d e m p t i v e r e h a b i l i -

tation so that the individual b e c o m e s 

reconciled to the g roup. 

Foley's (11) concern is s i m i l a r to H o l m e s and 

Delabarre's (19) and he states "when a student is 

punished, his p u n i s h m e n t should not fit the c r i m e , it 

should be tailored to fit the individual in the 

s i t u a t i o n . " 

Fley (10, p. 106) states that p r o f e s s i o n a l d i s c i -

p l i n a r i a n s have a long history of s y m p a t h e t i c and 

c o m p a s s i o n a t e a p p r o a c h e s to students and that w r i t t e n 

record w i l l show this. She contends that those in a 

d i s c i p l i n a r y capacity have tended to look to the educa-

tional or r e h a b i l i t a t i v e p u r p o s e s of d i s c i p l i n e rather 

than to its solely punitive aspects. Esther Lloyd-Jones 

(22) agrees w i t h this and went beyond stating that d i s c i -

pline was a l e g i t i m a t e educational _cen.cerp to saying 

it was an e d u c a t i o n a l of higher education. 

Concerning the e n v i r o n m e n t , Kroeher and Carver (21, 

p. I l l ) s t a t e t h a t 
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when rules are broken, the student is per-
ceived as a menace. Usually little is done to 
modify the social system if it contains inade-
quacies or i n c o n s i s t e n c i e s — a l t h o u g h it is 
presumptuous for us to assume the system is 
p e r f e c t and it is the i n d i v i d u a l who n e e d s the 
adjustment. What is needed is a basic phi-
losophy that expresses primary concern for the 
development of the student and also for the 
environment. 

Concerning theories of misconduct, Biggs and Brown 

PP* 108—109) in 1977 stated that the relationship 

between student causal attributions of student miscon-

duct and a) their endorsement of various university 

disciplinary actions and b) their acceptance of student 

misconduct as being justified was useful in working with 

students involved in misconduct. In counseling students 

who have been involved in instances of misconduct, 

counselors, as well as clients, can benefit from under-

standing more about the similarities and differences in 

their causal attribution theories, i.e., the resistance 

of a disciplinary counseling client to counseling could 

be due to the fact that the client and c o u n s e l o r m a y 

have different theories about the causes of the miscon-

duct and, as a result, find it very difficult to 

establish a relationship. 

In 1926, Herbert Hawkes (18) stated his philosopny 

of those who were handled as discipline cases. He lists 

three categories for the offenders: 

1) In the first place, there is the boy who 
has never had a moral awakening. 2) There is 
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the boy who is s u b j e c t e d to a t e m p t a t i o n to 
which he gives way impulsively. 3) There is 
the boy who is naturally dishonest and will 
get a w a y w i t h a n y t h i n g he can at any t i m e . 

Practices 

Many topics fall under the topic of "Practices." 

Much of the literature deals with the relationship be-

tween the counselor and discipline, or "disciplinary 

counseling" which could also be considered under the 

topic of "philosophical considerations." Dutton, Apple-

ton, and Birch (9, p. 6) state that student personnel 

theory has long claimed that counseling and discipline 

are compatible educational functions but that, unfor-

tunately, there is little or no research to support this 

assumption. Williamson (42) advocates a "fusion of 

counseling and discipline." The term "disciplinary 

counseling" was used to denote this approach. Gometz 

and Parker (16) reinforced the importance of counseling 

functions in discipline but found the term "disciplinary 

c o u n s e l i n g " undesirable. 

Ostroth and Hill (30, p. 34) attempt to formulate a 

helping relationship to implement the student develop-

ment point of view in the difficult admin is tative area 

of discipline. They state that a helping relationship 

is needed in which the professional integrates proce-

dural due process with teaching and counseling functions 

to help the student mobilize his or her own resources 
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for growth. The goals of the disciplinary encounter 

defined in terms of the developmental model are 

1) To help the student to cope maturely with 
value questions surrounding behavior. 2) To 
assist the student in understanding the causes 
for his or her undesirable behavior. 3) To 
engage the resources of the student in accepting 
responsibility for actions and in redirecting 
behavior more positively. 4) To promote the 
adult habit of considering, in advance, possible 
consequences of behavior and, based on that con-
sideration, make sound decisions on how to 
behave. 

Blimling and Miltenberger (5, pp. 113-115) list 

seven goals of disciplinary counseling. They also list 

two assertive techniques that should be a part of disci-

plinary counseling practices and discuss a model for use 

in a disciplinary encounter. Finally, they give ten 

tips on disciplinary counseling. Upcraft (38, pp. 144-

146) lists eight guidelines to help one interpret the 

disciplinary role. 

The importance of the practice of supplying pub-

lished policies and procedures is documented by Beam and 

Hines (2, p. 40) in their research on student—consumer 

relations. They state that policies and practices 

should be formulated and published addressing student 

concerns. This is in agreement with Lutz and Wellington 

(25, p. 453) who state that "all student personnel 

workers need policy as a guide to all their actions to 

prevent decisions being influenced by precedent or 

pressures." This is also reported by Williams and Rhodes 



33 

pressures." This is also reported by Williams and Rhodes 

(39, p. 391) who note that sometimes disciplinary 

procedures "have seemed subject to ambiguous policy and 

pedagogical rationalization without much data on which 

to base a sound student disciplinary system." According 

to Hubbell (20, p. 260), it is not only wise to have 

published policies and procedures, but also it is impor-

tant to let the consequences of misbehavior be known in 

advance. This may have some deterrent value. Beder and 

Rickard (3, p. 58) state that formal rules should be 

established primarily for the protection of the individ-

uals and groups of individuals. Their suggestion is a 

staff model which recognizes the need for a structure 

which balances the regulatory needs of the university 

with the developmental needs of students (3, pp. 60-61). 

This model divides regulations into three categories: 

1) One category includes modes of social 
regulation which students should develop them-
selves. These regulations will be patterned 
after civil law and adjudication of infractions 
would be considered arbitration rather than 
punishment. 2) A second category of regu-
lations would be landlord rights where the 
university stands as a corporate individual. 
The university's landlord rights should be 
explicitly delineated and infractions adjudi-
cated by an impartial panel of members of the 
university community. 3) A third category 
deals with laws of the state and nation which 
should be handled by appropriate law enforce-
ment officials. 

A similar suggestion is made by Forrest, Wertz, 

Smart, and Mcmahon (12). They suggest distinguishing 
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between discipline-related misconduct and that which 

could be more appropriately dealt with in the tenant/ 

landlord relationship. 

The legal basis for reforming disciplinary pro-

cedures is the philosophy that "a student enjoying the 

privilege of a university education should not lose his 

rights as a citizen." Smith and Kirk (36, p. 30) sug-

gest that cases of discipline not involving possible 

expulsion or suspension do not rise to the level of 

legal significance involving judicial cognizance. 

Operating thusly and striving for "fundamental fairness" 

allows students to view discipline measures more as an 

opportunity than as a threat. Colleges should not allow 

themselves to be intimidated by lawyers who threaten to 

seek judicial recourse. Colleges need simply to assure 

substantial compliance with judicial requirements for 

student discipline. Gordon (17, p. 98) states 

that recent court cases point out that a university's 

due process procedure need not be the same as in crimi-

nal law. They should, however, stress the necessity of 

fair play through some type of due process. In shifting 

procedural emphasis in student discipline cases from 

counseling to a more legalistic viewpoint, Ostroth and 

Hill (30, p. 33) warn that student affairs professionals 

risk losing touch with the accused student as a person. 
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To overcome this potential problem, a renewed commitment 

to interpersonal communication in the disciplinary 

hearings is needed. 

Concerning judicial boards, Ostroth, Armstrong, and 

Campbell (29, p. 22) found that eighty-seven per cent of 

the responding schools in their survey had some type of 

judicial system to handle student discipline. Forsythe 

(13, p. 18) comments that student judicial boards pro-

vide great potential for individuals to further their 

own growth. Beam and Hines' (2, p. 38) research indi-

cates that ninety-one per cent felt it was important for 

students to sit on judicial boards which hear cases 

involving students. 

The importance of the practice of providing an 

appeal process to any disciplinary decision is documented 

by Beam and Hines (2, p. 38). They indicate that 

ninety-four per cent of the respondents listed "a formal 

grievance procedure for student appeals to college/ 

university charges of rule infractions" to be a high 

consumer expectation. 

In summary, very few articles were found directly 

relating to the topic of Residential Life discipline. 

However, many articles supplied information which could 

be applied to the topic and from which the questionnaire 

was developed. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODS AND PROCEDURES 

This chapter presents methods and procedures 

used to compare the actual philosophies and practices of 

Residential Life discipline as reported by discipli-

narians in college and university Residential Life 

departments throughout the nation with philosophies and 

practices suggested for current use by experts in the 

field. This section is divided into three parts: (a) 

Selection of Participants, (b) Procedures for the Col-

lection of Data, and (c) Procedures for the Analysis of 

Data. 

Selection of Participants 

The actual philosophies and practices of Residen-

tial Life disciplinarians were determined by the 

responses of the 100 randomly selected disciplinarians 

from the member schools of ACUHO-I in the United States. 

The titles of these respondents varied from institution 

to institution, but they were the Housing staff members 

with the responsibility of dealing with Residential 

Life discipline at the departmental level. 

The suggested current philosophies and practices 

for Residential Life disciplinarians were determined 

40 
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by the responses of the eight professionals in the field 

of college and university Residential Life. These 

responses served as the criterion measure. These eight 

were considered experts due to their expertise in 

dealing with discipline and by the recognition given 

them by colleagues. They were recommended for 

this study by eight regional presidents of the nine-

region ACUHO-I organization, each of whom selected one 

person from his region (one region failed to respond.) 

Procedures for the Collection of Data 

The first step in collecting the data was the 

construction of the questionnaire. The instrument con-

sisted of 41 items which were divided into two sections, 

"Philosophical Considerations" and "Practices." The 

questions under the section on philosophical 

considerations were formulated from a review of the 

literature. The questions under the section on prac-

tices were formulated from information gathered from a 

review of the literature and also from a review of 

policy and procedure handbooks from various Residential 

Life departments. Demographic information was solicited 

through questionnaire items 1 and 2 in order to test 

hypotheses 2 through 6 and 8 through 12 dealing with 

comparisons based on the size and status of the insti-

tution (pub 1ic/private). The questionnaire was 
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keypunched and computer analyzed at the North Texas 

State University Computer Center. 

The second step was to submit a preliminary draft 

of the questionnaire to a jury of five professionals who 

were asked to evaluate the clarity and coverage of the 

instrument and thus to establish content validity. It 

was arbitrarily decided that agreement of three of the 

five judges would be used to establish whether an item 

was valid for use in the study and to be retained in the 

questionnaire. All items were retained. These five 

professionals were recommended by the current editor of 

the ACUHO-I JsujrnaJ. and his selections were based on 

the recognition these five individuals have gained in 

the field of college or university Residential Life. 

The third step was to determine the reliability of 

the instrument by having the questionnaire administered 

to ten Residential Life staff members who deal with 

discipline. A pilot study using the test-retest method 

to determine accuracy and consistency of response was 

used. The questionnaire was administered by a disin-

terested party and then was readministered one week 

later (3). Ninety per cent similarity in responses was 

expected when comparing the respondent's first test with 

his second test. A ninety-five per cent similarity was 

determined. 
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The fourth step was to send the finalized 

questionnaire with a cover letter to the Residential 

Life departments of the 100 randomly selected 

schools belonging to the ACOHO-I organization. A fol-

low-up letter and another questionnaire were sent ten 

days later to non-respondents. A 60 per cent return 

rate was determined to be necessary for the purposes of 

this study. At the conclusion of four weeks, a 79 per 

cent rate of return (79 of the 100 selected schools) had 

been achieved. 

At the same time, the finally approved question-

naire was also mailed to the eight regional experts 

appointed by the regional presidents. Follow-up phone 

calls were made ten days after mailing the questionnaire 

if no response had been received. An 89 per cent rate 

of return (eight of the nine experts selected by the 

regional presidents) was considered acceptable and was 

achieved after four weeks. 

Procedures for the Analysis of Data 

In order to determine if significant differences 

existed between actual and suggested current philos-

ophical considerations and practices of Residential Life 

disciplinarians, two types of statistical analyses were 
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used to determine if a significant difference existed 

between 

1. The disciplinary philosophies reported by 

Residential Life disciplinarians and the 

disciplinary philosophies suggested for cur-

rent use by experts; 

2. The disciplinary philosophies reported by 

small colleges and universities and the 

disciplinary philosophies suggested for cur-

rent use by experts; 

3. The disciplinary philosophies reported by 

medium colleges and universities and the 

disciplinary philosophies suggested for cur-

rent use by experts; 

4. The disciplinary philosophies reported by 

large colleges and universities and the 

disciplinary philosophies suggested for cur-

rent use by experts; 

5. The disciplinary philosophies reported by 

public colleges and universities and the 

disciplinary philosophies suggested for 

current use by experts; 

6. The disciplinary philosophies reported by 

private colleges and universities and the 

disciplinary philosophies suggested for cur-

rent use by experts; 
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7. The disciplinary practices reported by 

Residential Life disciplinarians and the 

disciplinary practices suggested for cur-

rent use by experts; 

8. The disciplinary practices reported by small 

colleges and universities and the discipli-

nary practices suggested for current use by 

experts; 

9. The disciplinary practices reported by medium 

colleges and universities and the discipli-

nary practices suggested for current use by 

experts; 

10. The disciplinary practices reported by large 

colleges and universities and the discipli-

nary practices suggested for current use by 

expert s; 

11. The disciplinary practices reported by public 

colleges and universities and the discipli-

nary practices suggested for current use 

by experts; 

12. The disciplinary practices reported by 

private colleges and universities and the 

disciplinary practices suggested for current 

use by experts. 
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A Chi Square Test of Independence was conducted to 

analyze all hypotheses except 4 and 10 (1, p . 1 9 9 ) . 

Fisher's Exact Probability Test (2-tailed) was used to 

test hypotheses 4 and 10 which dealt with large 

institutions. Due to the small number of participants 

(although proportionately representative) in this study 

from large institutions, a chi square analysis was inap-

propriate, and Fisher's was substituted (4, p. 281). 

The questionnaire items utilizing these analyses are 

located in Table I at the end of Chapter IV. 

The following questionnaire items were not designed 

to be statistically analyzed, but only to solicit infor-

mation : 

-Questionnaire item 25 through 28 which dealt 

with appeals to disciplinary decisions 

-Questionnaire item 31 through 34 which dealt with 

types of discipline cases 

-Questionnaire item 35 through 41 which dealt with 

disciplinary sanctions (3) 

The frequencies and per cent of responses of the experts 

and non-experts are listed in Tables II-IV which are 

located at the end of Chapter IV. 
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CHAPTER IV 

ANALYSIS OF DATA 

This study compared the actual and suggested philo-

sophical considerations and practices of Residential 

Life discipline. The results are presented in this 

chapter as related to the twelve hypotheses outlined in 

Chapter I. 

During August 1983, a total of 100 questionnaires 

were sent out to Residential Life disciplinarians in the 

United States who were randomly selected for this study 

from their membership in their professional organiza-

tion, ACUHO-I. At the same time nine questionnaires 

were sent to a group of nine experts, eight of whom 

responded. These experts served as the criterion measure 

and answered the survey from an ideal perspective. 

Those of the two groups who had not responded in two 

weeks were sent another questionnaire and a follow-up 

letter. Phone calls were also made to the experts. 

Data collection ended on September 12, 1983, with a 

return rate of 79 per cent (79 out of 100) of the non-

experts and 89 per cent (8 out of 9) of the experts. 
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Data was keypunched and computer processed at the 

Computer Center at North Texas State University. From 

the computer-generated analysis, Tables I-IV in this 

chapter were constructed. The twelve hypotheses listed 

in Chapter I provided the direction for conducting this 

study. Questionnaire items 1 and 2 "residential 

population" and "status," provided the demographic in-

formation necessary to make the comparisons stated in 

the hypotheses. 

The Statistical Package for the Social Sciences 

(SPSS) was utilized to calculate the Chi Square Test for 

Independence and Fisher's Exact Probability Test. A 

cross tabulation table, with the variable (expert/non-

expert) serving as the horizontal axis, and the second 

variable (their responses) serving as the vertical axis 

of the table, was generated for each item on the ques-

tionnaire. Any number three response, "I have not con-

sidered this," was recoded as a "no" response. Below 

the cross-tabulation table the SPSS generated the chi 

square value, (or Fisher's Exact Probability value), 

degrees of freedom, and the level of significance. 

While the SPSS system produced a "corrected chi square" 

value for all of the 2 x 2 tables (using Yates' Cor-

rection for Continuity), it was not used. Work by 

Camilli and Hopkins (1, p. 214) and others indicates 

that "Yates' correction for continuity is unduly 
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conservative for data conforming to the random... model," 

which is the great majority of instances encountered in 

practice and the model used in this study. They believe 

that it is unduly conservative in that it leads to too 

few statistically significant results and detracts from 

the accuracy of the Type I probability estimates. 

Therefore, the raw chi square calculation was used in 

place of the corrected chi square calculation. 

For the comparisons made between the experts and 

non-experts from large institutions (hypotheses four and 

ten) Fisher s Exact Probability Test was used in place 

of chi square. This is a nonparametr i c test for use 

with a 2 x 2 bivariate frequency table. It is based on 

exact probability and is used with very small tables 

where chi square cannot be calculated (as is the case 

with the comparisons for hypotheses four and ten (2, p. 

2 8 1 ) . 

NOTE: The few instances in which the data analyzed by 

questionnaire item does not total 100 per cent can be 

attributed to missing data. 

Hypotheses Analyzed 

Hypothesis J. 

Hypothesis 1 stated that there would be no signifi-

cant differences between the actual disciplinary 
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philosoophies reported by Residential Life discipli-

narians and the disciplinary philosophies suggested for 

current use by experts. To test this hypothesis, all 

responding non-experts were grouped together. The 

responses of this group of seventy-nine non-experts were 

compared with the suggestions of the eight responding 

experts to questionnaire items 3-13. Table I located at 

the end of this chapter presents these results. 

Questionnaire item 3, (As a disciplinarian, my 

philosophy of human nature [Is man basically good, 

neutral, evil?] is a consideration in determining my re-

sponse to student misconduct.), revealed that 75 per 

cent of the experts suggested this should be a consid-

eration. This is compared to 81 per cent of all 

responding non-experts who stated that this was a con-

consideration for them. There was found to be no 

significant difference between these two groups on this 

it em. 

Questionnaire item 4, (As a disciplinarian, I 

believe my value system affects how I respond to student 

misconduct.), revealed that 62.5 per cent of the experts 

suggested that a person s value system should affect his 

response to student misconduct. This is compared to 90 

per cent of all responding non-experts who stated that 

their value system does affect their response to student 

misconduct. There was found to be a significant 
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difference between these two groups on this item at the 

.04 level of significance. 

Questionnaire item 5, (As a disciplinarian, a 

departmentally determined definition of "discipline" is 

the foundation of my goals in a disciplinary encoun-

ter.), revealed that 100 per cent of the experts 

suggested that this was important. This is compared to 

73 per cent of all responding non-experts who stated 

that their department operates under a departmentally 

determined definition of "discipline". There was found 

to be no significant difference between these two groups 

on this item. 

Questionnaire item 6, (Concerning human behavior, 

I have clarified my own values in an effort to compre-

hend and deal with students' values which may differ 

from my own (and hence may cause us to view certain 

behaviors differently.), revealed that 100 per cent of 

the experts suggested this was important. This is com-

pared to 91 per cent of all responding non-experts who 

stated that they have clarified their own values. There 

was found to be no significant difference between these 

two groups on this item. 

Questionnaire item 7, (As a disciplinarian, my 

philosophy of the teaching/learning process affects my 
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expectations in a disciplinary encounter.), revealed 

that 100 per cent of the experts suggested this con-

sideration was important. This is compared to 100 per 

cent of all responding non-experts who stated that they 

believe their philosophy of the teaching/learning pro-

cess affected their expectations. There was found to be 

no significant difference between these two groups on 

this item. 

Evaluation of questionnaire item 8, (As a 

disciplinarian, I operate under (1) an approach which 

emphasizes corrective actions which are punitive. (2) an 

approach which emphasizes corrective actions which are 

aimed at producing social, moral, and ethical training. 

(3) an approach which varies between 1 and 2 above. 

(4) I have not clarified my approach.), revealed that zero 

of the experts suggested a punitive approach. This is 

compared with 2.5 per cent of responding non-experts who 

stated that this is the approach they use. Seventy-five 

per cent of the experts suggested a more developmental 

approach emphasizing social, moral and ethical training. 

This is compared with 39 per cent of all responding non-

experts who stated that this was their approach. Twen-

ty-five per cent of the experts suggested an approach 

which was a combination of punitive and developmental. 

This is compared with 55.6 per cent of all responding 
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non-experts who stated that they used both a punitive 

and developmental approach. Zero experts had not clari-

fied their approach. This is compared to 4 per cent of 

all responding non-experts who stated that they have not 

yet clarified their approach. There was found to be no 

significant difference between these groups on this 

it em. 

Questionnaire item 9, (As a disciplinarian, I 

operate under the philosophy that (1) the penalty or 

resultant action from misconduct should be tailored to 

fit the offense. (2) the penalty or resultant action 

should be tailored to fit the individual committing the 

offense. (3) I have not considered this.), revealed that 

12.5 per cent of the experts suggested the resultant 

action should be tailored to fit the offense. This is 

compared to 49.3 per cent of all responding non-experts 

who stated they tailor the resultant action to fit the of-

fense. Eighty-Seven per cent of the experts suggested 

tailoring the resultant action to fit the individual 

committing the offense. This is compared to 49.3 per 

cent of all responding non-experts who stated that they 

tailor the resultant action to fit the individual com-

mitting the offense. Zero experts stated they had not 

considered this. This is compared to 4.2 per cent of 

all responding non-experts who stated that they had not 
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considered this. There was found to be no significant 

difference between these two groups on this item. 

Questionnaire item 10, (As a disciplinarian, I 

operate under the philosophy that (1) discipline should 

not be an educational concern of higher education. (2) 

discipline is a legitimate concern of higher education. 

(3) discipline is an educational obligation of higher 

education. (4) I have not considered this.), revealed 

that 25 per cent of the experts suggested that disci-

pline should be a legitimate concern of higher 

education. This is compared to 24 per cent of all re-

sponding non-experts who stated that they considered 

discipline to be a legitimate concern. Seventy-five per 

cent of the experts suggested that discipline should be 

an educational obligation of higher education. This is 

compared to 74.6 per cent of all responding non-experts 

who stated that they believed that discipline should be 

an educational obligation of higher education. It was 

found that there was no significant difference between 

these two groups on this item. 

Questionnaire item 11, (As a disciplinarian, I 

operate under the belief that the environment in which a 

student is perceived as a menace could be a possible 

contributor to the problem.), revealed that 100 per cent 

of the experts suggested this should be considered. 
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This is compared to 91.1 per cent of all responding non-

experts who stated that they do consider the environment 

as a possible contributor to the problem. There was 

found to be no significant difference between these two 

groups on this item. 

Questionnaire item 12, (As a disciplinarian, I 

believe that my own cultural standards of behavior 

affect how I deal with students in a disciplinary 

encounter.), revealed that 75 per cent of the experts 

suggested that this is an important consideration. This 

is compared to 79.9 per cent of all responding non-

experts who stated that their cultural standards do 

affect how they deal with students. There was found to 

be no significant difference between these two groups on 

this item. 

Questionnaire item 13, (As a disciplinarian, the 

term "disciplinary counseling" best describes my ap-

proach to the student in a disciplinary encounter.), 

revealed that 87.5 per cent of the experts suggested 

this was the best approach. This is compared to 81.1 

per cent of all responding non-experts who stated that 

this is the approach they take. There was found to be 

no significant difference between these two groups on 

this item. 



57 

Hypothesis 1 was retained on questionnaire items 3-

13 with the exception of item 4 which dealt with one's 

values and was found to be significant at the .03 level 

of significance. On all the other items hypothesis 1 was 

retained and there was found to be no significant dif-

ferences between the actual disciplinary phiiOsopnj.es 

reported by Residential Lite disciplinarians and the 

disciplinary phuosopnies suggested for currem use Dy 

experts. There was found to be little difference 

between the philosophical considerations of the Residen-

tial Life disciplinarians and the experts surveyed in 

this study. 

Hypo.the_si_s 2 

Hypothesis 2 stated that there would be no signifi-

cant difference between the disciplinary philosophies 

reported by small colleges and universities and the 

disciplinary philosophies suggested for current use by 

experts. To test this hypothesis, the responses of the 

twenty-five non-experts from small schools were compared 

to the responses of the eight experts on questionnaire 

items 3-13. Table I located at the end of this chapter 

presents these results. 

The results of questionnaire item 3 (...my philos-

ophy of human nature is a consideeration in determining 
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my response to student misconduct.), revealed that 75 per 

cent of the experts suggested this to be an important 

consideration. This is compared to 80 per cent of all 

responding small schools who stated that they do 

consider this factor. There was found to be no signifi-

cant difference between these two groups on this item. 

The results of questionnaire item 4, (...I believe 

my value system affects how I respond to student 

misconduct.), revealed that 62.5 per cent of the experts 

found this to be an important consideration. This is 

compared to 88 per cent of the responding small schools 

who stated that they do consider this. There was founa 

to be no significant difference between these two groups 

on this item. 

The results of questionnaire item 5, (...a 

departmentally determined definition of "discipline" is 

the foundation of my goals in a disciplinary encoun-

ter.), revealed that 100 per cent of the experts 

suggested this to be an important consideration. This 

is compared to 62.5 per cent of all responding small 

schools who stated that they have such a definition. 

There was found to be a significant difference between 

these two groups on this item at the .04 level of sig-

nificance . 
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The results of questionnaire item 6, (Concerning 

human behavior, I have clarified my own values in an 

effort to comprehend and deal with students' values 

which may differ from my own.), revealed that 100 per 

cent of the experts suggested that this should be an 

important consideration. This is compared with 88 per 

cent of all responding small schools who stated that 

they have clarified their values. There was found to be 

no significant difference between these two groups on 

this item. 

The results of questionaire item 7, (...my 

philosophy of the teaching/learning process affects my 

expectations in a disciplinary encounter.), revealed 

that 100 per cent of the experts suggested this was 

important. This is compared to 100 per cent of all 

responding small schools who stated that this is a 

consideration for them. There was found to be no sig-

nificant difference between these two groups on this 

item. 

The results of questionnaire item 8, (...I operate 

under (1) an approach which emphasizes corrective 

actions which are punitive, (2) an approach which 

emphasizes corrective actions which are aimed at 

producing social, moral, and ethical training. (3) an 

approach which varies between 1 and 2 above, (4) I 
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have not clarified my approach.), revealed that 75% 

of the experts suggested that a developmental approach 

(2) was the best approach. This is compared to 36 per 

cent of the responding small schools. Twenty-five per 

cent of the experts suggested an approach which was a 

combination of punitive and developmental. This is 

compared to 60 per cent of all responding small schools 

who stated that this was their approach. Zero experts 

stated that they had not clarified their approach. This-

is compared to 4 per cent of all responding small 

schools who stated that they have not yet clarified 

their approach. There was found to be no significant 

difference between these two groups on this item. 

The results of questionnaire item 9, (...I operate 

under the philosophy that (1) the resultant action 

should be tailored to fit the offense, (2) the resultant 

action should be tailored to fit the individual 

committing the offense, (3) I have not considered 

this.), revealed that 12.5 per cent of the experts 

suggested the resultant action should fit the offense. 

This is compared to 50 per cent of all responding small 

schools who agreed with this. Suggestions from the experts 

revealed that 87.5 per cent stated that the resultant 

action should be tailored to fit the individual commit-

ting the offense. This is compared to 45.8 per cent of 
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the responding small schools who stated that this is 

their approach. Zero of the experts had not considered 

this. This is compared to 4.2 per cent of the responding 

small schools who stated that they have not considered 

this. There was found to be no significant difference 

between these two groups on this item. 

The results of questionnaire item 10 (...I operate 

under the philosophy that (1) discipline should not be 

an educational concern of higher education, (2) disci-

pline is a legitimate concern of higher education, (3) 

discipline is an educational obligation of higher edu-

cation, (4) I have not considered this.), revealed that 

zero experts suggested that it should not be an educa-

tional concern. This is compared to zero of the 

responding small schools who consider discipline thusly. 

Twenty-five per cent of the experts suggested discipline 

should be an legitimate educational concern. This is 

compared to 20 per cent of the responding small schools 

who stated that they view discipline thusly. Seventy-

five per cent of the experts suggested that discipline 

should be an educational obligation of higher education. 

This is compared to 80 per cent of the responding small 

schools who stated that they view discipline as an 

obligation of higher education. There was no signifi-

cant difference between these two groups on this item. 
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The results of questionnaire item 11, (...I 

operate under the belief that the environment in which a 

student is perceived as a menace could sometimes be a 

possible contributor to the problem.), revealed that 100 

per cent of the experts suggested this was an important 

consideration. This is compared to 92.7 per cent of all 

responding small schools who considered the environment 

to be a possible factor in student misconduct. There was 

found to be no significant difference between these two 

groups on this item. 

The results of questionnaire item 12, (...I believe 

that my own cultural standards of behavior affect how I 

deal with students in a disciplinary encounter.), 

revealed that that 75 per cent of the experts suggested 

that one's cultural standards should affect one's 

dealing with student misconduct. This is compared to 

75 per cent of the responding small schools who stated 

that they believe that their standards affect their 

response. There was found to be no significant dif-

ference between these two groups on this item. 

The results of questionnaire item 13, (...the term 

"disciplinary counseling" best describes my approach to 

the student in a disciplinary encounter.), revealed that 

87.5 per cent of the experts suggested this to be the 

best approach. This is compared to 88 per cent of all 
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responding small schools who stated that this was their 

approach. There was found to be no significant differ-

ence between these two groups on this item. 

Hypothesis 2 was retained on items 3-13 with the 

exception of item 5 which dealt with a departmentally 

determined definition of "discipline." This item was 

found to be significant at the .04 level of signifi-

cance. On all other items, there was found to be no 

significant differences between the disciplinary phi-

losophies reported by small colleges and universities 

and the disciplinary philosophies suggested for current 

use by experts. There was found to be little difference 

between the philosophical considerations of the 

Residential Life disciplinarians and the experts sur-

veyed in this study. 

Ii££Jthe£i! 3 

Hypothesis 3 stated that there would be no signifi-

cant differences between the disciplinary philosophies 

reported by medium colleges and universities and the 

disciplinary philosophies suggested for current use by 

experts. To study this hypothesis, the responses of the 

forty-two non-experts from medium schools were compared 

to the responses of the eight experts to questionnaire 

items 3-13. Table I located at the end of this chapter 

presents these results. 



64 

The data indicated from questionnaire item 3, 

(...my philosophy of human nature is a consideration 

in determining my response to student misconduct.), that 

75 per cent of the experts suggested this to be an 

important consideration. This is compared to 83.3 per 

cent of all responding medium schools who statea that 

this is a consideration from them. There was no 

significant difference between these two groups on this 

it em. 

The data revealed from questionnaire item 4, (...I 

believe that my value system affects how I respond to 

student misconduct.), that 62.5 per cent of the experts 

suggested that this was an important consideration. 

This is compared to 90.5 per cent of the responding 

medium schools who stated that they believe that their 

value system does affect their response to student mis-

conduct. There was found to be a significant difference 

between these two groups on this item at the .04 level 

of significance. 

The data revealed from questionnaire item 5, 

(...a departmentally determined definition of "disci-

pline" is the foundation of my goals in a disciplinary 

encounter.), that 100 per cent of the experts suggested 

this to be important. This is compared to 73.8 per cent 

of all responding medium schools who stated that they 
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operate under such a definition. There was found to be 

no significant difference between these two groups on 

this item. 

The data indicated from questionnaire item 6, 

(Concerning human behavior, I have clarified my own 

values in an effort to comprehend and deal with 

students' values which may differ from my own.), that 

100 per cent of the experts suggested this to be an 

important consideration. This is compared to 97.7 per 

cent of all responding medium schools who stated that 

this is a consideration for them. There was no sig-

nificant difference between these two groups on this 

item. 

The data indicated from questionnaire item 7, 

(...my philosophy of the teaching/learning process 

affects my expectations in a disciplinary encounter.), 

that 100 per cent of the experts suggested this was 

important consideration. This is compared to 100 per 

cent of the responding medium schools who stated that 

this was important to them. There was found to be no 

significant difference between these two groups on this 

it em. 

The data indicated from questionnaire item 8, (As a 

disciplinarian, I operate under (1) an approach which 

emphasizes corrective actions which are punitive. (2) 

an approach which emphasizes corrective actions 
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which are aimed at producing social, moral, and ethical 

training. (3) an approach which varies between 1 and 

2 above. (4) I have not clarified my approach.), that 

zero of the experts suggested a punitive approach. This 

is compared to zero of the responding medium schools who 

stated that this was their approach. Seventy-five per 

cent of the experts suggested a developmental approach. 

This is compared to 43.9 per cent of all responding 

medium schools who stated that this was their approach, 

twenty-five per cent of the experts suggested that a 

combination approach of punitive and developmental was 

the best approach. This is compared to 51.2 per cent of 

all responding medium schools who stated that this was 

their approach. There was found to be no significant 

difference between these two groups on this item. 

The data indicated from questionnaire item 9, (As 

a disciplinarian, I operate under the philosophy that 

(1) the resultant action my misconduct should be 

tailored to fit the offense. (2) the resultant action 

should be tailored to fit the individual committing the 

offense. (3) I have not considered this.), that 12.5 

per cent of the experts suggested that the resultant 

action should fit the offense. This is compared to 51.3 

per cent of all responding medium schools who stated 
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that this was their approach. Eighty-five per cent of 

the experts suggested that the resultant action should 

be tailored to fit the individual committing the offense. 

This is compared to 48.7 per cent of all responaing 

medium schools who stated that this was their approach. 

There was found to be a significant difference between 

these two groups on this item at the .04 level of 

s ignif icance. 

The data indicated from questionnaire item 10, 

(...I operate under the philosophy that (1) discipline 

Should not be an educational concern of higher 

education, (2) discipline is a legitimate concern of 

higher education, (3) discipline is an educational 

obligation of higher education, (4) I have not 

considered this.), that zero of the experts suggesteu 

that discipline should not be an educational concern of 

higher education. This is compared to zero of all 

responding medium schools who agreed. Twenty-five per 

cent of the experts suggested that discipline should be 

a legitimate concern. This is compared to 29.5 per cent 

all responding medium schools who statea this belier. 

Seventy five per cent of the experts suggested that 

discipline should be an educational obligation of higher 

education. This is compared to 70 per cent of all 

responding medium schools who stated that this was their 
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belief. There was found to be no significant difference 

between these two groups on this item. 

The data indicated from questionnaire item 11, 

(...I operate under the belief that the environment in 

which a student is perceived as a menace should 

sometimes be considered as a possible contributor to the 

problem.), that 100 per cent of the experts believed 

that the environment should be considered to be a pos-

sible contributor to student misconduct. This is 

compared to 92.7 per cent of all responding medium schools 

who stated that they consider this when dealing with 

student misconduct. There was found to be no sig-

nificant difference between these two groups on this 

it em. 

The data indicated from questionnaire item 12, 

(...I believe that my own cultural standards of behavior 

affect how I deal with students in a disciplinary 

encounter.), that 75 per cent of the experts suggested 

that cultural standards should aflect how one deals with 

students in a disciplinary encounter. This is compared 

to 85.4 per cent of all responding medium schools who 

stated that their cultural standards do affect their 

dealings with students. There was found to be no signi-

ficant difference between these two groups on this item. 
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The data indicated from questionnaire item 13, 

(...the term "disciplinary counseling" best describes my 

approach to the student in a disciplinary encounter.), 

that 87.5 per cent of the experts suggested that this 

was the best approach. This is compared to 81 per cent 

of all responding medium schools who stated that this 

was their approach to a disciplinary encounter. There 

was found to be no significant difference between these 

two groups on this item. 

Hypothesis 3 was retained on questionnaire items 

3-13 with the exception of item 4 which dealt with 

one s value system and which was found to be significant 

at the .04 level of significance, and item 9 which 

dealt with the resultant action for student misconauct 

and which was found to be significant at the .04 level 

of significance. On all other items, there was found to 

be no significant differences between the disciplinary 

philosophies reported by medium colleges and universities 

and the disciplinary philosophies suggested for current 

use by experts. On most of the philosophical 

considerations there was found to be little difference 

between the responses of the Residential Life 

disciplinarians and the experts surveyed in this study. 
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fi2£2th£sj.s 4 

Hypothesis 4 stated that there would be no signifi-

cant differences between the disciplinary philosophies 

reported by large colleges and universities and the 

disciplinary philosophies suggested for current use by 

experts. To test this hypothesis, the responses of the 

twelve non-experts from large schools were compared to 

the responses of the eight experts to questionnaire 

items 3 13. Table I located at the end of this chapter 

presents this information. 

Evaluation of questionnaire item 3, (...my 

philosophy of human nature is a consideration in 

determining my response to student misconduct.), 

revealed that 75 per cent of the experts suggested this 

to be an important consideration. This is compared to 

75 per cent of all responding large schools who stated 

that this is a consideration for them in dealing with 

student misconduct. There was found to be no signifi-

cant difference between these two groups on this item. 

Evaluation of questionnaire item 4, (...I believe 

my value system affects how I respond to student 

misconduct.), revealed that 62.5 per cent of the experts 

suggested that one's value system should affect how one 

responds to student misconduct. This is compared to 

91.7 per cent of all responding large schools who stated 
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that their value system affects their response to stu-

dent misconduct. There was found to be no significant 

difference between these two groups on this item. 

Evaluation of questionnaire item 5, (,..a 

departmentally determined definition of "discipline" is 

the foundation of my goals in a disciplinary 

encounter.), revealed that 100 per cent of the experts 

stated that they suggested this to be important. This 

is compared to 100 per cent of all responding large 

schools who stated that they do operate under a 

departmentally determined definition of "discipline". 

There was found to be no significant difference between 

these two groups on this item. 

Evaluation of questionnaire item 6, (Concerning 

human behavior, I have clarified my own values in an 

effort to comprehend and deal with students' values 

which may differ from my own.), revealed that 100 per 

cent of the experts suggested that one should clarity 

one s values in order to deal with student values. This 

is compared to 83.3 per cent of all responding large 

schools who stated that they have clarified their own 

values. There was found to be no significant dillerence 

between these two groups on this item. 

Evaluation of questionnaire item 7, (...my 

philosophy of the teaching/learning process affects my 

expectations in a disciplinary encounter.), revealed 
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that 100 per cent of the experts suggested this to be an 

important consideration. This is compared to 100 per 

cent of all responding large schools who stated that 

their philosophy of the teaching/learning process 

affects their expectations. There was found to be no 

significant difference between these two groups on this 

it em. 

Evaluation of questionnaire item 8, (As a 

disciplinarian, I operate under (1) an approach which 

emphasizes corrective actions which are punitive, (2) 

an approach which emphasizes corrective actions which 

are aimed at producing social, moral, and ethical 

training, (3) an approach which varies between 1 and 

2 above. (4) I have not clarified my approach.), 

revealed that zero experts suggested a punitive 

approach. This is compared to zero respondents from 

large schools who stated that they use a punitive 

approach. Seventy-five per cent of the experts sug-

gested a developmental approach to discipline. This is 

compared to 33.3 per cent of all responding large 

schools who stated that they have a developmental 

approach. Twenty-five per cent of the experts suggested 

that a combination of punitive and developmental be 

used. This is compared to 66.7 per cent of all 

responding large schools who stated that they used a 
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combination approach. There was found to be no signifi-

cant difference between these two groups on this item. 

Evaluation of questionnaire item 9, (As a 

ciplinanan, I operate under the philosopny that (1) 

the resultant action from misconduct should be tailored 

to fit the offense, (2) the resultant action from 

misconduct should be tailored to fit the individual 

committing the offense, (3) I have not considered 

this.), revealed that 12.5 per cent of the experts 

suggested that the resultant action should be tailored 

to fit the offense. This is compared to 58.3 per cent 

the responding large schools who stated that they 

tailor the resultant action to fit the offense. 87.5 

per cent of the experts suggested that the resultant 

action should be tailored to fit the individual 

committing the offense. This is compared to 41.7 per 

cent of all responding large schools who stated that 

they do tailor the resultant action to fit the 

individual. There was found to be a significant dif-

ference between these two groups on this item at the .05 

level of significance. 

Evaluation of questionnaire item 10, (As a 

disciplinarian, I operate under the philosophy that (l) 

discipline should not be an educational concern of 

higher education, (2) discipline is a legitimate 

concern of higher education, (3) discipline is an 
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educational obligation of higher education (4) I have 

not considered this.), revealed that 25 per cent of the 

experts suggested that discipline should be a legitimate 

concern of higher education. This is compared to 16.7 

per cent of all responding large schools who stated that 

they viewed discipline thusly. Seventy-five per cent of 

the experts suggested that discipline should be con-

sidered an educational obligation of higher education. 

This is compared to 83.3 per cent of all responding 

large schools who stated that they view discipline as 

an educational obligation. There was found to be no 

significant difference between these two groups on this 

item. 

Evaluation of questionnaire item 11, (...I operate 

under the belief that the environment in which a student 

is perceived as a menace could sometimes be a possible 

contributor to the problem.), revealed that 100 per 

cent of the experts suggested that the environment in 

which a student is perceived as a menace should be 

carefully considered as a possible contributor to the 

problem. This is compared to 91.7 per cent of all 

responding large schools who stated that they view the 

environment thusly. There was found to be no signifi-

cant difference between these two groups on this item. 
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Evaluation of questionnaire item 12, (...I believe 

that my own cultural standards of behavior affect how I 

deal with students in a disciplinary encounter.), 

revealed that 75 per cent of the experts suggested that 

cultural standards should affect how one deals with 

students. This is compared to 83.3 per cent of the 

responding large schools who stated that their cultural 

standards do affect their dealings with students. There 

was found to be no significant difference between these 

two groups on this item. 

Evaluation of questionnaire item 13, (Concerning 

human behavior, I have clarified my own values in an 

effort to comprehend and deal with students' values 

which may differ from my own.), revealed that 87.5 per 

cent of the experts suggested this to be the best ap-

proach to student discipline. This is compared to 81.1 

per cent of all responding large schools who stated that 

this was their approach. There was found to be no 

significant difference between these two groups on this 

it em. 

Hypothesis 4 was retained on questionnaire items 

3-13 with the exception of item 9 which dealt with 

resultant action of misbehavior and which was found to 

be significant at the .05 level of significance. On all 

other items, there was found to be no significant dif-

ferences between the disciplinary philosophies reported 
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by large colleges and universities and the disciplinary 

philosophies suggested for current use by experts. 

There was found to be little difference between the phi-

losophical considerations of the Residential Life 

disciplinarians and the experts surveyed in the study. 

SXEOthesis 5 

Hypothesis 5 stated that there would be no signifi-

cant differences between the disciplinary phllosopnies 

reported by public colleges and universities and the 

disciplinary philosophies suggested for current use by 

experts. To study this hypothesis, the responses of the 

fifty-four non-experts from the public schools were 

compared to the responses of the eight experts to question-

naire items 3- 1 3. Table I located at the end of this 

chapter presents this information. 

The data indicated from evaluation of questionnaire 

item 3, (...my philosophy of human nature is a con-

sideration in determining my response to student 

misconduct.), that 75 per cent of the experts suggested 

this to be an important concern. This is compared to 

79.6 per cent of all responding public schools who 

stated that this was a consideration for them. There 

was found to be no significant difference between these 

two groups on this item. 



77 

The data indicated from evaluation of 

questionnaire item 4, (...I believe my value system 

affects how I respond to student misconduct.), that 62.5 

per cent of the experts suggested that one's value 

system should affect how one deals with student miscon-

duct. This is compared to 88.9 per cent of all 

responding public schools who stated that their values 

do affect how they deal with student misconduct. There 

was found to be a significant difference between these two 

groups on this item at the .05 level of significance. 

The data indicated from evaluation of questionnaire 

item 5, (...a departmental ly determined definition of 

discipline 1 is the foundation of my goals in a 

disciplinary encounter.), that 100 per cent of the ex-

perts suggested this to be important. This is compared 

to 81.5 per cent of all responding public schools who 

stated that they operate under such a definition. 

There was found to be no significant difference between 

these two groups on this item. 

The data indicated from evaluation of questionnaire 

item 6, (Concerning human behavior, I have clarified my 

own values in an effort to comprehend and deal with 

students' values which may differ from my own.), that 

100 per cent of the experts suggested this to be impor-

tant. This is compared with 92.6 per cent of all 

responding public schools who stated that they have 
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clarified their values. There was found to be no sig-

nificant difference between these two groups on this 

it em. 

The data indicated from evaluation of questionnaire 

item 7, (...my philosophy of the teaching/learning 

process affects my expectations in a disciplinary 

encounter.), that 100 per cent of the experts considered 

this to be important. This is compared to 100 per cent 

of the public schools who stated that their philosophy 

of the teaching/learning process affected their expec-

tations in a disciplinary encounter. There was found to 

be no significant difference between these two groups on 

this item. 

The data indicated from evaluation of questionnaire 

item 8, (As a disciplinarian, I operate under (1) an 

approach which emphasizes corrective actions which are 

punitive (2) an approach which emphasizes corrective 

actions which are aimed at producing social, moral, and 

ethical training, (3) an approach which varies between 

1 and 2 above, (4) I have not clarified my approach.), 

that zero of the experts suggested a punitive approach 

to student discipline. This is compared to 3.7 per cent 

of the responding public schools who stated that this is 

their approach. Seventy-five per cent of the experts 

suggested a developmental approach to discipline. This 
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is compared to 37 per cent of the responding public 

schools who stated that this is their approach. Twenty-

five per cent of the experts suggested a combination of 

punitive and developmental. This is compared to 57.4 

per cent of all responding public schools who stated 

that they use a combination approach. Zero experts had 

not clarified their approach. This is compared to 1.9 

per cent of all responding public schools who stated 

that they had not clarified their approach. There was 

found to be no significant difference between these two 

groups on this item. 

The data indicated from evaluation of questionnaire 

item 9, (As a disciplinarian, I operate under the 

philosophy that (1) the resultant action should be 

tailored to fit the offense, (2) the resultant action 

should be tailored to fit the individual committing the 

offense, (3) I have not clarified this.), that 87.5 

per cent of the experts suggested that the resultant 

action should be tailored to fit the individual commit-

ting the offense. This is compared to 55.8 per cent of 

all responding public schools who state that this was 

their approach. There was found to be a significant 

difference between these two groups at the .02 level of 

s ignif icance. 

The data indicated from evaluation of questionnaire 

item 10, (As a disciplinarian, I operate under the 



80 

philosophy that (1) discipline should not be an 

educational concern of higher education. (2) 

discipline is a legitimate concern of higher education. 

(3) discipline is an educational obligation of higher 

education. (4) I have not considered this.), that 25 

per cent of the experts suggested that discipline was a 

legitimate concern of higher education. This is com-

pared to 24 per cent of all responding public schools 

who stated that this is their approach. Seventy-five 

per cent of the experts suggested that discipline was an 

educational obligation of higher education. This is 

compared to 75.9 per cent of all responding public 

schools who stated that this is their approach. There 

was found to be no significant difference between these 

two groups on this item. 

The data indicated from evaluation of questionnaire 

item 11, (...i operate under the belief that the 

environment in which a student is perceived as a menace 

could sometimes be a possible contributor to the 

problem), that 100 per cent of the experts considered 

the environment in which a student is perceived as a 

menace to be a possible contributor to the problem. 

This is compared to 94.4 per cent of all responding 

public institutions who stated that they view the 

environment thusly. There was found to be no 
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significant difference between these two groups on this 

i t em. 

The data indicated from evaluation of questionnaire 

item 12, (...I believe that my own cultural standards of 

behavior affect how I deal with students in a discipli-

nary encounter.), that 75 per cent of the experts sug-

gested that one's cultural standards of behavior should 

affect one's dealings with students. This is compared 

to 79 per cent of the responding public schools who 

stated that their cultural standards did affect their 

dealings with students in a disciplinary encounter. 

There was found to be no significant difference between 

these two groups on this item. 

The data indicated from evaluation of questionnaire 

item 13, (...the term "disciplinary counseling" best 

describes my approach to the student in a disciplinary 

encounter.), that 87.5 per cent of the experts suggested 

that this was the best term to describe a disciplinary 

encounter. This is compared to 79.6 per cent of all 

responding public institutions who statea that this is 

the best way to describe their approach. There was 

found to be no significant difference between the two 

groups on this item. 

Hypothesis 5 was retained on questionnaire items 

3-13 with the exception of item 4 which dealt with 

one s value system and which was found to be significant 
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at the .05 level of significance, and item 9 which 

dealt with the resultant action for student misconduct 

and which was found to be significant at the .02 level 

of significance. On all other items there was no 

si§nificHQt differences between the disciplinary phi-

losophies reported by public colleges and universities 

and the disciplinary philosophies suggested for current 

use by experts. There was found to be little difference 

between the philosophical considerations of Residential 

Life disciplinarians and the experts surveyed in this 

study. 

ij3 6 

Hypothesis 6 stated that there would be no signifi-

cant differences between the disciplinary philosophies 

reported by private colleges and universities and the 

disciplinary philosophies suggested for current use by 

experts. To test this hypothesis, the responses of the 

twenty-four non-experts from private schools were com-

pared to the responses of the eight experts to question-

naire items 3-13. Table I located at the end of this 

chapter presents this information. 

Evaluation of questionnaire item 3, (...my 

philosophy of human nature is a consideration in 

determining my response to student misconduct.), 

revealed that 75 per cent of the experts suggested this 
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to be an important consideration. This is compared to 

83.3 per cent of all responding private schools who 

stated that this is a consideration for them. There 

was found to be no significant difference between these 

two groups on this item. 

Evaluation of questionnaire item 4, (...I believe 

my value system affects how I respond to student 

misconduct.), revealed that 62.5 per cent of the experts 

suggested that this was an important consideration. 

This is compared to 91.7 per cent of the responding 

private schools who stated that they believe that their 
t 

value system affects their response to student mis-

conduct. There was found to be a significant difference 

between these two groups on this item at the .05 level of 

s ignif icance. 

Evaluation of questionnaire item 5, (...a 

departmenta1ly determined definition of "discipline" is 

the foundation of my goals in a disciplinary 

encounter.), revealed that 100 per cent of the experts 

suggested this to be important. This is compared to 

60.9 per cent of all responding private schools who 

stated that they operate under such a definition. 

There was found to be a significant difference between 

these two groups on this item at the .03 level of sig-

nificance . 
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Evaluation of questionnaire item 6, (Concerning 

human behavior, I have clarified my own values in an 

effort to comprehend and deal with students' values 

which may differ from my own.), revealed that 100 per 

cent of the experts suggested this to be an important 

consideration. This is compared to 91.3 per cent of all 

responding private schools who stated that this was a 

consideration for them. There was found to be no sig-

nificant difference between these two groups on this item. 

Evaluation of questionnaire item 7, (...my 

philosophy of the teaching/learning process affects my 

expectations in a disciplinary encounter.), revealed 

that 100 per cent of the experts suggested this to be an 

important consideration. This is compared to 100 per 

cent of all responding private schools who stated that 

this is an important consideration to them. There was 

found to be no significant difference between these two 

groups on this item. 

Evaluation of questionnaire item 8, (As a 

disciplinarian, I operate under (1) an approach which 

emphasizes corrective actions which are punitive, (2) 

an approach which emphasizes corrective actions which 

are aimed at producing social, moral, and ethical 

training, (3) an approach which varies between 1 and 

2 above, (4) I have not clarified my approach.), 

revealed that zero of the experts suggested a punitive 



85 

approach. This is compared to zero of all responding 

private schools who stated this as their approach. 

Seventy-five per cent of the experts suggested a more 

developmental approach. This is compared to 47 per cent 

of the responding private schools who stated that this 

is their approach. Twenty-five per cent of the experts 

suggested that a combination of punitive and developmen-

tal was the best approach. This is compared to 52.2 per 

cent of the responding private schools who stated that 

this was their approach. There was found to be no 

significant difference between these two groups on this 

it em. 

Evaluation of questionnaire item 9, (As a 

disciplinarian, I operate under the philosophy that (1) 

the resultant action should be tailored to fit the 

offense, (2) the resultant action should be tailored 

to fit the individual committing the offense, (3) I 

have not considered this.), revealed that 87.5 per cent 

of the experts suggested that the resultant action 

should be tailored to fit the individual committing the 

offense. This is compared to 50 per cent of the 

responding private schools who stated that this is 

their approach. There was found to be no significant 

difference between these two groups on this item. 
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Evaluation of questionnaire item 10, (As a 

disciplinarian, I operate under the philosophy that (1) 

discipline should not be an educational concern of 

higher education, (2) discipline is a legitimate 

concern of higher education, (3) discipline is an 

educational obligation of higher education, (4) I have 

not considered this.), revealed that 25 per cent of the 

experts suggested that discipline should be a legitimate 

concern. This is compared to 26.1 per cent of the 

responding private schools who stated that this is 

their belief. Seventy-five per cent of the experts 

suggested that discipline should be an educational obli-

gation of higher education. This is compared to 73.9 

per cent of all responding private schools who stated 

that this is their belief. There was no significant 

difference between these two groups on this item. 

Evaluation of questionnaire item 11, (...I operate 

under the belief that the environment in which a student 

is perceived as a menace could sometimes be a possible 

contributor to the problem.), revealed that 100 per cent 

of the experts suggested that the environment should be 

considered to be a possible contributor to student mis-

conduct. This is compared to 91.3 per cent of all 

responding private schools who stated that they con-

sider this when dealing with student misconduct. 
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There was found to be no significant difference between 

these two groups on this item. 

Evaluation of questionnaire item 12, (...I believe 

that my own cultural standards of behavior affect how I 

deal with students in a disciplinary encounter.), 

revealed that 75 per cent of the experts suggested that 

cultural standards should affect how one deals witn 

students in a disciplinary encounter. This is compared 

to 91.3 per cent of all responding private schools who 

stated that their cultural standards do affect their 

dealings with students. There was found to be no sig-

nificant difference between these two groups on this 

it em. 

Evaluation of questionnaire item 13, (...the term 

"disciplinary counseling" best describes my approach to 

the student in a disciplinary encounter.), revealed that 

87.5 per cent of the experts suggested that this is the 

best approach. This is compared to 83.3 per cent of the 

responding private schools who stated that this was 

their approach. There was found to be no significant 

difference between these two groups on this item. 

Hypothesis 6 was retained on questionnaire items 

3-13 with the exception of item 4 which dealt with one's 

values and which was found to be significant at the .05 

level of significance, and item 5 which dealt with a 

departmentaliy determined definition of "discipline" 
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which was found to be significant at the .04 level of 

significance. On all other items, there was founa to be 

no significant difference between the disciplinary 

philosophies reported by private colleges and univer-

sities and the disciplinary philosophies suggested for 

current use by experts. There was found to be little 

difference between the philosophical considerations of 

the Residential Life disciplinarians and the experts 

surveyed in this study. 

Hypothes is 7 

Hypothesis 7 stated that there would be no 

significant differences between the disciplinary 

practices reported by Residential Life disciplinarians 

and the disciplinary practices suggested for current use 

by experts. To test this hypothesis, the responses of 

the group of all seventy-nine non-experts were compared 

to the responses of the eight experts to questionnaire 

items 14-41. Tables I-IV located at the end of this 

chapter present this information. 

The results of questionnaire item 14, (By 

department department policy, I distinguish between 

violations of tenant/land lord rights, violations of 

social expectations, and violations of law.), indicated 

that 87.5 per cent of the experts suggested this dis-

tinction be made. This is compared to 74.6 per cent of 
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all responding non-experts who stated that they do dis-

tinguish between these violations. There was found to 

be no significant difference between the two groups on 

this item. 

The results of questionnaire item 15, (As a 

disciplinarian I rely upon published Housing rules and 

regulations to convey department expectations.), 

indicated that 87.5 per cent of the experts suggested 

this practice. This is compared to 86.1 per cent of all 

responding non-experts who stated that they rely on 

published rules and regulations. There was found to be 

no significant difference between these two groups. 

The results of questionnaire item 16, (As a 

d i s c i p l i n a r i a n , I o p e r a t e under a published d e p a r t m e n t 

policy statement on discipline.), indicated that 100 per 

cent of the experts suggested this practice. This is 

compared to 77.2 per cent of all responding non-experts 

who stated that they do rely on a published department 

policy statement on discipline. There was found to be 

no significant difference between the two groups on this 

it em • 

The results from questionnaire item 17, (As a 

disciplinarian, I operate under a published university-

wide Code of Student Conduct.), indicated that 100 per 

cent of the experts suggested this practice. This is 
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compared to 89.8 per cent of all responding non-experts 

who state that they do operate under such a code. There 

was found to be no significant difference between these 

two groups on this item. 

The results from questionnaire item 18, (Any 

disciplinary action initiated by and kept within the 

Housing Department becomes a part of the student's 

permanent university record.), indicated that 75 per 

cent of the experts did not suggest this practice. This 

is compared to 84.9 per cent of all responding non-

experts who do not do this. There was found to be no 

significant difference between these two groups on this 

it em. 

The results from questionnaire item 19, (As a 

disciplinarian, I routinely contact the parents or 

guardian of underage students about a disciplinary 

matter.), indicated that 87.5 per cent of the experts 

did not suggest this practice. This is compared to 88.6 

per cent of all responding non-experts who stated that 

they do not contact parents of underage students 

routinely. There was found to be no significant dif-

ference between these two groups on this item. 

The results from questionnaire item 20, (As a 

disciplinarian, I routinely contact the parents or 

guardian of student of legal-age about a disciplinary 

matter.), revealed that 100 per cent of the experts did 
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not suggest this practice. This is compared to 94.9 per 

cent of all responding non-experts who do not contact 

parents of legal-age students routinely. There was 

found to be no significant difference between these two 

groups on this item. 

The results from questionnaire item 21, (I rou-

tinely welcome the parents or guardian of any student to 

be a part of the discipline procedure.), indicated that 

50 per cent of the experts suggested this practice and 

50 per cent did not suggest this practice. This is 

compared to 24 per cent of all responding non-experts 

who do welcome parents and 75.9 per cent who do not. 

There was no significant difference between these two 

groups on this item. 

The results from questionnaire item 22, (As a 

disciplinarian, I have a basic knowledge of any laws 

which might affect my decision on discipline.), 

indicated that 100 per cent of the experts suggested 

this knowledge. This is compared to 96.2 per cent of 

all responding non-experts who stated that they possess 

such knowledge. There was found to be no significant 

difference between these two groups on this item. 

The results from questionnaire item 23, (As a 

disciplinarian, I have a basic knowledge of court cases 

and legal precedents concerning college discipline.), 
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indicated that 100 per cent of the experts suggested 

such knowledge. This is compared to 89.8 per cent of 

all responding non-experts who stated that they possess 

such knowledge. There was found to be no significant 

difference between these two groups on this item. 

The results of questionnaire item 24, (As a disci-

plinarian, I operate within a Housing system which would 

define "due process" as (1) simply fundamental fair-

ness, (2) in a more legalistic sense (usually 

involving a published systematic procedure for student 

discipline.), indicated that 62.5 per cent of the 

experts suggested defining due process in a more legal-

istic sense. This is compared to 70.8 per cent of the 

responding non-experts who stated that they define due 

process in a more legalistic sense. There was found to 

be no significant difference between these two groups on 

this item. 

The results from questionnaire item 25-28, (Any 

disciplinary decision made by me as department 

disciplinarian may be appealed to (1) a student board, 

(2) another Housing employee, (3) someone in the office 

of the chief student personnel officer, (4) no o n e — I 

have final authority.), indicated that 50 per cent of the 

experts suggested a student board, 25 per cent suggested 

using another Housing employee, 87.5 per cent suggested 

using the office of the chief student personnel office, 
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and 12.5 per cent suggested that the Housing discipli-

narian should have final authority. This is compared to 

35.4 per cent of all responding non-experts who stated 

that they use student boards, 22.8 per cent who use 

another Housing employee, 72.2 per cent who use the 

office of the chief student personnel officer, ana 6.3 

per cent who have final authority. This item was not 

statistically analyzed and the frequencies of these 

responses are listed in Table II at the end of this 

chapt er. 

The results from questionnaire item 29, (As a 

disciplinarian, I routinely give written summons when I 

wish to see a student on a disciplinary matter.), indi-

cated that 75 per cent of the experts suggested this 

practice. This is compared to 83.5 per cent of all 

responding non-experts who stated that they do give 

written summons when they wish to see a student on a 

disciplinary matter. There was found to be no signifi-

cant difference between these two groups on this item. 

The results from questionnaire item 30, (As a 

disciplinarian, I systematically keep written records of 

all discipline cases with which I deal.), indicated that 

100 per cent of the experts suggested this practice. 

This is compared to 97.5 per cent of all responding non-

experts who stated that they do keep written records. 
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There was found to be no significant difference between 

these two groups on this item. 

The results from questionaire item 31-34, (As a 

disciplinarian, I deal with (1) all discipline cases in 

the Housing system, (2) those cases referred to me by 

hall statt, (3) appeals from students disciplined by hall 

staff, (4) all cases of a serious nature.), indicated 

that 37.5 per cent of the experts suggested dealing with 

all discipline cases, 75 per cent suggested dealing with 

referrals, 100 per cent suggested dealing with appeals, 

and 75 per cent suggested dealing with all cases of a 

serious nature. This is compared to 29.1 per cent of 

all responding non-experts who stated that they deal 

with all discipline cases, 79.7 per cent who deal with 

referrals, 60.7 per cent who deal with appeals, and 64.5 

per cent who deal with all cases of a serious nature. 

This item was not statistically analyzed and the fre-

quencies of these responses are listed in Table III 

located at the end of this chapter. 

The results from questionnaire item 35-41, (As a 

disciplinarian, I use the following sanctions for 

various kinds of student misconduct (1) fines, (2) 

behavior contracts, (3) admonition, (4) counseling, 

(5) probation, (6) moving student within or out of the 

Housing system, (7) imposition of tasks.), indicated 

that 3.8 per cent of the experts suggested the use of 
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fines, 87.5 per cent suggested behavior contracts, 100 

per cent suggested admonition, 87.5 per cent suggesteu 

counseling, 100 per cent suggested probation, 100 per 

cent suggested moving students, and 100 per cent sug-

gested imposition of tasks. This is compared to 50 per 

cent of all responding non-experts who stated that they 

use fines, 64.5 per cent who use behavior contracts, 

68.4 per cent who admonish, 93.7 per cent who counsel, 

91.1 per cent who use probation, 97.5 per cent who move 

students, and 67.1 per cent who impose tasks. This item 

was not statistically analyzed and the frequencies of 

these responses are found listed in Table III. 

Hypothesis 7 was retained on all questionnaire 

items 14-41. There was found to be no significant 

differences between the disciplinary practices reported 

by Residential Life disciplinarians surveyed and the 

disciplinary practices suggested for current use by 

experts. 

thesis 8 

Hypothesis 8 stated that there would be no 

significant differences between the disciplinary 

practices reported by small colleges and universities 

and the disciplinary practices suggested for current use-

by experts. To test this hypothesis, the responses of 

the twenty-five non-experts from small schools were 
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compared to the responses of the eight experts to ques-

tionnaire items 14-41. Tables I-IV located at the end 

of this chapter present these results. 

Evaluation of questionnaire item 14, (By 

department policy, I distinguish between violations of 

tenant/1and1ord rights, violations of social expec-

tations, and violations of law.), revealed that 87.5 per 

cent of the experts suggested distinguishing between 

these various types of violations. This is compared to 

80.0 per cent of all responding small schools who stated 

that that do make this distinction. There was found to 

be no significant difference between these two groups on 

this item. 

Evaluation of questionnaire item 15, (...I rely 

upon published Housing rules and regulations to convey 

department expectations.), revealed that 87.5 per cent 

of the experts suggested this to be a good practice. 

This is compared to 84 per cent of all responding small 

schools who state that they do operate under published 

rules and regulations. There was found to be no sig-

nificant difference between the two groups on this item. 

Evaluation of questionnaire item 16, (...I operate 

under a published department policy statement on 

discipline.), revealed that 100 per cent of the experts 

suggest this practice. This is compared to 64 per cent 
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of the responding small schools who stated that they do 

operate under a policy statement on discipline. There 

was found to be a significant difference between these two 

groups on this item at the .05 level of significance. 

Evaluation of questionnaire item 17, (I operate 

under a published university-wide Code of Student 

Conduct.), revealed that 100 per cent of the experts 

suggested this practice. This is compared to 84 per 

cent of all responding small schools who stated that 

they do operate under such a code. There was found to 

be no significant difference between these two groups on 

this item. 

Evaluation of questionnaire item 18, (Any 

disciplinary action initiated by and kept within the 

Housing department becomes a part of the student's 

permanent record.), indicated that 75 per cent of the 

experts did not suggest this practice. This is compared 

to 80 per cent of all responding small schools who 

stated that they did not make such information part of 

the student's permanent record. There was found to be 

no significant difference between these two groups on 

this item. 

Evaluation of questionnaire item 19, (...I 

routinely contact the parents or guardian of underage 

students about a disciplinary matter.), revealed that 

87.5 per cent of the experts did not suggest contacting 
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parents of underage students. This is compared to 80 

per cent of all responding small schools who stated that 

they do not do this. There was found to be no significant 

difference between these two groups on this item. 

Evaluation of questionnaire item 20, (...I 

routinely contact the parents or guardian of students of 

legal-age about a disciplinary matter.), revealed that 

100 per cent of the experts did not suggest contacting 

parents of legal-age students. This is compared to 92 

per cent of all responding small schools who stated that 

they do not do this. There was found to be no sig-

nificant difference between the two groups. 

Evaluation of questionnaire item 21, (...I 

routinely welcome the parents or guardian of any student 

to be a part of the discipline procedure.), revealed 

that 50 per cent of the experts suggested this and 50 

per cent did not. This is compared to 24 per cent of 

all responding small schools who stated that they do 

welcome parents and 76 per cent who stated that they do 

not. There was found to be no significant difference 

between these two groups on this item. 

Evaluation of questionnaire item 22, (...I have a 

basic knowledge of any laws which might affect my 

decision on discipline.), revealed that 100 per cent of 

the experts suggested possessing such knowledge. This 
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is compared to 92 per cent of all responding small 

schools who stated that they possess this knowledge. 

There was found to be no significant difference between 

these two groups on this item. 

Evaluation of questionnaire item 23, (...I have a 

basic knowledge of court cases and legal precedents 

concerning college discipline.), revealed cases that 100 

per cent of the experts suggested this information is 

important. This is compared to 80 per cent of the 

responding small schools who stated that they possess 

this knowledge. There was found to be no significant 

difference between these two groups on this item. 

Evaluation of questionnaire item 24, (...I operate 

within a Housing system which would define "due process" 

as (1) simply "fundamental fairness," (2) in a more 

legalistic sense.), revealed that 62.5 per cent of the 

experts suggested due process be defined in a more 

legalistic sense. This is compared to 64 per cent of 

all responding small schools who stated that they do 

define it in a more legalistic sense. There was found 

to be no significant difference between these two groups 

on this item. 

Evaluation of questionnaire item 25-28, (Any 

disciplinary decision made by me as department disci-

plinarian may be appealed to (1) a student board, (2) 

another appointed Housing employee, (3) someone in the 
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office of the chief student personnel officer, (4) no 

one--I have final authority.), revealed that 50 per cent 

of the experts suggested use of a student board, 25 per 

cent suggested use of another Housing employee, 87.5 per 

cent suggested use of the office of the chief student 

personnel officer, and 12.5 per cent suggested the Resi-

dential Life disciplinarian have final authority. This 

is compared to 24 per cent of all responding small 

schools who state that they use student boards, 12 per 

cent who use another Housing employee, 68 per cent who 

use the office of the chief student personnel officer, 

and 8 per cent who state that they have final authority. 

This item was not statistically analyzed and the fre-

quencies of these responses are listed in Table II. 

Evaluation of questionnaire item 29, (...I 

routinely give written summons when I wish to see a 

student on a disciplinary matter.), revealed that 75 per 

cent of the experts suggested this practice. This is 

compared to 96 per cent of all responding small schools 

who stated that they do issue a written summons to 

students they wish to see on a disciplinary matter. 

There was found to be no significant difference between 

these two groups on this item on this item. 

Evaluation of questionnaire item 30, (...I 

systematically keep written records of all discipline 
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cases with which I deal.), revealed that 100 per cent of 

the experts suggested this practice. This is compared 

to 97.6 per cent of all responding small schools who 

stated that they do keep written records. There was 

found to be no significant difference between these two 

groups on this item. 

Evaluation of questionnaire item 31-34, (As a 

disciplinarian, I deal with (1) all discipline cases in 

the Housing system, (2) those cases referred to me by 

hall staff, (3) appeals from students disciplined by 

hall staff, (4) All cases of a serious nature.), 

revealed that 37.5 per cent of the experts suggested 

that Residential Life disciplinarians deal with all 

discipline within the system, 75 per cent suggested 

that they deal with referrals, 100 per cent suggested 

that they deal with appeals, and 75 per cent suggested 

that they deal with all serious cases. This is compared 

to 44 per cent of all responding small schools who 

stated that they deal with all discipline, 80 per cent 

who stated they deal with referrals, 48 per cent who 

stated they deal with appeals, and 60 per cent who 

stated they deal with all cases of a serious nature. 

This item was not statistically analyzed and the fre-

quencies of these responses are listed in Table III. 

Evaluation of questionnaire item 35-41, (As a 

disciplinarian, I use the following sanctions for 
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various kinds of student misconduct (1) fines, (2) 

behavior contracts, (3) admonition, (4) counseling, 

(5) disciplinary probation (6) moving students, (7) 

imposition of tasks), revealed that 3.75 per cent of the 

experts suggested the use of fines as a sanction, 87.5 

per cent suggested behavior contracts, 100 per cent 

suggested admonition, 87.5 per cent suggested coun-

seling, 100 per cent suggested probation, 97.5 per cent 

suggested moving the student, and 67.1 per cent sug-

gested the imposition of tasks. This is compared to 4 

per cent of all responding small schools who stated that 

they use fines, 48 per cent who use behavior contracts, 

56 per cent who use admonition, 92 per cent who use 

counseling, 88 per cent who use probation, 92 per cent 

who use moving, and 60 per cent who impose tasks. This 

item was not statistically analyzed and the frequencies 

of these responses are listed in Table IV. 

Hypothesis 8 was retained on questionnaire 

items 14-41 with the exception of item 16 which dealt 

with a published department policy statement and which 

was found to be significant at the .05 level of 

significance. On all other items, there was found to 

be no significant differences between the disciplinary 

practices reported by small colleges and universities 

and the disciplinary practices suggested for current use 
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by experts. There was found to be little difference 

between the disciplinary practices of the Residential 

Life disciplinarians and the experts surveyed in this 

study. 

he 9 

Hypothesis 9 stated that there would be no 

significant differences between the disciplinary prac-

tices reported by medium colleges and universities and 

the disciplinary practices suggested for current use by 

experts. To test this hypothesis, the responses of the 

forty-two non-experts from medium schools were compared 

to the responses of the eight experts to questionnaire 

items 14-41. Tables I-IV located at the end of this 

chapter present this information. 

The response to questionnaire item 14, (By department 

policy I distinguish between violations of tenant/ 

landlord rights, violations of social expectations, and 

violations of law.), indicated that 87.5 of the experts 

suggested such a distinction be made. This is compared 

to 78.6 per cent of all responding medium schools who 

stated that they do distinguish between these types of 

violations. There was found to be no significant dif-

ference between these two groups on this item. 

The results of questionnaire item 15, (...I rely 

upon published Housing rules and regulations to convey 
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department expectations.), indicated that 87.5 per 

cent of the experts suggested this practice. This is 

compared to 90.5 per cent of all responding medium 

schools who stated that they operated under published 

rules and regulations. There was found to be no sig-

nificant difference between these two groups on this 

item. 

The results of questionnaire item 16, (...I operate 

under a published department policy statement on 

discipline.), indicated that 100 per cent of the experts 

suggest such a practice. This is compared with 78.6 per 

cent of all responding medium schools who stated that 

they have such a statement. There was found to be no 

significant difference between these two groups on this 

item. 

The results of questionnaire item 17, (...I operate 

under a published university-wide Code of Student 

Conduct.), indicated that 100 per cent of the experts 

suggested its use. This is compared to 90.5 per cent of 

all responding medium schools who stated that they 

operate under such a code. There was found to be no 

significant difference between these two groups on this 

item. 

The results of questionnaire item 18, (Any 

discipline action initiated by and kept within the 

Housing Department becomes a part of the student's 



105 

permanent university record.), indicated that 75 per 

cent of the experts suggested that this not be done. 

This is compared to 88.1 per cent of all responding 

medium schools who stated that this information does not 

become part of the student's permanent record. There 

was found to be no significant difference between these 

two groups on this item. 

The results of questionnaire item 19, (..,i 

routinely contact the parents or guardian of underage 

students about a disciplinary matter.), indicated that 

87.5 per cent of the experts did not suggest contacting 

parents. This is compared to 95.2 per cent of the 

responding medium schools who stated that they do not 

contact the parents of underage students. There was 

found to be no significant difference between these two 

groups on this item. 

The results of questionnaire item 20, (...I 

routinely contact the parents or guardian of students of 

legal-age about a disciplinary matter.), indicated that 

100 per cent of the experts did not suggest contacting 

parents of legal-age students. This is compared to 

97.6 per cent of all responding medium schools 

who stated that they do not contact parents of legal-

age students. There was found to be no significant 

difference between these two groups on this item. 
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The results of questionnaire item 21, (...I routinely 

welcome the parents or guardian of any student to be a 

part of the discipline procedure.), indicated that 50 

per cent of the experts suggested this practice and 50 

per cent did not. This is compared to 21.4 per cent of 

the responding medium schools who stated that they wel-

come parents and 78.6 per cent who stated that they do 

not. There was found to be no significant difference 

between these two groups on this item. 

The results of questionnaire item 22, (...I have a 

basic knowledge of any laws which might affect my 

decisions on discipline.), indicated that 100 per cent 

of the experts suggested such knowledge. This is com-

pared to 92 per cent of all responding medium schools 

who stated that they possess such knowledge. There was 

found to be no significant difference between these two 

groups on this item. 

The results of questionnaire item 23, (...I have a 

basic knowledge of court cases and legal precedents 

concerning college discipline.), indicated that 100 per 

cent of the experts suggested such knowledge. This is 

compared to 80 per cent of all responding medium schools 

who stated that they possess such knowledge. There was 

found to be no significant differences between these two 

groups on this item. 
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The results of questionnaire item 24, (...I operate 

within a Housing system which would define "due process" 

as (1) simply "fundamental fairness", (2) in a more 

legalistic sense.), indicated that 62.5 per cent of the 

experts suggest defining it in a more legalistic sense. 

This is compared to 73.8 per cent of all responding 

medium schools who stated that they do define due pro-

cess in a more legalistic sense. There was found to be 

no significant difference between these two groups on this 

it em. 

The results of questionnaire item 25-28, (Any 

disciplinary decision made by me as department 

disciplinarian may be appealed to (l) a student board, 

(2) another appointed Housing employee, (3) someone in 

the office of the chief student personnel officer, (4) 

no o n e — I have final authority.), indicated that 50 per 

cent of the experts suggested student boards, 25 per 

cent suggested another Housing employee be used for 

appeals, 87.5 per cent suggested use of the office of 

the chief student personnel officer, and 12.5 per cent 

suggested that the Residential Life disciplinarian have 

final authority. This is compared to 45.2 per cent of 

all responding medium schools who stated that they use 

student boards, 30.9 per cent who use another Housing 

employee, 73.8 per cent who stated that they use the 

office of the chief student personnel officer, and 4 per 
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cent who have final authority. This item was not 

analyzed statistically and the frequency of these re-

sponses are listed in Table II. 

The results of questionnaire item 29, (...I 

routinely give written summons when I wish to see a 

student on a disciplinary matter.), indicated that 83.5 

per cent of the experts suggested this practice. This 

is compared to 76.2 per cent of all responding medium 

schools who stated that they use written summons. There 

was found to be no significant difference between these 

two groups on this item. 

The results of questionnaire item 30, (...I 

systematically keep written records of all discipline 

cases with which I deal.), indicated that 100 per cent 

of the experts suggested this practice. This is com-

pared to 100 per cent of all responding medium schools 

who stated that they do this. There was found to be no 

significant difference between these two groups on this 

item. 

The results of questionnaire item 31-34, (As a 

disciplinarian, I deal with (1) all discipline cases in 

the Housing system, (2) those cases referred to me by 

hall staff, (3) appeals from students discipline by 

hall staft, (4) all cases of a serious nature.), 

indicated that 37.5 per cent of the experts suggested 



109 

that Residential Life disciplinarians deal with all 

discipline within the system, 79.7 per cent suggested 

dealing with referrals, 60.7 per cent suggested dealing 

with appeals, and 64.5 per cent suggested dealing witn 

all cases of a serious nature. This is compared to 23.8 

per cent of all responding medium schools who stated 

that they deal with all cases, 83.3 per cent who deal 

with referrals, 66.6 per cent who deal with appeals, and 

64.2 per cent who deal with all serious cases. This 

item was not analyzed statistically and the frequencies 

of these responses are located in Table III. 

The results of questionnaire item 35-41, (...I use 

the following sanctions for various kinds of student 

misconduct (1) fines, (2) behavior contracts, (3) 

admonition, (4) counseling, (5) disciplinary 

probation, (6) moving students (7) imposition of 

tasks.), indicated that 75 per cent of the experts 

suggested the use of fines, 87.5 per cent suggested the 

use of the behavior contract, 100 per cent suggested the 

use of admonition, 87.5 per cent suggested counseling, 

100 per cent suggested probation, 100 per cent suggested 

moving students, and 100 per cent suggested imposing 

appropriate tasks. This is compared to 42.8 per cent of 

all responding medium schools who stated that they use 

fines, 76.1 per cent who use behavior contracts, 76.1 

per cent who use admonishment, 95.2 per cent who use 
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counseling, 95.2 per cent who use probation, 100 per 

cent who use moving students, and 73.8 per cent who use 

tasks. This item was not analyzed statistically, and 

the frequencies of these responses are listed in Table 

IV. 

Hypothesis 9 was retained on all questionnaire 

items 14-41. There was found to be no significant 

difference between the actual disciplinary practices 

reported by medium schools and the disciplinary prac-

tices suggested for current use by experts. There 

was found to be little difference between the practices 

of Residential Life disciplinarians and the experts in 

surveyed in this study. 

H;ypothes is 10 

Hypothesis 10 stated that there would be signifi-

cant differences between the disciplinary practices 

reported by large colleges and universities and the 

dis icp1inary practices suggested for current use by 

experts. To test this hypothesis, the responses of the 

twelve non-experts from large schools were compared to 

the responses of the eight experts on questionnaire item 

14-41. Tables I-IV located at the end of this chapter 

present this information. 

Evaluation of questionnaire item 14, (By department 

policy, I distinguish between violations of tenant/ 
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landlord rights, violations of social expectations, and 

violations of law.), indicated that 87.5 per cent of the 

experts suggested this practice. This is compared to 50 

per cent of all responding large schools who statea that 

they make this distinction between violations. There 

was found to be no significant difference between these 

two groups on this item. 

Evaluation of questionnaire item 15, (..I rely upon 

published Housing rules and regulations to convey 

department expectations.), indicated that 87.5 per cent 

of the experts suggested this practice. This is com-

pared to 75 per cent of all responding large schools who 

stated that they use published rules and regulations. 

There was found to be no significant difference between 

these two groups on this item. 

Evaluation of questionnaire item 16, (...I operate 

under a published department policy statement on 

discipline.), indicated that 100 per cent of the experts 

suggested this practice. This is compared to 77.2 per 

cent of all responding large schools who stated that 

they have such a statement. There was found to be no 

significant difference between these two groups on this 

it em. 

Evaluation of questionnaire item 17, (...I operate 

under a published university-wide Code of Student 
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Conduct.), indicated that 100 per cent of the experts 

suggested used such a code. This is compared to 100 

per cent of all large schools who stated that they 

operate under such a code. There was found to be no 

significant difference between these two groups on this 

it em • 

Evaluation of questionnaire item 18, (Any 

disciplinary action initiated by and kept within the 

department becomes a part of the student's permanent 

record.), indicated that 75 per cent of the experts did 

not suggest that this information should be part of the 

student's permanent record. This is compared to 83.3 per 

cent of all responding large schools who stated that 

they do not put such such information in a student's 

permanent file. There was found to be no signiticant 

difference between these two groups on this item. 

Evaluation of questionnaire item 19, (...I 

routinely contact the parents or guardian of underage 

students about a disciplinary matter.), indicated that 

87.5 per cent of the experts did not suggest this prac-

tice. This is compared to 83.3 per cent of all 

responding large schools who stated that they do not 

contact parents of underage students on disciplinary 

matters. There was found to be no significant dif-

ference between these two groups on this item. 
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Evaluation of questionnaire item 20, (...I 

routinely contact the parents or guardian of students of 

legal-age about a disciplinary matter.), indicated 

that 100 per cent of the experts did not suggest this 

practice. This is compared to 100 per cent of all 

responding large schools who stated that they do not 

contact parents of legal-age students. There was found 

to be no significant difference between these two groups 

on this item. 

Evaluation of questionnaire item 21, (...I 

routinely welcome the parents or guardian of any student 

to be a part of the discipline procedure.), indicated 

that 50 per cent of the experts did not suggest this 

practice. This is compared to 66.7 per cent of all 

responding large schools who stated that they do not 

welcome parents as part of the meeting. There was founa 

to be no significant difference between these two groups 

on this item. 

Evaluation of questionnaire item 22, (...I have a 

basic knowledge of any laws which might affect my 

decisions on discipline.), indicated that 100 per cent 

of the experts suggested possessing such knowledge. 

This is compared to 100 per cent of all responding large 

schools who stated that they did possess such knowledge. 

There was found to be no significant difference between 

these two groups on this item. 
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Evaluation of questionnaire item 23, (...I have a 

basic knowledge of court cases and legal precedents 

concerning college discipline.), indicated that 100 per 

cent of the experts suggested possession of such 

knowledge. This is compared to 100 per cent of all 

responding large schools who stated that they possess 

such knowledge. There was found to be no significant 

difference between these two groups on this item. 

Evaluation of questionnaire item 24, (...I operate 

within a Housing system which would define "due process" 

as (1) simply "fundamental fairness," (2) in a more 

legalistic sense.), indicated that 62.5 per cent of the 

experts suggested defining it in a more legalistic 

sense. This is compared to 75 per cent of all 

responding large schools who stated that they do define 

it in such a way. There was found to be no significant 

difference between these two groups on this item. 

Evaluation of questionnaire item 25-28, (Any 

disciplinary decision made by me as department discipli-

narian may be appealed to (1) a student board, (2) 

another appointed Housing employee, (3) someone in the 

office of the chief student personnel officer, (4) on 

one — I have final authority.), indicated that 50 per 

cent of the experts suggested use of student boards, 25 

per cent suggested using another Housing employee, 87.5 
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per cent suggested using the office of the chief student 

personnel office, and 12.5 per cent suggested that the 

Residential Life disciplinarian have final authority. 

This is compared to 25 per cent of all responding large 

schools who stated that they use student boards, 16.6 

per cent who stated they use anotner Housing employee, 

75 per cent who stated that they use someone in the 

office of the chief student personnel officer, and 8 per 

cent who stated that they have final authority. This 

item was not statistically analyzed and the frequencies 

of these responses are listed in Table II located at the 

end of this chapter. 

Evaluation of questionnaire item 29, (...I 

routinely give written summons when I wish to see a 

student on a disciplinary matter.), indicated that 75 

per cent of the experts suggested this practice. This 

is compared to 83.3 per cent of all responding large 

schools who stated that they do give written summons. 

There was found to be no significant difference between 

these two groups on this item. 

Evaluation of questionnaire item 30, (...I 

systematically keep written records of all discipline 

cases with which I deal.), indicated that 100 per cent 

of the experts suggested this practice. This is com-

pared to 91.7 per cent of all responding large schools 

who stated that they do keep written records. There was 
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found to be no significant difference between these two 

groups on this item. 

Evaluation of questionnaire item 31-34, (As a 

disciplinarian, I deal with (1) all discipline cases in 

the Housing system, (2) those cases referrea to me by 

hall staff, (3) appeals from students disciplined by 

hall stafi, (4) all cases of a serious nature.), 

indicated that 37.5 per cent of the experts suggested 

that the Residential Life disciplinarian deal with all 

discipline, 75 per cent suggested dealing with 

referrals, 100 per cent suggested dealing with appeais, 

and 75 per cent suggested dealing with all serious 

cases. This is compared to 16.6 per cent of all 

responding large schools who stated that they dealt with 

all discipline, 66.6 per cent who deal with referrais, 

66.6 per cent who deal with appeals, and 66.6 per cent 

who deal with all cases of a serious nature. This item 

was not statistically analyzed and the frequencies of 

these responses are listed in Table III. 

Evaluation of questionnaire item 35-41, (As a 

disciplinarian, I use the following sanctions for 

various kinds of student misconduct.), indicated that 

37.5 per cent of the experts suggested the use of finets, 

64.5 per cent suggested the use of a behavior contract, 

68.4 per cent suggested the use of admonitions, 93.7 per 
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cent suggested counseling, 91.1 per cent suggested pro-

bation, 97.5 per cent suggested moving students, and 

67.1 per cent suggested imposing tasks. This is com-

pared to 25 per cent of all responding large schools who 

stated that they use fines, 58.3 per cent who use 

behavior contracts, 66.6 per cent who use admonitions, 

91.6 per cent who use counseling, 83.3 per cent who use 

probation, 100 per cent who use moving students, and 

58.3 per cent who impose tasks. This item was not 

statistically analyzed and the frequencies of these 

responses are listed in Table IV. 

Hypothesis 10 was retained on all questionnaire 

items 14-41. There was found to be no significant 

differences between the disciplinary practices reporteu 

by large colleges and universities and the disciplinary 

practices suggested for current use by experts. There 

was found to be little difference between the practices 

reported by Residential Life disciplinarians and the 

experts surveyed in this study. 

Hypothes is 11 

Hypothesis 11 stated that there would be no 

significant differences between the disciplinary 

practices reported by public colleges and universities 

and the disciplinary practices suggested for current use 

by experts. To test this hypothesis, the responses of 
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the fifty-four non-experts from public schools were 

compared to the responses of the eight experts to ques-

tionnaire items 14-41. Tables I-IV located at the end 

of this chapter present these results. 

The data indicated from questionnaire item 14, (By 

department policy I distinguish between violations of 

tenant/landlord rights, violations of social expec-

tations, and violations of law.), that 87.5 per cent of 

the experts suggested distinguishing between various 

types of violations. This is compared to 75.9 per cent 

of all responding public schools who stated that that do 

make this distinction. There was found to be no signi-

ficant difference between these two groups on this item. 

The data indicated from questionnaire item 15, 

(...I rely upon published Housing rules and regulations 

to convey department expectations.), that 87.5 per cent 

of the experts suggested this to be a good practice. 

This is compared to 87 per cent of all responding public 

schools who stated that they do operate under published 

rules and regulations. There was found to be no signi-

ficant difference between these two groups on this item. 

The data indicated from questionnaire item 16, 

(...I operate under a published department policy 

statement on discipline.), that 100 per cent of the 

experts suggested this practice. This is compared to 

83.3 per cent of all responding public schools who 
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stated that they do operate under a policy statement 

on discipline. There was found to be no significant 

difference between these two groups on this item. 

The data indicated from questionnaire item 17, 

(...I operate under a published university-wide Code of 

Student Conduct.), that 100 per cent of the experts 

suggested this practice. This is compared to 90.7 per 

cent of all responding public schools who stated that 

they do operate under such a code. There was found to 

be no significant difference between these two groups on 

this item. 

The data indicated from questionnaire item 18, (Any 

disciplinary action initiated by and kept within the 

Housing department becomes a part of the student's 

permanent university record.), that 75 per cent of the 

experts did not suggest this practice. This is compared 

to 85.2 per cent of all responding public schools who 

stated that they did not make such information part of 

the student's permanent record. There was found to be 

no significant difference between these two groups on 

this item. 

The data indicated from questionnaire item 19, 

(...I routinely contact the parents or guardian of 

underage students about a disciplinary matter.), 

revealed that 87.5 per cent of the experts did not 
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suggest contacting parents of underage students. This 

is compared to 92.6 per cent of all responding public 

schools who stated that they do not do this. There was 

found to be no significant difference between these two 

groups on this item. 

The data indicated from questionnaire item 20, 

(...I routinely contact the parents or guardian of 

students of legal-age about a disciplinary matter.), 

that 100 per cent of the experts do not suggest con-

tacting parents of legal-age students. This is compared 

to 100 per cent of the responding public schools who 

stated that they do not do this. There was found to be 

no significant difference between these two groups on 

this item. 

The data indicated from questionnaire item 21, 

(...I routinely welcome the parents or guardian of a 

student to be a part of the discipline procedure.), that 

50 per cent of the experts suggested this and 50 per 

cent did not. This is compared to 20.4 per cent of all 

responding public schools who stated that they did wel-

come parents and 79.6 per cent who stated that they did 

not. There was found to be no significant difference 

between these two groups on this item. 

The data indicated from questionnaire item 22, 

(...I have a basic knowledge of any laws which might 

affect my decisions on discipline.), that 100 per cent 
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of the experts suggested possessing such knowledge. 

This is compared to 98.1 per cent of all responding 

small schools who stated that they possess this knowledge. 

There was found to be no significant difference between 

these two groups on this item. 

The data indicated from questionnaire item 23, 

(...I have a basic knowledge of court cases and legal 

precedents concerning college discipline.), that 100 per 

cent of the experts suggested this information is impor-

tant. This is compared to 92.6 per cent of the 

responding public schools who stated that they possess 

this knowledge. There was found to be no significant 

difference between these two groups on this item. 

The data indicated from questionnaire item 24, 

(...I operate within a Housing system which would define 

due process as (1) simply "fundamental fairness," (2) 

in a more legalistic sense.), that 62.5 per cent of the 

experts would suggest due process be defined in a more 

legalistic sense. This is compared to 74.1 per cent of 

all responding public schools who stated that they do 

define it in a more legalistic sense. There was found 

to be no significant difference between these two groups 

on this item. 

The data indicated from questionnaire item 25-28, 

(Any disciplinary decision made by me as department 
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disciplinarian may be appealed to (1) a student board, 

(2) another appointed Housing employee, (3) someone in 

the office of the chief student personnel officer, (4) 

no one--I have final authority.), that 50 per cent of 

the experts suggested use of a student board, 25 per 

cent suggested use of another Housing employee, 87.5 per 

cent suggested use of the office of the chief student 

personnel officer, and 12.5 per cent suggesteu the Resi-

dential Life disciplinarian have final authority. This 

is compared to 31.5 per cent of all responding public 

schools who stated that they use student boards, 29.6 

per cent who use another Housing employee, 70.4 per cent 

who use the office of the chief student personnel offi-

cer, and 5 per cent who have final authority. This item 

was not analyzed statistically and the frequencies of 

these responses are listed in Table II. 

The data indicated from questionnaire item 29, 

(...I routinely give written summons when I wish to see 

a student on a disciplinary matter.), that 75 per cent 

of the experts suggested this practice. This is com-

pared to 83 per cent of all responding public schools 

who stated that they do issue a written summons to 

students they wish to see on a disciplinary matter. 

There was found to be no signiiicant difference between 

these two groups on this item on this item. 
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The data indicated from questionnaire item 30, 

(...I systematically keep written records of all 

discipline cases with which I deal.), that 100 per cent 

of the experts suggested this practice. This is com-

pared to 100 per cent of all responding public schools 

who stated that they do keep written records. There was 

found to be no significant difference between these two 

groups on this item. 

The data indicated from questionnaire item 31-34, 

(As a disciplinarian, I deal with (1) all discipline 

cases in the Housing system, (2) those cases referreu 

to me by hall staff, (3) appeals from students 

disciplined by hali staft, (4) all cases of a serious 

nature.), that 37.5 per cent of the experts suggested 

that Residential Life disciplinarians deal with all 

discipline within the system, 75 per cent suggested that 

they deal with referrals, 100 per cent suggesteu that 

they deal with appeals, and 75 per cent suggested that 

they deal with all serious cases. This is compared to 

29.6 per cent of all responding public schools who 

stated that they deal with all discipline, 72.2 per cent 

who deal with referrals, 67.3 per cent who deal with 

appeals, and 70.4 per cent who deal with all cases of a 

serious nature. This item was not analyzed statis-

tically and the frequencies of these responses are 

listed in Table III. 
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The data indicated from questionnaire item 35-41, 

(As a disciplinarian, I use the following sanctions for 

various kinds of student misconduct (1) fines, (2) 

behavior contracts, (3) admonition, (4) counseling, 

(5) disciplinary probation, (6) moving students, (7) 

imposing tasks.), that 75 per cent of the experts 

suggested the use of fines as a sanction, 87.5 per cent 

suggested behavior contracts, 100 per cent suggested 

admonition, 87.5 per cent suggested counseling, 100 

per cent suggested probation, 97.5 per cent suggested 

moving the student, and 67.1 per cent suggested the 

imposition of tasks. This is compared to 42.6 of all 

responding public schools who stated that they use 

fines, 63 per cent who use behavior contracts, 64.8 per 

cent who use admonition, 98 per cent who use coun-

seling, 98 per cent who use probation, 100 per cent who 

use moving, and 67 per cent who impose tasks. This item 

was not analyzed statistically and the frequencies of 

these responses are listed in Table IV. 

Hypothesis 11 was retained on all questionnaire 

items 14-41. There was found to be no significant 

differences between the disciplinary practices reported 

by public colleges and universities and the disciplinary 

practices suggested for current use by experts. There 

was found to be little difference between the practices 
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of the Residential Life disciplinarians and the experts 

surveyed in this study. 

Hypothesis 12 

Hypothesis 12 stated that there would be no 

significant differences between the disciplinary prac-

tices reported by private colleges and universities and 

the disciplinary practices suggested for current use by 

experts. To test this hypothesis, the responses of the 

twenty-four non-experts from private schools were com-

pared to the responses of the eight experts on question-

naire items 14-41. Tables I-IV located at the end of 

this chapter present this information. 

Evaluation of questionnaire item 14, (By 

department policy, I distinguish between violations of 

tenant/landlord rights, violations of social 

expectations, and violations of law.), revealed that 

87.5 per cent of the experts suggested such a distintion 

be made. This is compared to 75 per cent of all 

responding private schools who stated that they do dis-

tinguish between these types of violations. There was 

found to be no significant difference between tftese two 

groups on this item. 

Evaluation of questionnaire item 15, (...I rely 

upon published Housing rules and regulations to convey 

department expectations.), revealed that 87.5 per cent 



126 

of the experts suggested this practice. This is com-

pared to 83.3 per cent of all responding private schools 

who stated that they operate under published rules 

and regulations. There was found to be no significant 

difference between these two groups on this item. 

Evaluation of questionnaire item 16, (...I operate 

under a published department policy statement on 

discipline.), revealed that 100 per cent of the experts 

suggested such a practice. This is compared with 62.5 

per cent of all responding private schools who stated 

that they have such a statement. There was found to be 

a significant difference between these two groups on this 

item at the .04 level of significance. 

Evaluation of questionnaire item 17, (...I operate 

under a published university-wide Code of Student 

Conduct.), revealed that 100 per cent of the experts 

suggested its use. This is compared to 87.5 per cent of 

all responding private schools who stated that they 

operate under such a code. There was found to be no 

significant difference between these two groups on this 

it em. 

Evaluation of questionnaire item 18, (Any 

disciplinary action initiated by and kept within the 

Housing department becomes a part of the student's 

permanent record.), revealed that 75 per cent of the 

experts suggested that this not be done. This is 
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compared to 83 per cent of all responding private 

schools who stated that this information does not become 

part of the student's permanent record. There was found 

to be no significant difference between these two groups 

on this item. 

Evaluation of questionnaire item 19, (...I 

routinely contact the parents or guardian of underage 

students about a disciplinary matter.), revealed that 

87.5 per cent of the experts do not suggest contacting 

parents. This is compared to 79.2 per cent of the 

responding private schools who stated that they do not 

contact the parents of underage students. There was 

found to be no significant difference between these two 

groups on this item. 

Evaluation of questionnaire item 20, (...I 

routinely contact the parents or guardian of students of 

legal-age about a disciplinary matter.), revealed that 

100 per cent of the experts do not suggest contacting 

parents of legal-age students. This is compared to 

87.5 per cent of all responding private schools who 

stated that they do not contact parents of legal-age 

students. There was found to be no significant 

difference between these two groups on this item. 

Evaluation of questionnaire item 21, (...I routinely 

welcome the parents or guardian of any student to be a 
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part of the discipline procedure.), revealed that 50 per 

cent of the experts suggested this practice and 50 per 

cent did not. This is compared to 29.2 per cent of the 

responding private schools who stated that they welcome 

parents and 70.8 per cent who stated that they do not. 

There was found to be no significant difference between 

these two groups on this item. 

Evaluation of questionnaire item 22, (...I have a 

basic knowledge of any laws which might affect my 

decisions on discipline.), revealed that 100 per cent of 

the experts suggested possession of such knowledge. 

This is compared to 91.7 per cent of all responding 

private schools who stated that they possess such know-

ledge. There was found to be no significant difference 

between these two groups on this item. 

Evaluation of questionnaire item 23, (...I have a 

basic knowledge of court cases and legal precedents 

concerning college discipline.), revealed that 100 per 

cent of the experts suggested possession of such know-

ledge. This is compared to 83.3 per cent of all 

responding private schools who stated that they possess 

such knowledge. There was found to be no significant 

differences between these two groups on this item. 

Evaluation of questionnaire item 24, (...I operate 

within a Housing system which would define "due process" 

as (1) simply "fundamental fairness," (2) in a more 
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legalistic sense.), revealed that 62.5 per cent of the 

experts suggest defining it in a more legalistic sense. 

This is compared to 62.5 per cent of all responding 

private schools who stated that they do define due 

process in a more legalistic sense. There was found to 

be no significant difference between these two groups on 

this item. 

Evaluation of questionnaire item 25-28, (Any 

disciplinary decision made by me as department 

disciplinarian may be appealed to (1) a student board, 

(2) another appointed Housing employee, (3) someone in 

the office of the chief student personnel officer, (4) 

no one I have final authority.), revealed that 50 per 

cent of the experts suggested student boards, 25 per 

cent suggested another Housing employee be used for 

appeals, 87.5 per cent suggested use of the office of 

the chief student personnel officer, and 12.5 per cent 

suggested that the Residential Life disciplinarian have 

final authority. This is compared to 45.8 per cent of 

all responding medium schools who statea that they use 

student boards, 8 per cent who use another Housing 

employee, 33 per cent who use the office of the chier 

student personnel officer, and 83.3 per cent who have 

final authority. This item was not statistically 
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analyzed and the frequencies of these responses are 

listed in Table II. 

Evaluation of questionnaire item 29, (...I ' 

routinely give written summons when I wish to see a 

student on a disciplinary matter.), revealed that 83.5 

per cent of the experts suggested this practice. This 

is compared to 83.3 per cent of all responding private 

schools who stated that they use written summons. There 

was found to be no significant difference between these 

two groups on this item. 

Evaluation of questionnaire item 30, (...I 

systematically keep written records of all discipline 

cases with which I deal.), revealed that 100 per cent of 

the experts suggest this practice. This is compared to 

91.6 per cent of all responding private schools who 

stated that they do this. There was found to be no 

significant difference between these two groups on this 

item. 

Evaluation of questionnaire item 31-34, (As a 

disciplinarian, I deal with (1) all discipline cases in 

the Housing system, (2) those cases referred to me by 

hall staff, (3) appeals from students disciplined by 

hall staft, (4) all cases of a serious nature.), 

revealed that 37.5 per cent of the experts suggested 

that Residential Life disciplinarians deal with all 

discipline within the system, 79.7 per cent suggested 
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dealing with referrals, 60.7 per cent suggested dealing 

with appeals, and 64.5 per cent suggested dealing with 

all cases of a serious nature. This is compared to 25 

per cent of all responding private schools who stated 

that they deal with all cases, 95 per cent who deal with 

referrals, 50 per cent who deal with appeals, and 50 per 

cent who deal with all serious cases. This item was not 

statistically analyzed and the frequencies of these 

responses are listed in Table III. 

Evaluation of questionnaire item 35-41, (...I use 

the following sanctions for various kinds of student 

misconduct (1) fines, (2) behavior contracts, (3) 

admonition, (4) counseling, (5) disciplinary 

probation, (6) moving student within or out of Housing 

system, (7) imposition of tasks.), revealed that 37.5 

per cent of the experts suggested the use of fines, 

87.5 per cent suggested the use of the behavior con-

tract, 100 per cent suggested the use of admonition, 

87.5 per cent suggest counseling, 100 per cent suggested 

probation, 100 per cent suggested moving students, and 

100 per cent suggested imposing appropriate tasks. This 

is compared to 70.8 per cent of all responding private 

schools who stated that they use fines, 70.8 per cent 

who use behavior contracts, 79.2 per cent who use 

admonishment, 92 per cent who use counseling, 79.2 per 
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cent who use probation, 92 per cent who use moving 

students, and 70.8 per cent who impose tasks. This item 

was not statistically analyzed and the frequencies of 

these responses are listed in Table IV. 

Hypothesis 12 was retained on questionnaire 

items 14-41 with the exception of item 16 which dealt 

with a policy statement on discipline which was found to 

be significant at the .04 level of significance. On all 

other items, there was found to be no significant dif-

ference between the actual disciplinary practices of 

Residential Life disciplinarians and the disciplinary 

practices suggested for current use. There was found to 

be little difference between the practices of the Resi-

dential Life disciplinarians and the experts surveyed in 

this study. 
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CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS, 
RECOMMENDATIONS, and IMPLICATIONS 

Summary 

The purposes of this study were to determine the 

current philosophical considerations and practices of 

Residential Life disciplinarians in the United States 

and to compare these to the philosophical considerations 

and practices suggested for current use by experts in 

the field. During August 1983, a random sample of 100 

Residential Life disciplinarians were mailed question-

naires which addressed philosophical considerations and 

practices of student discipline. At the same time, 

eight experts who were to serve as the criterion measure 

were also sent questionnaires to respond from the ideal 

perspective. Twelve hypotheses were tested in the 

evaluation of these questions. The collected data were 

keypunched and computer processed at the North Texas 

State University Computing Center. Data generated 

included freguencies, per cents, Chi Square Test of 

Independence, and Fisher's Exact Probability Test. 

After applying the twelve hypotheses to the question-

naire items to evaluate whether a significant difference 

existed between actual and suggested philosophical 
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considerations and practices, the following findings and 

conclusions were made. 

Findings and Conclusions 

SlEfithgsis I 

This null hypothesis, (There will be no significant 

differences between the disciplinary philosophies 

reported by Residential Life disciplinarians and the 

disciplinary philosophies suggested for current use by 

experts.) was retained on all questionnaire items with 

the exception of item 4 where a significant difference 

was found to exist between the actual and the suggested 

consideration of how one's value system affects his 

response to student misconduct. Specifically, more of 

the non-experts (by per centage) stated that their value 

system affected their response to student misconduct 

than did the experts believe it should. It was there-

fore concluded that there was a degree of agreement 

between the beliefs of the experts and the non-experts 

from all schools on all the philosophical considerations 

questioned with the exception of item 4. 

JL2££>tli£s jjs 2 

This null hypothesis, (There will be no significant 

differences between the disciplinary philosophies 

reported by small colleges and universities and the 
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disciplinary philosophies suggested for current use by 

experts.), was retained on all questionnaire items with 

the exception of item 5 where a significant difference 

was found to exist between the actual and the suggested 

consideration of having a departmentally determined 

definition of "discipline" as the foundation of one's 

goals in a disciplinary encounter. Specifically, more 

of the experts (by per centage) believed that this was 

important to have than the non—experts reported having. 

It was therefore concluded that there was a degree of 

agreement between the suggested philosophical consider-

ations of the experts and the actual reported 

philosophical considerations of the non-experts from 

small schools on all philosophical considerations ques-

tioned with the exception of item 5. 

1 

This null hypothesis, (There will be no significant 

differences between the disciplinary philosophies re-

ported by medium colleges and universities and the 

disciplinary philosophies suggested for current use by 

experts.) was retained on all questionnaire items with 

the exception of items 4 and 9 where a significant 

difference was found to exist. Specifically, in refer-

ence to item 4 more (by per centage) of the non-experts 

from medium schools stated that their value system 
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affected how they responded to student misconduct than 

did experts believe it should. Specifically, in 

reference to item 9, more (by per centage) of the 

non-experts from medium schools stated that they 

tailored the resultant action to fit the offense than 

did the experts suggest. It was therefore concluded 

that there was a degree of agreement between the sug-

gested philosophical considerations of the experts and 

the actual reported philosophical considerations of the 

non-experts from medium schools with the exception of 

items 4 and 9. 

Hypothesis 4 

This null hypothesis, (There will be no significant 

differences between the disciplinary philosophies re-

ported by large colleges and universities and the 

disciplinary philosophies suggested for current use by 

experts.), was retained on all questionnaire items with 

the exception of item 9 where a significant difference 

was found to exist between the actual and the suggested 

consideration of the resultant action for misconduct. 

Specifically, in reference to item 9, more of the 

non-experts from large schools (by per centage) stated 

that their resultant action was tailored to fit the 

offense than did the experts suggest. It was thererore 

concluded that there was a degree of agreement 
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between the suggested philosophical considerations of 

the experts and the actual reported philosopnical 

considerations of the non-experts from large schools 

with the exception of item 9. 

2£££jtli££is jj 

This null hypothesis, (There will be no significant 

differences between the disciplinary philosophies 

reported by public colleges and universities and the 

disciplinary philosophies suggested for current use by 

experts.), was retained on all questionnaire items with 

the exception of items 4 and 9 where a significant 

differences was found to exist between the actual and 

suggested considerations. Specifically, in reference to 

item 4, more of the non-experts (by per centage) 

stated that they believed that their value system af-

fected how they responded to student misconduct than did 

the experts suggest that it should. Specifically, in 

reference to item 9, more of the non-experts (by per 

centage) stated that they tailored the resultant action 

of misconduct to fit the offense than did the experts 

suggest. It was therefore concluded that there was a 

degree of agreement between the suggested philosopnical 

considerations of the experts and the actual reported 

philosophical considerations of the non-experts from 
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public schools with the exception of items 4 and item 

9. 

tafitjigsis 6 

This null hypothesis, (There will be no 

significant differences between the disciplinary 

philosophies reported by private colleges and 

universities and the disciplinary philosophies suggested 

for current use.), was retained on all questionnaire 

items with the exception of items 4 and 5 where a 

significant difference was found to exist between the 

actual and the suggested considerations. Specifically, 

in reference to item 4, more of the non-experts from 

private schools stated that their value system affected 

their response to student misconduct than did the ex-

perts believe it should. Specifically, in reference to 

item 5, more experts than non-experts from private 

schools suggested that a departmentally determined 

definition of "discipline" should be the foundation for 

the goals of a disciplinary encounter. It was therefore 

concluded that there was a degree of agreement between 

the suggested philosophical considerations of the ex-

perts and the actual reported philosophical 

considerations of the non-experts from private schools 

with the exception of items 4 and 5. 
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Si££thesis 7 

This null hypothesis, (There will be no significant 

differences between the disciplinary practices reported 

by Residential Life disciplinarians and the disciplinary 

practices suggested for current use by experts.), was 

retained on all questionnaire items. It was therefore 

concluded that there was a degree of agreement between 

the suggested practices of the experts and the actual 

reported practices of the non-experts from all schools. 

Si£2£hesis 8 

This null hypothesis, (There will be no significant 

differences between the disciplinary practices reported 

by small colleges and universities and the disciplinary 

practices suggested for current use by experts.), was re-

tained on all questionnaire items with the exception of 

item 16 where a significant difference was found to 

exist between the actual and the suggested practice of 

operating under a published department policy statement 

on discipline. Specifically, more of the experts sug-

gested that one should operate under such a policy than 

did the non-experts from private schools report doing. 

It was therefore concluded that there was a degree of 

agreement between the suggested practices of the experts 

and the actual reported practices of the non-experts 

from small schools with the exception of item 16. 
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£££2liLg!i! 2 

This null hypothesis, (There will be no significant 

differences between the disciplinary practices reported 

by medium colleges and universities and the disciplinary 

practices suggested for current use by experts.), was 

retained on all questionnaire items. It was theretore 

concluded that there was a degree of agreement between 

the suggested practices of the experts and actual 

reported practices of the non-experts from medium 

schoo Is . 

10 

This null hypothesis, (There will be no significant 

differences between the disciplinary practices reported 

by large colleges and universities and the disciplinary 

practices suggested for current use by experts.) was 

retained on all questionnaire items. It was therefore 

concluded that there was a degree of agreement between 

the suggested practices of the experts and actual re-

ported practices of the non-experts from large schools 

on the practices questioned. 

11 

This null hypothesis, (There will be no significant 

differences between the disciplinary practices reported 

by public colleges and universities and the disciplinary 
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practices suggested for current use by experts.), was 

retained on all questionnaire items. It was thererore 

concluded that there was a degree of agreement between 

the suggested practices of the experts and the actual 

reported practices of the non-experts from public 

schools. 

IsssikgiJU 12 

This null hypothesis, (There will be no significant 

differences between the disciplinary practices reported 

by private colleges and universities and the discipli-

nary practices suggested for current use by experts.), 

was retained on all questionnaire items with the ex-

ception of item 16 where a significant difference was 

found to exist between the actual and the suggested 

practice of operating under a published department 

policy statement of discipline. Specifically, more of 

the experts suggested that a department policy statement 

be used than did the non-experts from private schools 

report. It was therefore concluded that there was a 

degree of agreement between the suggested practices of 

the experts and the actual reported practices of the 

non-experts from private schools with the exception of 

item 16. 
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O^er^ie^ 

The above findings and conclusions directly 

addressed the hypotheses listed in Chapter I. Overall, 

there were found to be few questionnaire items where a 

significant difference was found to exist. Specifi-

cally, the items which dealt with a departmentally 

determined definition of "discipline," one's value 

system, the resultant action of misbehavior, and a pub-

lished departmental policy statement on discipline were 

the items where a significant difference was found to 

exist. Therefore, it was concluded on all other ques-

tionnaire items that there was a degree of agreement 

between the experts and the non-experts. There was not 

found to be a pattern of response which could be related 

to the size or status (public/private) of the insti-

tution. A pattern found to exist in relation to the 

specific questionnaire items listed above, 4, 5, 9, 

and 16 which are located in the questionnaire in the 

Appendix.) Therefore, it was concluded that size and 

status did not produce a pattern of responses. However, 

there did appear to be a pattern of responses in refer-

ence to specific questionnaire items (i.e., on question-

naire items where a significant difference existed, it 

existed among several groups of non-experts and was not 

related to the size or status of the institution.) 
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Recommendations 

Questionnaire item 3 asked the experts and non-

experts if their philosophy of human nature (are people 

basically good, neutral, evil?) was a consideration in 

determining their response to student misconduct. There 

was no significant difference between the responses of 

the experts and those of the non-experts whether from 

all schools combined, small, medium, large, public, or 

private schools. Seventy-five per cent of the experts 

suggested this was important and an even larger per-

centage of the non-experts stated that they consider 

this philosophy when dealing with student misconduct. 

Seward (19, p. 192) states that one's philosophical 

belief about Man is important if a disciplinarian wishes 

to be effective in guiding young people. Herbert Hawkes 

in 1926 (10) looked at human nature and consequently 

devised three categories of students he handled as dis-

c ip1ine cases: 

1) In the first place, there is the boy 

who has never had a m o r a l a w a k e n i n g . 2) 

There is the boy who is subjected to a 
temptation to which he gives way impul-
sively. 3) There is the boy who is 
naturally dishonest and will get away with 
anything he can at any time. 

Clearly, one's p h i l o s o p h i c a l c o n s i d e r a t i o n of Man m u s t 

be antecedent to any disciplinary consideration. 

Questionnaire item 4 asked, "I believe my value 

system affects how I respond to student misconduct." 



175 

There was found to be a significant difference between 

the responses of the experts and the non-experts from 

all schools combined, medium, public, and private 

schools. Specifically, more of the non-experts from 

these schools believed that their value systems affected 

their response to student misconduct than did the ex-

perts suggest it should. On this item, the responses of 

the non-experts more closely reflect the beliers of 

those writing in the literature reviewed. Prusok (18, 

p. 12), stated that an administrator of a discipline 

program "must maintain an awareness of the differences 

and similarities in his or her students as regards their 

standards and mores." Mueller (16, p. 305) agrees with 

this when she states that one must 

sort out many codes to his satisfaction, 
understand why they are different, embrace one 
for his own use, verbalize it elaborately, and 
test it by constant practice. If this is not 
done, the disciplinarian will only be embar-
rassed in his attempts to comprehend and deal 
with student standards. 

Fley (5, p. 106) states that "a disciplinarian must 

realize that he must come to terms with his own value 

system." It is recommended that a Residential Life 

disciplinarian clearly define and evaluate his values in 

order to more effectively deal with students misbeha-

vior, for often this misbehavior is nothing more than a 

clashing of the values of the student and those of tne 
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d i s c i p l i n a r i a n or the institution. C l a r i f i c a t i o n of his 

values a l l o w s the d i s c i p l i n a r i a n to c o m l o r t a D l y uphold 

his values and to m o v e the student toward a c c e p t a n c e 

of these. 

Questionnaire item 5 asked, "As a disciplinarian, a 

departmentally determined definition of "discipline' is 

the foundation of my goals in a disciplinarian en-

counter." One hundred per cent of the experts suggested 

this is important. A significant difference was founa 

to exist between this suggestion and the actual prac-

tice of the non-experts from the small and private 

schools. A suggestion is made by the writer that the 

formulation of such a definition can be extremely val-

uable in helping to clarify to oneself, to the 

department, and to the student what one is trying to 

accomplish through a disciplinary process, how one views 

the student philosophically, possible sanctions which 

may be imposed, and what the appeal process is. Seward 

notes the importance of a definitive conceptualization 

of discipline when she states, (To be an effective 

disciplinarian, we must ask,) "What do we mean oy disci-

p 1 in e ?....(Wha t is our) philosophical belief about 

Man?...Do the methods we use in discipline retlect tne 

training and knowldge we profess to have?" (19, p. 192). 

Developing a clearly defined statement on discipline 
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will aid the housing department in evaluating, 

clarifying, and explaining its discipline process. 

Questionnaire item 6 asked the respondents if they 

had clarified their own values in an effort to compre-

hend and deal with students' values which may differ 

from their own. One hundred per cent of the experts 

suggested this factor to be important. There was no 

significant difference between the responses of these 

experts and the responses of the non-experts. As 

suggested in item 4 (also dealing with values,) clarifi-

cation of one's value system is vital to effective 

interaction with students, as attested by the 

previous statements made by Fley (5, p. 106), Prusok 

(18, p. 12), and Mueller (16, p. 305). Because the 

student is often being disciplined because of a disparity 

between his values and the values of the institution, it 

is imperative that an effective disciplinarian clarify 

his values. As Mueller (16, p. 305) states, "the 

disciplinarian will only be embarrassed in his attempts to 

comprehend and deal with student standards" (if he has 

not clarified his own). 

Questionnaire item 7 dealt with one's philosopny of 

the teaching/learning process and how that effects one's 

expectations in a disciplinary encounter. All experts 

suggested this to be important and all non-experts 

stated that this is a consideration for them. This is 
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reiterated by Seward (19, p. 192) when she states 

that an effective disciplinarian will consider how his 

personal beliefs concerning the teaching/learning process 

affect his efforts to guide young people. She also 

asks, "Do the methods we use in discipline reflect the 

training and knowledge we profess to have?" This would 

include our knowledge of the teaching/learning process. 

It is recommended that Residential Life disciplinarians 

clarify their beliefs about learning in order to be 

more effective in their attempts to teach these young 

people to become more responsible adults through the 

disciplinary process. 

Questionnaire item 8 asked the respondents if they 

operated under an approach which emphasized corrective 

actions which were punitive, developmental, or a com-

bination of both. There was no significant difference 

between the responses of the experts and the non-

experts. A majority of the experts stressed the 

importance of a developmental approach and this approach 

is overwelmmgly stressed by professionals writing in 

the literature. The question of whether the resultant 

action should be tailored to fit the offense or the 

offender (questionnaire item 9), is also discussed by 

professionals writing in the literature in conjunction 

with the question of punitive or developmental 
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approaches. There was a significant difference between 

the responses of the experts and non—experts from 

medium, large, and public schools on this question. 

Discussing approaches to student misconduct, DeSena (3, 

p. 197), states that there have been, thus far, three 

main philosophies prevalent in the handling of disci-

pline at the college or university level: 

These contrasting philosopnies can be identi-
fied as one of pure intellectualism versus 
those of the legalistic and the personal ap-
proach. An educational philosophy of pure 
intellectualism relieves the institution from 
responsibility for the training of its stu-
dents in social, moral, and ethical areas 
except through subject matter courses. In the 
legalistic philosophy, discipline becomes 
legislative and punitive. The interests of 
the institution are paramount and the 
interests of the individual are minimized. An 
educational philosophy of personaiism places 
the burden of providing needed social, moral, 
and ethical training squarely on the insti-
tution. Discipline in this philosophy becomes 
a part of the educational pattern in which the 
student can play an important part in the 
framing of rules and administration of disci-
pline. The interests of the individual are 
paramount, and a search is made for reasons 
behind behavior. A disciplinary action is 
interpreted to the student as a part of his 
educational experience. 

DeSena also states (3, p. 175), 

Modern educational practice takes into con-
sideration that certain kinds of misbehavior 
are to be expected in the individual's growth 
toward maturity. "Punishment" of the right 
kind is sometimes a necessary part of the 
process, but primary emphasis must be placed 
upon treating disciplinary problems in a man-
ner which will serve to re-educate and/or 
rehabilitate the offender. Disciplinary mea-
sures should always attempt to help the 
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student develop into a well-adjusted indi-
vidual able to maintain his or her 
individuality and at the same time adapt to 
the needs of the group. 

Prusok (18, p. 12), echoes this thought when he 

states that "based on student development philosopny, an 

important facet of the disciplinary program would be to 

base it on prevention, remediation, and rehabilitation." 

Holmes and Delabarre (11) also discuss the concept of 

punitive or redemptive discipline similar to Prusok. 

They ask, 

Will the punishment be fashioned to fit 
the crime or the individual? Redemptive 
discipline accepts the individual as an inte-
grated whole. Coercive discipline rejects him 
by fragmenting him into his "good" and "bad" 
parts. It is hoped that, whenever possible, 
the offending one will be remanded for coun-
seling. The disciplinarian's concern and 
respect for his or her client should operate 
within a framework of redemptive rehabili-
tation so that the individual becomes 
reconciled to the group. 

Foley's (6, p. 572) concern is similar to Holmes and 

Delabarre's in that he states that his philosophy is 

that when a student is punished, his punishment should 

not fit the crime, it should be tailored to fit the 

individual in the situation." Fley (5, p. 106) states 

that professional disciplinarians have a long history of 

sympathetic compassionate approaches to students and 

that written record will show this. She contends that 

those in a disciplinary capacity have tended to look to 

the educational or rehabilitative purposes of discipline 



181 

rather than to its solely punitive aspects. Those wri-

ting on the topic of student discipline overwelmingly 

stress, along with the writer, the need to structure the 

resultant action of misbehavior to fit the individual 

and to seek a rehabilitative purpose in the action. 

Questionnaire item 10 asked what degree of concern 

an institution should have for a disciplinary process — 

should it have no concern, some concern, or should it be 

considered an obligation? There was a significant dif-

ference between the experts and the non-experts from 

medium schools. The majority of the experts suggested 

that discipline should be an obligation of higher edu-

cation. This echoes a statement by Esther Lloyd-Jones 

(14) in 1937 when she not only affirmed that disci-

pline was a legitimate educational concern but also 

underlined it as an educational obligation of higher 

education. Operating under a student development 

philosophy, it is recommended that the effective 

disciplinarian view the opportunities afforded by the 

discipline process not only as an obligation but also as 

a challenge to engender responsible adult behavior in 

the student. 

Questionnaire item 11 asked, "As a disciplinarian, 

I operate under the belief that the environment in which 

a student is perceived as a menace could sometimes be a 
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possible contributor to the problem." There was found 

to be no significant difference between the responses of 

the experts and non-experts on this item. All of the 

experts suggested this was important. Agreeing with 

this, Kroeher and Carver (13, p. Ill), state that 

when rules are broken, the student is per-
ceived as a menace. Usually little is done to 
modify the social system it it contains 
inadequacies or inconsistencies—although it is 
presumptuous for us to assume the system is 
perfect and it is the individual who needs the 
adjustment. What is neeaed is a basic philo-
sophy that expresses primary concern for the 
development of the student and also for the 
environment. 

Clearly, the environment is an important factor when 

considering student misconduct. It is recommended that 

Residential Life disciplinarians evaluate the 

environment of the residence halls, especially when 

there appears to be a pattern of misbehavior among the 

students. 

Questionnaire item 12 asiced the reponaents it their 

cultural standards of behavior affected how they deal 

with student misbehavior. There was no significant 

difference between the responses of the experts and non-

experts and a majority of the experts suggested one's 

cultural standards should affect one's response to stu-

dent misconduct. Seward agrees with this when she 

states that (to be an effective disciplinarian in dealing 

with student misconduct,) "one should realize what his own 
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cultural standards of behavior are in relation to the 

social level of the student with whom he deals" (19, p. 

192). Obviously a Residential Life disciplinarian 

brings to the job his cultural standards. Thererore, to 

be effective in dealing with students, it is imperative 

that one evaluate these standards and decide which of 

these are consistent with the values and mission of the 

university and society and which of these need to be 

modified, suppressed, or totally discarded to more 

effectively deal with students. 

Questionnaire item 13 stated, "The term Ndiscipli-

nary counseling' best describes my approach to the 

student in a disciplinary encounter." There was no 

significant difference between the responses of the 

experts and the non-experts and a majority of the ex-

perts suggested this was the best approach. Dutton, 

Appleton, and Birch (4, p. 6), state that student per-

sonnel theory has long claimed that counseling and 

discipline are compatible educational functions but 

that, unfortunately, there is little or no research to 

support this assumption. Williamson (21) advocates a 

"fusion of counseling and discipline." The term "disci-

plinary counseling was used to denote this approach. 

Gometz and Parker (8) reinforced the importance of 

counseling functions in discipline but found the term 

"disciplinary counseling" undesirable. Whatever the 
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term used to denote one's method of disciplining 

students, operating under a student development 

philosophy, it is recommended that the effective disci-

plinarian utilize the counseling function to a 

large degree during the disciplinary meeting. 

Questionnaire item 14 asked the respondents if they 

distinguished between violations of tenant/land lord 

rights, violations of social expectations, and 

violations of law. There was found to be no significant 

difference between the responses of the experts and 

the non-experts. The experts suggested this to be a 

good practice, along with Beder and Rickard (2, p. 60-

61) who suggest a staff model which recognizes the need 

for a structure "which balances the regulatory needs of 

the university with the developmental needs of 

students." This model divides regulations into three 

categories: 

One category includes modes of social regu-
lations which students should develop 
themselves. These regulations will be pat-
terned after civil law and adjudication of 
infractions would be considered arbitration 
rather than punishment. A second category of 
regulation would be landlord rights where the 
university stands as a corporate individual. 
The university's landlord rights should be 
explicitly delineated and infractions adjudi-
cated by an impartial panel of members of the 
university community. A third category deals 
with laws of the state and nation which should 
be handled by appropriate law enforcement 
officials. 
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A similar suggestion is made for Forrest, Wertz, Smart, 

and McMahon (7). They suggest distinguishing between 

discipline-related misconduct and that which could be 

more appropriately dealt with in the tenant/landlord 

relationship. Clearly, there is value to making 

distinctions between violations. However, due to the 

limitations under which each institution must operate, 

it is difficult to recommend that all institutions 

formally make these distinctions. It is possible, 

however, that the consequences to these violations 

reflect the severity appropriate to each category. 

Questionnaire item 15 stated, "As a disciplinarian, 

I rely on published Housing rules and regulations to con-

vey department expectations." There was no significant 

difference between the responses of the experts and 

the non-experts. A majority of the experts suggested 

this was important. The importance of supplying pub-

lished policies and procedures is also documented by 

Beam and Hines (1, p. 40), in their research on student-

consumer relations. They state that policies and prac-

tices addressing student concerns should be formulated 

and published. This is in agreement with Lutz and 

Wellington (15, p. 453) who state that "all student 

personnel workers need policy as a guide to all their 

actions to prevent decisions being influenced by prece-

dent or pressures." Williams and Rhodes (21, p. 391) 
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also support this view and note that sometimes disci-

plinary procedures "have seemed subject to ambiguous 

policy and pedagogical rationalization without much data 

on which to base a sound student disciplinary system." 

According to Hubbell (12, p. 260), it is not only wise 

to have published policies and procedures, but also it 

is important to let the consequences of misbehavior be 

known in advance, since to do so may have some deterrent 

value. Beder and Rickard (2, p. 58), state that formal 

rules should be established primarily for the protection 

of the individuals and groups of individuals. It is 

recommended that Residential Life departments supply 

students with published rules and regulations, policies 

and procedures in order to convey departmental expec-

tations. Without this foundation, a disciplinarian has 

little on which to base his expectations and as such, a 

public institution will be on shaky legal ground when 

disciplining a student. 

Questionnaire item 16 asked the respondents if they 

operated under a policy statement on discipline. There 

was a significant difference between the responses of 

the experts and the non-experts from small and private 

schools (as there was on the responses to questionnaire 

item 5 which was the same question with a more philo-

sophical approach.) The same discussion and 
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r e c o m m e n d a t i o n s apply to this q u e s t i o n n a i r e item as to 

q u e s t i o n n a i r e item 5. 

Q u e s t i o n n a i r e item 17 asked the r e s p o n d e n t s if they 

operated under a published u n i v e r s i t y - w i d e code of stu-

dent conduct. There was no significant d i f f e r e n c e 

b e t w e e n the experts and the n o n - e x p e r t s on this item. 

W h i l e no d i s c u s s i o n of t h i s t o p i c w a s f o u n d in the 

literature, the w r i t e r , along w i t h all of the experts 

surveyed in this study, suggest that this is a v a l u a b l e 

practice. The code of student conduct serves as the 

" u m b r e l l a " of values w h i c h guide the o p e r a t i o n of the 

college or university. It is from these g u i d e l i n e s 

contained in the code that the m o r e specific rules and 

r e g u l a t i o n s for the Housing d e p a r t m e n t are f o r m u l a t e d . 

Q u e s t i o n n a i r e item 18 stated, "Any d i s c i p l i n a r y 

action initiated by the Housing D e p a r t m e n t b e c o m e s a 

part of the student's p e r m a n e n t record." There was no 

significant d i f f e r e n c e b e t w e e n the r e s p o n s e s of the 

experts and the n o n - e x p e r t s on this item. The m a j o r i t y 

of the experts suggested this was not a good practice. 

W h i l e nothing was found in the literature dealing with 

this topic, the w r i t e r agrees w i t h the s u g g e s t i o n m a d e 

by the experts. If the student's m i s c o n d u c t is severe 

enough to w a r r a n t inclusion of this i n f o r m a t i o n in his 

p e r m a n e n t f i l e , it is s u g g e s t e d he be d e a l t w i t h by t h e 

office of the chief student p e r s o n n e l o f f i c e r . 
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Q u e s t i o n n a i r e item 19 asked the r e s p o n d e n t s if they 

routinely contacted the parents or g u a r d i a n of u n d e r a g e 

students about a d i s c i p l i n a r y m a t t e r . Q u e s t i o n n a i r e 

item 20 asked if they routinely contacted the parents or 

guardian of legal-age students about a d i s c i p l i n a r y 

m a t t e r . Q u e s t i o n n a i r e item 21 asked if they w e l c o m e d 

parents to be a part of a d i s c i p l i n a r y m e e t i n g . On all 

of these questions, there was no significant d i f f e r e n c e 

b e t w e e n the r e s p o n s e s of the experts and the n o n -

experts. The m a j o r i t y of the experts suggested that 

d i s c i p l i n e m a t t e r s not involve parents of either group 

of s t u d e n t s and a s u g g e s t i o n is m a d e by the w r i t e r in 

a g r e e m e n t w i t h this. If R e s i d e n t i a l Life d e p a r t m e n t s 

are operating on the basis of a student d e v e l o p m e n t 

p h i l o s o p h y and are trying to engender r e s p o n s i b l e adult 

behavior in students, it would appear to be c o u n t e r -

p r o d u c t i v e routinely to involve parents or guardians in 

d i s c i p l i n a r y p r o c e d u r e s . (It is, h o w e v e r , recognized 

that t h e r e m a y be c a s e s of a n a t u r e w h e r e t h i s i n v o l v e -

ment would be appropriate.) 

Q u e s t i o n n a i r e items 22 and 23 asked the r e s p o n d e n t s 

w h e t h e r they had a basic k n o w l e d g e of laws, court cases, 

and legal p r e c e d e n t s w h i c h would effect their d e c i s i o n s 

on d i s c i p l i n a r y matters. There was no significant d i f -

ference b e t w e e n the responses of the experts and the 
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non-experts on this item. The majority of the experts 

suggested this to be important. In the same vein, 

questionnaire item 24 asked the respondents if they 

would define "due process" simply as "fundamental fair-

ness" or in a more legalistic sense. There was no 

significant difference between the responses of the 

experts and the non-experts on this item, with the 

majority of the experts suggesting it be defined in a 

more legalistic sense. Interestingly, all of the 

professionals writing in the literature reviewed for 

this study suggested defining it as simply "fundamental 

fairness." Smith and Kirk (20, p. 30) suggest that cases 

of discipline not involving possible expulsion or sus-

pension do not rise to the level of legal significance 

involving judicial cognizance. Operating thusly and 

striving for "fundamental fairness" allows students to 

view discipline measures more as an opportunity than as 

a threat. "Colleges should not allow themselves," they 

state, "to be intimidated by lawyers who threaten to seek 

judicial recourse. Colleges need simply to assure sub-

stantial compliance with judicial requirements for 

student discipline." Gordon (9, p. 98), states that 

recent court cases point out that a university's due 

process procedure need not be the same as in criminal 

law. They should, however, stress the necessity of fair 

play through some type of due process. In shifting the 
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procedural emphasis in student discipline cases from 

counseling to a more legalistic viewpoint, Ostrotn and 

Hill (17, p. 33), warn that "student affairs profes-

sionals risk losing touch with the accused student as a 

person." To overcome this potential problem, a renewed 

commitment to interpersonal communication in the disci-

plinary hearings is needed. A recommendation is made 

that Residential Life disciplinarians view due process 

as an effort to provide fundamental fairness to students 

through the discipline procedure. This recommendation is 

made in view of the fact that there is generally a 

higher level of administration (as in the office of the 

chief student personnel officer) which can deal with 

discipline cases involving a need for a more legalistic 

procedure. 

Questionnaire item 25-28 asked the respondents to 

mark the forms of appeals they used or suggested to be 

used. There was little difference between the responses 

of the experts and the non-experts. Both groups 

considered the office of the chief student personnel 

officer to be the most popular form of appeal to a 

disciplinary decision. Both groups chose a student 

board as their second most popular form of appeal. 

Using another appointed Housing employee was their third 

most popular form of appeal and having final authority 
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(no appeal process) was their least popular choice. 

Because the appeal process used greatly depends on the 

organization of the institution, no recommendation is 

made as to which is most effective. However, the 

importance of an appeal process is stressed in order for 

students to perceive that they are receiving (and, 

it is hoped, actually are receiving) a just hearing. 

Questionnaire item 29 asked the respondents if they 

routinely gave written summons when they wished to see a 

student on a disciplinary matter. There was no 

significant difference between the responses of these 

two groups. The experts suggested this to be a good 

practice. Although nothing on this topic was found in 

the review of the literature, the writer recommends this 

practice with some modification. On routine discipli-

nary matters where students respond to a verbal request 

for a meeting, there appears to be no need for the 

effort of providing written summons. However, on 

serious matters, and with students who fail to respond 

to a verbal request, the written summons becomes 

important. 

Questionnaire item 30, "As a disciplinarian, I 

systematically keep written records of all discipline 

cases with which I deal/" revealed no significant 

difference between the experts and the non-experts. The 

experts unanimously suggested this practice, and 
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probation, and admonition to be the best sanctions. 

Nothing was found in the literature dealing specifically 

with sanctions. The writer agrees with the recommen-

dations of the experts in this study with one exception. 

Behavior contracts are also recommended because this 

method balances the disciplinarian's responsibility to 

the group with his desire to hold the student respon-

sible for his actions while also providing him a second 

chance. A behavior contract formalizes the expectations 

discussed between the student and the disciplinarian 

during their meeting and provides the student with some 

thing tangible to serve as a reminder of his responsi-

bility. A recommendation is therefore made to use 

behavior contracts to formalize any admonishing, coun-

seling, probation, or moving which may also take place. 

Implications 

A major implication of this study is that, because 

the literature is limited, there needs to be more Resi-

dential Life professionals defining their philosophical 

considerations and practices, publishing this infor-

mation, and thus adding to the current body of knowledge 

on this topic. 

Another implication of this study is that there is 

a lack of definition by Residential Life departments for 

the term "discipline." (Although all of the experts and 
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many of the professionals in the field stress this, 

fewer non-experts reported having defined this term.) 

Related to this lack of definition is the disparity 

between the suggestion of the experts that one should be 

operating under a departmentally determined policy 

statement on discipline (which would necessitate having 

previously defined the term) and the actual reported 

instances of the non-experts stating that they operated 

under such a policy statement. Residential Life disci-

plinarians need to analyze and define their disciplinary 

beliefs in order to deal more effectively with students. 

A final implication is that, although there exists 

little information on the topic of Residential Life 

discipline, there appears to be a great deal of evidence 

that disciplinarians in American colleges and universi-

ties still are striving to maintain the approach to 

discipline stated by Fley in 1964 (5). She believed 

that professional disciplinarians have a long history of 

sympathetic and compassionate approaches to students and 

that those in a disciplinary capacity have tended to 

look to the educational or rehabilitative purposes of 

discipline rather than to its solely punitive aspects. 

It is concluded from this study that such is currently 

the typical approach and is also the recommended ap-

proach to Residential Life discipline on college and 

university campuses in America. 
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QUESTIONNAIRE 

To be completed by the person responsible for admin-
istering student discipline in the Housing or Residen-
tial Life Department. 

Institution: 

Your 
title: 

1. Residential Population: 
(1) 0-1000 (2) 1001-4000 (3) 4001-15,000 

2. Status of Institution: 
(1) Public (2) Private 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

DIRECTIONS: PLEASE CHECK THE RESPONSES WHICH MOST 
CLOSELY REFLECT THE ACTUAL BELIEFS/PRACTICES OF YOUR 
HOUSING DEPARTMENT IN REGARD TO STUDENT DISCIPLINE. 
PLEASE INDICATE ACTUAL BELIEFS/PRACTICES AND NOT THE 
"IDEAL". UNLESS OTHERWISE INDICATED, THERE SHOULD BE 
ONLY ONE REPONSE CHECKED PER QUESTION OR STATEMENT. 

PHILOSOPHICAL CONSIDERATIONS OF DISCIPLINE 

3. As a disciplinarian, my philosophy of human nature 
(Is man basically good, neutral, evil?) is a consider-
ation in determining my response to student misconduct. 

(1)ye s 
(2)no 
(3)1 have not considered this 

4. As a disciplinarian, I believe my value system 
affects how I respond to student misconduct. 

(Dyes 
(2)no 
(3)1 have not considered this 
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5. As a disciplinarian, a departmentally determined 
definition of "discipline" is the foundation of my goals 
in a disciplinary encounter. (i.e., Our department has 
a written explanation of what we mean by "discipline" 
and what we hope to accomplish through our process.) 

(1)ye s 
(2)no 

— — ( 3 ) 1 have not considered this 

6. Concerning human behavior, I have clarified my own 
values in effort to comprehend and deal with students' 
values which may differ from my own (and hence may cause 
us to view certain behaviors differently.) 

(Dyes 
(2)no 
(3)1 have not considered this 

7. As a disciplinarian, my philosophy of the 
teaching/1earning process affects my expectations in a 
disciplinary encounter. 

(1)yes 
(2)no 

(3)1 have not considered this 

8. As a disciplinarian, I operate under 
— — ( D a n approach which emphasizes corrective actions 

which arepunative. 
(2)an approach which emphasizes corrective actions 

which are aimed at producing social, moral, and 
ethical training. 

(3)an approach which varies between #1 and #2 above. 
(4)1 have not clarified my approach. 

9. As a disciplinarian, I operate under the philosopnv 
that * J 

(Dthe penalty or resultant action from misconduct 
should betailored to fit the offense. 

— — (2)the penalty or resultant action from misconauct 
should be tailored to fit the individual commiting 
the offense. 

(3)1 have not considered this. 

10. As a disciplinarian, I operate under the philosopny 
that 

— — ( Ddiscip1 ine should not be an educational concern 
of higher education. 

(2)discip1ine is a legitimate concern of higher 
education. 

(3)discipline is an educational obligation of higher 
educat ion. 

(4)1 have not considered this. 
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11. As a disciplinarian, I operate under the belief that 
the environment in which a student is perceived as a 
menace could sometimes be a possible contributor to the 
problem. 

(Dyes 
(2)no 
(3)1 have not considered this. 

12. As a disciplinarian, I believe that my own cultural 
standards of behavior affect how I deal with students 
in a discip1inaryencounter. 

(Dyes 
(2)no 
(3)1 have not considered this 

13. As a disciplinarian, the term "disciplinary coun-
seling" best describes my approach to the student in a 
disciplinary encounter. 

(1)yes 
(2)no 
(3)1 have not considered this 

PRACTICES OF DISCIPLINE 

14. By department policy, I distinguish between viol-
ations of tenant/land lord rights (such as improper 
moves), violations of social expectations (such as use 
of obscenity), and violations of law (such as theft). 

(Dyes 
(2)no 
(3)1 have not considered this 

15. As a disciplinarian, I rely upon published Housing 
rules and regulations to convey department expectations. 

(Dyes 
(2)no 
(3)1 have not considered this 

16. As a disciplinarian, I operate under a published 
department policy statement on discipline. 

( Dyes 
(2)no 
(3)1 have not considered this 
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17. As a disciplinarian, I operate under a published 
university-wide Code of Student Conduct. 

( D y e s 
(2)no 
(3)1 have not considered this 

18. Any disciplinary action initiated by and kept 
within the Housing Department becomes a part of the 
student's permanent university record. 

(1)ye s 
(2)no 
(3)1 have not considered this 

19. As a disciplinarian, I routinely contact the parents 
or guardian of underage students about a disciplinary 
matter. 

( D y e s 
(2)no 

_(3)I have not considered this 

20. As a disciplinarian, I routinely contact the parents 
or guardian of students of legal age about a disciplin-
ary matter. 

(1)ye s 
(2)no 
(3)1 have not considered this 

21. As a disciplinarian, I routinely welcome the parents 
or guardian of any student to be a part of the disci-
pline procedure. 

(Dyes 
(2)no 
(3)1 have not considered this 

22. As a disciplinarian, I have a basic knowledge of any 
laws which might affect my decisions on discipline. 

(Dyes 
(2)no 
(3)1 have not considered this 

23. As a disciplinarian, I have a basic knowledge of 
court cases and legal precedents concerning college 
d isc ip1ine . 

(1)ye s 
(2)no 
(3)1 have not considered this 
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24. As a disciplinarian, I operate within a Housing 
system which would define "due process" as 

(l)simply "fundamental fairness" 
(2)in a more legalistic sense (usually involving a 

published systematic procedure for student 
d is c ip1ine • ) 

25- Any disciplinary decision made by me as department 

a p p l y ) S ° i P l i n a r i a n m S y t e a p p e a l e d t 0 ( c heck as many as 

(l)a student board 
(2)another appointed Housing employee 
(3)s°meone in the office of the chief student 

personnel officer 
(4)no one — I have final authority 

29. As a disciplinarian, I routinely give written 
summons when I wish to see a student on a disciplinary 
matter. J 

( D y e s 
(2)no 

(3)I have not considered this 

30. As a disciplinarian, I systematically keep written 
records of all discipline cases with which I deal. 

(1)yes 
(2)no 

(3)I have not considered this 

31- As a disciplinarian, I deal with (check as many 
34 as apply) 

(l)all discipline cases in the Housing system 
(2)those cases referred to me by hall staff 
J 3)appeals from students disciplined by hall statt 

— ( 4 ) A 1 1 cases of a serious nature 

35- As a disciplinarian, I use the following sanctions 
41 for various kinds of student misconduct (check as 

many as apply) 
( 1) f ines 

_( 2)behavior contracts 
— — ( 3 )admonition 

(4)counseling 
( 5)d is c iplinary probation 
(6)moving student within or out of Housing system 
(7)imposit ion of tasks deemed appropriate to the 

misbehavior (such as cafeteria cleaning for 
involvement in a food fight) 
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SAMPLE OF COVER LETTER TO REGIONAL PRESIDENTS 

TO THE REGIONAL PRESIDENT ADDRESSED: 

I am in the process of completing my dissertation on 
Residential Life Discipline and need assistance from you 
as an ACUHO—I regional president. I am studying the 
philosophies and practices of those of us who are 
responsible for student discipline within our Housing 
Departments. This is a "state-of-the-art" 
dissertation and I will be comparing what "experts" 
suggest and what practitioners are actually doing. I 
have proposed to my committee that I select these 
"experts" through the suggestions of the nine regional 
presidents. What I am asking of you, therefore, is to 
suggest the name of a person in your region whom you 
would consider to be an "expert" in this area. (I 
realize this is a very subjective decision, however, it 
appears to be the best method under the circumstances. 
The assumption is that you, as president, will know your 
constituents very well and will be able to make a 
suggestion from that knowledge.) If you do not believe 
you know the professionals of the region well enough to 
suggest someone, perhaps you could consult with a past 
president for assistance. 

I appreciate your assistance with this and will follow 
up this letter with a call next week. Thank you in 
advance and I hope all is going well on your campus for 
a successful fall. 

Sincerely, 

Betsy McGuire 
Assistant Director 
for Residence Life 
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SAMPLE OF COVER LETTER TO EXPERTS 

TO THE EXPERT ADDRESSED: 

I am in the process of studying the philosophies and 
practices of student discipline in Housing. This is in 
an effort to improve and provide more understanding of 
this often uncomfortable task for professionals in 
Residential Life. I have chosen this topic for my 
dissertation because of a great personal interest and a 
glaring lack of information to be found on the subject. 

This is a "state-of-the-art" study. I will be comparing 
what is actually being done with what is suggested by 
experts." To ascertain what is being done, I will send 
questionnaires to 100 randomly selected ACUHO-I 
institutions. To ascertain what is suggested, I will 
send the same questionnaire to nine professionals 
selected by the regional ACUHO-I presidents who will 
answer it from the perspective of what "should be." I 
will than be making a comparison between these two 
responses to find out if there is a statistically 
significant difference. 

You have been selected by your regional president as the 
expert from your region. This decision was based on 

his knowledge of you and your experience in 
administering discipline. Because of this selection, 1 
am requesting you answer the enclosed questionnaire as 
you believe each question or statement ghc>aJ.gl ]>£ 
answered. (This may or may not be the same as what you 
actually do. I would like to know what you ideally 
would suggest.) Your responses, along with the eight 
others, will be my criterion measure. 

I would like to thank you in advance for your 
assistance. I am hoping this study will provide our 
organization with beneficial information on the topic of 
student discipline. 

Sincerely, 

Betsy McGuire 
Assistant Director 
for Residence Life 
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APPENDIX D 

COVER LETTER AND FOLLOW-UP LETTERS 
ACCOMPANYING QUESTIONNAIRE 

TO NON-EXPERTS 
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SAMPLE OF COVER LETTER TO NON-EXPERTS 

TO THE NON-EXPERT ADDRESSED: 

I am in the process of studying the philosophies and 
practices of student discipline in Housing. This is in 
an effort to improve and provide more understanding of 
this often uncomfortable task for professionals in 
Residential Life. I have chosen this topic for my 
dissertation because of a great personal interest and a 
glaring lack of information to be found on the subject. 

Would you be so kind as to assist me by filling out the 
enclosed questionnaire, or, if you are not responsible 
for discipline, by passing it on to the person in your 
department with this responsibility? A pilot study 
revealed an average completion time of six minutes. A 
self-addressed and stamped envelope is also enclosed for 
your convenience and I am requesting, if it is at all 
possible, for it to be returned by August 22. 

I greatly appreciate the assistance of your institution 
and am anxious to share this information with all ACUHO-
I member schools. 

Sincerely, 

Betsy McGuire 
Assistant Director 
for Residence Life 
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SAMPLE OF FOLLOW-UP COVER LETTER 

TO THE NON-EXPERTS ADDRESSED: 

I recently sent you a questionnaire dealing with 
research I am doing on the topic of student discipline 
within the Housing Department of a college or 
university. Because I am so anxious to evaluate the 
results from this research and to share it with ACUHO-I 
member schools, could you please take a moment to 
complete the survey or to ask the person in your 
department responsible for student discipline to 
complete it? 

Thank you in advance for this assistance. I realize now 
that I couldn't have chosen a worse time to ask for 
assistance with fall hall opening upon all of us. 
Therefore, I am especially appreciative of your time. 

Sincerely, 

Betsy McGuire 
Assistant Director 
for Residence Life 
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