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This study is an analysis of the relationship between 

the attitude of Texas school principals toward corporal 

punishment and their knowledge of the law pertaining to 

corporal punishment as it relates to the principals' school 

and personal characteristics. A list of all school 

principals was procured from the Texas Education Agency for 

the 1987-88 school year. Each principal was assigned a 

number. A table of random numbers was used to select a 

sample of 240 high school principals, 240 middle-junior high 

principals, and 72 0 elementary principals. Each of the 

principals whose number was selected was sent a survey 

instrument which contained a copy of the Corporal Punishment 

Scale, which was developed by David F. Bogacki for Temple 

University, a copy of the corporal law instrument, and a 

copy of the demographic status survey instrument. 

Correlations were determined to exist by computing the 

Pearson product-moment r. The relationships were tested at 

the .05 level of significance. In addition, post hoc 



comparisons were made using Scheffe's test at the .05 level 

of significance. 

Data resulting from the study support the notion that 

a positive correlation exists between attitudes toward 

corporal punishment and knowledge of the law related to 

corporal punishment. The correlation between attitude 

toward corporal punishment and knowledge of the law related 

to corporal punishment was significant at the .001 level. 

The demographic data suggest that principals who hold 

favorable attitudes toward corporal punishment and have 

higher mean scores on the knowlege of the law related to 

corporal punishment instrument have the following 

characteristics. They are high school principals who have 

four to eight years of experience as administrators, are 

principals of rural schools in which 40% to 60% of the 

students are eligible for free lunch, are former high school 

teachers, have as their religious preference mainline 

Protestantism, are between the ages of 3 6 and 45, and have 

fathers who work in blue collar occupations. 

Principals who have less favorable attitudes toward the 

law related to corporal punishment instrument have the 

following charteractics. They are elementary principals 

whose schools are located in urban areas, have held their 

present position from zero to three years, are Roman 

Catholic by religious preference, and have fathers with 

white collar occupations. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Gallup polls which survey the attitude of the American 

public toward education consistently report that the public 

ranks student discipline as a major concern (Gallup & Clark, 

1987). At the same time, professionals in the practice of 

psychology are concerned that corporal punishment is being 

administered too often in public school discipline cases 

(Meachem & Hyman, 1984). Research indicates, in fact, that 

corporal punishment does not improve a student's school 

behavior or academic performance (Bandura, Ross, & Ross, 

1961; Rollins, McCandless, Thompson, & Brassell, 1974). 

Bongiovanni (1979) reports that its use has a high potential 

for negative side effects, especially for social disruption. 

Although some research indicates that educators favor the 

use of corporal punishment, many professional groups, 

including the National Education Association, a major 

teachers' union, have called for its abolition (National 

Education Association [NEA], 1972). 

One of the major factors influencing the use of corporal 

punishment in schools is the Supreme Court decision in 

Ingraham v. Wright, 97 S.Ct. 1401 (1977). In this landmark 

decision, the court ruled that corporal punishment could be 



used in schools without first administering procedural due 

process and that corporal punishment did not fall under the 

protection of the Eighth Amendment as cruel and unusual 

punishment (Kemerer, 1986). Therefore, abuse of corporal 

punishment is considered a matter for state and common law. 

In response, Irwin A. Hyman (1978), an associate of the 

National Center for the Study of Corporal Punishment and 

Alternatives in the Schools, has called for research which 

tests the assumptions underlying the legal interpretations 

of the law related to corporal punishment, thereby building 

a case for the elimination of corporal punishment through 

litigation and legislation. At the same time, other 

research suggests that school administrators lack adequate 

knowledge about school law as related to student discipline. 

The concern of this study was to investigate the 

attitudes of Texas school principals toward corporal 

punishment and their knowledge of the law in this area. In 

exploring the relationship between these two variables, this 

study is beneficial both to professional groups interested 

in corporal punishment in the schools and to those 

interested in the knowledge school administrators possess 

regarding school law. 

Statement of the Problem 

This study investigates the relationship between the 

attitudes of Texas school principals toward corporal 



punishment and their knowledge of the law pertaining to 

corporal punishment. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to determine the 

attitudes of Texas school principals toward corporal 

punishment and their knowledge of the law relative to 

corporal punishment. These variables are analyzed in terms 

of principals' school and personal characteristics. 

Research Questions 

In order to pursue the purposes of this study, the 

following questions regarding the attitudes of school 

principals and their knowledge of the law related to corporal 

punishment were addressed. 

1. Is there a correlation between attitude toward 

corporal punishment held by school principals and their 

knowledge of the law relative to corporal punishment? 

2. Does the school level strengthen or weaken the 

correlation? 

3. Does the number of years that the school principals 

have held their present position strengthen or weaken the 

correlation? 

4. Does the total number of years that school 

principals have been administrators strengthen or weaken the 

correlation? 



4 

5. Does the number of students in principals' schools 

strengthen or weaken the correlation? 

6. Does the type of community in which principals' 

schools are located strengthen or weaken the correlation? 

7. Does the percentage of students eligible for free 

lunches in principals' schools strengthen or weaken the 

correlation? 

8. Does the previous position in education held before 

the principals entered administration strengthen or weaken 

the correlation? 

9. Does the stated religious preference of the 

principals strengthen or weaken the correlation? 

10. Does the age of the principals strengthen or 

weaken the correlation? 

11. Does the highest level of education attained by the 

principals strengthen or weaken the correlation? 

12. Do the occupations of principals' fathers strengthen 

or weaken the correlation? 

Significance of the Study 

This study focuses upon the attitude of Texas school 

principals toward corporal punishment and determines the 

relationship between that attitude and knowledge of the law 

related to corporal punishment. Studies have reported that 

corporal punishment does not improve student behavior or 

achievement. Punitiveness tended to induce conflicts and 



uncertainty about behavior in students and distract them 

from school work (Smith, 1969). Curtis (1963), noted that 

corporal punishment may trigger the following: 

(a) retaliatory direct physical aggressive acts toward the 

punishing agent, (b) indirect aggression in the form of 

displaced acts of violence or hostility toward weaker peers, 

or (c) acts of vandalism against school property. 

Bongiovanni (1979), in his important work on corporal 

punishment in the schools, noted that corporal punishment is 

ineffective in producing durable behavior change and is even 

potentially harmful to students, school personnel, and 

property. At the same time, the public is calling on school 

leaders to deal more effectively with both student behavior 

and achievement. Also, in an increasingly litigious 

society, school administrators are called upon to control 

student behavior within the limits of the law while not 

inviting lawsuits. 

Texas is known to be a state in which corporal 

punishment is permitted by law and administered in fact. 

During the 1985-86 school year, for example, 260,386 school 

children in the state received corporal punishment 

(Ordovensky, 1988). By studying the attitude of Texas 

school principals toward corporal punishment and their 

knowledge of the law related to it, both areas can be 

enlightened. 



This study is significant in that it: 

1. Determines whether a relationship exists between the 

attitude of principals toward corporal punishment and their 

knowledge of the law related to corporal punishment; and 

2. Provides a rationale for improving educational 

leadership preparation programs and for strengthening 

assessment centers for educational leadership. 

Definition of Terms 

The following terms have restricted meaning and are 

thus defined for this study: 

Corporal punishment in education has been defined as 

the infliction of pain by a teacher or other educational 

official upon the body of a student as a penalty for doing 

something which has been disapproved of by the punisher 

(Wineman & James, 1967) . 

Texas school principal is defined as a principal of a 

public high school, middle/junior high school or elementary 

school, and is determined by listing in the Texas School 

Directory. 

Attitude "entails an existing predisposition to respond 

to social objects which, in interaction with situational and 

other dispositional variables, guides and directs the overt 

behavior of the individual" (Cardno, 1955, p. 345). 



Limitations 

The following limitations are imposed on this study. 

1. The study is limited to principals identified by the 

1987-88 Texas School Directory. 

2. Generalizations are limited to subjects of similar 

background. 

Limitation of Procedures 

Although the survey questionnaire was very adequate for 

this study, a note of caution should be made about 

questionnaires. The respondent's response must be accepted 

as his honest response. In other words, there is little that 

can be done to verify the truthfulness of the responses. 

Organization of the Study 

This study is divided into five chapters. Chapter 1 

introduces the study and includes the statement of the 

problem, the purposes of the study, the significance of the 

study, definition of the terms, limitations, basic 

assumptions, research questions, and organization of the 

study. Chapter 2 presents the historical development of 

corporal punishment and recent trends in the law related to 

corporal punishment, including research findings related to 

attitude toward corporal punishment, and related theory. 

Chapter 3 describes the procedures for collection and 

treatment of data while Chapter 4 reports the findings of 

the survey of the respondents. The information contained in 
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this section pertains to the relationship between attitude 

toward corporal punishment and knowledge of the law related 

to corporal punishment, taking into account personal and 

school-related variables. In Chapter 5, the study is 

summarized and the findings, conclusions, and recommenda-

tions are presented. 



CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

The review of related literature was undertaken to 

provide a historical perspective for the use of corporal 

punishment in public schools and for the development of the 

law related to corporal punishment. The review also 

includes information concerning studies related to the use 

of, and attitude toward, corporal punishment in the schools. 

Each year, according to conservative estimation, there 

are about one million incidents of corporal punishment in 

United States schools (Hyman, 1987). Corporal punishment in 

the United States has its roots in religious beliefs held by 

Americans since colonial times. The prevailing assumption 

was that people were, by nature, corruptible and in need of 

being reformed. During this time, children were subjected to 

paddling in addition to having sewing thimbles used to rap 

them on the head, wooden bits inserted into their mouths, and 

split ends of branches fastened to their noses. The belief 

was that corporal punishment would develop in students the 

qualities of good moral character and academic excellence 

(Harris, Fields, Contreras, & Heid, 1981). 

As of April 1989, 38 states permitted corporal punish-

ment in the schools (Hembree, 1989). The legal basis for 
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corporal punishment in schools is found in Ingraham v. 

Wright (1977). In a five-to-four decision the court ruled 

that the cruel and unusual punishment clause of the Eighth 

Amendment of the Constitution does not apply to corporal 

punishment in the public schools, nor does the due process 

clause of the Fourteenth Amendment require that students 

subject to corporal punishment be given notice of the 

charges against them and an opportunity to be heard. 

Justice Lewis F. Powell, Jr., writing the majority 

opinion, citied historical and contemporary documentation 

supporting the use of reasonable corporal punishment in the 

public schools. The court began by finding that "a single 

principle has governed the use of corporal punishment since 

before the American Revolution: teachers may impose 

reasonable but not excessive force to discipline a child" 

(Ingraham v. Wright, 1977). Also, the court added that 

while public and professional opinion may be sharply divided 

over the use of corporal punishment in the school, "we can 

discern no trend toward its elimination" (Ingraham v. 

Wright, 1977). 

After establishing both historical and contemporary 

basis for corporal punishment as a form of discipline in the 

schools, the court concluded that: "An examination of the 

history of the Amendment and the decisions of this Court 

construing the proscription against cruel and unusual 

punishment confirms that it was designed to protect those 
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convicted of crimes (Inqraham v. Wright, 1977) . The 

majority also argued, "the openness of the public school and 

its supervision by the community afford significant safe-

guards against the kinds of abuses from which the Eighth 

Amendment protects the prisoner" (Inqraham v. Wright, 1977) . 

On the question of procedural due process, the court 

held that there was no violation of the Fourteenth Amendment, 

nor was there a substantive violation, noting that "were it 

not for the common law privilege permitting teachers to 

inflict reasonable corporal punishment on children in their 

care, and the availability of the traditional remedies for 

abuse, the case for requiring advance procedural safeguards 

would be strong indeed" (Inqraham v. Wright, 1977) . In a 

footnote, however, the Court wrote, "We have no occasion in 

this case . . . to decide whether or under what circum-

stances corporal punishment of a public school child may 

give rise to an independent federal cause of action to 

vindicate substantive rights under the Due Process Clause" 

(Inqraham v. Wright, 1977). 

Justice Byron R. White, writing the dissenting opinion, 

called the majority's distinction between criminal and 

non-criminal punishment for the purpose of the Eighth 

Amendment "plainly wrong where corporal punishment becomes 

so severe as to be unacceptable in a civilized society, I 

can see no reason that it should become any more acceptable 

just because it is inflicted on children in the public 
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schools" (Inqraham v. Wright, 1977). White also rejected 

the majority's schools-as-open-institutions argument: "if a 

punishment is so barbaric and inhumane that it goes beyond 

the tolerance of a civilized society, its openness to public 

scrutiny should have nothing to do with its constitutional 

validity" (Inqraham v. Wright, 1977). 

Also disagreeing with the majority's holding that the 

due process clause of the Fourteenth Amendment does not apply 

to the imposition of corporal punishment in the public 

schools, Justice White argued for the same due process 

protection for corporal punishment that the court required 

for short-term suspension. The procedural requirement White 

would impose before administering corporal punishment would 

normally be "if anything, less than a fair-minded principal 

would impose upon himself" (Inqraham v. Wright, 1977). 

Educators may paddle students over parental objections. 

In Baker v. Owen (1975), a North Carolina three-judge court 

rejected the parent's contention that her right to determine 

and choose between means of disciplining her child was not a 

fundamental right nor was it absolute. The court recognized 

that many professional educators and parents discourage 

corporal punishment, but that society had not yet 

disapproved corporal punishment as a disciplinary technique. 

The school has a legitimate and substantial interest in 

securing and maintaining discipline in the public schools, 

and the court refused to restrict the school official's 
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discretion in deciding whether corporal punishment would be 

used in accomplishing the essential purpose of maintaining 

discipline. Baker v. Owen (1975) was affirmed without 

opinion 423 U.S. 907, 96 S.Ct. 210 (1975). 

A more recent decision from the Fourth Circuit Court of 

Appeals may open the door to corporal punishment suits 

against educators under the Civil Rights Act of 1871, Title 

42 U.S.C. & 1983, which provides for the assessment of 

damages by the court against school personnel if an 

individual's constitutional rights have been violated. In 

Hall v. Tawney (4th Cir. 1980) the court said that there is 

a substantive due process claim when a punishment is so 

brutal and demeaning as to "shock the conscience of the 

court." It concluded that the facts alleged were sufficient 

to justify a claim for damages against the educators under 

Section 1983. 

In March 1988 the Supreme Court remanded a Tenth Circuit 

case, Miera v. Garcia (1987) for trial. In this case a 

child's parents filed a Section 1983 suit claiming that 

excessiveness or brutality in discipline of public school 

children can constitute violation of a student's substantive 

due process rights, and defeats an official's claims for 

qualified immunity ("Arguments," 1988). This case suggests 

that school personnel may face liability suits due to the 

misuse of corporal punishment. 
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In Texas, educators may use corporal punishment under 

section 9.62 of the Penal Code, which states that educators 

may use force, "but not deadly force, . . . when and to the 

degree the actor reasonably believes the force is necessary 

to further the special purpose or to maintain discipline in 

a group" (Texas School, 1986 p. 586). The Texas Education 

Code, Section 21.912 (b), states that professional employees 

are not personally liable for their acts as employees 

"except in circumstances where professional employees use 

excessive force in the discipline of students or negligence 

resulting in bodily injury to students" (Texas School, 1986, 

p. 191). 

The Texas Supreme Court ruling, in Barr v. Bernhard 

(1978), dismissed the part of the suit which asked for an 

award for damages caused when a building owned by Kerrville 

Independent School District collapsed on student, Mark 

Bernhard. The court stated that "the law is well settled in 

this state that an independent school district is an agency 

of the state and, while exercising governmental functions, 

is not answerable for its negligence in a suit sounding in 

tort" (Barr v. Bernhard, 1978). Here the majority of the 

court observed that Section 21.912(b) lists excessive use of 

force in student discipline and negligence resulting injury 

to a student as the only exceptions from tort liability. 

However, the dissenting judge in Barr v. Bernhard argued 

that the majority had misread legislative intent in enacting 
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Section 21.912. Therefore, Texas educators have "qualified 

immunity.11 

In setting limits on corporal punishment, a Texas Court 

of Appeals ruled in Hogenson v. Williams (1976) that a 

teacher may not use physical violence against a child 

because the child is unable or fails to perform, either 

academically or athletically (Kemerer, 1986). In this case a 

Terrell Middle School coach in Denison, Texas, used physical 

force causing injury of a student during a seventh-grade 

football practice. The coach stated that he was trying to 

"fire up" the student. 

In 1989 a bill was introduced into the Texas State 

Senate which would prohibit the use of corporal punishment 

in Texas schools at parental request. However, the bill did 

not pass in the House (Texas Association of Secondary School 

Principals [TASSP], 1989). The bill was supported by the 

Texas Conference of Churches, the Texas Commission for the 

Prevention of Child Abuse and the Texas Children's Rights, 

but not by educators (Ratcliffe, 1989). 

Corporal punishment is most often used in public schools 

in the South and Southwest regions of the United States 

(Hyman, 1987). Maurer and Wallerstein (1987) report that in 

the 1983-84 school year, Texas ranked fourth in school 

corporal punishment, with 99.2 pupils punished per 1,000. A 

1988 U.S. Education Department survey showed that one-fourth 
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of all corporal punishment that was administered in the U.S. 

was administered in Texas (Ordovensky, 1988) . 

Several empirical studies have been made of the attitude 

of public school personnel toward corporal punishment. In 

1971, Queer studied the attitudes of principals in the 

Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, public schools and found that 86% 

of the elementary principals favored corporal punishment 

with 81% of the secondary principals also favoring its use. 

A survey study by Glackman, Martin, Hyman, McDowell, 

Berv, and Spino (1978) of 166 school districts in 

Pennsylvania, Maryland, West Virginia, and Delaware with an 

enrollment of 73,643 students revealed that minority group 

children, particularly males, were corporally punished far 

more than their white peers, sometimes at a ratio of 4 to 1. 

At the elementary level, there was a significant difference 

between blacks and whites (£ < .001), while at the secondary 

level there was a significant effect for race between blacks 

and whites (£ < .01) (Glackman et al., 1978). 

Parkay and Conoley (1981) studied the attitude toward 

corporal punishment of administrators, teachers, and 

counselors in ten southwestern school districts. One-way 

analysis of variance revealed that male educators advocated 

the use of corporal punishment much more frequently than did 

female educators (£ = .001). 
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Norris (1981) studied 295 Texas secondary schools and 

found that corporal punishment was frequently used in 24.7% 

of the schools and occasionally in 38.3% of the responding 

schools. 

Lennox (1982), in a study of 531 teachers from the 

northeastern, southeastern, and south central states, found 

five factors that correlated significantly: the severity of 

corporal punishment observed in school by the teacher when 

the teacher was a student, a belief in the effectiveness of 

corporal punishment, the type of community in which the 

teacher was employed, grade level taught, and geographical 

location. 

In their study, Pokalo and Hyman (1986) found that 

institutional care givers who were potentially punitive were 

of a minority race, raised in less urban areas, Baptist 

and/or fundamentalist in religious persuasion, and had 

greater experience with frequency and severity of punishment 

at home, school, and in other places. 

More recent empirical studies have probed the 

characteristics of schools and educators that use corporal 

punishment. In 1983 Farley collected data from 232 public 

junior high schools within the United States. The purpose of 

the study was to identify differences between schools which 

use and do not use corporal punishment with, respect to school 

and student characteristics. Analysis of variance revealed a 

definite tendency for schools identified as being higher 
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users of corporal punishment to have higher percentages of 

students eligible for free school lunches (£ = .0001). 

Visual analysis supported the hypothesis that urban areas 

use corporal punishment the most, and suburban areas the 

least (Farley, 1983). 

Clarke, Erdlen, and Hyman (1984) reviewed reports of 

corporal punishment as collected by the Luce Press Clipping 

Service which receives articles from 1,800 dailies and 7,000 

weeklies. A sample of 212 cases was extracted, and a chi-

square test was completed on pairs of variables. The 

researchers found that four out of five students punished 

were male, and that male educators inflicted the 

consequences more than three times as often as did female 

staff members (£ -01). The frequency of female staff 

involved in corporal punishment declined as student age 

increased. 

Carnes (1985), in a study of attitude toward corporal 

punishment of teachers in Lewisville, Texas, found that 72.5% 

of the teachers agreed that corporal punishment was effective 

in maintaining discipline. 

Several studies have been conducted on educators' 

knowledge of school law. Crosthwait and Hoffman (1979) 

studied a change in attitude of 108 teachers in a school law 

workshop. The teachers were tested on 9 law topics, and then 

given instruction in each area. Corporal punishment was one 

of the topics. They compared pretest and post-test scores 
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by visual inspection and found that after the workshop there 

was a slight shift toward the acceptable use of corporal 

punishment. Results indicate that the teachers' attitudes 

did not change with additional legal knowledge. However, 

there was a marked decrease in the number of "no response" 

or "not sure" answers, indicating a definite trend toward 

the firming of opinions. 

Boivin's (1981) study of New Hampshire administrators 

revealed that as administrators' knowledge of the law of due 

process increased, so did compliance with due process. The 

researcher concluded that there was a positive relationship 

between knowledge of school law and its implementation. 

Boivin based his study on the theory of cognitive 

dissonance. 

Player (1985) studied 50 Oregon principals concerning 

their knowledge of school law and found the principals to be 

least knowledgeable about law related to corporal punishment, 

with only 55% of the corporal punishment test questions 

answered correctly. He based his study on educational 

diffusion research. The researcher concluded that the theory 

base was too restrictive and the research methodology was 

faulty. 

In relating attitudes and knowledge, about corporal 

punishment, the field of cognitive social psychology offers 

guidance. The one theory most relevant to this study is 

Festinger's theory of cognitive dissonance. Festinger (1957) 
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states that "the human organism tries to establish internal 

harmony, consistency, or congruity among his opinions, 

attitudes, knowledge, and values. That is, there is a drive 

toward consonance among cognitions" (p. 260). Festinger 

defines cognition as "any knowledge, opinion, or belief about 

the environment, about oneself or about one's behavior" 

(p.3). 

According to Festinger's (1957) theory, "two cognitive 

elements are dissonant if, for one reason or another, they do 

not fit together," or "x and y are dissonant if not-x follows 

from y" (pp. 12-13). He explains that dissonance always 

exists after a decision is made and that it is "the presence 

of dissonance which gives rise to pressures to reduce that 

dissonance" (p. 263). 

The cognitive dissonance theory would therefore suggest 

that if corporal punishment is congruent with an adminis-

trators' beliefs, opinions, knowledge, attitudes or values, 

they may be expected to use corporal punishment in school 

discipline cases since this behavior would not create any 

inconsistency or incongruity in their knowledge, opinions, 

beliefs or value systems. Also administrators who favor the 

use of corporal punishment should be more knowledgeable 

about the law related to corporal punishment (Boivin, 1981; 

Crosthwait, 1974). 

However, if corporal punishment is inconsistent with an 

administrators' knowledge, beliefs, attitudes, or values, 
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dissonance will exist when the principals use it in 

discipline cases. Also, if principals who have a favorable 

attitude toward corporal punishment are placed in a 

situation where they are not allowed to use corporal 

punishment in discipline cases, it can be assumed that 

dissonance will occur. 

Festinger's theory states that there are three ways in 

which dissonance can be reduced. They are as follows: 

1. By changing one or more of the elements involved in 

dissonant relations. 

2. By adding new cognitive elements that are consonant 

with already-existing cognition. 

3. By decreasing the importance of the elements 

involved in the dissonant relations (p. 264). 

The first method, which suggests a change in one of the 

elements involved, is relatively rare since it requires that 

a person "have sufficient degree of control over one's 

environment" (p. 20). 

The second method of reducing dissonance is by adding 

new cognitive elements that are consonant with already-

existing cognition. Therefore, principals faced with 

opposition to the use of corporal punishment could reduce 

dissonance with knowledge of student management techniques 

that are congruent with existing cognition. 

Finally, the third method involves decreasing the 

importance of the elements which are involved in the 
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dissonant relations. For example, if principals perceive 

that corporal punishment is important to school discipline, 

an attempt can be made to change their perceptions so that 

they believe that school discipline can be maintained 

without its use. 

Festinger's theory of cognitive dissonance can be a 

useful way of focusing upon individuals and their belief 

systems. The theory can also provide a framework of 

practical solutions for ways in which school principals can 

resolve the dilemma of the use of corporal punishment in 

public schools which are under the governance of ever-

changing laws and under the influence of changing public 

opinion. Thus, this study looks at the knowledge of the law 

related to corporal punishment held by principals by 

focusing upon individual principals and their attitudes 

toward corporal punishment. In addition, this study adds to 

the previous research on school law in the context of 

Festinger's theory. Hopefully the study can ultimately 

provide some insights into the knowledge of school law held 

by school principals and how that knowledge is related to 

attitude. 

The study also adds to the research concerned with the 

demographic attributes of educations who favor the use of 

corporal punishment and those who do not. Also, it adds to 

the research concerned with the demographic attributes of 
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educators and how those attributes relate to knowledge of 

the law related to corporal punishment. 



CHAPTER 3 

DESIGN OF THE STUDY 

This chapter contains a description of the procedures 

used to conduct the study. It includes the procedures used 

for the identification of the population, selection of the 

sample, development of the instruments, collection of the 

data, and analysis of the data. 

Identification of the Population 

The 1,300 public high school, 1,000 middle-junior high 

school, and 3,486 elementary school principals of the State 

of Texas comprise the population under study. 

Selection of the Sample 

Each year, the superintendents of Texas school 

districts send a list of district personnel to the Texas 

Education Agency. A list of all the high school, middle-

junior high school, and elementary school principals as 

published in the Texas School Directory was obtained from 

the Texas Education Agency. A total of 5,786 school 

principals in Texas were listed for the 1987-88 school year. 

The names of the principals were then assigned sequential 

numbers, and a Texas Instruments 99-4/A computer was used to 

generate a list of random numbers. By matching random 

24 
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numbers with the corresponding number on the list of names, 

a sample of 240 high school principals, 240 middle-junior 

high principals, and 720 elementary principals was selected 

which totaled 20% of the population. Sudman (1976) 

recommends stratified sampling when a researcher is 

interested in estimating the total population and making 

comparisons between groups. Each principal whose number was 

selected on the table of random numbers became a subject in 

the study. 

Development of the Instruments 

A mail questionnaire was deemed the most feasible 

method of gathering data on a statewide basis. Two 

instruments were used to collect data in addition to a 

demographic survey. 

The first instrument was the Corporal Punishment Scale 

(CPS) developed by David F. Bogacki (1982), who received a 

Ph.D. from Temple University for his work on the scale. The 

National Center for the Study of Corporal Punishment and 

Alternatives in the Schools holds the copyright on the 

scale. 

The Corporal Punishment Scale (see Appendix A) has 

proven to be useful as a means of assessing the attitudes of 

school personnel toward the use of corporal punishment. The 

scale was designed for use by educational researchers who, in 

their professional work, need to evaluate the attitudes of 
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staff members toward school discipline. The scale affords 

(a) a measure of individual differences and, consequently, of 

extreme deviation regarding attitudes toward corporal 

punishment and (b) a tool for in-service training as a means 

of providing feedback to individuals regarding how their 

attitudes compare with those of their peer group. 

The items finally selected for Bogacki's Corporal 

Punishment Scale are similar in nature to other valid 

attitude scales. After considerable experimentation, only 

those items that provided significant discrimination were 

included in the final version of the scale. The CPS 

consists of 29 items that have demonstrated the ability to 

differentiate between those who use corporal punishment and 

whose who do not. The format of the CPS is that of an 

objective self-report inventory. The items themselves are 

of the short statement, fixed-choice type. 

In developing the CPS, Bogacki's primary objective was 

to obtain a sample large enough to determine a representation 

of attitudes toward corporal punishment across various roles 

held by school personnel, as well as to obtain a cross-

section of subjects in states that permit the use of corporal 

punishment and in a state that does not. Data were collected 

from 20 public and 3 parochial schools in Pennsylvania, 

Texas, and New Jersey. Pennsylvania and Texas permit the 

use of corporal punishment, while New Jersey prohibits its 

use by state law. The schools selected represented a 
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diverse sample of educational facilities from rural, urban, 

and suburban school districts. A total of 387 school 

personnel from 23 schools selected served as the sample 

population in the development of the CPS. This sample was 

seen as being within the spectrum of the target population 

for the study, school personnel who are in the position of 

administering discipline to students in a school setting. 

The sample was also viewed as adequate for the statistical 

analyses that were conducted for this study. 

A high reliability coefficient of .94 (measure of 

internal consistency) was obtained for the 29-item CPS, with 

the absolute range of scores possible for the CPS ranging 

from a low of 29 to a high of 145, and with a score of 87 

indicating a neutral or undecided attitude. The mean score 

obtained for the sample population was 87.6, the standard 

deviation, a measure of dispersion expressed in the same 

units as the CPS, was 26.6, and the standard error of 

measurement was found to be 2.7. This is interpreted to mean 

that about two-thirds of the time, the score obtained on the 

CPS does not change more than plus or minus 2.7 points. 

Item analyses of the individual statements on the scale 

clearly indicated that (a) each item effectively 

discriminates between high and low scoring groups, and 

(b) individual items effectively differentiate between 

actual users and non-users of corporal punishment. 
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The criterion validity of the CPS is indicated by the 

high correlation, concomitant variation, of .71 (£ = .01) 

between the composite scores obtained on the CPS and the 

subject's self-report of actual use of corporal punishment. 

Further evidence for the criterion validity of the CPS is 

indicated from a study of group separation. A discriminant 

function analysis, a statistical technique which uses two or 

more predictor variables and a single criterion variable, 

indicated that the CPS correctly classified 83% of the 

subjects regarding their reported actual use of corporal 

punishment. 

Additional research utilizing the CPS has shown that 

attitudes toward the use of corporal punishment are related 

to authoritarian-equalitarian personality traits as measured 

by the California F-Scale. Bogacki (1982) reported a 

correlation of .78 between scores obtained on the CPS and the 

F-Scale. There is also evidence to support the relationship 

between attitudes of school personnel toward the use of 

corporal punishment and their concept of pupil control 

ideology, custodial or humanistic. Bogacki (1982) found 

a positive correlation between scores obtained on the CPS and 

the Pupil Control Ideology Form. 

The second instrument consisted of questions related to 

the law of corporal punishment which was developed for this 

study. This instrument was validated for content by a 

committee of educators composed of the executive director of 
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the Texas Elementary Principals and Supervisors Association, 

the executive director of the Texas Association of Secondary 

School Principals, two secondary principals, and two 

elementary principals. 

The test-retest method was used to determine the 

reliability of the instrument. The law instrument was 

administered to 20 graduate students who were school 

administrators or studying for school administration 

certification at the University of North Texas. The 

students placed their initials on each law question 

instrument so the test and retest could be easily matched. 

The test was given, and one week later the retest was given. 

After the retest, the instruments were paired using student 

initials and a comparison completed for the six items. The 

computed percentage of agreement after test-retest was 88%. 

Collection of the Data 

This section includes details of the procedures used to 

distribute the survey instruments. The procedures used to 

follow-up the first mailing are also described. 

A list of all public school principals was procured 

from the Texas Education Agency. Each principal was assigned 

a number. A table of random numbers was used to select a 

sample of 240 high school principals, 240 middle-junior high 

principals, and 720 elementary principals. Each of the 

administrators whose number was selected on the table of 
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random numbers was sent an envelope containing the following 

items: (a) an explanatory cover letter (see Appendix A) and 

a questionnaire containing (b) one copy of the Corporal 

Punishment Scale, (c) one copy of the corporal punishment 

law instrument, (d) one copy of the demographic status 

survey instrument, and (e) a postage-paid, self-addressed 

return envelope. Each questionnaire was given a five-digit 

number in order to facilitate follow-up procedures. Two 

weeks after the first mailing, a follow-up letter and 

questionnaire were sent to the administrators who did not 

return the first questionnaire. Sixty percent (716) of the 

questionnaires were returned in usable form. Thirty-five 

were returned without a completed law instrument and 15 were 

returned with other parts of the questionnaire incomplete. 

The minimum acceptable return rate was set at 50%. 

Analysis of the Data 

As the questionnaires were received, they were examined 

to determine their usableness, here meaning totally 

completed, and- were then scored. The Pearson product-moment 

correlation (r), an index of relationship between two 

variables, was computed for each research question. To 

assure that the relationship between the variables was 

linear, a scatter plat of the data was produced. The 

Pearson product-moment correlations for each research 
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question were computed and the correlations tested at the 

.05 level of significance (Roscoe, 1975). 

The mean scores for each instrument were tested using 

the general linear model. Each demographic and personal data 

class was used as the independent variable. Post hoc 

multiple comparisons of means were made using Scheffe's test 

at the .05 level of significance. Scheffe's test was used 

because it is not limited to samples of equal size nor to 

simple pairwise comparisons. The mainframe computer at the 

University of North Texas and the computer language SAS were 

used to compute and analyze the data (SAS, 1985). 



CHAPTER 4 

ANALYSIS OF THE DATA 

The purpose of this study was to determine the 

attitude of elementary, middle-junior high, and high school 

principals in Texas toward corporal punishment; to assess 

their knowledge of the law related to corporal punishment; 

and to analyze the relationship between the two variables in 

terms of demographic data. This section is organized into 

three subsections, Demographic Data, Descriptive Data, and 

Research Questions. 

Demographic Data 

For this study, 1,200 survey instruments were mailed to 

elementary, middle-junior high, and high school principals 

in Texas. Table 1 presents the survey distribution and 

return rate by type of principal, as well as indication of 

the number of surveys mailed, the number returned, and the 

percentage returned. 

After completion of the attitude and law instruments, 

respondents filled out a survey requesting background 

information. These demographic data, including school level 

of principal, number of years at present position, total 

years as a principal, number of students in his or her 

school, percentage of students eligible for free lunch, prior 

32 



33 

position before entering school administration, religious 

preference, age, highest level of education, and father's 

occupation, are presented in Table 2. 

Table 1 

Survey Distribution and Return Rate 

Type of Principal no. mailed no. returned % returned 

High school 240 171 71 

Middle-junior High 240 158 66 

Elementary 720 387 54 

Total 1200 716 60 

Descriptive Data 

The first part of the questionnaire consisted of a 

corporal punishment scale. The principals were asked to 

choose one of the following responses to each of 29 

statements: 1—strongly disagree, 2—mildly disagree, 

3—neither agree nor disagree, 4—mildly agree, or 

5—strongly agree. Seventeen statements were stated in such 

a way that principals with a positive attitude toward 

corporal punishment would agree with them. For the 

statements favorable to corporal punishment the points were 

allotted as follows: 
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Table 2 

Demographic Data 

n % 

Number of years at present position 
a. 0-3 229 32 
b. 4-8 222 31 
c. 9 or more 265 37 

Total 716 100 

Total years as a principal 
a. 0-3 66 9 
b. 4-8 201 28 
C. 9 or more 449 63 

Total 716 100 

Number of students in school3-
a. less than 300 148 21 
b. 301-900 455 64 
c. 901-1200 62 8 
d. 1201-1500 41 6 
e. 1501-1800 10 1 

Total 716 100 

Percentage of students eligible for free lunch*3 

a. 00-10% 99 20 
b. 10-40% 266 64 
c. 40-60% 201 8 
d. 60-80% 71 6 
e. 80-100% 78 2 

Total 715 100 

Prior position before first administration 
position in education" 
a. High school teacher 206 29 
b. Middle-junior high teacher 105 15 
c. Elementary teacher 217 30 
d. Counselor 70 10 
e. Coach-teacher 117 16 

Total 715 100 
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Table 2—Continued 

n % 
Age 
a. 25-35 37 5 
b. 36-45 282 39 
c. 46-55 316 44 
d. 56-65 81 12 

Total 716 100 

Highest level of education 
a. Bachelor's degree with Admin. Cert. 6 .008 
b. Master's degree with Admin. Cert. 646 90 
c. Doctor's degree with Admin. Cert. 64 10 

Total 716 100 

Type of community*3 

a. Rural 175 24 
b. Town 276 38 
c. Suburban 108 15 
d. Urban 156 21 

Total 715 100 

Religious preference 
a. Main-line Protestant 247 34 
b. Fundamentalist 271 38 
c. Roman Catholic 107 15 
d. Pentecostal 3 .004 
e. Other 88 12 

Total 716 100 

Father's occupation0 

a. Laborer 205 29 
b. Blue collar 196 ' 28 
c. White collar 217 30 
d. Professional 95 13 

Total 713 100 

icofuiiuciiL uau a suiiuui uj. more tnan iouu stuaents. 
^One respondent did not answer this question. 
cThree respondents did not answer this question. 

strongly disagree = +1; mildly disagree = +2; neither agree 

nor disagree = +3; mildly agree = +4; strongly agree = +5. 
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For the twelve statements unfavorable to corporal 

punishment, the points were allotted as follows: 

strongly disagree = +5; mildly disagree = +4; neither agree 

nor disagree = +3; mildly agree = +2; strongly agree = +1. 

The attitude scores could therefore range from 29 to 145. 

The higher composite score indicates a more favorable 

attitude toward the use of corporal punishment. Table 3 

presents the principals' mean scores on the attitude toward 

corporal punishment instrument. The mean score for all 

principals was 92.87. The highest mean score, 96.87, was 

obtained by high school principals and the lowest mean 

score, 89.50, was obtained by elementary principals. The 

attitude mean scores were partitioned by demographic data 

(see Appendix B). 

The next part of the questionnaire contained six 

statements about corporal punishment laws which were 

designed to determine the extent to which principals know 

the law. Principals were asked to indicate whether the 

statements were true or false. A third option was "don't 

know." The scores ranged from a possible 6 points (for all 

correct answers) to 0 points (for no correct answer). Each 

of the six individual law questions were scored and 

partitioned by demographic data (see Appendix B). 

Table 4 presents the number of questions answered 

correctly by principals by school level. Principals are most 

knowledgeable regarding the Texas state law that allows 
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Table 3 

Principals' Mean Scores on Attitude Toward Corporal 

Punishment Instrument 

n attitude 

All principals 716 92. .87 

High school 171 96. .95 

Middle-jr. high 158 96. .82 

Elementary 387 89. .50 

corporal punishment in the schools (question 2), and the 

Texas law that shields Texas' educators from liability 

except in discipline cases (question 5), and the fact that 

the law allows school boards to establish policies 

concerning which educators can administer corporal 

punishment (question 6). 

Principals were least knowledgeable about administration 

of due process before corporal punishment (question 1), and 

about the use of corporal punishment on a child who fails to 

perform either academically or athletically (question 3). 

They also were less knowledgeable concerning the fact that a 

parent's request that his or her child not be paddled need 

not be honored under federal law (question 4). 



38 

Table 4 

Principals' Answers on Each Question of Law Instrument 

Question Correct Wrong Don't Know 

High School (n = 171) 

1. 47 40 19 
2. 93 5 2 
3. 57 32 8 
4. 64 29 7 
5. 88 4 8 
6. 82 13 5 

Middle-Jr. High (n = 158) 

1. 33 56 4 
2. 84 7 1 
3. 42 39 11 
4. 53 37 4 
5. 77 10 5 
6. 74 14 5 

Elementary (n = 387) 

1. 30 64 6 
2. 79 12 9 
3. 24 44 20 
4. 55 32 13 
5. 87 8 4 
6. 86 11 3 

Note. The columns represent the percentage of principals 
who choose each of the three possible answers for each of 
the six questions. 

Table 5 presents the mean scores on the law instrument 

for all principals by school level. The mean score for all 

principals was 3.93. Middle-junior high school principals 

had the highest mean score, 4.03, and elementary principals 

had the lowest mean score, 3.88. Mean scores of knowledge 
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of the law related to corporal punishment were partitioned 

by demographic data (see Appendix B). 

Table 5 

Principals' Mean Scores on the Knowledge of the Law Related 

to Corporal Punishment Instrument 

n law 

All principals 716 3.93 

High school 171 3.95 

Jr. high-middle 158 4.03 

Elementary 387 3.88 

Note. The total possible score on the law test was 6. 

Research Questions 

In Chapter 1, twelve research questions were developed 

in an effort to determine whether correlations existed 

between (a) attitude toward corporal punishment and 

knowledge of the law related to corporal punishment and 

(b) attitude toward corporal punishment and knowledge of the 

law related to corporal punishment and various demographic 

variables. In this section, the research questions are 

restated and the Pearson product-moment correlations for the 

various variables are presented. The Pearson correlations 

were computed using SAS, a software system for data 
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analysis, and the correlations were tested at the .05 level 

of significance. 

Question 1: Is there a correlation between attitudes 

toward corporal punishment held by school principals and 

their knowledge of the law relative to corporal punishment? 

Table 6 presents the Pearson product-moment correlations 

between attitude toward corporal punishment and knowledge of 

the law related to corporal punishment. The data show a 

positive correlation of .15123 between attitude and 

knowledge for all principals. This correlation was 

significant at the .001 level. Therefore, in this study, 

there was a strong relationship between knowledge of law 

related to corporal punishment and favorable attitude toward 

its use. 

Question 2: Does the school level strengthen or weaken 

the correlation? 

Table 6 shows that a positive correlation of .23396 was 

found for high school principals (significant at the .002 

level) between their knowledge of the law and favorable 

attitude toward corporal punishment. Also, there was a 

positive correlation of .14808 between the variables 

(significant at the .004) for elementary principals. The 

correlation was weakest for middle-junior high school 

principals (significant at the .7426 level). Therefore, the 

results show a strong positive relationship between 

knowledge of the law and a favorable attitude toward 



41 

corporal punishment for high school and elementary 

principals. 

Table 6 

Punishment and Knowledge of the Law Related to Corporal 

Punishment 

Type of principal n r Significance 
level 

All principals 716 .15123 .001 

Principals: high school 171 .23396 .002 

Principals: middle school 
junior high 

- 158 .02634 .743 

Principals: elementary 387 . 14808 .004 

Question 3: Does the number of years that principals 

have held their present position strengthen or weaken the 

correlation? 

Table 7 presents the Pearson product-moment correlations 

between attitude toward corporal punishment and knowledge of 

the law related to corporal punishment partitioned by the 

number of years that the principals have held their present 

position. A positive correlation of .27109 was found for 

principals who had held their position for three years or 

less. This correlation was significant at the .001 level of 
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significance. This suggests that for this group there was a 

strong relationship between knowledge of the law related to 

corporal punishment and favorable attitude toward corporal 

punishment. The correlations for principals who had held 

their positions for more than three years were weak. None 

was significant at the .05 level. 

Table 7 

Correlations Between Attitude Toward Corporal Punishment and 

Knowledge of the Law Related to Corporal Punishment 

Partitioned by Number of Years Principals Have Held Current 

Position 

Total number of years 
in present position 

n r Significance 
level 

0-3 229 .27109 .001 

4-8 222 .09475 .159 

9 or more 265 .10134 . 100 

Question 4: Does the total number of years that 

principals have been administrators strengthen or weaken the 

correlation? 

Table 8 presents the Pearson product-moment correlations 

between attitude toward corporal punishment and knowledge of 

the law related to corporal punishment partitioned by the 

number of years principals have been administrators. The 
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strongest correlation was for principals who had been 

administrators for four to eight years. For this group the 

correlation was .21410 at the .002 level of significance. 

The next strongest correlation was for principals with nine 

or more years as an administrator. Here the correlation was 

.10692, which was significant at the .024 level. The lowest 

correlation between the variables was for principals with 

zero to three years as administrators. Here the correlation 

was .20501 (significant at the .099). 

Table 8 

Correlations Between Attitude Toward Corporal Punishment and 

Knowledge of the Law Related to Corporal Punishment 

Partitioned by Total Years Principals Have Been 

Administrators 

Total years as an 
administrator 

n r Significance 
level 

0-3 66 .20501 .099 

CO
 

201 .21410 .002 

9 or more 449 .10692 .024 

Question 5: Does the number of students in the 

principals' school strengthen or weaken the correlation? 

Table 9 presents the Pearson product-moment 

correlations between attitude toward corporal punishment and 
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knowledge of the law related to corporal punishment 

partitioned by the number of students in each principal's 

school. For schools with student populations of 300 to 600, 

a positive correlation of .17597 was found, which is 

significant at the .002 level. However, the data must be 

interpreted with caution due to the number of subjects in 

the groups. Three groups contained less than 100 subject 

each. The largest group of subjects, the 300 to 600 student 

population classification, contained 64% of the sample. 

Table 9 

Correlations Between Attitude Toward Corporal Punishment and 

Knowledge of the Law Related to Corporal Punishment 

Partitioned by Number of Students in the Principals' Schools 

Number of students 
in school 

n r Significance 
level 

300 or less 148 .07074 .393 

301-600 455 .17597 .002 

901-1200 62 • -0.03555 .765 

1201-1500 41 .10563 .511 

1501-1800 10 .03191 .930 

Question 6: Does the type of community in which 

principals' schools are located strengthen or weaken the 

correlation? 
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Table 10 presents the Pearson product-moment 

correlations between attitude toward corporal punishment and 

knowledge of the law related to corporal punishment 

partitioned by the type of community in which each 

principal's school is located. The correlation between the 

variables for principals in rural communities was .15140, 

which was significant at the .046 level. Therefore, there 

was a strong positive relationship between knowledge of the 

law of corporal punishment and a favorable attitude toward 

its use. Principals from towns had the next strongest 

correlation, which was .10244. This correlation was 

significant at the .089 level. Correlations for principals 

in suburban and urban communities were low, having levels of 

significance at the .565 and .328 levels. 

Question 7: Does the percentage of students eligible 

for free lunches in each principal's school strengthen or 

weaken the correlation? 

Table 11 presents the Pearson product-moment correla-

tions between attitude toward corporal punishment and 

knowledge of the law related to corporal punishment 

partitioned by students eligible for free lunches. For 

principals of schools with 60% to 80% of the students 

eligible for a free lunch, the correlation was .29167, which 

was significant at .015 level. Principals of schools with 

10% to 40% of their students eligible for free lunches had a 

correlation between the variables of .15088, which was 
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Table 10 

Correlations Between Attitude Toward Corporal Punishment and 

Knowledge of the Law Related to Corporal Punishment 

Partitioned by Type of Community in Which the Principals' 

Schools Are Located 

Type of Community n r Significance 
level 

Rural 175 .15140 .046 

Town 276 .10244 .089 

Suburban 108 .05603 .565 

Urban 156. .07876 .328 

significant at the .014 level. Therefore, principals in 

these groups had positive correlations between the variables 

which met the level of significance set by the study. The 

next strongest correlation was for principals of schools 

with 40% to 60% of the students eligible for free lunches. 

The correlation was .12954 at the .067 level of signifi-

cance. The weakest correlations were for the 00% to 10% and 

80% to 100% of students eligible for free lunch groups, with 

levels of significance at .856 and .199, respectively. 

Question 8: Does the previous position in education 

held before the principals entered administration strengthen 

or weaken the correlation? 
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Table 11 

Correlations Between Attitude Toward Corporal Punishment and 

Knowledge of the Law Related to Corporal Punishment 

Partitioned by Students Eligible for Free Lunches 

Percentage of students 
eligible for free lunch 

n r Significance 
level 

00-10% 99 .01839 .856 

10-40% 266 .15088 .014 

40-60% 201 .12954 .067 

60-80% 71 .29167 .015 

80-100% 78 .14718 .199 

Table 12 presents the Pearson product-moment correla-

tions between attitude toward corporal punishment and 

knowledge of the law related to corporal punishment 

partitioned by previous position in education. Principals 

who held a prior position as a counselor had a correlation 

between the variables of .40622. This relationship was 

significant at the .005 level. Those principals whose prior 

position was high school teacher had a correlation of 

.18851. This relationship was significant at the .007 

level. Middle-junior high teacher, elementary teacher, and 

coach/teacher groups had low correlations. 

Question 9: Does the stated religious preference of 

the principals strengthen or weaken the correlation? 
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Table 12 

Correlations Between Attitude Toward Corporal Punishment and 

Knowledge of the Law Related to Corporal Punishment 

Partitioned by Previous Positions in Education Held by 

Principals 

Previous position 
in education 

n r Significance 
level 

Classroom teacher 

High school 206 .18858 .007 

Middle-junior high 105 .03196 .746 

Elementary 217 .07959 .243 

Counselor 70 .40622 .005 

Coach-teacher 117 -0.02997 .748 

Table 13 presents the Pearson product-moment correla-

tions between principals' attitudes toward corporal 

punishment and their knowledge of the law related to 

corporal punishment partitioned by religious preference. 

There was a high correlation of .33726 for Roman Catholic 

principals. This relationship was significant at the .004 

level. Mainline Protestant principals had a positive 

correlation of .18390. This relationship was significant at 

the .004 level. The other groups did not have significant 

correlations. 
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Table 13 

Correlations Between Attitude Toward Corporal Punishment and 

Knowledge of the Law Related to Corporal Punishment 

Partitioned by Principals' Religious Preference 

Religious preference n r Significance 
level 

Mainline Protestant 
(e.g., Methodist) 

247 .18390 . .004 

Fundamentalist 
(e.g., Southern Baptist) 

271 .05612 .357 

Roman Catholic 107 .33726 .004 

Pentecostal 
(e.g., Assembly of God) 

3 -0.34906 .773 

Other 88 .02502 .817 

Question 10: Does the age of the principals strengthen 

or weaken the correlation? 

Table 14 presents the Pearson product-moment correla-

tions between attitude toward corporal punishment and 

knowledge of the law related to corporal punishment 

partitioned by ages of the principals. There was a positive 

correlation of .23761 for principals whose age was from 36 

to 45. This relationship is significant at the .001 level. 

There were no other significant correlations in any of the 

other age groups. 
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Table 14 

Correlations Between Attitude Toward Corporal Punishment and 

Knowledge of the Law Related to Corporal Punishment 

Partitioned by Ages of the Principals 

Age n r Significance 
level 

25-35 37 .18207 .281 

36-45 282 .23761 .001 

46-55 316 .09036 .108 

56-65 81 .05062 .655 

Question 11: Does the highest level of education 

attained by the principals strengthen or weaken the 

correlation? 

Table 15 presents the Pearson product-moment 

correlations between attitude toward corporal punishment 

and knowledge of the law related to corporal punishment 

partitioned by highest level of education. Principals with 

master's degrees and administration certification had a 

positive correlation of .14190. This relationship was 

significant at the .001 level. No other correlations proved 

to be significant at the .05 level. However, these data 

must be interpreted with caution because the master's degree 

group contained 90% of the sample, which made it similar to 

the group containing all principals. 
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Table 15 

Correlations Between Attitude Toward Corporal Punishment and 

Knowledge of the Law Related to Corporal Punishment 

Partitioned by Principals' Highest Level of Education 

Highest level of education n r Significance 
level 

Bachelor's degree/Admin. Cert. 6 . 10925 .838 

Master's degree/Admin Cert. 647 . 14190 .001 

Doctor's degree/Admin. Cert. 64 . 11629 .360 

Question 12: Do the occupations of principals' fathers 

strengthen or weaken the correlation? 

Table 16 presents the Pearson product-moment correla-

tions between attitude toward corporal punishment and 

knowledge of the law related to corporal punishment 

partitioned by the occupation of the fathers of principals. 

There was a positive correlation of .21853 for blue collar 

occupations and .21436 for white collar occupations. These 

relationships were significant at the .002 level. The other 

groups, laborers and professionals, did not have significant 

correlations. 

Post hoc comparisons of mean scores on the attitude 

scale and law instrument for each classification were made 

using Scheffe's test at the .05 level of significance. The 
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Table 16 

Correlations Between Attitude Toward Corporal Punishment and 

Knowledge of the Law Related to Corporal Punishment 

Partitioned by the Occupation of Principals' Fathers 
' ' ' ** 1 ^ 1 1 1 1 ... J-

Father's occupation n r Significance 
level 

Laborer 205 .02210 .753 

Blue collar 197 .21853 .002 

White collar 217 .21436 .002 

Professional 95 .10426 .315 

significant results are reported first for the attitude 

instrument and then for the law instrument. 

Table 17 presents the results of Scheffe's test for 

significant difference between the means on the attitude 

instrument by school level. There was a significant 

difference in mean scores between elementary and high school 

principals and between elementary and middle-junior high 

principals. Elementary principals had a lower mean score 

than the high school or middle-junior high principals on the 

attitude instrument. 

Table 18 presents the mean scores on the attitude 

instrument partitioned by the number of years the principals 

had held their present position. There was a significant 

difference between the means of principals who had held 
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Table 17 

Scheffe's Test of Attitude Mean Scores of Principals by 

School Level 

A B c 
High School Middle-Jr. High Elementary 

Means 96.95a 

A-96.95a 

B-96.82c 

C-89.50b 

96.8 2a 

.124 

89.50b F=3.00835 

7.449 

7.325 

Note. Means having the same superscript are not 
significantly different at p =.05. 

*£ = .05. 

their position for 0 to 3 years and those who had held their 

position 9 or more years. Principals with 0 to 3 years in 

their present position had the lowest mean score on the 

attitude instrument. 

Table 19 presents Scheffe's test for significant 

difference in attitude mean scores for principals 

partitioned by the number of students in their schools. 

There were significant differences in means of principals of 

schools with 1 to 300 students when compared with those with 

301 to 900 students, or those with 901 to 1,200 students, or 

those with 1,201 to 1,500 students. Principals of schools 

with less than 300 students had the highest mean score on 

the attitude instrument and principals whose 
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Table 18 

Scheffe's Test of Attitude Mean Scores of Principals by 

Years in Present Position 

A B C 
0-3 4-8 9 or more 

Means 90.16a 94.05a 94.39b F=3.00837 

A-90.16a 3.893 4.228 

B-94.05b 0.335 

C-94.39b 

Note. Means having the same superscript are not 
significantly different at £ =.05. 

*£ = .05 

schools had 901 to 1,200 students had the lowest mean score 

on the instrument. 

Table 20 presents the results of Scheffe's test of 

multiple-comparisons of mean scores on the attitude 

instrument by the percentage of students eligible for a free 

lunch. There was a significant difference in the mean 

scores for principals of schools which had 80% to 100% of 

the students eligible for free lunch and the principals of 

schools with 40% to 60% of the students eligible for free 

lunch. Principals with 40% to 60% of the students eligible 

for free lunch had the highest mean score and principals of 

schools with 80% to 100% students eligible for free lunch 

had the lowest mean score. 
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Table 19 

Scheffe's Test of Attitude Mean Scores of Principals by 

Number of Students in School 

A 
1-
300 

B 
301-
900 

C 
901-
1200 

D 
1201-
1500 

E 
1501-
1800 

Means 99.77a 91.78b 

A-99.77a 7.995 

B-91.78b 

C-88.38b 

D-87.85b 

E-90.60b 

88.38b 87.85b 

11.39 11.923 

3.395 3.929 

.533 

90.60b F=2.38446 

9.177f 

1.182 

2.213 

2.746 

Note. Means having the same superscript are not 
significantly different at £ =.05. 

^This difference between means was not significant. 
*£ = .05 

Table 21 presents the results of Scheffe's multiple-

comparisons test for means on the attitude instrument by the 

prior position in education held by the principals before 

entering education administration. There was a significant 

difference between the mean score of former elementary 

teachers when compared with former high school and middle 

school teachers. Coach-teachers' mean scores were 

significantly different when compared with the mean scores 

of counselors or former elementary teachers. 
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Table 20 

Scheffe's Test of Attitude Mean Scores of Principals by 

Percentage of Students Eligible for Free Lunch 

A B C D E 
00-10% 10-40% 40-60% 60-80% 80-100% 

Means 90.62a 93.44a 95.89a 92.67a 86.58b F=2.38448 

A-90.62a 2.821 5.264 2.050 4.037f 

B-93.44a 2.443 .771 6.858f 

C-95.89c 3.214f 9.301 

D-92.67& 6.086 

E-86.58b 

Note. Means having the same superscript are not 
significantly different at £ =.05. 

The differences between these means were not 
significant. 

*£ = .05 

Table 22 presents Scheffe's test of multiple-

comparisons of means on the attitude instrument by the 

principals' religious preference. There is a significant 

difference between the mean scores of Roman Catholics and 

fundamentalist. Also, there is a significant difference 

between the mean scores of mainline Protestant when compared 

to the mean scores of fundamentalist and Roman Catholics. 

Of the groups with significant differences in means, Roman 

Catholics had the lowest mean score and fundamentalist had 

the highest mean scores. 
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Table 21 

Scheffe's Test of Attitude Moan Scores of Principals by 

Prior Position in Education 

Classroom Teacher 
A B C D E 

High Middle Ele. Counselor Coach-Teacher 

Means 95.43a 94.84a 87.05b 90.00a 99.11a F=2.38448 

A-95.43a .589 8.386 .589 3.683 

13-94.84c 7.797 4. 848f 4.272f 

C-87.05d 2.949f 12.068 

D-90.00e 9 > 1 2 0 

E-99.lla 

Note. Means having the same superscript are not 
significantly different at p. =.05. 

fThe difference between these means was not 
significant. 

*p. =.05. 

Table 23 presents Scheffe1s multiple—comparisons of 

mean scores on the attitude instrument by principals' 

highest college degree. There is a significant difference 

in the mean scores for principals with doctor1s degrees and 

those with master's degrees. Of the groups with a signifi-

cant difference in means, those with a master's degree had 

the highest mean score and those with a doctor's degree had 

the lowest score. 

Table 24 presents the results of Scheffe's multiple-

comparisons test of mean scores on the attitude instrument 
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Table 22 

Scheffe's Test of Attitude Mean Scores of Principals by 

Religious Preference 

A B C D E 
Mainline Fundm. Cath. Pente. Other 

Means 92.03( 

A-92.03d 

B-97.33b 

C-85.66a 

D-80.66a 

E-91.18a 

97.33b 

5.307 

85.41° 80.66a 

6.621 11.366 

11.928 16.673 

4. 745 

91.18a F=2.38446 

.851 

6.158 

5.771 

10.515 

Note. Means having the same superscript are not 
significantly different at £ =.05. 

*£ = .05. 

Table 23 

Scheffe's Test of Attitude Means Scores of Principals by 

Highest College Degree 

A 
Bachelor 

B 
Master 

C 
Doctor 

Means 

A-96.66a 

B-93.71c 

C-84.29b 

96.66a 93.71a 

2.950 

84.29b F=3.00835 

12.370 

9.420 

Note. Means with the same superscript are not significantly 
different at £ =.05. 

*£ = .05. 
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by the principal's father's occupation. There was 

significant difference in means between blue collar 

occupations and white collar occupations. Principals with 

fathers in blue collar occupations had a higher mean score. 

Table 25 presents the significantly different mean 

score for principals using Scheffe's test by type of 

community. Rural principals had a significantly different 

mean score on the attitude instrument as compared with the 

mean scores of suburban and urban principals. There was 

also a significant difference in mean scores between urban 

and town principals. Rural principals had the highest mean 

score and urban principals had the lowest score. 

Table 24 

Scheffe's Test of Attitude Mean Scores of Principals by 

Father's Occupation 

A B C D 
Laborer Blue Col. White Col. Professional 

Means 

A-91.49a 

B-95.70c 

C-90.25a 

D-96.36a 

91.49a 95.70a 

4.203 

90.25b 

1.239 

5.442 

96.36a F=2.61745 

4.871 

.668 

6.110 

Note. Means having the same superscript are not 
significantly different at £ = .05. 

*£ = .05. 
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Table 25 

Scheffe's Test of Attitude Means Scores of Principals by 

Community Size 

A 
Rural 

B 
Town Suburban 

D 
Urban 

Means 

A-99.14a 

B-95.28b 

C-89.84c 

D-83.83c 

99.14a 95.28a 

3.857 

89.84b 

9.300 

5.444 

83.83c 

15.303 

11.446 

6.003 

F=2.61743 

Note. Means having the same superscript are not 
significantly different at £ = .05. 

*£ = .05. 

The following tables present Scheffe's multiple-

comparisons of test of means on the law instrument. Table 

26 presents the law mean scores by principals' age. Princi-

pals whose age was from 25 to 35 had a significantly 

different mean score than principals whose age was from 46 

to 55. Principals whose age was from 25 to 35 had the 

highest score and principals whose age was from 46 to 55 had 

the lowest mean score. 

Next, Table 27 presents the results of Scheffe's 

multiple-comparisons of the law instrument mean scores by 

the percentage of students eligible for free lunch. There 

was a significant difference between the mean score for 
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Table 26 

Scheffe's Test of Law Mean Scores of Principals by Age 

A B C 
25-35 36-45 46-55 

D 
56-65 

Means 

A-4.45c 

B-4.00a 

C-3.82a 

D-3.86a 

4.45a 4.00a 3.82b 3.86a F=2.61741 

.45237 .63351 .59526 

.18114 .14289 

.03825 

Note. Means having the same superscript are not 
significantly different at £ = .05. 

*£ = .05. 

principals of schools with 60% to 80% of the students 

eligible for free lunch when compared with 40% to 60% 

eligible for free lunch or 10% to 40% eligible for free 

lunch. Principals in the 60% to 80% group had the lowest 

mean score and principals in the 40% to 60% group had the 

highest mean score. 

Table 28 presents the results of Scheffe's test of law 

mean scores by religious preference. There was a 

significant difference in the means of mainline Protestants 

and Roman Catholics. Mainline Protestants had the highest 

mean and Roman Catholics had the lowest mean score. 

Table 2 9 presents the results of Scheffe's test of mean 

scores on the law instrument by community size. 
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Table 27 

Scheffe's Test of Law Mean Scores of Principals by 

Percentage of Students Eligible for Free Lunch 

A B C D E 
00-10% 10-40% 40-60% 60-80% 80-100% 

Means 4.02a 4.01a 4.04a 3.53b 3.64a F=2.38448 

A-00-10a .00892 .02457 .48499f .37918 

B-10-40c .03350f .47607 .37025f 

C-40-60d .50956 .06957f 

D-60-80a .47617 

E-80-100a 

Note. Means having the same superscript are not 
significantly different at £ = .05. 

fThe difference between these means was hot 
significant. 

*£ = .05. 

Significant differences were found between the means of 

principals from urban areas and those from rural areas. 

Also, there were significant differences in the means of 

principals from urban areas compared with principals from 

towns or suburbs. Rural principals had the highest mean 

score and urban principals had the lowest mean score. 

After the last statement on the attitude toward corporal 

punishment instrument, the following statement appeared, "If 

you wish to add additional comments about corporal 
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Table 28 

Scheffe's Test of Law Mean Scores of Principals by Religious 

Preference 

A B 
Mainline Fund. Catholic 

D 
Pente. 

E 
Other 

Means 

A-4.13b 

B-3.93a 

C-3.65a 

D-3.00a 

E-3.78a 

4.12a 3.93a 3.65c 3.00a 3.78a F=2.38446 

.18788 .46725 1.12146 .33737 

.12569 1.12602 .28580 

1.42260 .64043 

2.86701 

Note. Means having the same superscript are not 
significantly different at £ = .05. 

*P = .05. 

Table 29 

Scheffe's Test of Law Mean Scores of Principals by Community 

Size 

A 
Rural 

B 
Town Suburban 

D 
Urban 

Means 

A-4.17a 

B-3.99a 

C-3.96a 

D-3.53b 

4 .17a 3.99a 3.96a 

.19164 .21418 

.02254 

3.53b 

.63868 

.44705 

.42450 

F=2.61743 

Note. Means having the same superscript are not 
significantly different at £ = .05. 

*£ = .05. 
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punishment in schools, please note them below." Two hundred 

and forty-five principals added comments and some wrote 

letters, both to the researcher and to the major professor. 

The following comments are representative of the respon-

dents who favor corporal punishment. "I do not believe 

corporal punishment should be used except as a last resort 

to see if it might help in changing behavior or getting a 

student to realize that changes are necessary. I believe 

that other methods and counseling should be used 

consistently and in an on going program with any student 

before corporal punishment is administered. But, I do not 

believe it should be eliminated as a discipline program." 

Another principal wrote, "I feel, and the courts agree, 

that it (corporal punishment) has a place in modern school 

discipline but it must be used wisely, legally and with 

compassion." One principal wrote, "Corporal punishment is 

the only tool that works with some students." Also in favor 

of corporal punishment, a principal wrote, "Corporal 

punishment must continue to be an integral part of the 

overall educational setting unless students cause major 

upheaval." 

The following is representative of many notes. "It has 

generally been my experience that paddling a student: 

1. Is a deterrent to repeated misconduct on otherwise 

good students (those who rarely cause problems). 
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2. Has limited, or perhaps no, long-term effect to 

deter misconduct by students who frequently cause 

serious disciplinary problems. 

3. Is risky business because of possible lawsuits by 

parents of students who may be injured. 

"I know from experience that paddling is a very poor 

corrective measure in disciplinary matters. However, taking 

away the 'threat1 of a paddling from schools would likely 

encourage misconduct by some students." 

From another point of view principals wrote the 

following: "I believe you can have firm discipline without 

resorting to corporal punishment. I believe in discipline." 

"I truly believe that we should find an alternative to 

corporal punishment. It is damaging in too many instances. 

I'm not sure very many people will look for alternatives as 

long as corporal punishment is available." 

"I do not necessarily like corporal punishment. I 

would be glad to substitute something in its place." 

"Corporal punishment is not administered at my school, 

nor will it be reinstitution (sic) by me." 

One letter contained the following: "I resent this type 

of survey. . . . If you are against corporal punishment, say 

so. There is no way to answer this survey and get reliable 

data. If administrators answer this survey, it will be used 

against them later on. It is apparent this survey was 
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written by a psychology major or someone who has never 

taught in public school." 

Another letter stated, "It is very easy to foster a 

liberal attitude and to condemn corporal punishment from an 

educational theory standpoint. I also agree that corporal 

punishment is somewhat out-of-date in today's educational 

setting. But until an effective and viable alternative 

surfaces (something that really works, not just an educa-

tional theorist's mealy-mouthed or perhaps watered-down 

'reasoning' with the child), corporal punishment will keep 

its place in education." 

One respondent wrote, "Mr. Kemerer and associates need 

to spend every other year in a public school classroom so 

they would qualify as effective instructional leaders. Laws 

in the State of Texas differ to some extent and in some 

cases from Federal law—especially when you involve 

lawyers—who knows it maybe one way (sic) today and exactly 

opposite tomorrow!" 

In summary, some administrators reacted strongly to the 

contents of the questionnaire. Most of the questionnaires 

which were returned but not useful were due to the princi-

pals' not completing the law test. Many reacted negatively 

to the attitude instrument and to the questions concerning 

their religious preference and father's occupation. 

However, Sudman and Bradburn (1974) found that the best 

and most widely-used method for reducing response effects 
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for threatening questions is the use of a self-administered 

questionnaires, which insures anonymity and removes the 

threat of a direct disclosure to another person of what may 

be considered unacceptable behavior. Also, open-ended 

questions are preferable in this situation. They further 

note that response effects may be considered as "noise" or 

random variation. 

The data of the study support the notion that a corre-

lation exists between attitude toward corporal punishment 

and knowledge of the law related to corporal punishment. 

The demographic data suggest that the principals who 

held favorable attitudes toward corporal punishment and had 

higher mean scores on the knowledge of the law related to 

corporal punishment instrument had the following character-

istics. They were high school principals who had four to 

eight years of experience as administrators, were rural 

principals of schools in which 40% to 60% of the students 

were eligible for free lunch, were former high school 

teachers, had as their religious preference mainline 

Protestantism, were between the ages of 36 and 45 years, and 

had fathers who worked in blue collar occupations. 

The principals who had less favorable attitudes toward 

the law related to corporal punishment instrument had the 

following characteristics. They were elementary principals 

whose schools were located in urban areas, had held their 

present positions from zero to three years, were Roman 
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Catholic by religious preference, and had fathers with white 

collar occupations. 



CHAPTER 5 

SUMMARY, FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, AND 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

This study was undertaken to determine the attitude of 

Texas school principals toward corporal punishment and to 

analyze their attitudes in terms of knowledge of the law 

related to corporal punishment and their school and personal 

characteristics. The purposes of this final chapter are to 

summarize the study, to report the major findings, to 

present the conclusions, and to make recommendations based 

on the findings and conclusions. 

Summary of Study 

The study progressed through four phases. The first 

phase included a search and review of literature relative to 

corporal punishment in public schools and the law related to 

corporal punishment in public schools. This search resulted 

in the selection of the Corporal Punishment Scale, developed 

at Temple University by David F. Bogacki, as the measure of 

administrator attitudes toward corporal punishment. 

The law related to corporal punishment instrument was 

developed during the second phase of this study. A panel 

of experts reviewed the instrument for content validity. 

The panel was composed of two elementary principals, two 

69 
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secondary principals, the executive director of the Texas 

Elementary Principals and Supervisors Association, and the 

executive director of the Texas Association of Secondary 

School Principals. The panel members offered various 

suggestions for improvement of the instrument. 

This phase also included the establishment of the 

reliability of the instrument using the test-retest method. 

The instrument was submitted to 20 graduate students who 

were either current administrators or studying for school 

administration certification. The test-retest method 

revealed an 88% level of agreement. 

The third phase of the study included identification of 

the population and selecting a sample. A list of all school 

principals was procured from the Texas Education Agency. 

Each principal was assigned a number, and a table of random 

numbers was used to select a sample of 240 high school 

principals, 240 middle-junior high principals, and 720 

elementary principals. Each of the administrators whose 

number was selected was sent a survey instrument. 

The fourth phase consisted of analysis of the data 

received. The school and personal characteristics data were 

reported in percentages. This information was also analyzed 

by using the Pearson product-moment r to determine the 

strength of the relationships. The relationships were 

tested at the .05 level of significance. In addition, post 
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hoc comparisons were made using Scheffe's test at the .05 

level of significance. 

Findings 

A summary of the findings for each research question is 

given below: 

Question 1: Is there a correlation between attitude 

toward corporal punishment held by school principals and 

their knowledge of the law relative to corporal punishment? 

The data show a positive correlation between attitude 

and knowledge for all administrators. The correlation was 

significant at the .001 level. 

Question 2: Does the school level strengthen or weaken 

the correlation between attitude toward correlation and 

knowledge of the law relative to corporal punishment? 

A positive correlation was found for high school 

principals (significant at the .002 level). In addition, a 

significant correlation was found between the variables for 

elementary principals (significant at the .004 level). 

Question 3: Does the number of years that school 

principals have held their present position strengthen or 

weaken the correlation between attitude toward corporal 

punishment and knowledge of the law related to corporal 

punishment? 
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A positive correlation was found for administrators who 

had held their positions for three years or less. This 

correlation was significant at the .001 level. 

Question 4: Does the total number of years that school 

principals have been administrators strengthen or weaken the 

correlation between attitude toward corporal punishment and 

knowledge of the law related to corporal punishment? 

The highest correlation was for administrators who had 

been administrators for four to eight years. For this group 

the correlation was significant at the .002 level. The next 

strongest positive correlation was found for principals with 

nine or more years experience as administrators. The 

correlation was significant at the .024 level. 

Question 5: Does the number of students in principals' 

schools strengthen or weaken the correlation between 

attitude toward corporal punishment and knowledge of the law 

related to corporal punishment? 

For schools with student populations of from 300 to 600 

a positive correlation was found, which was significant at 

the .002 level. However, this classification contained 64% 

of the sample. 

Question 6: Does the type of community in which 

principals' schools are located strengthen or weaken the 

correlation between attitude toward corporal punishment and 

knowledge of the law related to corporal punishment? 
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The principals from rural areas had a strong positive 

correlation which was significant at the .046 level. 

Question 7: Does the percentage of students eligible 

for free lunches in principals' schools strengthen or weaken 

the correlation between attitude toward corporal and 

knowledge of the law related to corporal punishment? 

Principals of schools in which 10% to 40% of the 

students were eligible for free lunch had a positive corre-

lation between the variables significant at the .014 level. 

A strong positive correlation was also found for principals 

of schools in which 60% to 80% of the students were eligible 

for free lunch. This correlation was at the .014 level of 

significance. 

Question 8: Do the previous positions in education 

held by principals before they entered administration 

strengthen or weaken the correlation between attitude toward 

corporal punishment and knowledge of the law related to 

corporal punishment? 

Administrators who held prior positions as counselors 

had a high correlation between the variables. This rela-

tionship was significant at the .005 level. Also, 

administrators whose had previously held the position of 

high school teacher had a high correlation. This relation-

ship was significant at the .007 level. 

Question 9: Does the stated religious preference of the 

principals strengthen or weaken the correlation between 



74 

attitude toward corporal punishment and knowledge of the law 

related to corporal punishment? 

There was a positive correlation for Roman Catholic 

principals. This relationship was significant at the .004 

level. Mainline Protestant principals had a positive 

correlation which was significant at the .004 level. 

Question 10: Does the age of the principals strengthen 

or weaken the correlation between attitude toward corporal 

punishment and knowledge of the law related to corporal 

punishment? 

There was a positive correlation for principals whose 

age was between 3 6 and 45 years. This relationship was 

significant at the .001 level. 

Question 11: Does the highest level of education 

attained by the principals strengthen or weaken the 

correlation between attitude toward corporal punishment and 

knowledge of the law related to corporal punishment? 

Principals with master's degrees and administration 

certification had a positive correlation at the .001 level. 

However this classification contained 90% of the sample. 

Question 12: Does occupation of the principals' fathers 

strengthen or weaken the correlation between attitude toward 

corporal punishment and knowledge of the law related to 

corporal punishment? 
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There were positive correlations for blue collar and 

white collar occupations. These relationships were 

significant at the .002 level. 

After significant results were obtained using Pearson's 

product-moment correlation, further investigation of the 

data was made using a multiple—comparisons procedure. 

Post hoc comparisons of mean scores on the attitude 

and law instruments for each classification were made using 

Scheffe's test at the .05 level of significance. Results of 

significant differences by classification are reported below. 

First, when the mean attitude scores of elementary 

principals are compared with the mean attitude scores of high 

school and middle-junior high principals, it was found that 

elementary principals had a significantly less favorable 

attitude (lower score) toward corporal punishment than did 

secondary principals (higher score). 

There was a significant difference in attitude toward 

corporal punishment mean scores between principals who had 

held their present positions for zero to three years and 

those who had held their present positions for nine or more 

years. Principals with the fewest years in their present 

position had a less favorable attitude toward corporal 

punishment than those with nine or more years in their 

present position. 

Principals with 80% to 100% of their students eligible 

for free lunch had significantly less favorable attitudes 
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toward corporal punishment when compared with principals who 

had 40% to 60% of their students eligible for free lunch. 

Also, principals whose positions in education prior to 

becoming administrators was that of elementary teachers, had 

significantly less favorable attitudes toward corporal 

punishment than either former high school teachers, 

middle-junior high teachers, or coach-teachers. 

Principals who reported their religious preference as 

Roman Catholic had significantly less favorable attitudes 

toward corporal punishment when compared with principals 

whose religious preference was fundamentalist or mainline 

Protestant. However, principals whose religious preference 

was fundamentalist had significantly more favorable 

attitudes toward corporal punishment than principals whose 

religious preference was mainline Protestant. 

Principals with doctor's degrees had significantly less 

favorable attitudes toward corporal punishment than 

principals with master's degrees as their highest earned 

degree. Also, principals who reported that their fathers 

had white collar occupations had significantly less 

favorable attitudes toward corporal punishment than 

principals who reported that their fathers had blue collar 

occupations. In addition, principals whose schools were 

located in urban areas, had significantly less favorable 

attitudes toward corporal punishment when compared to 

principals with schools in rural areas or towns. Suburban 
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Implicit in these findings is, perhaps, a suggestion 

for the development of in—service programs or programs in 

graduate schools of education which are designed to improve 

administrators' knowledge of the legal process. It also 

suggests that administrators' attitudes are influenced by 

their knowledge of the law. Laws favorable to corporal 

punishment may promote favorable attitudes toward its use. 

In addition, principals with backgrounds as high school 

teachers tend to hold more favorable attitudes toward 

corporal punishment than do principals with elementary 

experience. Therefore, persons responsible for employing 

principals should be aware of these attitude tendencies 

among individuals who have the demographic characteristics 

identified as significant in this study. 

In summary, the data of the study support the notion 

that a correlation exists between attitude toward corporal 

punishment and knowledge of the law related to corporal 

punishment. Therefore, the more favorable the principals' 

attitude toward corporal punishment is, the.greater the 

principals' knowledge of the law favorable to corporal 

punishment. This supports Festinger's theory of cognitive 

dissonance which suggests that knowledge and attitudes tend 

to be consistent. 
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Recommendations 

The results of this exploratory study suggest that there 

is a need for further research in order to understand the 

relationship between attitude and knowledge of the law. Such 

research should include the following: 

1. A similar study in another area of the United States 

for comparative purposes. 

2. A study of in-service activities regarding the law 

changes and their effect on attitudes could prove useful 

should the law related to corporal punishment be changed. 

3. A similar study in which a different questionnaire 

is developed and used. 

4. A study in which the knowledge of the law instrument 

used in this study is further developed. 

5. A study in which attitudes toward religion in 

public schools and knowledge of the law related to religion 

in public schools is investigated. 

6. A study of the attitudes of public school personnel 

toward professional liability and their knowledge of the law 

related to professional liability. 
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Instrument 

Directions: 

Please do not put-your name or any other identifying infor-
mation on this questionnaire. YOUR RESPONSES WILL NOT BE 
IDENTIFIED IN THE STUDY. 

We are interested in your feelings about the following 
statements concerning classroom discipline. Read each 
statement carefully and decide how you feel about it. Then 
indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree by 
filling in the space on the answer sheet which corresponds 
with your feelings. 

1—Strongly 2—Mildly 3—Neither Agree 4—Mildly 5—Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Nor Disagree Agree Agree 

1. Physical punishment should not be allowed 1 2 3 4 5 
in the schools. 

2. Corporal punishment is just and necessary. 1 2 3 4 5 

3. If a child acts mean he needs understanding 1 2 3 4 5 
rather than punishment. 

4. Corporal punishment seems to have proven to 1 2 3 4 5 
be an effective deterrent to school dis-
cipline problems. 

5. Discipline in school should be stricter. 1 2 3 4 5 

6. Students should be expected to obey school 1 2 3 4 5 
rules without being given reasons for them. 

7. Corporal punishment is absolutely never 1 2 3 4 5 
justified. 

8. Someone in the schools should be given the 1 2 3 4 5 
authority to punish children by paddling. 

9. Scaring a student, now and then, by promise 1 2 3 4 5 
of a whipping doesn't hurt the student in 
any way. 

10. I feel that fear is an undesirable method to 1 2 3 4 5 
use in controlling the behavior of students. 

11. Students should be given reasons for the re- 1 2 3 4 5 
strictions placed upon them. 



82 

1—Strongly 2—Mildly 3—Neither Agree 4—Mildly 5—Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Nor Disagree Agree Agree 

12. When teachers hit students as punishment 1 2 3 4 5 
they teach them that "might makes right." 

13. Matters of discipline should be decided by 1 2 3 4 5 
the teacher and student together. 

14. Since teachers act "in loco parentis" 1 2 3 4 5 
(in place of parents), they should be 
permitted to physically punish a student. 

15. Physical punishment is not an effective way 1 2 3 4 5 
to control student behavior. 

16. Corporal punishment has never been effective 1 2 3 4 5 
in preventing discipline problems. 

17. Students should not question authority. 1 2 3 4 5 

18. A deserved spanking never hurt anyone. 1 2 3 4 5 

19. My methods of discipline are more strict 1 2 3 4 5 
than most of my peers. 

20. Corporal punishment should be used more 1 2 3 4 5 
often than it is. 

21. Firm and strict discipline makes for strong 1 2 3 4 5 
character in later life. 

22. If you spare the rod you will spoil the 1 2 3 4 5 
child. 

23. Except in danger situations a student should 1 2 3 4 5 
never be expected to obey without being given 
an adequate reason. 

24. Hitting is the only thing that some children 1 2 3 4 5 
understand when they disobey. 

25. The teacher's first responsibility in all 1 2 3 4 5 
cases of misconduct is to locate and punish 
the offender. 

26. Since there is not evidence that paddling 1 2 3 4 5 
and spanking students does any real damage we 
should continue the practice. 
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1—Strongly 2—Mildly 3—Neither Agree 4—Mildly 5—Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Nor Disagree Agree Agree 

27. Corporal punishment is not necessary in 1 2 3 4 5 
education. 

28. Since corporal punishment has not eliminated 1 2 3 4 5 
school disciplinary problems society should 
abolish it. 

29. Most students just don't know what is good 1 2 3 4 5 
for them. 

30 If you wish to explain any of your responses above or 
add any additional comments about corporal punishment, 
please note them below. 
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The Law of Corporal Punishment 

Please answer the following questions according to your 
knowledge at this time. Circle your answer. 

1. Before corporal punishment can be administered, the 
U.S. Supreme Court has ruled that due process 
procedures similar to those required in a short-
term suspension must be administered. 

1. true 2. false 3. I don't know. 

2. Under a provision of the Texas Penal Code, educators 
may use force, but not deadly force, to maintain 
discipline. 

1. true 2. false 3. I don't know. 

3. A Texas court of appeals has ruled that it is 
impermissible to use corporal punishment when a 
child fails to perform either academically or 
athletically. 

1. true 2. false 3. I don't know. 

4. Under federal law a parent's request that his/her 
children not be paddled must be honored. 

1. true 2. false 3. I don't know. 

5. In Texas educators are shielded from liability for 
damages in a civil suit if they use excessive force 
in disciplining students or are negligent in 
disciplining them so as to cause an injury. 

1. true 2. false 3. I don't know. 

6. Under Texas law corporal punishment may be administered 
only by administrators. 

1. true 2. false 3. I don't know. 
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Directions: In this last section, a few items of background 
information about you are needed for the purposes of this 
study. Circle the appropriate response. 

1. Type of administrator: 

a. Principal, High School 

b. Principal, Jr. High-Middle School 

c. Principal, Elementary School 

2. Number of years at present position as principal: 

a. 0-3 b. 4-8 c. 9 or more 

3. Total years as an administrator: 

a. 0-3 b. 4-8 c. 9 or more 

4. Number of students in your school: 

a. less than 300 b. 301-900 c. 901-1200 

d. 1201-1500 e. 1501-1800 d. more than 1800 

6. Percentage of students eligible for free lunch: 

a. 00-10% b. 10-40% c. 40-60% 

d. 60-80% e. 80-100% 

7. Immediate previous position in education before becoming 
an administrator. 

a. high school teacher b. middle-junior high teacher 

c. elementary teacher d. counselor e. coach/teacher 

8. Please indicate your religious preference in space 
provided ( e.g., Roman Catholic, Southern Baptist, 
etc.). 

I would like a copy of the results of the study: 
a. yes b. no 
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Letters of Transmittal 

Dear 

With the increased emphasis being placed on student 
discipline in our schools coupled with legislative and 
judicial mandates, the principal's position has become more 
crucial and controversial. The intent of this study is to 
identify influences that impact the disciplinary decisions 
of school principals. It is hoped that the collected data 
will lead to improved preparation programs for 
administrators and improved programs for assessment centers. 

The purpose of the enclosed assessment instrument is to 
identify those factors that interact in the principal's 
decision making tendencies involving corporal punishment. 
For this reason it is of importance that you answer just as 
you would in the normal performance of your job. Your 
participation in this study is critical. If you would like 
a summary of the results, please indicate so in the space 
provided on the assessment instrument. 

Note of Confidentiality 
You will notice a code number on your assessment instrument. 
This number will be used to facilitate follow-up techniques 
and prevent you from receiving bothersome reminders. At no 
time will the instrument be identified by respondent in the 
study. 

Please return your assessment instrument by (ten days from 
the mailing of the instrument). If you have any questions, 
please call 817-XXX-XXXX. Your time and help are greatly 
appreciated. 

Sincerely, 

Charlotte Risinger 
Doctoral Student 

THIS PROJECT HAS BEEN REVIEWED BY THE UNIVERSITY OF NORTH 
TEXAS COMMITTEE FOR THE PROTECTION OF HUMAN SUBJECTS. 
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Dear 

Just a note to say that your perceptions regarding corporal 
punishment in school discipline are still very much needed. 
The results of this survey hopefully will identify issues 
that will lead to improved preparation programs and 
strengthening of assessment centers for educational 
leadership. 

Thank you, 

Charlotte Risinger 
Doctoral Student 
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Table 30 

Knowledge of the Law Related to Corporal Punishment 

Correct Wrong Don' t Know 
Question % n % n % n 

Number of years at present position 
0-3 years'* 

1. 35 80 55 126 10 23 
2. 84 194 8 20 6 15 
3. 43 98 28 65 29 66 
4. 48 110 34 77 18 42 
5. 91 209 3 7 6 13 
6. 86 198 9 22 4 9 

00 1 years*3 

1. 35 78 53 118 11 25 
2. 85 188 5 12 9 21 
3. 32 71 30 67 37 83 
4. 87 194 6 14 5 13 
5. 82 183 9 20 8 18 
6. 84 186 11 24 5 11 

9 or more yearsc 

1. 37 97 55 147 8 21 
2. 78 206 9 25 13 34 
3. 35 93 27 71 38 101 
4. 54 144 27 72 18 49 
5. 90 238 4 11 6 16 
6. 88 233 8 22 4 10 
an = ; 229, bn = 221, cn = 265 

Total years as a principal 
0-3 years3 

1. 32 21 57 38 10 7 
2. 81 54 12 8 6 4 
3. 45 30 23 15 32 21 
4. 60 40 29 19 11 7 
5. 97 64 0 0 3 2 
6. 91 60 9 6 0 0 



Table 30—Continued 

90 

Correct Wrong Don' ' t Know 
Question % n % n % n 

4-8 years*5 

1. 38 77 48 97 13 27 
2. 84 169 8 16 8 16 
3. 43 88 26 53 30 60 
4. 50 106 32 64 15 31 
5. 84 169 6 13 9 19 
6. 85 171 9 19 5 11 

9 or more yearc 

1. 35 157 57 258 7 34 
2. 81 363 8 37 11 49 
3. 35 156 29 125 37 168 
4. 51 231 31 139 17 79 
5. 85 383 9 41 5 25 
6. 86 388 9 43 4 18 
an = 66, bn = 201, cn = 449 

Number of students in school 
Less than 300 students3 

1. 36 54 53 79 10 15 
2. 84 125 8 12 7 11 
3. 30 45 50 68 24 35 
4. 54 80 26 39 20 29 
5. 89 132 5 8 5 8 
6. 93 137 5 7 2 4 

301-900 students*3 

1. 40 168 54 247 9 40 
2. 82 374 8 36 10 45 
3. 37 167 29 133 34 155 
4. 63 286 20 92 17 77 
5. 86 403 5 22 7 30 
6. 85 388 10 47 4 20 

901-1,200 students0 

1. 29 18 58 36 13 8 
2. 82 51 10 6 8 5 
3. 44 27 21 13 35 22 
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Question 
Correct 
% n 

Wrong 
n 

Don11 Know 
% n 

4. 47 29 44 27 10 6 
5. 84 52 10 6 6 4 
6. 85 53 11 7 3 2 

1,201-1,500 students^ 

1. 44 18 46 19 10 4 
2. 80 33 7 3 12 5 
3. 20 8 20 8 40 25 
4. 59 24 24 10 17 7 
5. 80 33 10 4 10 4 
6. 78 32 17 7 5 2 

1,501-1,800e 

1. 4 4 4 4 2 2 
2. 6 6 1 1 3 3 
3. 3 3 2 2 4 4 
4. 5 5 3 3 2 2 
5. 9 9 0 0 1 1 
6. 8 8 2 2 2 2 

an = 148, bn = 455, cn = 62, ^n = 41, en = 10 

Percentage of students eligible for free lunch 
00-10%a 

1. 39 39 51 51 9 9 
2. 77 77 7 7 15 15 
3. 37 37 27 27 35 35 
4. 67 67 21 21 11 11 
5. 87 87 5 5 7 7 
6. 91 91 6 6 2 2 

10-40%b 

1. 35 95 56 150 3 9 
2. 84 224 8 22 7 20 
3. 39 106 24 64 36 96 
4. 52 139 30 82 4 11 
5. 91 243 4 12 4 11 
6 • 88 236 7 20 3 10 
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Question 
Correct 
I n 

Wrong 
n 

Don't Know 
% n 

40-60%c 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 

60-80%c 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 

36 
88 
36 
56 
90 
90 

35 
72 
36 
33 
84 
77 

73 
177 
73 
114 
181 
181 

25 
51 
26 
24 
60 
55 

54 
4 

28 
24 
5 
7 

52 
9 

32 
52 
5 

12 

109 
10 
58 
50 
11 
15 

37 
7 

23 
37 
4 
9 

9 
6 

34 
18 
4 
2 

12 
18 
30 
14 
9 
9 

19 
14 
70 
37 
9 
5 

9 
13 
22 
10 
7 
7 

80-100%* 

1, 
2 , 

3, 
4, 
5, 
6 , 

a„ _ 

29 
74 
41 
37 
83 
67 

n = 99, bn = 266, cn = 201, an = 71, en = 78 

Prior position in education before first administration 
position in education 
High school teachera 

23 
58 
32 
29 
65 
53 

c„ -

55 
15 
25 
42 
7 

23 

d„ _ 

43 
12 
20 
33 
6 

18 

15 
11 
33 
20 

8 
8 

12 
8 

26 
16 
7 
7 

1. 28 58 60 124 12 24 
2. 74 154 17 36 8 16 
3. 39 81 28 57 33 68 
4. 53 110 31 64 15 32 
5. 90 185 6 12 4 9 
6. 89 184 8 16 3 6 

Middle school-junior high*3 

1. 34 36 52 55 13 14 
2. 79 83 8 8 13 14 



Table 30—Continued 

93 

Correct Wrong Don1 1t Know 
Question % n % n % n 

3. 30 32 34 36 35 37 
4. 57 60 23 24 20 21 
5. 82 86 8 8 10 11 
6. 90 95 6 6 4 4 

Elementary teacher0 

1. 33 71 59 127 9 19 
2. 78 170 11 23 11 24 
3. 38 84 25 54 36 79 
4. 41 90 38 82 21 45 
5. 87 190 4 9 8 18 
6. 82 178 10 23 7 16 

Counselor^ 

1. 37 26 52 37 1 7 
2. 84 59 3 2 13 9 
3. 41 29 33 23 29 20 
4. 54 38 36 25 1 7 
5. 88 62 4 3 7 5 
6. 81 57 1 1 17 12 

Coach-teachere 

1. 36 42 59 69 5 6 
2. 85 99 8 10 7 8 
3. 38 45 30 35 32 37 
4. 64 75 24 28 12 14 
5. 93 109 3 4 3 4 
6. 91 106 9 11 0 0 
an = 206, bn = 105, cn = 217, d„ _ n = 70, en = 117 

Age 
25-35a 

1. 43 16 45 17 11 4 
2. 86 32 3 1 11 4 
3. 46 17 27 10 27 10 
4. 70 26 22 8 8 3 
5. 94 35 3 1 3 1 
6 • 94 35 6 2 0 0 
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Correct Wrong Don11 Know 
Question % n % n % n 

36-45b 

1. 37 104 53 150 9 28 
2. 85 240 8 23 7 19 
3. 40 113 26 73 34 96 
4. 54 151 30 84 17 46 
5. 87 245 5 14 8 23 
6. 78 221 10 28 5 13 

46-55c 

1. 34 106 58 83 8 27 
2. 81 255 9 28 11 34 
3. 38 120 27 86 35 110 
4. 50 157 34 109 16 50 
5. 88 277 7 23 5 16 
6. 85 270 11 36 3 10 

56-65d 

1. 40 32 48 39 12 10 
2. 76 62 7 6 16 13 
3. 28 23 30 24 42 34 
4. 49 40 28 23 22 18 
5. 91 74 0 0 9 7 
6. 88 72 2 2 9 7 
an = 37, bn = 282, 

cn = 316, d„ _ n = 81 

Highest level of education 
Bachelor1s degree with administration certificate3 

1. 16 1 50 3 33 2 
2. 100 6 0 0 0 0 
3. 33 2 33 2 33 2 
4. 66 4 16 1 16 1 
5. 66 4 16 1 16 1 
6. 100 6 0 0 0 0 

Master's degree with administration certificate*3 

1. 
2. 

37 
83 

241 
535 

54 
8 

349 
52 

9 
9 

56 
59 
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Correct Wrong Don' t Know 
Question % n % n % n 

3. 26 170 38 248 35 228 
4. 52 341 30 196 17 109 
5. 89 574 4 29 6 43 
6. 86 557 9 60 4 29 

Doctor's degree with administration certificate0 

1. 25 16 58 37 17 11 
2. 73 47 9 6 17 11 
3. 36 23 33 21 31 20 
4. 48 31 39 25 12 8 
5. 94 60 2 1 5 3 
6. 97 62 1 1 1 1 
an = 6, bn = 646, cn: = 64 

Type of community 
Urbana 

1. 31 49 56 88 12 19 
2. 76 118 13 20 11 18 
3. 40 63 24 38 35 55 
4. 35 55 46 71 19 30 
5. 85 132 7 12 7 12 
6. 75 117 17 27 17 12 

Suburban'3 

1. 31 34 54 58 15 16 
2. 78 84 6 7 16 17 
3. 34 37 31 33 35 38 
4. 57 62 30 32 13 14 
5. 87 94 6 6 7 8 
6. 85 92 11 12 4 4 

Townc 

2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 

36 
84 
29 
56 
88 
89 

98 
232 
79 
155 
242 
245 

57 
6 
36 
27 
4 
8 

156 
18 

100 
76 
12 
21 

8 
9 
35 
16 

8 
4 

22 
26 
97 
45 
22 
10 
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Question 
Correct 

i n 
Wrong 

n 
Don't Know 
% n 

Rurald 

1. 43 75 51 89 7 12 
2. 88 154 7 13 5 9 
3. 24 43 41 73 34 60 
4. 58 102 26 45 16 29 
5. 93 163 5 8 3 5 
6. 94 165 4 7 2 4 

an = 156, bn = 108, c :n = 276, II 

*0 176 

Religious preference 
Mainline Protestanta 

1. 41 101 49 120 11 26 
2. 84 207 8 19 9 21 
3. 38 94 30 73 32 80 
4. 57 142 25 61 18 44 
5. 91 226 4 10 4 11 
6. 91 225 6 14 3 8 

Fundamentalist*3 

1. 33 90 56 152 11 29 
2. 85 230 7 19 8 22 
3. 37 99 28 75 36 97 
4. 52 141 34 91 14 39 
5. 87 240 5 14 6 17 
6. 89 242 8 21 3 8 

Catholic0 

1. 44 47 59 63 1 1 
2. 79 84 12 13 9 10 
3. 45 48 23 25 32 34 
4. 43 46 45 48 12 13 
5. 85 91 7 8 7 8 
6. 73 78 22 24 5 5 

Pentecostal*^ 

1. 33 1 66 2 0 0 
2. 66 2 0 0 33 1 
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Correct Wrong Don1 1t Know 
Question % n % n % n 

3. 0 0 0 0 100 3 
4. 33 1 66 2 0 0 
5. 66 2 33 1 0 0 
6. 100 3 0 0 0 0 

Othere 

1. 24 31 50 44 15 13 
2. 74 65 8 7 12 16 
3. 23 20 39 34 39 34 
4. 49 43 28 25 23 20 
5. 83 73 7 6 10 9 
6. 81 71 11 9 11 8 
an = 247, bn = 271, cn = 107, d„ — n = 3,

 en = 88 

Father's occupation 
Laborer3 

1. 38 78 48 100 14 28 
2. 83 172 9 18 8 16 
3. 39 81 25 52 35 73 
4. 55 144 30 62 15 30 
5. 88 181 6 12 6 13 
6. 87 179 10 20 3 7 

Blue collar'3 

1. 39 76 53 104 8 16 
2. 83 163 8 15 9 18 
3. 41 81 27 53 32 62 
4. 52 102 28 55 20 39 
5. 90 176 5 10 5 10 
6. 86 168 10 19 5 9 

White collar0 

1. 37 73 59 128 7 16 
2. 81 175 9 19 11 23 
3. 33 71 28 61 39 85 
4. 51 110 35 76 14 31 
5. 87 189 5 10 8 18 
6. 87 188 8 18 5 11 
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Correct Wrong Don' t Know 
Question % n % n % n 

Professional^ 

1. 41 39 51 48 8 8 
2. 80 76 6 6 14 13 
3. 44 42 26 25 29 28 
4. 53 50 28 27 19 18 
5. 89 85 6 6 4 4 
6. 85 81 19 18 3 3 

an = 206, bn = 196, cn = 217, dn = 95 
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Table 31 

Attitude and Law Mean Scores by Demographic Data 

Attitude Law 

Number of years at present position 

a. 0-3 90.16 4.00 
b. 4-8 94.05 3.84 
c. 9 or more 94.39 3.94 

Total years as a principal 

a. 0-3 94.98 4.15 
b. 4-8 92.24 3.98 
c. 9 or more 92.88 3.87 

Number of students in school 

a. less than 300 99.77 4.12 
b. 301-900 91.78 3.95 
c. 901-1200 88.38 3.62 
d. 1201-1500 87.85 3.53 
e. 1501-1800 90.60 3.50 

Percentage of students eligible for free lunch 

a. 00-10% 90.62 4.02 
b. 10-40% 93.44 4.01 
c. 40-60% 95.89 4.04 
d. 60-80% 92.67 3.53 
e. 80-100% 86.58 3.64 

Prior position in education before first administration 
position in education 

a. High school teacher 95.43 4.08 
b. Middle-junior high teacher 94.84 3.92 
c. Elementary teacher 87.05 3.76 
d. Counselor 90.00 3.84 
e. Coach-teacher 99.11 4.05 

Age 

a. 25-35 96.94 4.45 
b. 36-45 91.99 4.00 
c. 46-55 93.23 3.82 
d. 56-65 92.88 3.86 
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Table 31—Continued 

Attitude Law 

Highest level of education 

a. Bachelor's degree with Admin. Cert. 96.66 4.16 
b. Master's degree with Admin. Cert. 93.76 3.95 
c. Doctor's degree with Admin. Cert. 84.29 3.65 

Type of community 

a. Rural 99.14 4.17 
b. Town 95.28 3.99 
c. Suburban 89.84 3.96 
d. Urban 83.83 3.53 

Religious preference 

a. Main-line protestant 92.03 4.12 
b. Fundamentalist 97.33 3.93 
c. Catholic 85.41 3.65 
d. Pentecostal 80.66 3.00 
e. Other 91.18 3.78 

Father's occupation 

a. Laborer 91.49 3.95 
b. Blue collar 95.70 3.96 
c. White collar 90.25 3.87 
d. Professional 96.36 3.97 
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