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ABSTRACT 

The management of students' behavi·or i·s a reflection of a 

teacher's philosophy, education , length of teaching experience , 

and school policy . These four factors may influence whether a 

~eac her sends a student to the office with a discipline referral 

for a misbehavior or if the teacher deals with the problem in the 

clas sroom . This research was conducted to analyze and compare 

teacher 's philosophy and classroom management style with the 

~u~ber of discipline referrals . The study asked fourth and fifth 

grade Leachers to answer questions about philosophy , education , 

:ength of teaching experience , and school policy . The survey was 

completed by 103 fourth and fifth grade teachers from seventeen 

e: e e.tary schools in one school system . There was no significant 

difference between the number of discipline referrals of teachers 

bcsed on their philosophy , education , length of teaching 

experience , or school policy . 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Violence is in the daily h 
eadlines and newscasts . 

Aggression is promoted in the movies . Confrontational 

behavior is played out by sports f' igures . Schools have 
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witnessed an increase in violent behavior . As a result , it is 

not surprising when students challenge a teacher's authority 

through behavior which disrupts the teaching and learning 

environment . The teacher is primarily responsible for order 

in the classroom and must decide how and when to intervene to 

restore order . A disruptive action by a student may result in 

an office discipline referra l being written by the teacher . 

Depending on the severity or frequency of the behavior , a 

student may be suspended from school . Suspensions not only 

i nterrupt the student's learning but also lead to greater 

levels of disruption (Neilsen , 1979) . 

Public opinion polls consistently identify discipline as 

a serious school problem and is perhaps the greatest cause of 

concern for educators (Stickel , Satchwell, & Meyer , 19 91) . 

Because of discipline problems , administrators have begun 

evaluating programs of classroom management especially since 

it has the greatest effect on student learning (CummingS , 

2000) . Classroom management includes two major structures 

(a) instruction and (b) discipline . The goal of school 

administrators is to promote learning while maintaining a 

safe school in an environment that prevents disruptive 

behavior . 

referrals are one source to aid in 
Office disc ipline 

and planning for a safe school . The 
assessing , mon itoring , 



information a school collects on an off1.·ce 
discipline 
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referral may be of substantial val . . 
ue as adrn1.n1.strators plan 

for improvement . These discipline f 1 re erra s are more than a 

record of student behavior . They not only reveal the 

consistency and quality of the disc1.·p11.·ne systems within the 

school but also document whether interventions result in 

positive changes (Sprague, Sugai, Horner , & Walker, 1999) . 

Classroom management is a reflection of a teacher's 

philosophy . This philosophy determines the discipline method 

and type of instruction used in the classroom by the teacher . 

I dentifying this philosophy could be critical to the 

prevention o f anti - social behavior of students . Since 

t eachers usually use an office discipline referral to 

document a student's misbehavior in the classroom , tracking 

these referrals may be beneficial in assessing the discipline 

needs and in monitoring the effects of reform e fforts (Sugai, 

Spr ague , Horner , & Walker , 2000) . 

St atement of the Problem 

The management of students' behavior is a reflection of 

a teacher's philosophy , education, length of teaching 

experience , and school policy . These four factors may 

influence whether a teacher sends a student to the office 

wi th a discipline referral for a misbehavior or if the 

teacher deals with the problem in the c lassroom. 

1.· nvolved in this study has reported , 
The school system 

for to its State Department of the past three years, 

. off1.·ce discipline referrals 
Education , an increase 1.n 

especially in the category of violent behavior . The 

System need to evaluate 
administrators of this school 



classroom management programs d 3 
an discipline policies to 

reverse this apparent trend . 

Importance of the Problem 

Identification of the d 
e ucation philosophy , teaching 

style , and discipline methods oft h 
eac ers who establish and 

maintain safe and positive environments which allow them to 

teach and all students to learn can be valuable to the 

educational community . 

Research Question 

Does a teacher's philosophy of education have a 

significant impact on the number of discipline referrals made 

by that teacher? 

Hypothesis 

(1) There will be no significant difference between the 

umber of discipline referrals when grouped by teacher's 

philosophy . 

(2) There will be no significant difference in the 

number of discipline referrals based on the years of teaching 

experience . 

(3) There will be no significant difference in the 

number of discipline referrals based on the education level 

of the teachers . 

(4) There will be no significant difference in the 

number of discipline referrals based on school policy . 

Definitions of Terms 

are used throughout this study . The The following terms 

definitions are provided for a better understanding of their 

use . 



1. discipline referral _ 

to the principal's office which 
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a written document forwarded 

documents an event in whic h a 

student engaged in a behav ior that violated a rule or social 

norm in the school 

2 . constructivist philosophy - a philosophy of teaching 

which emphasizes the creation of act· 1 • 
ive earning environments 

which permit critical thinking , discovery , and collaboration 

that engage students solv ing real - life problems , 

collaborating on group projects , writing articles or stories , 

developing models or diagrams , journaling, and investigating 

solutions to research questions (Howard , McGee, Schwartz , & 

Purcell , 2000) ; rules of discipline are established 

cooperatively by students and teachers (Brooks & Brooks , 

1993 ) 

3 . traditionalist philosophy - a philosophy of 

teaching which views not only the teacher as the source of 

knowledge and students as passive receptacles of this 

knowledge but also learning as receiving infonnation from the 

teacher and textbooks which help students encounter facts and 

learn well - defined concepts ; rules of discipline are 

constructed and enforced by the teacher (Brooks & Brooks , 

199 3) 

4 . undetermined phi l osophy - philosophy could not be 

· · t or traditionalist based identified as either constructivis 

o he responses to the survey 

5 . combination discipline policy - participants 

indicated more than one choice of discipline policies such as 

. and an adopted plan or 
a combination of both school policy 

any other composite of choices 



Assumptions 5 

The following suppo ·t· 
si ions apply to this study : 

1 . The teachers who ·11 
wi complete a survey for this 

study teach fourth or fifth d · 
gra e in a school system and will 

volunteer to participate . 

2 . The surveys will be administered and scored in a 

consistent and an objective method . 

Limitations 

Several limiting factors exist in the study . One is that 

on l y teachers from a small geographical area will be surveyed 

and not all the population will respond to the survey . 

Another limitation lies in the unique manner in which schools 

and t eachers define and apply referral procedures . The same 

student behavior may cause different responses from different 

t eachers in different schools . 



CHAPTER II 6 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Classroom management d 
an discipline problems are issues 

which educators must faced · 1 
ai y . Teachers must self evaluate 

to determine their values d h" an P ilosophy in order to be 

effectiv e in their appro h ac to these issues . They must decide 

on a teaching style and discipline method which suits them 

and promotes learning and safety in the classroom . The 

~eacher's primary management responsibility is to establish 

and maintain a learning environment for students rather than 

t o monitor and punish misbehavi·or . Th ct· · e tra itional philosophy 

and constructivist philosophy were considered in this study . 

raditional Philosophy 

The traditionalists' academic view is that students are 

like empty buckets into which information is poured by the 

t eacher . Instruction is subject- centered or teacher- centered 

where curriculum relies heavily on textbooks and workbooks 

with emphasis on basic skills and in which students work 

independently . Teachers generally behave in a morally 

instructive manner , disseminating information to students . 

Assessment occurs almost entirely through testing where the 

teachers seek the correct answer to validate student learning 

(Brooks and Brooks , 1993) . 

Baines and Stanley (2000) state that the traditional 

h the multiplication 
t eacher uses memorization of facts sue as 

t or scientific 
tables, dates of historical events , poe ry , 

Of the lessons . Children who face challenges 
formul as as part 

in learning, behavior, and/or social a nd emotional 



development have more difficulty 
maS t ering academic skills 
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(Harris and Graham, 1996) . Therefore 't . 
, i is argued that these 

children benefit from the more et • 
x ensive , structured , and 

explicit instruction found in th • . 
e traditionalist's approach . 

Harris and Graham (1996) say sp · 1 ecia needs children need 

teachers who use traditional t h' eac ing methods to provide 

uexplicit focused , and , at times , isolated instruction to the 

extent needed (p . 27) . " 

The traditionalist approach to discipline is one in 

which the rules are constructed and enforced by the teacher 

and the students must obey . This strategy is designed 

primarily as a reactive method of discipline . It is assumed 

that students are not able to maintain self - control . 

Therefore , punishment is administered by the teacher to 

offending students . If the punishment is ineffective , more 

severe punishment is imposed . At the first infraction of a 

rule , students write their name on the board and add a check 

for each additional offense . Punishment is applied according 

to an established plan as posted in the classroom . 

Consistenc y is an important element to this traditional 

approach of discipline (Freiberg, 1999 and Brooks & Brooks , 

1993) . 

The Assertive Discipline Plan fits well with the 

f teachers . Lee Canter subtitles one 
raditional philosophy o 

f . oi·sci·p1i·ne as A Take Charge o his books on Assertive 

Educator (Canter and Canter , 1976) . The 
!..!AJ::o~p~r'-"o~a~c~hc.-lf:,__1:o~r~..!T~o~d:!!a::.Y:t.--' -"'s~===...:~ 

i·n thi's book reads, "You, the teacher, 
irst line on page 2 

needs met in the classroom . " He 
must be able to get your 

i'nfluence the behavior of the 
co tinues that teachers must 



children in order to get th · 8 
eir needs met . The goa l of 

Assertive Discipline is to help t 
eachers increase their 

infl uence in their classroom by b 
eing more assertive . These 

assertive teachers establish 
parameters of wha t they expect 

from the children . These parameters of the teachers' "wants" 

and the " consequences" serve to max imize the potential 

infl uence they can hav e on the children and their behavior . 

Therefore , a s sertive teachers are ones who clearly and finnly 

express their wants and feelings to the children and are 

prepared to back up their words with actions . Canter (1976) 

suggests teachers display not only their wants in the 

c las sroom but also consequences for behavior which violate 

the want s of the teacher . In the traditional teacher- centered 

classroom , the teacher is in control all the time while 

student s sit and wait for instructions (Freiberg , 1999) . 

Teachers must be ready to follow through with the 

punishment if the student does not comply with the demand 

stateme nt . Typical punishments used by the traditionalist 

teacher would be : 

1 . Isolation , also known as time- out , in which 

the student is placed in an area of the room 

away from the other students . Length of time 

varies with age of the child . 

2 . Loss of a privilege such as free ti~e_o~ 

f d desirable class activities . other pre erre 
1 ·n a designated area 3 . Staying after schoo i 

· · of an adult . under the supervision . 
4 . Being sent to the principal's ~ffice for 

suspension from school , expulsion , or 

h rofessionals. referral toot er P . 
. ents for punis hments s . conferences wi th par 

dm . ·stered at home . to be a ini 



9 

6 . Sending the stud ent to a th 
for isolation . no er classroom 

7 . Video tape the std 
u ent to be viewed in a 

conference with th e student 
d 

, parents , teacher , 
an administrator (Ed · wards , 1997 ) 

Besides punishments , Canter ( 1976 ) 
advocates a system 

of positiv e consequences for th ose students who comply to the 

t eacher's requests . He suggests pe 1 . rsona attention from the 

teacher , positive notes o t 1 h r e ep one calls to parents , 

special privileges , and mat · 1 eria rewards (such as toys , 

books , pencils , candy , etc . ) . A balance of both rewards and 

punishments must be achieved for the traditionalist method of 

discipline to be effective . 

Constructivist Philosophy 

In the constructivist classroom , students construct 

their own knowledge by using their prior knowledge and 

experiences to build their own frames of thinking . Harris and 

Pres sley ( 19 9 1) state that the teacher gives support 

sufficient for the child to carry out the strategy . Guidance 

diminishes as competence increases until the student becomes 

self - supporting . Bevevino, Dengel , and Adams (1999) contend 

thi s method promotes critical thinking in students and 

encourages them to internalize major concepts in an active , 

non - threatening manner . Instruction is student- centered 

using a learning cycle where the teacher creates a 

problematic situation that is personally meaningful to 

students . The students construct hypotheses a nd then reach 

consensus on solutions . The students discuss a nd debate 

and C
ompare to historical and 

proposed solutions , analyze 



societal issues , 

is mutually beneficial and workable . 

and then decide on the 
best solution which 

10 

In a constructivist classroom , the 
teacher must 

relinquish control and interact · 
with the students in a shared 

leadership type of power . Olsen (1999 
) comments that the 

teacher seeks the students' poi'nts f 
o view to understand 

their present conceptions in a way that students feel free to 

discuss and reflect on their learning . The teacher allows the 

students to form groups , decide on the issue to be studied , 

and select the activities . Then the teacher gives the 

directions to set up the problematic situation while 

nurturing divergent solutions and encouraging reflection by 

s t udents during the process . In this way students are viewed 

as thinkers and their thoughts and opinions are highly 

va l ued . Baines and Stanley (2000) state that students in this 

type of class feel they belong to a community of learners who 

ar e actively engaged in their learning . As a result, each 

student's experiences and interactions are unique. 

I n the constructivist classroom, activities rely on 

resources and manipulative materials which allow students to 

assume control over their own learning and to be less 

dependent on the teacher . Students work primarily in groups 

and develop projects to learn about the subject , make 

connections, pursue logical thought processeS , a nd recognize 

ind i vidual values , attitudes , and personal beliefs . Brandt 

approach is time consuming 
(1997) stresses the constructivist 

it to be highly effective in 
but teachers who use it believe 

and the assimilation of new 
promoting critical thinking 

i nformation into knowledge . 



Airasian and Walsh ( 1 99 7 ) b . 11 
elieve constructiv i s m 

requires significant changes · 
in the classroom which will not 

be easy . uTeachers will have to learn 
to guide , not tell ; to 

create environments in whic h students 
can make their own 

meanings , not be handed them by 
the teacher ; to accept 

d i ve r sity in constructions, not 
search for the one uright " 

answer ; to modify prior notions of ur~ght" and 
~ "wrong , " not 

s tick to rigid standards and criteria ; to create a safe , 

fre e , responsive env ironment that encourages disclosure of 

student constructions , not a closed , judgmental system (p . 

44 8) . " They also expound that students uwill have to think 

f o r t hemselves , not wait for the teacher to tell them what to 

thi nk ; to proceed with less focus and direction from the 

t eacher , not to wait for explicit teacher directions ; to 

e xpr ess their own ideas clearly in their own words , not to 

answer restricted- response questions ; to revisit and revise 

con s t r uctions , not to move immed i ate l y on t o the next concept 

or i dea (p . 448) . " 

Ol sen (1999) asserts uconstructivist principl es p r omote 

increased student thinking and they promote increased student 

auto nomy in the classroom . Constructivism promotes increased 

s ocial interaction and discussion in the classroom , both 

between teacher and students and between students a nd 

students ( p . 4) ." 

i n 

l ·s uone 
Kohn (1996) argued the constructivist c assroom i 

at least as much as the product . 
which the process matters 

h of ideas , the need to 
The wrestling with dilemmas , the clas 

are ultimately more 
take others' needs i nto account--these 

Of 
rules or guidelines that may 

mea ningful than any list 



ultimatel y result (p. 74) . " Ch'ld 
i ren become thinkers by 

making up their own minds about 
whether something makes 

sense . "The ultimate reason to . 
give children a say is that 

it can help them to make their 
own good decisions 

I 

in to ethical and compassionate 
people (p.83)." 

to grow 

D'Amico (1980) and Battistoni 
( 198 S) agree that when 

children are given the opportunity to be • 
involved in the 

making of and enforcing of school rules , th e problem of 

a'i sruption will lessen and self c f'd - on l ence will increase . 

Students have rights and needs which should be taken 
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seriously . They ought to have some say about what happens to 

them . Letting students make decisions about their learning 

activities and class management allows them to feel worthy 

and that their needs are of value . Kaba (2000) reports that 

student s who have a significant role in decision- making have 

shown an improvement in behavior and a more positive attitude 

toward school . 

Kohn (1996) suggests using the format of a class meeting 

for discu ssions of issues important to the students . These 

issues may include "making decisions, planning activities, or 

( 88) " Through these class -reflecting values and needs p . · 

d b · ns to have a sense of meeting discussions , each stu ent egi 

Students matter to one another and to value and respect . The 
·ty a place in 

the teacher. The classroom becomes a comrnuni ' 

whic h students feel cared about and are encouraged to care 

to use this sense of 
about each other . Kohn (1996) says 

better, yet , to prevent 
community to deal with problems or 

·ty's ideas and 
their occurrence by invoking the comrnuni 

ask how the community can 
s pport . When misbehavior occurS, 



..... 

help . Look at misbehavior as an o 
pportunity to teach . 

Kohn ( 1996) gives th 
e following 

steps to solve the 
problems of behavior . 

1 . Develop a ca · 
ring relationshi o 

and respect between stud p f trust 
. . ents and t h 
in which all are eac er 

minds ; 
comfortable to speak their 

2 . Cultivate skills f 
. . o listening carefully 

remaining calm maki . ' 
' ng suggestions, and 

look at the other's . point of view ; 
3 . Determine why the misbehavior happened ; 

4 . Use the class meeting or individual 
conference to s k h ee ow the community can 
help solve the problem; 

5 . Encourage the student to think of ways to 

make restitution such as urestore, replace , 

repair , clean-up, or apologizeu ; (p . 127) 

6 . Follow-up with a conversation with 

the student about restitution , solution to 

the problem , how things worked out, and 

r eflect on the fairness of the process . 

In a constructivist classroom , students have ownership 
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of the rules and regulations which govern that class . The 

students discuss ideas with each other based on their past 

experiences and knowledge . Through these discussions , 

students are exposed to a diversity of backgrounds and 

other's perspectives . Students are more able to work together 

to solve problems and influence each other . This process 

he l ps to develop social character and moral values a nd 

students will assume responsibility for their actions a
nd 

consequences . Students develop their own behavioral controls 

ba d each 
~ndi'vi'dual and mutual respect . 

se on acceptance of ~ 

h 
that the classroom 

is helps determine a social order so 



becomes a learning environment . In this environment 

make the connection between learning and life . This 
I 

14 
students 

s uccessfully managed classroom is one in which students 

achieve academic competencies , exhibit desirable social 

skil l s, develop increased self - respect, and move toward 

greater independence (Long , Biggs , and Hinson, 1999) . 

Harris and Graham , (1996) believe constructivism is the 

key to increased justice and democracy in the world . Kamil, 

c_ark , & Dominick (1994) contend that "thirteen years of 

constructivist education would lead to less crowding in our 

ori s ons, help to control the federal defici t and drug 

proble ms, and solve many human and societal probl e ms 

(P · 677 ) . " 



Thi s research was 

CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

conducted t o analyze 

teachers' philosophy and l 
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and compare 

c assroom management style with the 
number of discipline referrals . The 

methods and procedures 
used to obtain the information will 

be explained in this 
c hapter . 

Description of the Subjects 

A survey was administered t 1· 0 icensed fourth and fifth 

grade teachers in Clarksville- Montgomery County School System 

du ring the spring of the year 2002 . The subjects were 

s e lected based upon their willingness to participate in the 

study . All surveys were completed anonymously . 

Research Instruments 

The survey instrument used for this study is an author

designed questionnaire and a demographic survey . The 

questionnaire consists of seven pairs of statements related 

to classroom management styles based on traditional 

phi losophy or constructivist philosophy . The format required 

t he participants to mark the statement i n the pair which more 

c l osely describes their discipline program . These statements 

have come from two sources , Brooks and Brooks (1993) and 

Marlowe and Page (1998) . A majority of five descriptors 

determined the teacher's philosophy of either traditionalist 

or constructivist about discipline . Surveys in which 

participants answered with either three or four descriptors 

ct
1
· ct of either philosophy and 

not qualify as strong evidence 

was labeled as undetermined . 



The demo grap hic survey 
was composed 

relating to years of o f ques tions 
teaching ex . 

. perience , education 
school policy , and number of d' . . level , 

iscipline referrals . 
the surveys required the subject's name 

or school . 
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one of 

The 
information from the survey i . 

s considered in 
of this study and how it relates to 

the evaluation 

teacher's philosophy and 
classroom management style Th 

. e survey also asked 
participants to identify how dis · 1 . 

cip ine referrals are 
dictated . The choices we b 

re y local school policy , an adopted 
discipline plan (such as A · 

ssertive or COMP ), or by teacher ' s 
judgment . 

The questionnaire was administered to s;x 
~ teachers who 

do not teach fourth or fifth grade . Their instruction was to 

read the survey for confusing terms or statements which may 

eed t o be clarified . 

the study . 

o major problems were found early in 

Procedures 

Permission to administer the survey was first obtained 

from Austin Peay's Institutional Research Board . The examiner 

then requested permission from Clarksville- Montgomery County 

chool System to use fourth and fifth grade teachers in the 

spring of 2002 as volunteer subjects to participate in this 

research . Once permission was granted , the examiner sent a 

brief letter explaining the research and its purpose to the 

principal of each elementary school . The four th a nd fif th 

g d . d the same letter to explain the ra e teachers also receive 

study along with the questionnaire . Each participant was 

1. llecting data for the 
as~ed to complete the survey for co 

st . n option to participate or 
Udy . All subjects were given a 
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not - There was no penalty for those who chose not to 

participate . Each subject received written instructions . Once 

subjects completed the requested information , the survey was 

placed in an envelope a nd sent to the examiner through the 

school system's in- house mail service . 

To tabulate the data for analysis , the returned surveys 

were analyzed to determine the mean scores and standard 

deviat ion of subjects' responses . The statistical analysis 

using ANOVA was used to determine the difference between 

philosophies , teaching experience, school policy, and the 

number of discipline referrals. ANOVA was used because the 

study u sed multiple independent variables in a complex design 

(Howard , 1985) . 



CHAPTER IV 

ANALYSIS OF DATA 

The primary purpose of this study was 
to determine if 

t here was a difference between the umb 
n er of discipline 

referrals teachers write and their h'l 
Pl osophy of c lassroom 

management of either traditionalist or constructivist . The 

18 

number of discipline referrals is the constant variable 

throughout this study . Additional goals sought a difference 

between the number of discipline referral s and the teacher's 

years of teaching experience, the education level , and the 

school' s discipline policy . The study asked the fourth and 

fifth grade teachers to answer questions using the survey 

described in c hapter three . The survey was completed by 103 

of 160 , 68 %, fourth and fifth grade teachers from seventeen 

elementary sc hools . 

Table l displays the categories of discipline referrals 

wi th the number and percentage of participants within each 

group . The section of 0 - 3 discipline referrals has the 

largest number , 7 3, and percentage, 71 , of the responses to 

the survey . 

Table l . 

# of 

Of Teachers Participating Number and Percent 

Dis . Referrals Number Percent 

0 - 3 73 7 1 

4 - 6 19 18 

7 - 10 7 7 

11 - 15 3 3 

16 - 20 1 1 

0 0 
20+ 

100 
Total 103 



Analysis of the philos ophy indicators 
revealed 71% of tn·e teachers surveyed wrote 0 - 3 disc1.·pl1.'ne 

referrals for the 
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fl· rst semester of the 2001 - 2002 school 

year . Of the teachers 
in this group , 38 % are constructivist , 6 % are traditionalist , 

and 27 % are undetermined . Eighteen percent of the teachers 

in the study wrote 4 - 6 discipline referrals during the same 

time period . Eight percent were determined as constructivist , 

J% were traditionalist , and 7% were undetermined . Teachers 

who wrote more than six discipline referrals totaled 11% . 

There is no significant difference between the number of 

discipline referrals of teachers based on their philosophy . 

Table 2 . Percent of Participants by Philosophy . 

~ of Dis . Referrals Construe ivist Traditionalist Unde ermined Tot al 

38 6 27 7 1 
0- 3 

8 3 7 1 8 
4- 6 

3 0 4 7 
7- 10 

0 3 3 
11 -1 5 0 

16 - 20 1 0 0 1 
20 + 0 0 0 0 
Tota l 5 0 9 4 1 1 00 

Analysis of variance is .376 for number of referrals by 
philosophy and is not significant at the . OS level . 

The demographic descriptors s . eeking a difference results 

Si· gnificant difference in the number of n a finding of no 

h ears of teaching discipline referrals based on t e y . 

level, or school pol1.cy . 

discipline referrals for 

experience , teacher's education 

Table 3 shows the percent of 

The category of 0-3 . perience . teacher's years of teaching ex d and 18% 

f 71% of those surveye years experience had a total 0 



had 4- 6 years of experience . The 
remaining groupings 

discipline referrals are a total 
of ll %. There is no 

of 

signi ficant difference between 
the number of discipline 

referrals of teachers based on their tea h . 
c ing experience . 

Table 3 . Percent of Participants by Years of Experience 
:: of Dis . Referrals less 1 1>3 3>5 221. 7>10 10>15 15+ 

0 - 3 0 12 10 13 5 13 18 
4 - 6 0 5 1 2 3 3 4 
7- 10 1 1 0 0 1 3 
11 -15 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 
16 - 20 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 
20 + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Total 1 1 8 11 1 7 9 17 27 

20 

Total 

7 l 

1 8 

7 

3 

1 

0 

100 

Analysis of variance is . 291 referrals by years of teaching 
experience and is not significant at the . 05 level . 

Tabl e 4 displays the percent of discipline referrals 

based on education level of the teachers. Teachers who wrote 

0- 3 discipline referrals totaled 71% of the fourth and fifth 

grade teachers surveyed . Of this group, 36% have BS /BA 

deg ree , 25 % have MA, while the remaining 9% hold other 

advanced degrees. The next group , 4-6 discipline referrals, 

was a total of 18% of those surveyed with 9% having BS/BA and 

8% with MA . The other groupings of discipline referrals total 

% of the participants . Results show no significant 

difference in discipline referrals based on the education of 

he participants . 



Table 4 . Percent of Participants 

# of Dis . Referrals 

0 - 3 

4- 6 

7 - 10 

11 - 15 

16 - 20 

20 + 

BS /BA 

37 

9 

3 

2 

1 

0 

MA 

25 

8 

3 

1 

0 

0 

MA +l 5 

3 

0 

0 

0 

0 

by Educatio n Level . 

MA+30 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

MA+45 

3 

1 

0 

0 

0 

EdS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

~ 

3 

0 

0 

0 

0 

21 

71 

18 

7 

3 

1 

0 0 
Total 52 37 3 l 4 O 

3 
lOO 

0 0 0 0 

Analysis of variance of . 347 referrals by education level and 
is not significant at the . OS level . 

Table 5 represents the number of discipline referrals 

based on a discipline plan either dictated by the school 

administration, or an adopted plan such as Assertive 

Discipline or COMP, or by the teacher's judgment . A fourth 

c a tegory comprised those participants who marked more than 

one response to the question . 

A total of 71 % wrote 0- 3 discipline referrals with 11 % 

followi ng a school policy, 2 4% used an adopted plan, 18% used 

their own judgment , and 18% were a combination of the three . 

Those teac hers who wrote 4-6 disc i p line referrals totaled 18 % 

of the participants showing 4 % followed a local school 

policy , 5 % have a adopted plan, 5% used their own judgment , 

and 4 % were a combination of the three . The remaining groups 

of referrals t otaled 11% . There was no significant difference 

based on discipline policy . 



Tables . Percent of Participants by Discipline Policy 
22 

f: Dis . Re f e rrals S hoo l Policy Ado pted Plan Te a her's Judgment Combination Total - 0- 3 11 24 18 18 71 

4 - 6 4 5 5 4 18 

7-10 2 0 4 1 7 

11 - 15 0 1 1 1 3 

16- 2 0 1 0 0 0 1 

20 + 0 0 0 0 0 

Total 18 30 28 24 100 

Analysi s of variance is . 309 by how discipline policy is 

dictated and is not significant by the . 05 level . 



summary 

CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY , CONCLUSIONS , AND 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

This study was conducted t o determ· · ine if a relationship 
existed between the number of d ' . 

iscipline referrals of 
t eachers and their philosophy, years of 

teaching experience , 
education level , and school policy Th t 

· e eachers ' responses 
were correlated using a computer statist~cal 

~ package , ANOVA . 

Evaluation of the survey items revealed 50 % of 

di scip line referrals were written by constructivists 
' 9% were 

writte n by traditionalists , and 41 % were written by 

par t icipants whose philosophy could not be determi ned . The 

number of discipline referrals , 0- 3 , totaled 71 % with 38 % of 

these written by constructivists , 6 % by traditionalists , and 

27 % by t h e undetermined group . The statistical analysis by 

'ANOVA determined no significant difference between discipline 

refe r rals written and the teacher's philosophy . 

The demographic survey disclosed no significance of 

diff e r ence between the number of discipline referrals and a 

teac her's years of experience . Teachers with fifteen or more 

year s of experience wrote 27% of the discipline referrals for 

the first semester o f the 2001 - 2002 s c hool year . These 

18 in the 0- 3 referrals 
t eachers had the highest percentage , ' 

group . 

r eferrals and the participant's 
The number of discipline 

education level showed no significant difference . The 

2% of the referrals and 
teac hers with a BS / BA degree wrote 5 

dl
· scipline referrals group . Those 

represented 37 % of the 0- 3 



teachers with a MA degree wro te 37% of 
the total referrals 

and 25 % of the 0 - 3 discipline group . 
There was no significant 

difference between the number 
of discipline referrals and ho d' . w iscip1· . . ine is dictated . 
Teachers who followed an adopted 1 pan wrote 30% of the 
r eferrals with 2 4% in the o 3 d ' 

- iscipline referral group . 
Teachers who use their own judgment 

wrote 28% of the 

referrals with 18% in the 0- 3 discipline 
referral group . 

Thos e teachers who followed th · eir school policy wrote the 

least discipline referrals , 18 %, and 11% of those surveyed 

were in the 0 - 3 discipline referral group . 

Conclusions 

Do teachers who base their classroom management on a 

tradi tional philosophy or a constructivist philosophy write 

fewer school discipline referrals? Based on an analysis of 

the data , there is no significant difference between the 

number of discipline referrals of teachers and their 

philosophy, years of teaching experience , education level , 

and their school policy . 

For further study , the survey instrument should be 
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written using action words rather than feeling words to 

determine a philosop h y the teacher is practicing rather than 

. use . The survey instrument should also wanting or hoping to 
· · 1 · ne referrals 

change the numbering categories of the discip i 
d then begin 

to include zero referrals as a separate group an 

11 - 15 , 16 - 20 , and 20+ . 
the increments of 1- 3 , 4 - 6 , 7 - lO , 

data from Table 2 of just the 
A closer examination of 

. ting speculations . 
f 11 . some interes 0 owing two columns raises 



As shown in the part · l ia table, 50% of 25 the pa t · . r icipants have been determined as co nstructivists . 

Tab l e 6 . First two columns 
of data from Table 

# of Dis . Refer r a ls 2 . 
Const r uc tiv i s t 

0- 3 38 % 
4 - 6 8 % 
7 - 10 3% 
11-15 0 
16 - 20 1% 

20+ 0 

Total 50 % 

Th e information given b th ' y is group has been broken down 

fu r t he r as show in Table 7 This chart · d' · in icates the 

pe r c entage of constructivists d' accor ing to the discipline 

plan they follow . 

Table 7 . Identified Constructivists from the Survey 

School Policy Discipline Plan ......... 18 % 

Adopted Discipline Plan ............... 28 % 

Teacher's Judgment Discipl i ne Plan .... 24 % 

Combination Discipline Plan ........... 30% 

A total of 48 % of the participants in the survey follow 

the i r school policy and an adopted discipline plan as shown 

in table 4 . Of the constructivists , 46 % also follow their 

sc hool policy and an adopted discipline plan . Using a 

dictated school policy and a formal adopted discipline plan 

does not conform to the literature's descriptions of a 

con t • · 1 · plan . The one percent of 
s ructivist teacher's d1sc1p ine 

th d · Table 6 who wrote 16 -20 
e constructivists as indicate in 

di s . . followed a dictated school policy 
c i pline referrals also 



for discipline . Only 24% of those teachers identified as 26 

C
onstructivists indicated they follow their own judgment as a 

d.l.·scipline plan . This information adds more confidence to a 

speculation that the teachers who participated in the survey 

r esponded to the discipline pairs in the way they want their 

classroom management to be rather than the reality of the 

current situation . 

Recommendations 

The conclusions indicate that there is no relationship 

be t ween the number of discipline referrals of teachers and 

their philosophy, years of teaching experience, education 

l evel , and school policy . Another study is recommended to 

compar e teachers' philosophy and implementation of that 

ph i l osophy with the number of discipline referrals . 
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APPENDICES 



·1 12 2002 APrl , 

oear Col league , 

a student at Austin Peay State University completin . 
I arn . . 9 my Education Specialist 

ee As a requi rement for this degree, I must conduct f Id 
oegr · . , . . a 1e research project . My 

arch topic concerns teachers educat ion phi losoph ies d th 
rese . an e number of office 
discipline referrals they write . 

Your principal has granted her consent allowing me to contact you and invite you to 

participate in this study. You are under no obligation to participate nor is there a 

penalty for those who choose not to participate . No discipl ine referral records will be 

requested from your school's adm inistration. All data wi ll come from self-reports 

hrough the questionnaire . Once you have completed the survey, place it in the 

envelope I have provided, then send it through the school system courier. Please 

return the questionnaire by April 23 . Do not identify yourself, so that all responses 

will be anonymous and confidential to the extent provided by the law. 

Thank you for your participation and assistance. If you are interested in the results of 

!he survey or have questions concerning the research , you may contact me at 

Ringgold Elementary School. 

Sincerely , 

acqueli ne J . Jones 



QUESTIO NNAIRE 

l
·tems 1- 4 , please circle the choice h -_,or w ich best d escribes you . 

l . 

2. 

3 . 

years Teac hing Experience : 
1 to less t ha n 3 
5 to less than 7 

10 to less than 15 

less than 1 
3 to less than 5 
7 to less than 10 

15 a nd more 
Educational Level : HA MA+l5 MA+J0 

Eds . Eds . + 

BS/BA 

MA+45 

Estimated Numbe r of office discipline referrals 
semester of 2001 : during the fall 

0 - 3 4 - 6 
16 - 20 

Office discipline referrals are dictated by : 
a . local school policy 

7 - 10 11 - 15 
20 + 

b . an adopted discipline plan (such as Assertive 
c . teacher's judgment or COMP) 

pl ease mark only one in each pair of statements which more closely matches 
you r discipline style . 

5. 

OR 

Hy discipline plan is based mostly on reacting to student 
misconduct . 

Hy discipline plan i s based mostly on prevention . 

6. I feel I mu st direct and externally control s t udents' behavior . 

9. 

l O. 

OR 

OR 

OR 

OR 

OR 

I feel each student must direct and control his / her own behavior . 

I feel teac hers should make the rules of behavior for students to 
follow . 

I feel the teacher and the students should develop rules in the 
form of a classroom constitution . 

Co nsequences for not following he rules are based on s udent's 

individual differences . 

Consequences for not following the rules are the same for all 

students . 
I see myself as the leader in the classroom . 

d myself and the students . I feel leadership is share among 

I feel rewards should be intrinsic . 

- I feel rewards sho uld be extrinsic . 

-
OR 

-
I am most often seeking the 

Khen checking students' a ss ignments , 
c o rrect answer . 

am most often seeking "why" 
~h e n c he cking students' assignrnentS , I 
or "how" they developed their answer . 



:l!arch 15, 2002 

J3cqueline J. Jones 
·-,)~ Georgetown Road 
f1Rrk5vi !le, TN 37043 

Dear ~I s. J ones : 

!3oa rJ of Educa tion 62 J G Cu rriculum & lnstruc tionS;llie Keith 
' racey Avenue uperv1sor 

9 JI -9 ~0- 78 I 9 F Clarksville ~ 
ax: 93 1-920-93!9 ' ennessee 37040 

sa ll ,e.kc,th~ 
cmc.ss. nr:t 

Your research prodj ebct t
1
itle_d "Dischipline ~eferrals and Education Philo ophy" 

has been approve y t 1e I esearc committee . The date of approval was 
~larch 15, 2002. 

\ ow that you h ave approval from the research committee , you may contact the 
pri nc ipal for approval. According to Board Policy File IF A, the principal has the 
rnal authority and r esponsibility for approving or disapproving research 

conducted in hi s/her building. 

Please read the Research Policy and Procedures Handbook for all information 
concerning research in the Clarksville-Montgomery County Schools . 

If you have questi ons, please call my office at (931) 920-7819. 

ncerely, 

'ailie Keith 

Curriculum and Instruction Supervisor 

cc: 
Research Committee 



Austin Peay State Unive ·t 
I t ·t . rs1 y 
ns I ut1onal Review Board 

February 25 . 2002 

Jacqueline Jones 
c O Carlette Hardin 

Education 
APSU Box 4545 

RE · You r application dated February 14 , 2002 regarding study number 02 028 . 
0

. . . 
. d t Ph ·1 h (A · p . - . 1sc1 pllne Referra ls and E uca ion I osop y ustin eay State Universi ty) 

Dear Ms. Jones: 

Thank you for your response to requests from a prior review of your application for the new 
s udy listed above. 

Congratu lations! This is to confirm that your application is now fully approved. The protocol is 
approved through revIsIons. T he consen t letter submitted with your application is approved . You 
must obta in info rmed consen t from all subjects ; however, signed written consent is not required . 
This approval is subject to APSU Policies and Procedures governing human subjects research. 
You may want to review this policy which can be viewed on the APSU website at: 
www2.apsu.edu/www/computer/policy/2002.htm 

You are granted permission to conduct your s tudy as most recently described effect ive 
immediately. The study is subject to con tinuing review on or before February 13, 2003 , unless 
closed before that date. Enclosed please find the forms for report ing a closed study and for 
requesting approval of continuance. 

Please note that any changes to the study as approved must be promptly reported and 
app;-:,·vcd. Sc 11,c c, ~, a,-,gcs r,, ay be 0p~1cved b y' axi:ied ited ia, ie·'v; 0:he rs requ i1·e fu il uuct i'CJ 
re 1ew. If you have any questions at all do not hesi tate to contact Lou Beasley (221-6380; fax 
221 -6382; email beasleyl @apsu.edu ) or any member of the APIR B. 

Again. thank you for your cooperation with the AP IRB and the human research review process. 
Bes · ishes for a success! ul study! 

Since rely, 

LO"\,v (11 (] 1 A } • j 

Dr. Lou M. B~asle~~ r{2-M 
Chair . Austin Peay Inst itut ional Review Board 

enclosure 



Aust in Peay St&te L nivers ity 
Graduate School 

Approval of Pro~•osed 

---Research Paper __ The·3is _X_Field Study 

Herewith I submit this documen prepared for , Jacqueline J . Jones , 

4 11-92-3806 , on behalf of the EducatiDn C epartment , related to Educ 6990. 

I recommend that it be approved. 

Chairperso n 

D,t e 

e ha e read and appro ed this propos al." 

~ 

Dr. Allan ii ·ams 
Second Cammi ee e ber 

-1~~~-~ 
Dr. Susan Sim ms 
Third Committee ember 

h and Field S ud111s O LY ·s gn3tJres :ire requ•red or eses 

ea ro,,ed rnposal. should be ti ed in he office of he 
,his orm. :.n a copy of the IT E PAG E of th f r:P . ! paper (project). thesis. or field study ) 

College o Grad ate S ud1es be ore he stJden t regis ters or rese , r 
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