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The Inrluence of Situational Pactnrs and Teacher Charaotoriatica
on Drug-related Dlscipllnarx Deelalons

(L}

_The invostigstion of t?ha judgmental processes underlying the | !

poroeption.or individuals; ggnerally called person peroeption.
has been extensive (Taguiri, 1969). The model often eﬁploipd in
these studies identifies three major ooﬁponentsn‘ the judge, the
situation, and the peraon boing Judged._ The appliﬁation of the
person peroeption flndlngs and this model to applied Bituatlons
such as Qho judgmental prooesn underlying disoiplinary decisions
1n'aduo§tion$1 settings has’bean limited, Investigations in fhis .
area have prlmarily‘déalt with the teachura; 1nr1uunoes upon student P

behavior and the nttitudes and bohaviora of students receiving .
“ discip¥ine (Woodruff, 1958). The variablua which affect aduoator 8
Judgments and percqgtﬁgga'whon dealing with problem.behavior have not
received much attention'(LetohworQh and Stangell, 1974) especially
in drug related problem behaviors, . ‘ ) L

' Varioua studles hava showﬁ that pe}son pexceptions are affected
by the authoritarian or dogratic traits of the pervetver (Secord
and Backman, 196#). Rokeach (1959) descr¥bes dogmatism as the
relative degrae of open or cloaed-mindedness. basionlly determ‘ned
* by the 1}tent to which a person can recelve, avaluate.-qu act on
ralevanf information on its own merits. Dogmatism has beon
1nvostigated with respect to teaohey";foctivaness (Soderbergh. 1969| ’
Ch;rtars. 1969; and Eulau, 1965) and with respect to its influence
Upon discipline deoislona made by teachers (Letchworth and atnnsall.
1974). A jnumber of studies have shown that person perceptions vary
s;etematically with tﬁe<age and sex of the perceiver. Gender of '
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“the Judge has been found salient in savsrﬁl studles .investigating

pa}aoﬁ pérceptlon (Shrauges and Altrochi, 196ha'c11na;J}964) and .

in investigations of teache;a"disolpllno declisions (Letchworth
and St;nsell. 1974). The teachar charao%erzstgo.-ﬁge; has, been .
shown to arreot decisioqp concerning: dlaolplxne in drug offanses 5
at a Junior oollago (Dotsonm 1973). ' | ¥

. Not only are teacher characteristics important in_the -
Judgmantal process hut the judgment of an 1nd1v1dual'a behuvior 13 ‘
-also influenced by the context in which 1t ocours ?;eoord and a
Bnokmnn. 1964), Judgments of behaviors of an 1ndividual are often
quite difforent depending upon the 1nterprotation of the cause as
bains either internal or ozternal An nature; that. is, the perceived
motives of the actor (Socord and Bnokmsn. 1964), Thé present
etudy lnvastigatf the 1r'1uence of tencher oharactcrintlos (as;. " ' .':
_;gonder. and dogmatism) and situational ractora (self-motlvnted. . ; s
othor-mﬁtivated and in-class, out-of-glass’ hehavior) upon the |
Judgments that are made regarding dlsoipllna decisions and peroetvud

carsal chtora of alcohol related prqblom behaviors.

'METHOD ‘
Eighty subjects were aalaoted from a group of 1#0 sraduato
.atudstn in education who were ozperiencediteaohers. ooqpselora.
end administrators. The educators read scenarios desoribing four
prbhlan beheviors involving aloohoI that varied as éo self or othar
motivated and oecurred 1n//;.out of class, Z2Ihe educators were then -
instructed to r;spond in three ways, They first responded to an _
J;;n-énded request ?o "List in' your own yorda what’ disolplinﬂrr gl J

4 . : -



action you'vould recommend,”

They were then 1natruoted to choose

from a set of oighteen disciplinary teohniques thd ona they would
rouommsnd. The teohnlquea had heen chosen from a 1ist of thirty-
seven obtainod from a survey of teohniquos used in publio schoolb
i (Porter, 1972) and then scaled using the Thurstone technique i
(BEdwards, 1957) on a dimension of severity frcm one--being most
severe--to eleven--being least severe, The third response wasi

*"In the prbhlﬁm srtuation what do you. gsee “ﬁ the cause or'oaunas‘or
thanatudant'a behavior. Please feel free to speculate as to the

-

possible cause or causes,” it "
~ -The educators also completed Troldahl's (1965) short form
of Rokeach's Dogmatism Scale. Hikh scores indicating close ' w
mindedness and low scores 1ndioatiﬁg ;;en miﬁdﬁ;nana. The
possible range is 20-140,
 The educators were classified according to éhelr gender, ag;.
.nnu dogmatiéﬂ The dogmatism olaaslfloation was acoomplished by a L, .|
median split with socores sixty and below being clagsifield as low i
.dogmnam and those sixty-one or above being classified as high in '
dosmatiam. 'The subject soores on the saverity of disoLplino were
. . cast into a 2 (teacher dogmatian] X Z"Yteaoher age) X: 2 (teacher

gender) x 2 (aelr. other motivated) X2 (1n. out of class behavior)
.design and nn analysis of vnrianoe uith repaated measures on tha
last two factora was. perfo rmud.

g . The causaf attribution of the ed»ucgto:"s were analyzed separately

for each of the tdﬁr dfug problems bg_means of the coding systoﬁ

. devised ty Elig and Friege (1974},
: L > i



Elig and Friego (1974) 1ﬂ‘dev1 ing the ceﬁins tystem for
perceived oensabilltx preaent ﬁhree eouroee to which caused atbrl-
hution mey ﬁ: eeeigneda 1nternal. external and)mutual. An
1ntern31 attribution accordins to them is ohe that states that the !
person is the source of the oause| whera as the external attrlbutlog
states that the source of the cause 18 external to the pereon; Buch
au. in other peOple. in 1uck. in’ pressur?e from peer groups and” in
aoelal riorms, eto, Hutuel sources are often grouped with external

eeuroaa since "the person 8 perspective mutual sources depsnd on

tho preaenco of, etternal objects or other people,”

The coding system also provldee for stable attributes reletively '

fixed and unchanging from situation to situation, and unstable

]

"attributes which eie sipudtidnel and vaeriable, The causal

e —

attributions ofthe educaiors (thezthird open.ended response) were
-categorized into a 2 (stable-unstable) by 2 (internal-felf or
external-other) matrix and a Chi Square was/pérformed on each of

the four scenarios, ) - ; . ’

o F
RESULTS - : , i

. Tha.rerulta of the analyeis of variagee are shown in the
summary table in the Appendix, \In addition, another anelyela of
variance was perrormed with ogly the six extrame dosmatism scores
(high and low) in each category. .This wse done in order to get a
group that was more gepresentative of low and high degmatlon than |
was 5;ta1ned by eplitinq dogmatism scotes at the medlen. A
~ comparison of the significant findings of each enalyeietie ehoun

in the table in the appendix, .
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The Chi Squnra analysis of the causal attributiona indicated

[P PR i S DAL

only one soqnario (self-out of class behavior) as belns algnlricantly
differentially attributed,

LY

DISCUSSION . p g

X -

From the comparison of the two analyses of vafiaﬁop it is
apparent that the B (age) main effect 18 a strong one, Although ‘
'.nqt asvinterpratnh&e as 1? should be because of 1hteraotlon
T\ " effects, the ‘age (B) main effect does indicate that the younger
(30 and under) educators did consistantly recommend less severe
discipline techniques than digfine older group.
The AE (dogmatism by in or out'pf class sltuation) interaction
also was consistant across the two aQalyaes (p< +10 for N=10 and
§< .05 for N=6), ‘Tha 1low dogmatlsm;eduoatof. roadlns an in-class
situation oonalaﬁanti& recomnended most severe disciplines while the‘
high dngmafio eduoé%dr réading a scenario 1nvolviné'1n-c1aaq situatiops
consistantly recommend ‘the least severe discipline. _ TR
‘Since there were’ aaveral interaction eff;ots algnlricant in.
each of the nalyaea. it appearsfthat the three educator character-
.1atlos of dogmatism, age. and gender operated differentially with
parcqived motivation and sltuational faqtors in producins dlae;pllna

L} ]

deoision, oonoerning alcohﬁl related problem bﬂpaviors. s <
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1., SELP-MOTIVATED, IN-CLASS:
-obvidusly intoxicated.

2

3.

5 1ntorlcnted.

; othera) is found to be intoxicated at a rootball game,

'ser.uorlviran,'nur-oF-cnass.

Vil

;o ’ SCENARIOS

A student falls asloep during elaaa
Upon questlonlng. the student says
"gchnol 18 a real drag and drinking helps.” ; '
OTHER-MOTIVATED, IN-CLASS: A atJAQnt oomoa into olaas :
Upon quaatlonihg. the student says *I am new to

" the sehool and in otger to hocomo une of the group I agraad

to drink ulth the group durlng the lunch bresk. %
OTHER-HDTIVRTED. OUT-OP-Cthg; A student (alons thh.aataral SN
The
student states that "I wag only getting into ‘the school spirit
and besides ali the students always drink before the games,"
At a ‘schdol ddncé-a student

uho came to the danoe (alone) 18 tound to hnvo been drlhzias.

.Tho student stataa thﬂt “suah auhool activities are uptight

and a person has to have a drink in order to mako it

-throush -them,” * i . v
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