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ABSTRACT 

The Effects of District Size, Administrative Training, and 

Years of Experience on the Discipline of Students Who 

Have Been Identified as Special Education 

Paula Haggerty 

Doctoral Dissertation, August 1997 

The issue of disciplining students with disabilities 

has always been controversial and has frequently led to 

uncertainty among school administrators and teachers 

regarding proper procedures. The Individuals With 

Disabilities Act does not specifically address discipline 

therefore inconsistencies and improper procedures can and do 

occur . In addition, national and state emphasis on school 

violence issues has resulted in the revision of legislation 

and policies regarding disciplining of all students, 

including those receiving special education services . 

Although administrators and school officials report that the 

complicated process of disciplining students with 

disabilities hinders their ability to respond appropriately 

in issues regarding school safety, there is a significant 

absence of data to substantiate this. 

The purpose of this study was to determine if the 

independent variables of district size, administrative 
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training, and years of administrative experience had any 

effect on secondary administrators knowledge of or practices 

related to the disciplining of students who had been 

identified as receiving special education services . Data 

were obtained through a survey questionnaire distributed to 

a randomly selected population of secondary school 

administrators in various size districts across all 

geographic regions of the state of Texas. Respondents 

remained anonymous and participation was strictly voluntary. 

A total of 365 surveys was distributed with 209 returned, 

yielding an overall rate of return of 44%. 

A majority of respondents was male Caucasians, between 

the ages of 36 to 55, working as assistant principals. There 

were 40% of the respondents who reported no college credit 

in the area of special education, with a majority reporting 

onl y 1 to 12 clock hours of training . District size was 

determined to be the most significant variable analyzed by a 

chi-square analysis of data. Larger districts were more 

likely to offer less traditional discipline alternatives for 

special education students. Although a majority of 

responding administrators indicated knowledge of the 10 

cumulative day recommendation for suspension a total of 56% 

reported inaccurate responses. Only a small majority of 

administrators indicated that current regulations hinder 
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their ability to discipline students receiving special 

education services. Results suggested that further research 

is needed to more accurately determine administrators 

ability to provide a safe school environment while 

attempting to adhere to laws and regulations concerning the 

disciplining of students receiving special education 

services. In addition, issues emerged which indicated a need 

for required yearly training for administrators in the area 

of special education. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Rationale 

Historically, discipline issues have been a major 

concern for school personnel, particularly when the 

students have been identified as students receiving 

special education services. Since the passage of The 

Education for all Handicapped Children Act (P.L. 94-142), 

attempts to clarify what constitutes the mandatory 

requirement for an "appropriate education" in the "least 

restrictive environment" for students with disabilities, 

particularly in instances related to student discipline, 

have been surrounded by controversy (Yell & Peterson, 

1995). Confusion and frustration among school personnel 

regarding the discipline of students with disabilities 

have resulted from continuously changing legislation, 

inconsistent federal and state interpretations of the law, 

differing court decisions over the same matter, and 

memorandums from government offices. School officials have 

sometimes mistakenly assumed that students with 

disabilities are exempt from any disciplinary action 
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(Portner, 1995; Schnaiberg, 1995; Vogt & McGee, 1991). 

Educational organizations such as The National Federation 

of Teachers and The National Association of Secondary 

School Principals have been very vocal in their protests 

regarding what they perceive to be a dual system of 

disciplinary practices with students who have disabilities 

(Shriner & Yell, 1996). 

Recent national emphasis by the media and the public 

on the growing problem of violence in the public schools 

has resulted in the development of new Federal Legislation 

such as the "Improving America's Schools Act" and "The 

Safe Schools Act." These have filtered down to revisions 

of state legislation and changes in state and local 

policies, procedures, and programs which affect the 

discipline of not only students with disabilities, but 

with all students in public schools (Portner, 1995). New 

legislation in Texas, Senate Bill 1 (S.B.1), resulted in a 

major overhaul of the Texas Education Code (Texas 

Education Agency [TEA], 1995). Significant changes were 

made in the regulations regarding disciplining students, 

with specific changes regarding mandatory Alternative 

Education Placements (AEP). The impact of S.B . 1 has yet to 

be determined, particularly for students in special 

education. 
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Statement of the Problem 

Overemphasis by the media regarding school violence 

and the inconsistent reporting procedures make it 

difficult to ascertain the magnitude of the problem of 

school violence (Gullat & Long, 1996; Miller, 1994; 

Noguera, 1995). Although a great deal of data and 

information exist on school violence and the controversy 

surrounding the discipline of students with disabilities, 

there is a surprising lack of data regarding what is 

actually occurring on campuses on a daily basis with this 

population of students. There is currently no available 

evidence that substantiates any claim that students with 

disabilities are the majority of violent offenders or 

discipline problems in the public school setting, nor that 

the Individuals With Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) 

requirements to ensure an "appropriate education" in the 

"least restrictive environment" is hindering to school 

officials in administering appropriate discipline to 

students with disabilities. In fact, it has been suggested 

that much of the increases in school violence is not 

attributed to students with disabilities; instead, the 

rise is attributed to students whose behavior may be 

incidental to a particular emotional crisis (The Council 

for Children with Behavior Disorders, Council of 



Administrators of Special Education, 1995). Currently, 

there is limited research regarding the specific 

disciplinary practices of administrators involving 

secondary students in special education in Texas and the 

factors which influence an administrator's disciplinary 

decisions. As a result, a need for research exists, 

particularly regarding the impact of the discipline 

changes resulting from Senate Bill 1. 

Purpose of the Study 

4 

The purpose of this study was to research established 

disciplinary practices in grades 7 to 10 with respect to 

students who are receiving services under the IDEA . 

Factors which influence disciplinary decisions will be 

identified with specific emphasis on practices resulting 

from S.B.l. 

Definition of Terms 

· Alternative Education Placement--a disciplinary 

placement specifically referred to in the new Texas 

Education Code (TEA, 1995). 

Annual Review and Dismissal Meeting (ARD)--a Texas 

term which is used to refer to multidisciplinary meetings 



in which educational programs and placement decisions are 

made based on assessment (IDEA, 1993; TEA, 1996). 

5 

Discipline--defined as a concept, is a broad category 

of techniques which includes punishment and could also 

include teaching of social skills and responsibility, 

extinction, positive reinforcement, and the development of 

problem solving and decision-making skills (Hartwig & 

Ruesch, 1994) . 

Discipline referral--when a student is sent to the 

school administrator for a behavioral infraction which 

violates a district's code of conduct {Jordon, 1995). 

Expulsion--a disciplinary measure which results in a 

short or long-term removal from school. Mandatory 

expulsion is required in Texas for specific listed 

offenses (Hartwig & Ruesch, 1995; Texas Education Code, 

1995) . 

Free appropriate public education--defined in the 

IDEA as individualized educational services provided to 

student's with disabilities at no cost to the family 

( IDEA, 1993) . 

Individualized Educational Program--(IEP) an 

educational program which is developed by an 

Individualized Educational Program Committee to 

specifically address the needs of the student with a 
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disability; specific items and participants which must be 

addressed are delineated in the IDEA (Hartwig & Ruesch, 

1995; IDEA, 1993). 

In-school suspension--disciplinary action which 

requires temporary removal from the regular classroom to a 

setting in which movement and interaction are restricted. 

Least restrictive environment--refers to the IDEA 

requirement for the placement of students with 

disabilities in educational settings where they will be 

educated with students who are not disabled to the maximum 

extent which is appropriate (Hartwig & Ruesch, 1995). 

Senate Bill 1--Bill introduced by Senator Bill 

Ratliff, the Chairman of the Texas Senate's Education 

Committee, during the 74th Legislative session . The Bill 

calls for the second major overhaul of the Texas Education 

Code in 11 years (TEA, 1995). 

Limitations 

This study was limited to secondary students in 

grades 7 to 10. The decision to utilize only this 

population was based on two specific factors. First, 

seventh grade is almost universally considered to be at 

the secondary level, whereas sixth grade is sometimes 

clustered with elementary grade levels. Including sixth 



7 

graders on elementary campuses in the sample population 

combined with sixth graders on secondary school campuses 

could possibly confound results. The second factor was 

that many students, specifically in special education, 

tend to drop out of school after their 10th-grade year, 

resulting in a smaller population of students with 

disabilities in grades 11 and 12. The choice of districts 

in each population level was made in a random fashion by 

district size, selecting every 10th ISD by size needed 

from the Texas School Book Directory. In addition, the use 

of a survey instrument has inherent limitations in data 

collection due to the inability to control for personal 

biases in respondents and the rate of the return of data. 



CHAPTER II 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Student discipline, particularly the discipline of 

students receiving special education services, is a major 

concern for school personnel. National emphasis upon 

issues of school violence and the response of educators, 

communities, and law makers have provided the impetus for 

the revision of discipline mandates, procedures, and 

policies directly affecting school discipline for all 

students who attend public schools (Portner, 1995). 

National Legislation such as President Bush's Goals 2000, 

Improving America's Schools Act, and Secretary of 

Education, Richard Riley's, Safe Schools Act combined with 

increasing demands by parents and courts have provided the 

incentive for state and local responses to school violence 

issues. In 1994, Texas responded by introducing Senate 

Bill 1 to the 74th Legislature calling for the second 

major overhaul of the Texas Education Code in 11 years 

(TEA, 1995). The revised code specifically addresses 

Educational programs for students with disabilities in Ch. 

29 and discipline and safe schools issues in Ch . 37 

entitled, "Discipline: Law and Order" (Texas Education 

8 
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Code, 1995). Impact of the new code on students with 

disabilities in Texas has yet to be determined. 

At a national level, Congress has been unable to come 

to any consensus regarding the revision of the IDEA and is 

continuing to attempt to reach an agreement on proposed 

revisions as they meet for the new 1997 session, with 

discipline issues at the top of the list (Special 

Education Report, 1997). A topic which involves the 

disciplining of students with disabilities is extremely 

complex and controversial with many legal and related 

education issues involved (Sorensen, 1995) . According to 

Schriner and Yell (1996), organizations such as The 

American Federation of Teachers and The National 

Association of Secondary School Principals have reported 

that the "double standard" of discipline for students with 

disabilities sends an incorrect message to students with 

disabilities and to others, making the jobs of teachers 

and administrators more difficult. A review of current 

literature regarding discipline and students with 

disabilities identified a number of relevant topics as 

follows: Current Issues Regarding Violence and Discipline 

in the Public School Setting, National Legislation 

Regarding Students with Disabilities, Discipline of 

Students with Disabilities, Court Cases Regarding the 
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Disciplining of Students with Disabilities, National 

Responses to School Violence, Texas Response to School 

Violence : the Enactment of Senate Bill 1 and the Impact on 

Students with Disabilities. 

Violence in the Public Schools 

One need only read the daily newspaper or tune into 

the evening news broadcast to be informed of the acts of 

violence in our schools (Arndt, 1994). According to Jones 

(1994), the violence in or near our schools has reached 

epidemic proportions . Concern about school violence, which 

is reflective of the violence in our society, has become 

one of the most pressing and prominent issues of today 

(Noguera, 1995) . Although schools often are viewed as 

microcosms of society, typically reflecting their larger 

communities, the public expects schools to not only 

address academic achievement, but also to impart socially 

appropriate values, attitudes, and behaviors while 

protecting youth from the adverse affects of their 

communities (Rossman & Morley, 1996). 

Historically, school discipline has always been 

somewhat of a concern for educators. In 1940 the top 

school problems included talking out of turn, chewing gum, 

making noise, or running in the hall (Pereira, 1994) . In 
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1955 to 1956, The National Education Poll (as cited in 

Pereira, 1994), revealed that 95% of teachers described 

students as well behaved. By 1978, school violence and 

safe schools issues prompted a large-scale national survey 

conducted by the U.S. Department of Health, Education, and 

Welfare entitled, "Violent Schools-Safe Schools : The Safe 

School Study Report to the Congress" (National Institute 

of Education, 1978). The report claimed that 40% of the 

robberies and 36% of the assaults on teenagers took place 

in the schools, with higher incident rates found in the 

junior high than in the high schools. More than 100,000 

threats of physical harm to teachers were reported, and 

each month 5,200 teachers were physically attacked. By 

1980, drug and alcohol abuse, pregnancy, suicide, rape, 

robbery, and assault were noted as the top problems in 

schools. In 1992, the second leading cause of death for 

high-school age children was being shot with a gun 

(Pereira, 1994). Fist fights and verbal assaults have 

turned into more violent behaviors such as shootings, 

stabbings and more serious physical assaults and offenses 

(Young-Yon, 1995) . Daily reports of attacks, shootings, 

searches for weapons, and other activities on school 

campuses have created fear, anxiety, and uncertainty among 
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the public about what is happening to kids everyday in the 

public schools (Arndt, 1994). 

The Phi Delta Kappa Gallup Poll of Public Attitude 

Toward Public Schools (Elam & Rose, 1995) revealed that of 

all the listed problems facing schools, violence and 

discipline of disruptive students continued to be listed 

as one of the most significant problems, even surpassing 

the concerns of academic performance or curriculum choices 

in many public schools (Morrison, Furlong, & Morrison, 

1994). In a study completed by the National League of 

Cities, it was reported that nearly 40% of the 700 cities 

and towns responding said violence had increased 

noticeably in the past 5 years and another 45% of the 

cities reported that school violence had remained about 

the same over the past 5 years (Arndt, 1994) . The two most 

frequent acts of school violence are student assaults on 

other students and weapons in the classroom (Jones, 1994) . 

Violence is not unique to urban centers but also has 

spread to more rural communities (Texas EQucation Agency 

and Texas Department of Public Safety, 1995) . Attempting 

to address the concerns regarding school safety, rural and 

urban districts now often are forced to utilize financial 

resources on costly security measures rather than academic 

excellence. 



13 

Reports such as these, combined with sensationalized 

stories in the media, reflect violence in the schools to 

be at disastrous levels. Other data indicate this to not 

be true. For example, published in the Texas Independent 

District Crime Report (Texas Education Agency and Texas 

Department of Public Safety, 1995), which was ordered by 

the 73rd Legislature, the Texas Department of Public 

Safety and Texas Educat ion Agency completed a random 

sample of incidents on campuses within 50 districts over a 

3 - month reporting period. Results of the study revealed 

that: 

• 36% of campuses in the study did not report any 

crimes during the reporting period. 

• 27% of all incidents took place in the classroom. 

• Most offenses involved no weapons and were simply 

assaults and disorderly conduct. 

• A majority of all incidents, 79%, occurred on 

secondary campuses with only a small percentage being gang 

related. 

In reviewing the results of this study, one could 

conclude that perhaps reported issues of prevalent 

violence on school campuses could possibly be somewhat 

inflated (Texas Education Agency and Texas Department of 

Public Safety, 1995). A Texas Education Agency Research 
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report (1994) noted that even though overall crime rates 

in Texas are decreasing, violent crimes among juveniles 

are on the increase. Reports from two other surveys also 

reveal dismal information. The first one, completed by the 

National League of Cities (Arndt, 1994), revealed that 70% 

of the 700 cities and towns that responded to the survey 

reported that police departments regularly conduct patrols 

and other activities at school campuses, 80% reported that 

school violence is of substantial growing significance, 

and that serious injury or death resulting from school 

violence had occurred in 25% of the cities during the past 

year (Arndt, 1994). In 1993, The National School Board 

Association completed a survey which focused on school 

violence (National School Boards Association, 1993). Their 

results indicated that 4 of 5 of all school districts-

urban, suburban, and rural areas--responding believed that 

the problem of school violence is worse than it was 5 

years ago, 78% of respondents reported that they had 

exp~rienced student assaults on students, · and 61% reported 

weapons in the school . Interestingly enough, both studies 

indicated that many districts regard problems to be worse 

on other campuses or in other districts. This could 

possibly indicate that data reflect how educators and 
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parents perceive violence levels, but not necessarily what 

is actually happening on their own campus . 

In the Third Phi Delta Kappa Poll of Teacher's 

Attitudes Toward the Public Schools, teachers were asked 

selected question from The 1996 Phi Delta Kappa/Gallup 

Poll of Public Attitudes Towards Schools, to compare 

teachers' answers with the public . The public and teachers 

tend to give their local public schools higher grades than 

the nation's schools. Both teachers and the public agree 

that student discipline is still one of the top three 

problems schools face although drug use was listed as the 

most frequently mentioned problem by the public and lack 

of parental support was the most frequently mentioned 

problem listed by the teachers (Langdon, 1996). 

According to a review of research completed by Schulz 

(1996), violence does not prove to be a major concern for 

children, teachers, or school board members. Schulz 

reported that although Juvenile Justice Delinquency 

Prevention documented 3 million attempted or completed 

violent incidents in school buildings or on school 

property, all 3 million occurrences were perpetrated by 

individuals not enrolled at school or by disturbed 

students . Schulz did not identify the definition of a 

disturbed student. Approximately 6% of all juveniles and 
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8% of all delinquent youth are actually responsible for 

62% of all offenses and 68% of all violent offenses 

committed at school. Conflicting reports such as these and 

sensationalized stories in the media have contributed to 

t he difficulty in determining the severity of the problem 

of violence in the public schools and the role in which 

students with disabilities impact the problem. 

An accurate assessment of school violence is 

difficult to ascertain due to imprecise and differing 

definitions of what constitutes "violence." Other problems 

include non-standardized record keeping, the unwillingness 

to report acts of violence due to fear of reprisal or 

appearances of inadequacy, and varied perceptions of 

teachers, administrators, parents, and students as to what 

is actually occurring on their campus (Gullat & Long, 

1996; Miller, 1994). In the surveys reviewed, there is no 

information to indicate which students are exhibiting acts 

of violence in the public schools. Are they students who 

have been identified as having a disability or are they 

students who have other problems related to the society in 

which they live in? The only studies which break down 

information on students' discipline offenses are those 

which are available from the Juvenile Justice System 

regarding incarcerated youth. Several of these studies 
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tend to cite prevalence figures for youth in correctional 

facilities that are identified as having a disability. The 

range of prevalence figures appears to be so large that it 

is difficult to get a very accurate picture. For example, 

Hankins-Rider (1992) cited that her review of the 

literature indicated prevalence figures of 30% to 75% for 

delinquent youth with disabilities. Curry, Posluszny, and 

Kraska (1993) quo~ed prevalence figures of incarcerated 

youth with disabilities at 12% to 70% . In addition, Leone, 

Rutherford, and Nelson (1991) reported that their 

investigation revealed that out of 84,000 incarcerated 

juveniles in 1989, it is estimated that 28% of these are 

identified as having a disability. Various reasons are 

reported for the inability to obtain an accurate measure, 

but the emphasis is that these reports are the only ones 

which designate specific prevalence figures of individuals 

with disabilities that have been incarcerated for 

inappropriate acts. It is clear that further research and 

better reporting procedures are needed in order to develop 

a more accurate representation of what is actually 

occurring in the schools, as well as in correctional 

facilities. 

School discipline and issues of violence in our 

communities are of grave concern to educators and when 
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violence does occur in the schools it draws away from 

teaching and learning (Jones, 1994). In addition, the 

continued and sensationalized media coverage of violence 

in the schools only succeeds in creating a destructive 

impact on students, teachers, and other staff and is 

driving many good educators out of teaching (Buckner & 

Flanary, 1996). 

Because of the continuing reports of violence in the 

schools portrayed by the media, there is a strong 

perception across the nation and in Texas that crimes in 

schools are increasing. Pereira (1994) reported that the 

reasons for increase in violence in the schools are 

various and complicated. Four characteristics of schools 

that are reported to contribute to violence are large 

numbers of students occupying a limited space, poor 

building designs, the limited capacity for campuses to 

avoid student confrontation, and specific behavioral 

routines that are imposed on students who are not prepared 

to conform (Morrison et al., 1994). Various other 

explanations for increases in violence in the schools cite 

correlating factors such as gang activity, lack of 

parental control and supervision, increased violence on 

television, movies and video games, increased levels in 

poverty, the breakdown of the family, rising numbers of 
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abused or neglected children, and biological factors such 

as fetal alcohol syndrome, crack babies, or compromised 

prenatal and neonatal development which can cause 

significant impairments (Elam & Rose, 1995; Jones, 1994; 

Rossman & Morley, 1996). 

States have responded to the school violence issue by 

developing stricter policies regarding gun possession, as 

well as drug and alcohol use and possession. School 

districts are being forced to deal with these ever 

changing policies and unique discipline situations . 

Historically, school boards and administrators have seen 

their jobs as protecting the institution, the staff, and 

the students of public schools. Today's problems require 

more than that. They require that school boards and 

administrators work for the collaboration of schools, 

outside agencies, and juvenile justice departments in 

dealing with violence on school campuses and in the 

communities at large. State guidelines are very explicit 

on how schools are to operate and function and how 

students are supposed to behave (Noguera, 1995). 

Public outcries over the need to do something about 

violence in the schools have brought this issue to a 

critical juncture. Failure of districts to respond quickly 

and decisively could erode popular support for public 
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education (Noguera, 1995). Various measures other than 

typical expulsion and suspension have been implemented in 

school districts throughout the United States with limited 

funding and emphasis, such as peer mediation, social 

skills training, and mentoring programs. Rossman and 

Morley (1996) identified 4 categories of intervention 

strategies that schools are using to combat school 

violence : (a) modifications to the physical environment or 

security protocol, (b) modifications to the organizational 

environment, (c) introduction of curricular enhancements, 

and (d) creation of community collaboratives for problem 

solving and multiservice provision. The National School 

Board Association Survey (1993) revealed that of 600 

districts 78% use suspension, 72% use expulsion, 15% have 

metal detectors, 50% search lockers, 24% use drug dogs, 

61% use conflict resolution and peer mediation programs, 

43% use mentoring, 39% conduct multicultural sensitivity 

training, 38% provide parental skill training, and 39% 

have law-related education programs. 

Even though districts are implementing new programs 

and attempting to find new solutions, many districts 

continue to emphasize expulsion and suspension as the 

weapons of choice in keeping schools safe. In June of 

1994, Texas Attorney General Dan Morales issued a 
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statement regarding violence in Texas Schools . Morales 

expressed concern for the increases in school violence but 

stated that expelling students only moves the behaviors of 

these students "from the classroom to the street" and 

avoids dealing with the real problem (Morales, 1994, 

p. 1) . Morales supports the development of alternative 

education programs which focus on academic remediation, 

individualized attention, creative programming, self-help 

skills, conflict resolution, and anger control . 

With expulsion and suspension continuing to be a 

prevalent method of addressing student behaviors, 

discipline issues regarding students with disabilities 

have continued to be an ongoing battle due to the 

student's right to an "appropriate education" in the 

"least restrictive environment" (Portner, 1995). 

Litigation and evolving legislation will determine to what 

degree the issue of violence in the schools will have on 

educating and disciplining individuals with disabilities . 

National Legislation 

Concern for rights and services of individuals with 

disabilities took place as early as the 1820s and 1870s in 

the creation of special schools for those who suffered 

from mental illness, who were blind, and those who were 
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deaf. Throughout the years, political and societal 

influences have helped push for services and programs for 

individuals with disabilities into specific legislation. 

In 1966, Congress first addressed the educational services 

of individuals with disabilities by amending the 

Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (P . L . 

89-750), which established a federal grant program to 

states that would initiate, expand, and improve 

educational programs and projects for individuals with 

disabilities (Turnbull, 1993). In 1970, Congress repealed 

the 1966 law and replaced it with a new law (P.L. 91-230), 

which also encouraged, but did not require, states to 

address the educational issues of students with 

disabilities. Due to haphazard implementation and the 

rulings in two significant court cases, Pennsylvania 

Association for Retarded Children (PARC) v. Commonwealth 

of Pennsylvania and Mills v. D. C. Board of Education, 

Congress, in 1974, Congress responded by implementing a 

law which would require states to adopt a goal of 

providing "full educational opportunities to all 

handicapped children" (P.L. 93-380) (Turnbull, 1993). 

Congress knew this was only a temporary measure and 

immediately began working on legislation which would have 

a tremendous impact on public education and the services 
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they provided for individuals with disabilities. This 

legislation became law in 1975 and is known as The 

Education for all Handicapped Children's Act (EHA) (P . L . 

94 - 142). Since 1975, Congress has amended EHA 6 times: 1 

time in 1978 and 1983, 2 times in 1986, and 1 time in 1990 

and 1993 . The 1990 amendment to the EHA renamed the law, 

The Individuals With Disabilities Education Act. 

The IDEA went before Congress in 1996. Revisions were 

postponed due to disagreements regarding discipline 

issues. The IDEA has currently been reintroduced to the 

current legislature with changes that will affect the 

discipline of students with disabilities. Many disability 

advocacy groups strongly oppose these revisions. At the 

writing of this dissertation the bills are still in 

committees (Bootel, 1996). The Education for All 

Handicapped Children Act of 1975 (which will be referred 

to as the IDEA for the remainder of this review), was a 

direct response to the failure of public schools to 

provide educational services to students with disabilities 

(Turnbull, 1993) . The IDEA provides states and local 

school districts federal funding for special education 

programs and guarantees individuals with disabilities the 

right to a free and appropriate public education in the 

least restrictive environment, regardless of the 



handicapping condition . In order to receive these funds, 

states must comply with the substantive and procedural 

requirements set forth in the IDEA. All states currently 

accept the IDEA funds (Ordover & Boundy, 1991). The IDEA 

only addresses education and compliance is federally 

monitored by the Office of Special Education Programs 

under the United States Department of Education. 
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Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 is a 

civil rights statute which specifically prohibits 

discrimination on the basis of a disability. The 

definition of a disability under Section 504 is broader 

than the specific criteria listed in the IDEA and requires 

compliance of all programs and activities which receive 

federal funding. Turnbull (1993) reports that the 

definition of a disability as specified in Section 504 is 

more of a functional definition relying on the premise 

that one functions as a person with a handicapping 

condition or is treated as such . The definition also 

refers to those who have a record of a handicapping 

condition which substantially limits one or more major 

life activities (Turnbull, 1993). Because all schools 

receive some form of federal funding, Section 504 also 

impacts education. Although Section 504 requires many of 

the same services and programs as the IDEA, state and 
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local education agencies do not receive any federal 

funding as they do for the IDEA. The difference is that 

Section 504 is anti-discrimination legislation and the 

IDEA is a federal grant program with specific requirements 

and conditions attached. The basic rights of a "free 

appropriate education" in the "least restrictive 

environment" are granted to students with disabilities 

under Section 504 as they are in the IDEA. As a result, a 

student who is disabled under the IDEA would also be 

covered under Section 504, but a student who is considered 

disabled under the criteria of Section 504 would not 

necessarily meet the specific eligibility requirements of 

the IDEA (Ordover & Boundy, 1991; Turnbull, 1993). For 

example, a child who has a disabling condition, such as 

epilepsy or AIDS, may not need specialized instruction and 

may not meet the "educational need" criteria of the IDEA 

but would be protected against discrimination under 

Section 504. 

The most recent legislation enacted is the Americans 

With Disabilities Act (ADA) (P.L. 101-336). The ADA's 

purpose is to provide a clear and enforceable standard 

regarding discrimination of individuals with disabilities 

(Turnbull, 1993). The ADA extends civil rights protection 

to employment in the private sector, privately owned 
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public accommodations (for example, theaters, restaurants, 

shopping malls, and grocery stores), services provided by 

state and local governments, private and public 

transportation, and telecommunications. The ADA allows for 

individuals with disabilities the opportunity to fully 

participate in the community, obtain economic 

self-sufficiency, and to live as independently as 

possible. The ADA covers individual of all ages as does 

Section 504. In comparison, the IDEA only covers students 

age 3 to 21, with special amendments for provisions for 

infants and toddlers. An individual is considered disabled 

under the ADA under the same criteria as are outlined in 

Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act . Any individual who 

is considered disabled under the IDEA also would meet the 

criteria of eligibility for the ADA. Various government 

agencies monitor the compliance of the ADA and separate 

enforcement procedures and remedies for each of the major 

areas in which discrimination is prohibited (Turnbull, 

1993). The ADA has very little impact on the disciplining 

of students except that like Section 504, the ADA 

prohibits discrimination of individuals with disabilities 

from any program, facility, service, or function of public 

education . 
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The IDEA, Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 

1973, and The Americans with Disabilities Act are all 

specific legislation which have a tremendous impact on 

services and programs for individuals with disabilities. 

The IDEA and Section 504 both guarantee individuals with 

disabilities the right to a "free and appropriate public 

education" in the "least restrictive environment" 

regardless of handicapping condition (IDEA, 1993) . The 

IDEA and Section 504 do not specifically address 

discipline of students with disabilities but do ensure 

them an appropriate education, including appropriate 

discipline, through procedural safeguards and the right to 

due process (Young-Yon, 1995). Where they differ 

significantly is that Section 504 does not have any 

funding attached and it prohibits discrimination based on 

a student's disability, whereas the IDEA specifically 

requires that the state and local education agencies 

provide services and programs that will allow a student 

with a disability to benefit from their education. Because 

of this, students must be provided a free appropriate 

education in the least restrictive environment, and they 

cannot be denied access to this due to their handicapping 

condition. Many school officials interpret this to mean 

that students with disabilities are exempt from any 
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disciplinary action, which results in tying the hands of 

administrators and teachers who face the dilemma of 

providing a safe, orderly learning environment while 

following the letter of the law and attempting to deal 

with the ever pressing problems of school violence (Vogt & 

McGee, 1991). 

School Discipline for Students 

with Disabilities 

Disciplining of students with disabilities is quite 

controversial and has led to uncertainty among school 

administrators and teachers regarding proper procedures 

(Yell & Peterson, 1995). The Office of Special Education 

Programs (OSEP) states that it is essential that we 

emphasize that the guarantee of the rights of students 

with disabilities is compatible with the goal of school 

safety (Heumann & Hehir, 1995). Furthermore, in regarding 

discipline for any student who misbehaves, a school should 

decide what action is most likely to correct the 

misconduct . For a disabled student, this decision must 

take into account the student's disability . Any discipline 

decision of a student with a disability, whether they are 

eligible under Section 504 or the IDEA, requires that 

school officials must review a student's specific 
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handicapping condition and educational program. If a 

student is identified as disabled under the IDEA, then an 

Individualized Education Program (IEP) should have been 

developed by an IEP committee (referred to as an Annual 

Review and Dismissal committee, ARD, in Texas), of 

specific individuals, who are delineated in the IDEA, to 

address that student's particular educational needs . Each 

IEP must address whether a student is capable of following 

the established discipline plan of the school or if an 

Individualized Behavior Management Plan has been developed 

by the IEP committee. 

The Behavior Management Plan must be individualized 

and supported by current assessment data which reflect the 

need for a modified plan of behavior (Jordon, 1995). A 

student with a disability may be disciplined as any other 

student if the ARD committee determines that the student 

is capable of following and understanding the regular code 

of conduct. Then, and only then, reasonable disciplinary 

procedures which are used for all other students may be 

applied (for example, time-out, detention, short-term 

suspension). Disciplinary procedures may not alter the 

implementation of a student's IEP nor change the placement 

of the student for more than 10 consecutive days a school 

year without convening an ARD meeting to consider 
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alternative procedures. If expulsion is deemed 

appropriate, the ARD committee must determine instruction 

and related services to be provided during the expulsion 

period (Jordon, 1995) . The IDEA and Section 504 do place 

limitations on school officials administering discipline, 

particularly the circumstances in which students can be 

excluded unilaterally from their current educational 

placement through long-term disciplinary suspension or 

expulsion. The right to an appropriate education in the 

least restrictive environment and the right to have all 

changes take place through prescribed procedures and 

complaint proceedings all limit school officials in 

disciplining students who are identified as disabled, 

those with pending evaluations or appeals, and students 

who are perceived as having a disability (Ordover & 

Boundy, 1991). 

Results of litigation and current Office of Civil 

Rights and Office of Special Education Program's 

recommendations for implementation of the law have 

specifically outlined the number of days a student may be 

placed in a setting other than his or her designated 

educational placement that was determined by the ARD 

committee or Section 504 committee (Heumann & Hehir, 

1995). As mentioned previously, interpretation and 
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monitoring the rights of individuals with disabilities in 

public education is done by the U.S. Department of 

Education, Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) for 

issues relating to the IDEA and The Office of Civil Rights 

(OCR) for issues involving Section 504 compliance . OSEP 

(cited in Heumann & Hehir, 1995) issued a memorandum to 

the Chief State School Officers from J. Heumann in the 

Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services 

and T. Hehir, the Director of the Office of Special 

Education Programs, providing guidance about current legal 

requirement of the IDEA for addressing issues and 

procedures regarding disciplining students with 

disabilities. In the memorandum, OSEP emphasized the need 

for IEP committees to review behaviors warranting long 

term suspension or expulsion to ensure behavior was not 

due to inadequate services or placement and that the 

behavior was not directly linked to the handicapping 

condition. OSEP further specified that behaviors which 

were linked prohibited suspensions or expulsions exceeding 

10 days. If the behaviors were not linked, then students 

may be expelled or suspended for more than 10 days 

providing procedural safeguards are followed and 

educational services continue during the removal . The OSEP 

memorandum also informed the chief state school officers 
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that students whose behavior is severe enough to endanger 

himself or others could be removed by a court order, even 

if the behavior and the disability were linked. In 

addition, Recent Amendments to IDEA by the Improving 

America's Schools Act permit a change of placement for 45 

days if a student brings a firearm to school, even if 

parents disagree. 

This memorandum has been perceived by attorneys and 

school officials as regulatory. The importance of 

memorandums is currently being challenged in the revisions 

of the IDEA with some legislators expressing concern that 

a government office would have the authority to establish 

regulations ("IDEA Bills Would Restrict Education's Use of 

Policy Letters," 1996) . According to Ordover and Boundy 

(1991), any school official who fails to provide students 

with disabilities an appropriate education and then 

disciplines that student for behaviors which are causally 

linked to the inappropriate programming and placement 

decisions, violates both the IDEA and Section 504. 

The IDEA and Section 504 do not specifically address 

discipline procedures; therefore, inconsistencies and 

improper procedures can and do occur. Long-term disputes 

have existed over federal and state interpretation of the 

IDEA's implementation of a "free appropriate education" 
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(Schnaiberg, 1995). According to Schnaiberg, some believe 

that this has led parents and students to interpret that 

there are no consequences for their behaviors. Although, 

in reality, students with disabilities are not exempt from 

disciplinary action under the IDEA or Section 504. 

Attorneys, court decisions, OCR, and OSEP have all played 

a part in interpreting the IDEA and Section 504. A review 

of the literature indicates that there are many 

publications available which interpret regulations 

concerning the IDEA and explicitly outline proper 

procedures such as "Discipline in the School" by Hartwig 

and Ruesch (1994) and "The Legal Handbook For Texas School 

Administrators" by Walsh, Anderson, Underwood, Schulze, 

and Aldridge (1996). The problems occur because school 

officials and teachers are frequently not familiar with 

these procedures, different professionals interpret the 

IDEA and Section 504 in different ways, specific 

discipline issues are sometimes unique and have not been 

addressed clearly, and courts in different districts do 

not come to the same conclusions regarding interpretations 

of the same element of the IDEA. 

According to information from the Texas State 

Teacher's Association Attorneys (1995), the inclusion of 

students with disabilities in regular classes require that 
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all teachers need to understand the legal framework of 

disciplining students with disabilities. Many students 

with disabilities are currently being included in regular 

classrooms and on regular campuses in the attempts to 

educate students with disabilities in the "least 

restrictive environment," in settings where interaction 

with non-disabled individuals can occur. School officials 

and regular classroom teachers are now having to deal with 

students who are identified as severely emotionally 

disturbed, or have significant behavioral issues which are 

related to their handicapping condition. Vogt and McGee 

(1991) proclaim that the group that appears to create the 

most difficulty for the school administrators in terms of 

available discipline are the students who are labeled 

severely emotionally disturbed. These students frequently 

exhibit behaviors which can be disruptive, inappropriate 

and sometimes violent. In a response to the growing 

concern of these students attending regular classes and 

the ·disciplining of these students, a joint statement was 

issued by The Council for Children with Behavior Disorders 

(CCBD) and The Council of Administrators of Special 

Education (CASE) on Violence In The Schools (1995). CCBD 

and CASE stated that it is often mistakenly assumed that a 

reason for the increased violence in public schools is 
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directly related to the increased number of students with 

disabilities being educated within their local public 

school environment. However, CCBD and CASE further state 

that the majority of the violent, aggressive, or 

destructive students in American Schools are not students 

receiving special education, but, rather, students whose 

behavior may be incidental to a particular emotional 

crisis. In incidents counts and attitude surveys regarding 

violence in the schools, there is no evidence to 

substantiate any claim that students with disabilities are 

the majority of violent offenders or discipline problems 

in the public school setting. In fact, the review of the 

literature reveals that other than designating racial and 

gender categories, students with disabilities are not 

counted separately in statistics regarding incident counts 

of violent activity in the public schools. 

Court Cases Which Impact Discipline 

of Students with Disabilities 

Due to the lack of guidelines regarding discipline, 

suspension and expulsion in the IDEA and Section 504, 

litigation has entangled school officials who attempt to 

balance the special educational needs and rights of 

students with the needs of schools to discipline 
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disruptive students (Hartwig & Ruesch, 1994). Court cases 

have played an instrumental part in establishing 

precedence in interpreting the IDEA in regards to 

discipline (Yell & Peterson, 1995) . 

One of the first court cases to address the issue of 

expulsion was Goss v. Lopez (1975) in which the Supreme 

Court ruled that when students are forced into suspension 

they should receive notice of hearing and afforded due 

process rights which are established under the 14th 

amendment of the U.S. Constitution (Vogt & McGee, 1991) . 

This case also specified suspension to be no more than 10 

days, any time exceeding the 10 days would be considered 

expulsion (King, 1996). The Goss v. Lopez case applied to 

all students. In 1978 Stuart v . Nappi specifically 

outlined the procedural safeguard of 94-142 with regard to 

suspension and expulsion of students with disabilities. 

These procedural safeguards are : 

1. The right to an appropriate public education 

2. The right to remain in present placement until 

resolution of special education complaint. 

3. The right to an education in the Least Restrictive 

Environment . 
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4. The right to have all placement changes fol l ow 

prescribed procedures (Vogt & McGee, 1991; Young-Yon, 

1995) . 

According to King (1996), the court also emphasized 

that handicapped children are not immune from a school's 

disciplinary process and that they are not entitled to 

participate in programs when their behavior interferes 

with t he education of other children. One year later in 

Doe v. Kroger (1979), the Federal Court refined the Nappi 

decision and concluded that a child is protected from a 

districts usual discipline procedures only when it can be 

shown that the behavior relates to a student's 

handicapping condition . The Doe v. Kroger decision did not 

specify how the relationship between the student's 

behavior and his or her disability would be established, 

leaving school officials in the dark on how to comply with 

this decision . 

In S-1 v. Turlington (1981), the court provided 

guidelines in determining the link between a students' 

behavior and his or her disability (Gale & Hawkins, 1987). 

The court decision involved three principles of law : 

1. Before expulsion a group of trained knowledgeable 

persons must determine the link between a child's 

disability and his behavior. This was required for all 
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students with disabilities not just the students 

classified as severely emotionally disturbed (link has 

been referred to in the literature as manifestation and 

nexus). 

2. Expulsion is a change of placement which invokes 

the procedural due process of P.L. 94-142 and Section 504. 

3. Expulsion is a proper disciplinary tool when there 

is no link established, but educational services must be 

delivered to prevent regression (Vogt & McGee, 1991). 

Rowley v. Board of Education (1982) further expanded 

on the determination of establishing a link between the 

student's disability and his/her behavior by recommending 

the use of "case study" procedures to determine clearly 

the relationship between what the student is able to do in 

complying with student conduct rules and what the student 

is unable to do (Gale & Harkins, 1987). 

The Ninth Circuit Court further defined linkage in 

the Doe v. Maher (1986) ruling stating that a direct 

causal relationship must exist between the misconduct and 

the student's handicap to invoke P.L. 94-142 protections 

and that this linkage must be determined by the consensus 

of the student's IEP team (King, 1996). Indirect 

relationships such as poor self-esteem, or misbehavior to 

gain peer acceptance, were rejected because the court felt 
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that this was not unique to a handicapped child. Further 

confusing the issue of forfeiture of a student's rights 

under the IDEA, the court ruled that when there is no link 

between a student's disability and the behavior, a school 

may discontinue all educational services during expulsion 

(Yell & Peterson, 1995). This decision directly 

contradicted the S-1 v. Turlington (1981) decision and was 

appealed to the U.S. Supreme Court in Honig v. Doe (1988) . 
• 

The Honig v. Doe (1988) case resulted out of issues 

regarding compliance of the "stay put" provision of P.L. 

94-142 (1975) and the guarantee of safety for all students 

if the student with the disability is left in the current 

placement. The court ruled that the "stay put" provisions 

of P.L. 94-142 are unequivocal and not subject to 

exception and that Congress intended to prevent school 

authorities from making unilateral changes of placement. 

The "stay put" provision of the P.L. 94-142, provides that 

placing a child outside of the child's present placement 

without parental consent while due process dispute is 

ongoing is prohibited and that schools may not expel 

students whose conduct is attributable to their disability 

(Turnbull, 1993) . The court also stated that the school 

could use normal, nonplacernent changing procedures, 

including temporary suspension of up to 10 days, even if 
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the parents disagree, and/or the school could seek 

injunctive relief to prevent the student from returning to 

the placement past the 10 day period if the school can 

show that the placement is likely to result in injury to 

the student or to other students in the placement (Honig 

v. Doe, 1988) . The Honig v. Doe (1988) case established 

that a removal of 10 days or less did not constitute a 

change of placement, although they did not clarify whether 

the 10 days could be cumulative or consecutive nor did 

they clarify whether a student whose behavior was not 

linked could be expelled with forfeiture of services 

(King, 1996). The decisions made in Honig v . Doe (1988) 

became the defining procedures in addressing issues 

regarding discipline of students with disabilities. The 

issue of cessation of services for students who are 

expelled has continued to be fought in the courts . In 1996 

Virginia was denied federal funding for refusing to 

provide educational services to students with disabilities 

who have been expelled. Virginia appealed to the U.S. 

Fourth Circuit Court of Appeals and lost . The court upheld 

the U.S. Office of Education's decision that public 

schools must continue to serve any disabled student who is 

expelled ("Discipline is Cause to Stop IDEA Services, 

Court Says," 1996). In a recent ruling, the full 4th 
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Circuit has ruled that the U.S . Department of Education 

cannot withhold federal funding to the Virginia Department 

of Education for cessation of services. The federal 

government is now considering a petition to the Supreme 

Court (Special Educator Report, 1997). Cessation of 

services is also a component of the current revisions 

proposed to the IDEA . 

As a direct result of the Honig v. Doe (1988) 

decision by the Supreme Court in March 1988, Texas revised 

the rules of the State board of Education for serving 

handicapped students . These new revisions provided 

additional regulations to ensure compliance with the Honig 

v. Doe (1988) decision. These new regulations stated that: 

Suspension was not to exceed 6 school days . 
Placement in an alternative educational program 
cannot exceed 10 days unless the ARD committee 
determines there is not a link between the 
student's disability and the behavior. Emergency 
removal is not to exceed 5 consecutive school 
days unless the ARD committee determines that 
the student is a threat to himself or others. If 
a parent appeals a decision then the school can 
obtain injunctive relief to remove a student . 
(Parrish, 1988, pp. 4-5) 

The unequivocal "stay put" provisions, the 

requirement of reviewing the link between a student's 

disability and their behavior, and the establishment of 

the 10-day rule for removal of students have been the 

issues regarding disciplining students with disabilities 
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that have been quite controversial among administrators 

who feel their ability to deal with issues of safety have 

been impaired (Vogt & McGee, 1991) . 

As a result of the IDEA and previous and continuing 

litigation, school officials may not apply ordinary 

procedures when disciplining student's with disabilities 

who engage in violent or disruptive behavior. Ignoring or 

misinterpreting these legal procedures can ultimately lead 

to inadvertently violating laws and possibly causing 

irreparable harm to students and incurring costly legal 

action to the district . According to Hartwig and Ruesch 

(1994), school officials believe that the legislation and 

litigation which require due process and placement 

procedures were meant to erode the school's authority to 

maintain discipline, increase officials frustration, and 

to prevent the control of disruptive and potentially 

violent students. Vogt and McGee (1991) further stated 

that since the passage of P .L. 94-142, a great deal of 

time· and resources have been spent defending legal 

challenges which often outweigh the value of the decisions 

and that "a generation of lawyers has become quite wealthy 

at the expense of the local district a nd parents" (p. 8). 

Suspension and expulsion procedures of students with 

disabilities have been more thoroughly litigated than any 
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other form of discipline (Hartwig & Ruesch, 1994) . 

According to King (1996), case law on student's with 

disabilities and OSEP regulations and guidelines have led 

to "de juren differential treatment for special education 

students, which in her opinion, was never intended by the 

authors of the IDEA. 

In light of all of this, increased violence in the 

public schools has re-emphasized and brought to the 

limelight the continuing controversy regarding the public 

schools right to discipline students with disabilities 

without being hindered by complicated and confusing 

procedures which constantly put school districts at risk 

for costly litigation. 

National Responses to Violence Issues 

The increased concern regarding violence in the 

public schools, whether based on real evidence or on 

perceptions, has forced national and state officials into 

legi·slative initiatives and amendments . These have 

trickled down to State Education Agencies (SEAs) and Local 

Education Agencies (LEAs) in the form of revised state 

legislation and procedures and stricter regulations 

regarding discipline . In 1989, President Bush introduced 

the GOALS 2000 legislation known as the "Improving 
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America's School Act" (Goals 2000 Section 705). The act 

establishes eight national education goals in which states 

are financially encouraged, but not required to implement. 

Goal #6 specifically states that "Every school in America 

will be free of drugs and violence and will offer a 

disciplined environment conducive to learning" (U . S. 

Department of Education, 1992). Approximately 4 years 

later, the U.S. Secretary of Education, Richard Riley 

announced the "Safe Schools Act . " This was the first act 

to funnel federal money to local school in order to fight 

campus crime. Grants of $75 million in 1994 and $100 

million in 1995 would go to districts most troubled by 

crime. The act stipulated that only one-third of the 

funding could be used for security measures . The remainder 

of the funding must be used for the training of personnel, 

initiation of new alternatives, and to facilitate 

collaboration with various supporting agencies (Pitch, 

1995; Texas Center for Educational Research, 1995). 

· In 1994, the Legislature amended the Elementary and 

Secondary Education Act to require states to enact laws by 

October of 1995 which require the immediate expulsion of 

students who bring firearms on school property for a 

period of at least 1 year, or risk losing federal aid 

(Portner, 1995). This amendment, commonly known as The 
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Jeffords Amendment, reflects the movement from voluntary 

action by states to federally imposed action. In regards 

to discipline of students with disabilities, the Act 

specifically states that students with disabilities can be 

placed in an alternative educational placement for 45 

days. The amendment does not specify what the setting will 

be and schools are to continue to follow the procedures 

set out in the IDEA regarding due process and 

determination of appropriate education. The link between 

the student's disability and his behavior does not affect 

the 45 day alternative placement. If parents request a due 

process hearing then the student stays in the alternative 

placement during the pendency of the hearing (Shriner & 

Yell, 1996; Zorn, 1996). 

Many states such as Texas did respond to early 

legislative initiatives, by implementing stricter state 

and local policies referred to as "zero tolerance" 

measures (Portner, 1995). These zero tolerance measures 

are defined as "policies which generally outline a set of 

behaviors that are not tolerated on the school campus and 

require immediate .removal of the student" (TEA, 1994, p. 

18) . 

In the early 1980s, Texas and many other states 

responded to concerns regarding public education that were 
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reported in a publication titled "A Nation At Risk" by 

implementing statutes which required an increase in 

state-level authority over education. This change from the 

emphasis of local control of education to state control 

was accomplished in Texas by H.B. 72. The purpose of these 

changes was to attempt to increase the efficiency of 

schools and school districts in order to meet the demands 

of a rapidly changing world {Texas Education Agency, 

1995). The 1990s have reflected policies that respond to 

the call for the restructuring of schools in order to 

develop quality education and the implementation of The 

National Goals 2000 initiative . Law makers and educators 

in Texas began to believe that a certain amount of 

authority to local districts and schools could have 

tremendous impact on implementing changes that would 

address the needs of individual districts. This ongoing 

process of decentralization has been reflected in the down 

sizing of the Texas Education Agency, the initiation of 

site-based management programs and other program 

initiatives aimed at placing more control for programming 

at the local levels. 

With the increasing emphasis on violence in the 

public schools, Texas also responded to the Goals 2000 

Initiative and the Gun Free Schools amendment to the 
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Elementary and Secondary Education Act by initiating 

Texas' "Academics 2000" Senate Bill 1 in the 74th 

Legislature . The Academics 2000 maintains and emphasizes 

the National Goals which reflect a need for violent-free 

schools. Senate Bill 1 was introduced by Congressman Bill 

Ratliff, the chairman of the Texas Senate's Education 

Committee. The Bill calls for the second major overhaul of 

the Texas Education Code in 11 years (TEA, 1995). The 

revised code implements many changes into the Texas 

Education Code by reducing the number of Texas rules and 

laws, emphasizing the current trend toward 

decentralization and local control (Texas Center for 

Educational Research, 1995). The new codes offer districts 

the opportunity to implement programs such as the 

home-rule district and the open enrollment of schools. It 

also addresses teacher salary schedules, curriculum, 

grading, and class size policies. Senate Bill 1 

specifically limits the authority of the State Board of 

Education, Texas Education Agency, and the Commissioner of 

Education to items that are listed. Any other areas 

regarding education not mentioned, are the responsibility 

of the Local Education Agencies (TEA, 1995). The revised 

education code specifically deals with educational 

programs for students with disabilities in Ch. 29 entitled 
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"Educational Programmingn and safe schools issues in Ch. 

37 entitled, "Discipline: Law and Order . '' Chapter 29 

addresses students with disabilities by a provision that 

maintains current law with regard to special education, 

deletes the provision for the inclusion pilot program, and 

adds specific guidelines for students confined to a 

hospital. Chapter 37 delineates requirements for each 

district in the development of district level codes of 

conduct, provisions for teacher removal of disruptive 

students from the classroom, mandatory expulsions for 

designated offenses, district level placement review 

committees, and the development of district and Juvenile 

Justice Alternative Educational Programs (AEPS). Placement 

of a student with disability in AEP may not be solely for 

education purposes if the student does not also meet the 

criteria for alternative placement in Section 37.006(a) or 

37.007(a) and can only be made by an admission, review, 

and dismissal committee (ARD) as established by the IDEA. 

Implementation of the new Texas Education code has 

been met with mixed reactions among educators, school 

officials, and community members. Kauffman (1995) 

accurately predicted in June that legal challenges would 

result out of the new Texas Education Code (1995). He 

reported that the challenges would most likely be based on 
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the U.S. Voting Rights, or the Procedural Due Process 

requirements of the Constitution . Specific criticisms of 

the new law are aimed at the reduction of local 

flexibility in dealing with discipline, the lack of 

required parental involvement and responsibility for the 

behavior of their children, and the possibility that 

discipline actions will become "unfair and excessiven 

neglecting to address the real issue of student behavior 

(McKay, 1995). McKay (1995) reported that supporters of 

the new law and revised code hail it as a "get toughn 

measure which empowers teachers and administrators to 

"take back the classroomn (p. 21) . 

Just as Kauffman (1995) predicted, challenges have 

already occurred regarding the application of the new 

Texas Education Code and students with disabilities as 

evidenced in the case of Lonnie I. v. Garland I.S . D . , 

1996, reported by J. Walsh in The Digest of Texas Special 

Education Hearing Officer Decisions for the 95-96 school 

year'. The case involved whether a hearing officer could 

rule on the appropriateness of the AEP placement for the 

offense in which the child had committed even though the 

ARD committee did not establish a link between the 

behavior and the disability . The Hearing Officer would not 

rule on the appropriateness of the law requiring AEP 
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placement but did review the ARD process and found all 

proper procedures to be in place. The Hearing Officer 

further stated that a principal could order emergency 

placement in AEP without ARD action for up to 10 school 

days if the student meets the criteria for AEP placement 

as established in TEC 37 . 019 (M. Walsh, 1996). 

In April 1996, a federal judge struck down the Texas 

law that requires districts in Texas to place students in 

an AEP if they are "implicated" in felony crimes. 

According to U.S. District Judge James Nowlin of Austin, 

the provision violated the student's 14th amendment rights 

of Due Process of law because it does not require that a 

student be formally charged (M. Walsh, 1996). 

On May 7, an Arlington Junior High School student 

backed by the American Civil Liberties Union (ACLU) filed 

a matter of legal challenge in Federal Court of the 

District's Discipline Policy. The student joined a lawsuit 

that was previously filed in January 1996 on behalf of 

another high school student. Both incidents involve the 

transfer of students to an AEP based on allegation of 

felony offenses and not convictions. Currently, the motion 

is pending ("Alternative Education: Discipline Policy is 

Challenged, 1996) . 
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The new revisions in the Texas Education Code do not 

in any way change the discipline procedures for students 

with disabilities. It appears that AEP placements could be 

challenged in court for all students. This could result in 

confusing discipline issues even further with students who 

have disabilities . 

Summary 

The national and state emphasis on school violence 

has resulted in initiation and revisions of legislation 

and policies regarding disciplining of students, as is 

documented in the current review of the literature. In 

their desire to assure the public that schools are 

responding to the issue of school violence, school 

officials have become increasingly rigid and inflexible 

when dealing with issues of discipline (Noguera, 1995). 

Noguera stated that officials frequently utilize 

statistics on the number of weapons confiscated, number of 

students suspended or expelled, and the number of students 

arrested for violent offenses to assure the continuation 

of funding from state and federal forces. Noguera, as well 

as others, questioned the reliability of available 

statistics on school violence. Without the availability of 

consistent reporting procedures, it is somewhat difficult 
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to ascertain the magnitude of the problem . This is 

specifically the case for disciplining of students with 

disabilities . Although administrators and school officials 

report that the complicated processes of disciplining 

students with disabilities hinder their ability to respond 

appropriately in issues regarding safety, there is a 

significant absence of information substantiating this. 

The writer suspects that just as the CCBD and CASE 

reported earlier in this review, that it is not the 

students with disabilities that actually cause 

administrators concern, it is students with other 

immediate emotional and environmental issues. In Texas, 

the new Texas Education Code requires mandatory placement 

of students in district AEPs for specific offenses . The 

procedures districts actually follow regarding the 

placement of students with disabilities is inconsistent 

and frequently violates the due process procedures of the 

IDEA and the student's right to a FAPE. There is currently 

no information regarding how many students who are 

actually seen in the principal's office for matters of 

discipline are students who have been identified as having 

a disability, nor is there information regarding 

documented reasons for placement or prevalence rates of 

students with disabilities placed in AEP. The writer 
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suspects students in Texas are being placed in AEP for 

excessive days, and for reasons regarding placement 

issues, not necessarily placement based on the offenses 

listed specifically in the new Texas Education Code 

(1995) . 

The purposes of this study were to research the 

effects of district size, administrative training, and 

years of experience of the administrator on the discipline 

of students who have been identified as special education. 

Data will be collected on actual implementation of 

discipline procedures and the new provisions of the Texas 

Education Code (1995) in various districts at the 

secondary level. 



CHAPTER III 

RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODS 

The research for this project was conducted in three 

separate phases. Phase 1 involved the creation and 

development of the research instrument through a pilot 

study. Phase 2 involved the distribution of the finalized 

instrument and Phase 3 involved the analysis of data 

collected from the final instrument. This chapter describes 

Phase 1 and Phase 2 in detail with Phase 3 discussed in 

Chapter IV. 

Phase I--The Pilot Study 

The purpose of the pilot study was to develop a valid 

and reliable survey . Responses of participants were examined 

with respect to the effects of the independent variables of 

district size, administrative training, and years of 

experience on actual disciplinary practices with special 

education students in grades 7 to 10. An extensive review of 

the literature formed the basis for the development of the 

survey questions. Experts in the field of administration and 

special education were asked to review the pilot instrument 

for content and construct validity. Those who reviewed the 

instrument were: a professor from Texas Woman's University 

54 
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in the Math and Computer Science Department, one professor 

from Educational Leadership, and two professors from the 

Special Education Department . In addition, two high school 

administrators, one administrator from special education, 

one diagnostician, and one secondary high school special 

education teacher also reviewed the pilot instrument. The 

constructs were approved with only minor suggestions in 

changes of wording of specific questions. Because the survey 

is exploratory in nature, and the purpose is to assess a 

domain of content, content validity is most appropriate 

(Lemke & Wiersma, 1976) . The pilot survey was approved by 

the Human Subjects Review Committee at Texas Woman's 

University (see Appendix A) . 

Pilot Study Subj ects 

There were 50 surveys distributed to students enrolled 

in administrative classes at Texas Woman's University. An 

additional 30 surveys were distributed in a Regional Center 

workshop on legal issues involving students with 

disabilities . An additional 1 0 surveys were distributed to 

secondary administrators in various districts who were 

familiar to the researcher. Of the 40 pilot surveys 

returned, 32 were appropriately completed. This yielded a 

response rate of 44%. Respondents r emained anonymous and 

participation was strictly voluntary . Return and completion 



of the survey was considered voluntary consent for 

participation. 

Pilot Study Results 
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The results of the pilot study indicated a need for 

minor changes in order to clarify the questions. The average 

time for completion of the survey reported by respondents 

was 12 minutes. It also was evident that isolating 10th 

grade administrators from 11th and 12th grade administrators 

was not going to be possible . Many of returned surveys 

reported all three grade levels checked for the question 

which asked, "Which grade level do you supervise?" 

Therefore respondents who supervise grades 7 to 12 were 

included in the study. A copy of the pilot instrument is 

located in Appendix B. 

Phase !!--Final Study 

Subject Information 

Surveys were distributed at the Texas Association of 

Secondary School Principals (TASSP) Spring meeting in 

Austin, Texas, on February 5, 6, and 7, 1997. Permission to 

distribute the surveys was obtained from the Executive 

Director of TASSP prior to the meeting . A total of 175 

surveys was handed out at the conference with 137 returned 

in person or at designated return boxes left at the 

conference registration table. In order to increase sample 
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size, an additional 155 surveys were mailed to schools which 

were randomly selected from the Texas School Book Directory 

(TEA, 1996). A packet of surveys was mailed to the building 

principal with a request to distribute to administrators who 

were responsible for discipline on their campus (see 

Appendix C). Random selection was obtained by selecting 

every 10th district within the district size level needed. 

An attempt was made to equitably distribute surveys by 

district size basing response rate at an expected 30% return 

rate. A total of 67 surveys was returned, yielding a return 

rate of 43%. In an attempt to maximize sample size, 30 total 

surveys were sent to several Regional Service Center 

Consultants and to a college professor who taught 

Administrative Classes at a nearby university. A total 

of 5 surveys was returned, yielding a return rate of 17% . 

A total of 365 surveys was distributed with 209 returned, of 

which 7 were spoiled due to missing data . Overall rate of 

return was 44% . Respondents remained anonymous and 

participation was strictly voluntary. Completion and return 

of the survey was considered voluntary consent for 

participation. An internal reliability scale alpha was 

reported at .34 for the survey inst~ument. Reliability is 

defined as how consistently a data collection process 

measures whatever it is measuring (Vockell & Asher, 1995). 

Experts in the field report several reasons for low 
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reliability, two of which directly relate to this research: 

(a) questions which attempt to focus on different 

characteristics, and (b) characteristics of respondents 

(Vockell & Asher, 1995) . A copy of the cover letter and the 

final instrument can be found in Appendix D. 

This study sought to answer the following research 

questions: 

1 . What are the characteristics of Administrators who 

responded to questions regarding disciplining of special 

education students? 

2 . Are there differences in the responses of 

administrators to questions regarding disciplining of 

special education students with respect to district size? 

3. Are there differences in the responses of 

administrators to questions regarding discipline of special 

education students with respect to an administrator's level 

of training in the area of special education? 

4. Are there differences in the responses of 

administrators to questions regarding disciplining of 

special education students with respect to an 

administrator's years of experience? 

5. What are responding administrator's estimates of the 

number of special education students seen for discipline 

reasons within a week time period? 
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6. How do administrators determine that the students 

they are seeing for discipline reasons are special education 

students? 

7. How do administrators determine what discipline 

alternative will be utilized for a special education 

student? 

8. What is the current knowledge of administrators 

regarding laws regulations and procedures in regard to the 

discipline of special education students? 

9. What is the current knowledge of administrators 

regarding laws regulations and procedures specific to the 

state of Texas in regard to the discipline of special 

education students? 

10. What disciplinary options are utilized by districts 

for special education students? 

11. What do secondary administrators identify as the 

emerging issues in respect to disciplining students in 

special education? 



CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

The purposes of this study were to determine whether 

the independent variables of district size, administrative 

training, and years of experience had any effect on 

secondary administrators knowledge of or practices related 

to the disciplining of students who had been identified as 

receiving special education services and to answer the 11 

research questions presented in Chapter III . Data were 

collected, coded, and entered into a data file which was 

analyzed using SPSS 6.0 for Windows. Descriptive statistics 

utilizing frequency counts were tabulated for each 

independent and dependent variable. 

In addition, a chi-square analysis of data was 

tabulated to measure \\how likely it is that the obtained 

distribution of scores was merely a chance variation from a 

theoretical or expected distribution of those scores" 

(Vockell & Asher, 1995, p . 323). In utilizing a chi-square 

test, we are able to determine whether two variables are 

statistically independent or unrelated. If variables are 

independent then, "knowing the value of one variable tells 

you nothing about the value of the other variable" (Norusis, 

60 
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1991, p. 263). Inversely, if the variables are not 

independent, then they are somehow related or have something 

in common. "When a relationship exists between two variables 

then knowing the value of one variable can sometimes be 

helpful in predicting the value of the other variablen 

(Norusis, 1991, p . 264) . As a result of the chi-square 

analysis, all possible combinations of variables were 

generated with 17 chi-squares reported as significant at a 

. 05 level of significance. 

Table 1 presents data collected which address research 

question number 1, "What are the characteristics of 

administrators who responded to the survey questions 

regarding disciplining of special education students?" 

Analysis indicates that respondents were overwhelmingly 

Caucasian, males, between the ages of 36 to 55, and working 

as assistant principals. A greater number of respondents was 

responsible for the supervision of the upper secondary grade 

levels, 9 to 12 rather than grades 7 to 8. 

Research question number 2 asked, "Are there 

differences in the responses of administrators regarding 

discipline of special education students with respect to 

district size?" Analysis of data in Table 2 presents 

information regarding the number of respondents from each 

district size level . District sizes were broken down into 

four levels based on the student population of the district. 
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Student population information was obtained from the Texas 

School Book Directory (TEA, 1996). The largest response rate 

was from districts in the Level III size range with average 

daily attendance rates (ADA) ranging from 7,001 to 30,000. 

Districts with ADA ranging from 1 to 2,000 {Level I) had the 

smallest response rate. Response rates from districts in 

size levels of 2,001 to over 30,000 were fairly equitable. 

General response rates were considered adequate. 

Tabl e 1 

Characteristics of Responding Administrators 

Characteristics 

Sex: (N = 201 ) 

Male 

Female 

Age Group : (N = 201) 

25-30 

31-35 

36-45 

46-55 

> 55 

Ethnicity: (N = 201) 

Caucasian 

Native American 

African American 

Hispanic 

Job description (N = 200) 

Building Principal 

Number 

135 

66 

10 

25 

84 

69 

13 

145 

1 

22 

33 

19 

Percent 

67 

33 

5 

12 

42 

34 

7 

72 

0 

11 

16 

10 



Table 1 (continued) 

Characteristics 

Assistant Principal 

Other 

Grades supervised : 
(N = 200) 

7th 

8th 

9th 

10th 

11th 

12th 

Table 2 

Number 

176 

5 

83 

83 

101 

102 

97 

93 

Responses by District Size Levels (N = 201) 

District population levels Number 

Levels: 

I 1- 2,000 37 

II 2,001- 7,000 52 

III 7,001-30,000 59 

IV over 30,000 53 

Percent 

88 

3 

41 

41 

50 

51 

48 

46 

Percent 

18 

26 

29 

26 
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Of the 17 chi-square analyses, 12 reported significance 

at the .OS level indicating district size to be a 

significant factor. Tables 3 to 14 present these data. 

The data presented in Table 3 indicate that administrators 

can easily recognize special education students by district 
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size to be significant . Results indicate that as District 

Size increases the less likely an administrator is to easily 

recognize a student being seen for discipline as a special 

education student. 

Table 3 

Chi-square: Administrators Can Easily Recognize Special 

Education Students by District Size 

Administrators 1-2,000 
recognize 

2,001-
7,000 

students 

Yes 

No 

Column total 

Chi-square 

Pearson 

* 12 < . OS . 

27 25 

10 27 

37 52 
(19%) ( 26%) 

Value 

58.06237 

7,001-
30,000 

8 

51 

59 
(30%) 

df 

3 

> 30,000 

4 

48 

52 
(26%) 

Row 
total 

64 
(32%) 

136 
( 68%) 

200 
(100%) 

Significance 

.00000* 

Data in Table 4 suggest that an administrator from a 

larger district would be more likely to have a list to 

identify a student who is receiving special education 

services. Table 5 presents data indicating that larger 

districts are more likely to have the teacher indicate on 

the referral form that a student sent to the office for 

discipline is receiving special education services. 



Table 4 

Chi-square: Special Education Student List Kept in 

Administrator's Office by District Size 

List kept in 
administrator 
office 

Yes 

No 

Column total 

Chi-square 

Pearson 

* 2 < .05. 

Table 5 

1-2,000 

24 

13 

37 
(19%) 

2,001-
7,000 

38 

14 

52 
(26%) 

Value 

10.60446 

7,001-
30,000 

44 

15 

59 
(30%) 

df 

3 

> 30,000 

48 

4 

52 
(26%) 

Row 
total 

154 
( 77%) 

46 
(23 %) 

200 
(100%) 

Significance 

.01407* 
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Chi-square: Special Education Students Identified by Teacher 

on the Discipline Referral Form by District Size 

Teacher 
identifies 
student 

Yes 

No 

Column total 

1-2,000 

37 

37 
( 19%) 

2,001-
7,000 

1 

51 

51 
(26%) 

7,001-
30,000 

2 

57 

59 
(30%) 

> 30,000 Row 
total 

6 9 
5%) 

44 189 
(96%) 

50 198 
(25%) (100%) 



Table 5 (continued) 

Chi-square 

Pearson 

* 12 < . 05. 

Value 

9.17149 

df 

3 

Significance 

.02710* 
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Data presented in Table 6 suggest that larger districts 

are more likely to use the discipline alternative of peer 

mediation as a discipline alternative for students who are 

receiving special education services. The data in Table 7 

suggest that larger districts are more likely to use social 

skills training as a discipline alternative for students who 

are receiving special education services . 

Table 6 

Chi - square: Discipline Alternative of Peer Mediation by 

District Size 

Peer 
mediation 

Yes 

No 

Column total 

Chi-square 

Pearson 

* 12 < • 05. 

1-2,000 2,001-
7,000 

11 14 

26 38 

37 52 
(18%) (26%) 

Value 

30.94849 

7,001- > 30,000 Row 
30,000 total 

37 38 100 
(50%) 

22 15 101 
(50%) 

59 53 201 
(29%) (26%) (100%) 

df Significance 

3 .00000* 
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Table 7 

Chi-square: Discipline Alternative of Social Skills Training 

by District Size 

Social skills 
training 

Yes 

No 

Column total 

Chi-square 

Pearson 

* 2 < .05. 

1-2,000 

10 

27 

37 
(18%) 

2,001-
7,000 

24 

28 

52 
(26%) 

Value 

11.76972 

7,001-
30,000 

34 

25 

59 
(29%) 

df 

3 

> 30,000 

32 

21 

53 
(26%) 

Row 
total 

100 
( 50%) 

101 
( 50%) 

201 
(100%) 

Significance 

. 00822* 

Data presented in Table 8 suggest that larger districts 

are more likely to utilize law enforcement as a discipline 

alternative for students receiving special education 

services. Table 9 presents data suggesting that larger 

districts are more likely to discipline option of family 

counseling for students receiving special education 

services. Table 10 presents data suggesting that larger size 

districts are more likely to utilize the discipline 

alternative of a behavior specialist for students receiving 

special education services. 



Table 8 

Chi-square : District Size by Discipline Alternative of Law 

Enforcement 

Law 
enforcement 

Yes 

No 

Column total 

Chi - square 

Pearson 

* R < .05 . 

Table 9 

1-2,000 

19 

18 

37 
( 18%) 

2,001-
7,000 

29 

23 

52 
( 26%) 

Value 

10.52148 

7,001 -
30,000 

47 

12 

59 
(29%) 

df 

3 

> 30,000 

32 

21 

53 
(26%) 

Row 
total 

127 
( 63 %) 

74 
( 3 7%) 

201 
(100%) 

Significance 

.01462* 

Chi-square: Discipline Alternative of Family Counseling by 

District Size 

Family 1-2,000 2,001- 7,001- > 30,000 Row 
counseling 7,000 30,000 total 

Yes 12 22 20 32 86 
(43%) 

No 25 30 39 21 115 
(57%) 

Column total 37 52 59 53 201 
(18%) (26%) (29%) (26%) (100%) 

Chi - square Value df Significance 

Pearson 10 . 22885 3 .01672* 

* R < . 05. 
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Table 10 

Chi-square: Discipline Alternative of Behavior Specialist by 

District Size 

Behavior 
specialist 

Yes 

No 

Column total 

Chi-square 

Pearson 

* 2 < .05. 

1-2,000 

24 

13 

37 
( 18%) 

2,001-
7,000 

33 

19 

52 
( 26%) 

Value 

7.94566 

7,001-
30,000 

38 

21 

59 
(29%) 

df 

3 

> 30,000 

45 

8 

61 
( 3 0%) 

Row 
total 

140 
(70%) 

61 
(3 0% ) 

201 
(100%) 

Significance 

.04715* 

Data presented in Table 11 suggest that larger 

districts are more likely to use expulsion as a discipline 

alternative for students receiving special education 

services . The data in Table 12 indicate that as district 

size increases, the likelihood increases that an 

administrator will suspend a special education student 

who does not have a specific behavior management plan. 
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Table 11 

Chi - square : Discipline Alternative of Expulsion by District 

Size 

Expulsion 
as an 
alternative 

Yes 

No 

Column total 

Chi-square 

Pearson 

* Q < .05. 

Table 12 

1-2,000 

18 

19 

37 
(18%) 

2,001-
7,000 

32 

20 

52 
( 26%) 

Value 

7 . 98258 

7,001-
30,000 

43 

16 

59 
(29%) 

df 

3 

> 30,000 

39 

14 

53 
(26%) 

Row 
total 

132 
( 66%) 

69 
(34%) 

201 
(100%) 

Significance 

.04637* 

Chi-square: Suspension of a Special Education Student with 

No Specific Behavior Management Plan by Dist rict Size 

Likelihood 1-2,000 
of suspension 

Yes 32 

No 4 

Column total 36 
(19%) 

2,001-
7,000 

49 

3 

52 
( 27%) 

7,001-
30,000 

55 

0 

55 
(28%) 

> 30,000 

45 

7 

52 
(27%) 

Row 
total 

181 
( 93%) 

14 
( 7%) 

195 
(100%) 



Table 12 (continued) 

Chi-square 

Pearson 

* :Q < . 05. 

Value 

8.32380 

df 

3 

Significance 

.03977* 
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Data analysis presented in Table 13 suggests that 

districts over 7,000 and up to 30,000 are more likely to 

use AEP as a discipline option for a special education 

student who does not have a specific behavior management 

plan. Data presented in Table 14 suggest that administrators 

in districts with ADA ranging from 2,000 to 7,000 and those 

over 30,000 are more likely to indicate that current 

regulations hinder their ability to discipline students 

in special education . 

Table 13 

Chi-square: Use of an AEP as a Disciplinary Option for 

Special Education Students Who Do Not Have a Specific 

Behavior Management Plan by District Size 

Use .of an 
AEP as option 

Yes 

No 

Column total 

1-2,000 

30 

6 

36 
(18%) 

2,001-
7,000 

42 

10 

52 
(26%) 

7,001-
30,000 

52 

7 

59 
(30%) 

> 30,000 

34 

19 

53 
(27%) 

Row 
total 

158 
(79%) 

42 
(21%) 

200 
(100%) 



Table 13 (continued) 

Chi-square 

Pearson 

* Q < .05 . 

Table 14 

Value 

10.51782 

df 

3 

Significance 

. 01464* 

Chi-square: Current Regulations Hinder the Ability of 

Administrators to Discipline Students in Special Education 

by District Size 

Current 1-2,000 2,001-
7,000 regulations 

hinder ability 
to discipline 

Yes 

No 

Column total 

Chi-square 

Pearson 

* Q < .05. 

17 33 

19 16 

36 49 
(19%) ( 25%) 

Value 

11. 28795 

7,001-
30,000 

24 

32 

56 
(29%) 

df 

3 

> 30,000 

36 

16 

52 
(27%) 

Row 
total 

110 
(57%) 

83 
(43%) 

193 
(100%) 

Significance 

. 01027* 
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Table 15 presents data collected which address research 

question number 3, "Are there differences in the responses 

of administrators to questions regarding discipline of 

special education students with respect to an 

administrator's level of training in the area of special 

education?" Dat a presented in Table 15 describe the 

educational level and specific special education training of 

the administrators who responded. A majority of respondents 

had master's degrees or master's degrees plus 30 college 

credit hours . Specific training in special education was 

documented by how many hours of college credit or clock 

hours of training had been obtained by each respondent in 

the area of special education. A majority of respondents 

had 1 to 2 clock hours or greater than 25 clock hours of 

training. There were 40% who had no college credit in 

special education, but 22% indicated they had one 3-hour 

course credit . 



Table 15 

Administrators' Level of Training in the Area of Special 

Education 

Training 

Education level: (N = 201) 

Bachelor's, working on master's 
degree 

Master's degree 

Master's degree+ 30 

Doctorate 

Post-doctorate 

Clock hours of special 
education training:* (N = 198) 

1-6 

7-12 

13-18 

19 -2 4 

> 25 

College credit in special education: 
(N = 201) 

None 

3 credit hours 

6 credit hours 

9 credit hours 

12+ credit hours 

Number 

6 

95 

92 

5 

3 

39 

45 

30 

15 

69 

80 

44 

36 

21 

20 

Percent 

3 

47 

46 

3 

2 

19 

22 

15 

8 

34 

40 

22 

18 

10 

10 

74 

*In general, 6 clock hours of training normally constitutes 
a full day . 



75 

Chi-square analysis indicated only one variable 

to be significant at the .05 level in relationship to 

administrator training in the area of special education. 

This was the variable measured by the survey question, "Do 

you have to continue to provide special education services 

to students when they are expelled?" Data are presented in 

Table 16 which indicate that administrators with more hours 

of special education training were more likely to report 

that education services must be given to special education 

students who are expelled . 

Table 16 

Chi-square: Educational Services for Expelled Students by 

Hours of Special Education Training for Administrators 

Educational 
services for 
expelled 
students 

Yes 

No 

Column total 

Chi-square 

Pearson 

* 12 < . 05. 

1-6 
hrs 

25 

12 

37 
{19%) 

7-12 
hrs. 

34 

9 

43 

13-18 
hrs. 

25 

4 

29 
{22%) { 15%) 

Value 

11. 21755 

19-24 
hrs. 

15 

0 

15 
{ 8%) 

df 

4 

> 25 
hrs . 

60 

8 

68 
{35%) 

Row 
total 

159 
{ 83%) 

33 
{17%) 

192 
(100%) 

Significance 

. 02422* 
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Table 17 presents data collected which address research 

question number 4, "Are there differences in the responses 

of administrators to questions regarding disciplining of 

special education with respect to an administrator ' s years 

of experience?" Data presented in Table 17 suggest that a 

majority of respondents reported 1 to 5 years of experience. 

In general, the greatest number of respondents ranged in 

experience from less than 1 year to 10 years . Only a 

relatively small number of respondents reported experience 

greater than 15 years . 

Table 17 

Years of Administrative Experience (N = 200) 

Years of experience Number Percent 

< 1 year 25 12 

1-5 years 96 48 

6-10 years 52 26 

11-15 years 10 5 

> 15 years 17 9 

Chi-Square analysis indicated the variable of years 

of administrative experience to be significant at the .05 

level on only one variable. This variable was measured by 

the survey question, "In your opinion, do the current 

regulations hinder your ability to discipline students 



in special education?" Data presented in Table 18 suggest 

that administrators with 1 to 5 years experience are more 

likely to indicate current regulations to be a hindrance 

to their abil ity to discipline special education students. 

Table 18 

Chi - square : Current Regulations Hinder the Ability of 

Administrators to Discipline Students in Special Education 

by Years of Administrative Experience 

Regulations < 1 
hinder yr. 
administrator 

Yes 11 

No 13 

Column total 24 
(13%) 

Chi-sguare 

Pearson 

* 12. < .05. 

1-5 
yrs. 

61 

32 

93 
( 48%) 

6-10 
yrs . 

20 

28 

48 
(25%) 

Value 

10.08955 

11-15 
yrs . 

5 

5 

10 
( 5%) 

df 

4 

> 15 
yrs . 

12 

5 

17 
( 9%) 

Row 
total 

109 
( 57%) 

83 
(43%) 

192 
(100%) 

Significance 

. 03895* 

Tables 19 and 20 present data collected which 
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address research question number 5, "What are responding 

administrators estimates of the numbers of special education 

students seen for discipline reasons within a week time 

period . " Two survey questions were asked to address this 

research question . Question number 1 asked, "In your 

estimation, how many students do you see for discipl i ne 
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reasons in a week?" Question 2 asked, "How many of these 

students that are seen for discipline in a week are special 

education students?" Table 19 presents data suggesting that 

a majority of responding administrators see more than 40 

students within a week for discipline reasons. In general, 

more than 20 students are seen by respondents within a week 

for discipline reasons. 

Table 19 

Estimation of the Number of Students Seen for Discipline 

Reasons in 1 Week (N = 200) 

Students seen Number Percent 

1 - 5 students 12 6 

6-10 students 13 7 

11-15 students 17 9 

16-20 students 25 12 

21-30 students 39 19 

31-40 students 37 18 

> 40 students 57 28 

Table 20 presents data regarding the best estimate of 

the respondents as to how many of the students that are seen 

for discipline in a week are special education students . A 

majority of respondents reported that 1 to 5 of the students 

seen for discipline within a week time period are special 
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education students. In general, responding administrators 

see 1 to 10 students. Chi-square analysis indicated no 

significance between the independent variables of district 

size, administrative training, and years of administrative 

experience and the variables of estimates of students seen 

or special education students seen in a week. 

Table 20 

Estimation of the Number of Students Seen Which Are Special 

Education Students 

Students seen Number Percent 

1-5 students 72 36 

6-10 students 62 31 

11-15 students 36 18 

16-20 students 23 11 

21-30 students 5 3 

31-40 students 0 0 

> 40 students 2 1 

Table 21 presents information which addresses research 

question number 6, "How do administrators determine that the 

students they are seeing for discipline reasons are special 

education students? " Data are presented regarding how 

administrators determine if the students they are seeing for 

discipline reasons are special education students . A 
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majority of responding administrators reported that they 

identify students who are receiving special education 

services by a list which is kept in their office. There were 

9 administrators who indicated that they did not usually 

know if the students were special education students and 2 

reported that it did not matter if students they were seeing 

in their offices for discipline reasons were special 

education students. A chi-square analysis indicated three of 

these variables measured regarding how special education 

students are identified by administrators when being seen 

for discipline reasons, were reported significant at the . 05 

level of significance . The variables measured by students 

easily recognized by district size (presented in Table 3), 

students identified by a list kept in administrator's office 

by district size (presented in Table 4), and students 

identified by teacher indicating on the discipline referral 

form by district size (presented in Table 5) all showed a 

distinct relationship with district size. Data indicated 

that larger size districts were more likely to identify 

special education students seen in their office for 

discipline reasons by referring to a list. Larger districts 

also were more likely to have a teacher indicate on the 

referral form that a student is one who is receiving special 

education services and were less likely to recognize a 



special education student seen in their offices for 

discipline reasons . 

Table 21 

How Special Education Students are Identified by 

Administrators When Being Seen for Discipline Reasons 

How students are identified 

List in office 

Small school, students easily 
recognized 

Call special education 
department/teacher 

Do not usually know 

It does not matter 

Teacher indicates on discipline 
referral form 

Number 

154 

64 

24 

9 

2 

9 

Percent 

77 

32 

12 

5 

1 

5 

81 

Table 22 presents data collected which address research 

question number 7, "How do administrators determine what 

discipline alternatives will be utilized for a special 

education student?" The data in Table 22 suggest that a 

majority of administrators do look for a specific behavior 

management plan in a student's IEP before making decisions 

regarding discipline for students receiving special 

education services. None of these variables were found to be 

significant on a chi-square analysis. 
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Table 22 

Basis for Discipline Procedure Decisions with Students 

Receiving Special Education Services (N = 199) 

Basis for discipline procedure Number 

District policies 40 

School code of conduct easily 41 
recognized 

Look for behavior management plan 157 

Percent 

20 

20 

78 

Table 23 presents data collected which address 

research question number 8, "What is the current knowledge 

of administrators regarding laws, regulations, and 

procedures in the disciplining of special education 

students?" Data presented in Table 23 suggest that a 

majority of respondents reported that special education 

students could be suspended and expelled. Responses varied 

regarding the number of days a special education student 

could be suspended with a majority indicating 10 days. A 

significant number of respondents indicated 16 days and a 

few indicated 5 or 7 days. A total of 14 respondents 

indicated that the number of days did not matter and 16 

respondents did not answer the question. A majority of 

respondents indicated that if a "link'' is established 

between the student's behavior and disability, then the 
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special education student could not be e xpelled and that a 

current appropriate assessment must be available in order to 

discuss the link. A majority of respondents indicated that 

the expulsion process is different for a special education 

student and that special education services must be provided 

to special education students who are expell ed. I n addition, 

a majority of respondents agreed that a special education 

student could be removed from campus without having an ARD 

meeting for bringing a weapon to school. 

Table 23 

Current Knowledge of Administrators Regarding Laws, 

Regulations , and Procedures in the Disciplining of Special 

Education Students 

Knowledge of administrators 

If no behavior management plan, can special 
education student be suspended? (N = 195) 

Yes 

No 

If no behavior management plan, can speci al 
education student be expelled? (N = 197) 

Yes 

No 

Total days a special education student can 
be suspended without having an ARD meeting 
(N = 185) 

5 days 

6 days 

7 days 

Number 

181 

14 

114 

83 

11 

22 

2 

Percent 

90 

7 

57 

41 

6 

11 

1 



Table 23 (continued) 

Knowledge of administrators 

10 days 

12 days 

16 days 

20 days 

Does not matter 

Did not respond 

Process to expel a special education 
student: {N_ = 196) 

Same 

Different 

Special education student can be removed 
from campus without an ARD for gun at 
school : {N_ = 199) 

Yes 

No 
Services have to provided to expelled 
students: {N_ = 194) 

Yes 

No 
Is current appropriate assessment needed to 
diSCUSS II link? II m = 196) 

Yes 

No 
Can student be expelled when there i s a 
link? rn: = 195) 

Yes 

No 

Number 

92 

1 

43 

0 

14 

16 

23 

173 

193 

6 

161 

33 

181 

15 

23 

172 

84 

Percent 

46 

1 

21 

0 

7 

8 

11 

86 

96 

3 

80 

16 

90 

8 

11 

86 

Two of the variables in Table 11 were reported to 

be significant in a chi-square analysis, suspension of a 

special education student with no specific behavior 
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management plan by district size (data presented in Table 

12), and suspension of a special education student with no 

specific behavior management plan by midmanagement 

certification, in which data are presented in Table 24. Chi

square analysis in Table 12 reported that larger size 

districts were more likely to suspend special education 

students who do not have a specific behavior management 

plan. Table 24 presents a chi-square analysis of the 

independent variable midmanagement certification and 

suspension of a special student. Respondents with 

midmanagement certification were more likely to respond that 

they suspend special education students who do not have a 

specific behavior management plan. 

Table 24 

Chi-square: Suspension of a Special Education Student With 

No Specific Behavior Management Plan by Midmanagement 

Certification 

Suspension of 
student with 
no plan 

Yes 

No 

Column total 

Midmanagement 
certification 
(yes) 

172 

11 

183 
( 94 % ) 

Midmanagement 
certification 
(no) 

9 

3 

12 
( 6%) 

Row total 

181 
(93%) 

14 
( 7%) 

195 
(100%) 



Table 24 (continued) 

Chi-square 

Pearson 

* R < . 05. 

Value 

6.09351 

df 

1 

Significance 

.01357* 

Table 25 presents data collected which address 
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research question number 9, "What is the current knowledge 

of administrators regarding laws, regulations, and 

procedures in regard to the disciplining of special 

educations, specific to Texas?" Data are presented regarding 

the knowledge of administrators regarding the laws, 

regulations, and procedures as it applies to the discipline 

of special education students specific to the state of 

Texas . According to the data, a majority of respondents 

indicated that placement of a special education in an AEP 

does not require an ARD meeting even if the student is 

placed in AEP due to felony involvement . A majority of 

respondents indicated that a special education student could 

not be placed in AEP solely for educational purposes and 

that the new provisions in the Texas Education Code do not 

supersede the regulations for the Individuals With 

Disabilities Education Act. 
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Table 25 

Knowledge of Administrators Regarding Laws, Regulations, and 

Procedures in Regard to the Discipline of Students Receiving 

Special Education Services, Specific to Texas 

Knowledge of administrators Number Percent 

Placement of special education student in AEP 
requires an ARD: (N = 196) 

Yes 

No 

Placement of special education student in AEP 
due to felony involvement requires an ARD: 
(N = 199) 

Yes 

No 

Placement of a special education student in 
AEP can be solely for educational purposes 
(N = 194) 

Yes 

No 

Can a special education be placed in AEP as a 
discipline option when there is no specific 
behavior management plan: (N = 200) 

Yes 

No 

54 

142 

34 

165 

34 

160 

158 

42 

Table 26 presents data reported in a chi-square 

analysis of the variable related to special education 

students being placed in AEP without an ARD by the 

independent variable of midmanagement certification. 

27 

71 

17 

82 

17 

80 

79 

21 
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Data presented in Table 26 indicates that those with 

midmanagement certification were more likely to state that a 

special education student can be placed in AEP without an 

ARD . 

Table 26 

Chi-square: Placement of a Special Education Student in AEP 

Without an ARD by Midmanagement Certification 

Placement in Midmanagement 
AEP without an certification 
ARD (yes) 

Yes 

No 

Column total 

Chi-square 

Pearson 

* l2 < . 05. 

48 

137 

185 
(94%-) 

Value 

4 . 25457 

Midmanagement 
certification 
(no) 

6 

5 

11 
( 6%-) 

df 

1 

Row total 

54 
(28%-) 

142 
(72%-) 

196 
(100%-) 

Significance 

.03914* 

Table 27 presents data collected which address 

research question number 10, "What discipline options are 

utilized by districts for special education students?" Data 

are presented related to the discipline options that 

respondents indicate are utilized in their districts for 

students in special education. A majority of respondents 
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indicated that detention followed by suspension and time out 

were all available in their districts. 

Table 27 

Discipline Options Utilized by Districts for Special 

Education Students (N = 201) 

Option Number Percent 

Suspension 

Yes 186 93 

No 15 8 

Detention 

Yes 196 98 

No 15 3 

Time Out 

Yes 178 89 

No 23 11 

Expulsion 

Yes 132 66 

No 69 34 

Social Skills Training 

Yes 100 50 

No 101 50 

Peer Mediation 

Yes 100 50 

No 101 50 

Law Enforcement 

Yes 127 63 

No 74 37 
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Table 27 (continued) 

Option Number Percent 

In-school Suspension 

Yes 190 95 

No 11 6 

Access to behavior specialist 

Yes 140 70 

No 61 30 

Homebound instruction 

Yes 105 52 

No 96 48 

Family counseling 

Yes 86 43 

No 115 57 

Others not listed 6 3 

A total of seven variables was found to be significant 

in a chi-square analysis. Of these variables, 6 were found 

to be significant with the independent variable of district 

size . These variables were the district discipline options 

of peer meditation, social skills training, law enforcement, 

family counseling, behavior specialist, and expulsion . Chi

square analysis data for these variables were presented in 

Tables 6 to 11. The data suggested that larger size 

districts were more likely to offer these alternatives for 

discipline with special education students. The variable of 

the district alternative of expulsion by midmanagement 
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certification was also found to be significant by chi-square 

analysis. The data presented in Table 28 suggest that 

administrators with midmanagement certification are more 

likely to use expulsion as a discipline alternative . 

Table 28 

Chi-square: Discipline Alternative of Expulsion by 

Midmanagement Certification 

* 

Discipline 
alternative of 
expulsion 

Expulsion is 
an option 

Expulsion is 
not an option 

Column total 

Chi-sguare 

Pearson 

p < . 05. 

Midmanagement 
certification 
{yes) 

128 

61 

189 
(94%) 

Value 

5 . 91997 

Midmanagement 
certification 
{no) 

4 

8 

12 
{ 6%) 

df 

1 

Row total 

132 
{ 66%) 

69 
{34%) 

201 
(100%) 

Significance 

.01497* 

Table 29 presents data which address research 

question number 11, "What do secondary administrators 

identify as emerging issues in disciplining students in 

special education?" As indicated in Table 29 , a majority of 

respondents agreed that current regulations hinder their 

ability to discipline students in special education . A 

significant number also indicated that the current 
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regulations are not a hindrance in disciplining special 

education students . A chi-square analysis indicated 

significance at the .OS level of significance for current 

regulations hindering the ability of administrators to 

discipline students in special education by district size. 

Table 29 

Current Regulations Hinder the Ability of Administrators to 

Discipline Students in Special Education (N = 193) 

Current regulations hinder ability 
of administrators to discipline 

Yes 

No 

Did not answer 

Number Percent 

110 55 

83 41 

8 4 



CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS 

FOR FURTHER RESEARCH 

Disciplining of students with disabilities has always 

been controversial and has led to uncertainty among school 

administrators and teachers regarding proper procedures 

(Yell & Peterson, 1995) . The Individuals With Disabilities 

Education Act does not specifically address discipline, 

therefore, inconsistencies and improper procedures can and 

do occur. In addition, national and state emphasis on school 

violence has resulted in the revision of legislation and 

policies regarding disciplining of all students, including 

those receiving special education services. Although 

administrators and school officials report that the 

complicated processes of disciplining students with 

disabilities hinders their ability to respond appropriately 

in issues regarding safety, there is a significant absence 

of data to substantiate this . 

The purpose of this study was to obtain information 

regarding variables which affect decisions made by 

administrators in the disciplining of special education 

students in various size districts in the state of Texas. 
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Data were obtained through a survey questionnaire 

distributed to a randomly selected population of secondary 

school administrators in various size districts, across all 

geographic areas, in the state of Texas. Discussion of 

significant findings and conclusions with implications for 

future research follows. 

Discussion and Conclusions 

Of the 365 surveys distributed, 201 administrators 

responded from all 20 regional center regions of the state. 

Fairly stable responses were obtained across all four levels 

of district sizes. Respondents may be characterized as male 

Caucasians, between the ages of 36 to 55 who are currently 

assistant principals supervising grades 7 to 12 with a 

majority supervising grades 9 to 12 . Training and experience 

characterizations suggest that the majority of assistant 

principals have a master's degree or a master's plus 30 

college credit hours. There were 40% who reported no college 

credit in special education, although 22% reported one 3-

hour college course . This is probably due to the fact that 

some mid-management certification programs in the state 

require a 1 to 3 hour course in special education as part of 

their program . Clock hours of special education training 

tended to vary with a majority reporting 1 to 12 hours of 

training (6 clock hours of training is usually associated 
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with 1 day) . Popular clock-hour training is usually given by 

attorneys at many administrative conferences and regional 

centers with few districts requiring administrators to 

attend. Administrators with 1 to 6 hours of training were 

more likely to indicate that special education services must 

be continued during the expulsion of a special education 

student. This could possibly suggest that those with 1 to 6 

hours had current training and that it was relative to 

current issues . A majority of the responding administrators 

reported 6 to 10 years of administrative experience . This is 

probably due to most assistant principals being upwardly 

mobile, likely to obtain higher level administrative 

positions, or are already close to the number of years 

needed for retirement. Administrators with the least 

experience were more likely to respond that current 

regulations hinder their ability to effectively discipline 

special education students. Possibly, this could be due to 

the fact that less experienced administrators are more aware 

and .concerned regarding the implications of not following 

proper procedures or their lack of experience makes them 

tend to adhere more rigidly to established regulations. 

District size was found to be the most significant 

variable. Special education students from smaller size 

districts are more likely to be recognized by school 

administrators. Larger size districts were more likely to 
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offer less traditional discipline alternatives possibly 

suggesting that larger Average Daily Attendance (ADA) rates 

would financially support more training, programs, and 

materials that would be needed for such alternatives . For 

example, Peer Mediation, Social Skills training, and Family 

Counseling were more likely to be offered by districts with 

ADA over 30,000. Larger size districts were also more likely 

to expel and suspend students. Possible reasons for this 

could be that larger communities are less likely to work 

closely with families, larger districts are more likely to 

have legal resources and feel more comfortable exercising 

this option, volume of students seen is greater, and larger 

districts are more likely to experience all the difficulties 

associated with large urban areas such as heavy gang 

involvement, drug abuse, and high incidences of poverty. 

Districts with ADA of 2,000 to 30,000 were more likely to 

utilize AEPS. This possibly could be due to the fact that 

the largest school districts can financially support 

alternative campuses. Meanwhile smaller districts would 

rather deal with the issues on their campuses rather than 

send special education students to AEP which could be 

located in another town in the same county, possibly 

forfeiting their ADA, and, hence, losing essential funding. 

In general, administrators in the sample population 

reported seeing between 20 to 40 students for discipline 
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within a week time period and out of that 20 to 40, 

approximately 5 were special education students. A majority 

of administrators indicated that they look for a specific 

Behavior Management Plan to use as a basis for making 

discipline decisions for special education students. A 

majority of responding administrators expressed knowledge of 

the 10 cumulative day rule for suspension decisions, 

although approximately one fourth still believe that 16 

cumulative days is still accurate for total number of days a 

special education student can be suspended. There were 7% 

who reported that the number of days did not matter while 8% 

did not respond, with a total of over 50% responding 

inaccurately. This suggests a lack of knowledge and a need 

for training in the area suspension and expulsion of special 

education students. In respect to Texas regulations 

regarding Alternative Education Placements (AEP), data 

suggest a need for training regarding state mandates for 

placement of students in AEP by not considering implications 

of the 10-day rule. 

Since the finalization of this dissertation, Revised 

IDEA has passed the Congress and was signed by the President 

in June 1997 . Many interesting revisions directly address 

the discipline issue and will take effect immediately, while 

others will take effect in the following year. Changes 

include: states will now be required to collect and examine 
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data on long-term suspensions and expulsions to determine if 

significant discrepancies exist between children with 

disabilities and children without; states will now be 

allowed to require local education agencies (LEAs) to 

include in a child's record a statement of any current or 

previous disciplinary action, including the child's current 

IEP, and transmit this information as is done for any other 

child without a disability; school personnel may order a 

change in placement of a child with a disability to an 

appropriate interim alternative setting, another setting, or 

suspension for not more than 10 school days (this applies 

only as it would apply to a child without a disability); a 

ch ild that carries a weapon or possesses or uses illegal 

drugs at school or at a school function can be placed in an 

interim alternative education setting (IAES) for the same 

amount of time that a child without a disability would be 

subject to discipline, but for not more than 45 days; a LEA 

must now convene an IEP meeting to develop an assessment 

plan to address the problem behavior that a child with a 

disability is receiving disciplinary action for; a hearing 

officer may now order a change in placement of a child with 

a disability to an !AES for not more than 45 days if it has 

been demonstrated that the child provides a substantial risk 

to himself or to others; an !AES must enable the child with 

a disability to continue to participate in the general 
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curriculum, receive services and modifications that will 

enable the child to meet the goals in the IEP, and include 

services and modifications designed to address the problem 

behavior; a manifestation review must be made if 

disciplinary action is contemplated for more than 10 days 

and parents must be notified prior to a decision for action; 

specific requirements for manifestation now require the IEP 

team to review the child's IEP, placement, services, and 

supplementary aids or behavior strategies, the disability of 

the child, the child's ability to understand the 

consequences of his behavior, and the ability of the child 

to control that behavior; if the manifestation review 

determines that the behavior of the child was not a direct 

manifestation of the child's disability, disciplinary 

procedures may be applied to the child in the same manner 

they are applied to a child without a disability (Council 

for Exceptional Children, 1997) . Although many of these 

changes are scheduled to take place immediately, full impact 

of the Revised IDEA cannot be determined until federal 

regulations for compliance are written . 
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Conclusions 

In conclusion, the variable that appeared to be the 

most important was district size, when making decisions 

regarding suspension and expulsion for students receiving 

special education services. More nontraditional options 

appear to be available for larger districts, which possibly 

could be attributed to access to more financial resources. 

In general, administrators have little formal special 

education training with 40% having had none, only 22% having 

3 college hours, and only 42% having 1 to 12 clock hours of 

training . Information was not requested as to whether these 

clock hours of training had been within a 1-year time period 

or if they were overall totals . Assistant principals are 

directly responsible for making decisions regarding 

suspension, expulsion, and recommendations for AEP 

placements which can effect compliance and overall 

accreditation. In general, administrators who responded to 

the survey were male Caucasians, which does not reflect the 

rapidly changing populations of the state of Texas nor the 

student populations within our school systems. In general, 

data did not support findings in the literature that current 

state regulations hinder administrators' abiliti es to 

discipline students in special education . 



Recommendations 

Several issues emerged from the data that reflect a 

need for: 
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• Required yearly training for administrators in Texas 

regarding special education which is funded by state or 

local agencies. 

• More research is needed regarding administrative 

attitudes toward special education students. 

• Investigate limitations of federal regulations which 

prevent administrators from providing a safe environment 

free of violent behavior exhibited by special education 

students 

• A management information system which documents the 

actual number of special education students who are seen by 

assistant principals for discipline reasons and the 

infractions they committed which respects a student's right 

for confidentiality. 
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Appendix A 

Human Subjects Review Committee Approval 



October 24, 1996 

Paula Haggerty 
4836 Rustic Trail 
Midland, TX 79707 

Dear Paula Haggerty: 

TEXAS WOMAN'S 
UNIVERSITY 

DENTON/DALLAS/HOUSTON 

HUMAN SUBJECTS 
REVIEW COMMITTEE 
P.O. Box 425619 
Denton, TX 76204·3619 
Phone: 817 /898·33n 
Fax: 817/898-3416 

Your study entitled "The Effects of District Size, Administrative Training, and Years of 
Experience on the Discipline of Srudents Who Have Been Identified as Special Education" has 
been reviewed by a committee of the Human Subjects Review Committee and appears co meet 
our requirements in regard to protection of individuals' rights. 

Be reminded that both the University and the Department of Health and Human Services 
(HHS) regulations typically require that signatures indicating infonned consent be obtained 
from all human subjects in your study. These are to be filed with the Human Subjects Review 
Committee. Any exception to this requirement is noted below. Furthermore, according to 
HHS regulations, another review by the Committee is required if your project changes. 

Special provisions pertaining to your study are noted below: 

_x_ The filing of signarures of subjects with the Human Subjects Review Committee 
is not required. 

Your study is exempt from further TWU Human Subjects Review. 

No special provisions apply. 

Sincerely, 

Chair 
Human Subjects Review Committee 

cc: Graduate School 
Dr. Jane Irons, Early Childhood & Special Education 
Dr. Lloyd Kinnison, Early Childhood & Special Education 

A Comprthtnsivt Public Univtrsity PrirMrily for Womtn 

An Eq11al Opporlunity/Affimuitivt Action Empluyer 
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Appendix B 

Pilot Study Instrument and Cover Letter 



Texas Woman's University 
Denton/Dallas/Houston 

Department of Early Childhood 
and Special Education 

P. 0. Box 23029 
Denton, TX 76204-1029 
Phone: 8 l 7 /898-2271 

Principal Investigator: Paula Haggerty - 915/697-7041 (phone) 
Chairperson Research Committee: Dr. Jane Irons - 817/898-2275 (phone) 

Dear Respondent: 

The attached questionnaire is a pilot for my doctoral dissertation. In order to refine the insuument, 
it is important that I obtain your participation. Please read over the cover Jetter and complete the 
atuiched questionnaire. Answer each question to the best of your knowledge. If a question is 
unclear, please indicate this on the questionnaire. Your participation is strictly voluntary. If you 
choose not to complete the survey, simply do not hand it in. Return of the survey will be 
interpreted as informed consent. At no time will you need to identify yourself or your district by 
name and there is no way your personal information will be known. At the bottom of this page, 
note the amount of time it took you to complete the questionnaire. Thank you for your time and 
participation. 

Sincerely, 

Paula Haggerty 
4836 Rustic Trail 
Midland, Texas 79707 
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TEXAS WOMAN'S UNIVERSITY 
Denton Dallas Houston 

EARLY CHILDHOOD AND SPECIAL EDUCATION 
College of Education and Human Ecology 
P.O. Box 23029, Denton, Tx 76204-1029 

Title: The Effects of District Size, Administrative Training, and Years of Experience on the 
Discipline of Students Who Have Been Identified As Special Education 

Please answer the following questions by placing an x in the box in front of the response 
which you feel best applies. 

Is your district population size 
0 1 to 2,000 
0 2,001 to 7,000 

O 7,001 to 30,000 
0 over 30.000 

Is your administrative job description 
0 Building Principal O Other 
0 Assistant Principal Explain: 

Which grade level do you supervise (Check all that apply) 
07 09 011 
0 8 0 10 0 12 

How many years have you worked as an administrator 
0 < 1 0 6-10 0 > 15 
0 1-5 0 11-15 

Education Level 
0 Bachelor's, working on a Master's 
0 Master's 

Check each Certification you have obtained 
0 Teaching,' Secondary Level 
0 Teaching, Elementary Level 
0 Special Education, any area 

0 Master's + 30 
0 Doctorate 

o Supervisor 
0 Mid-Management 
0 Superintendent 

0 Other clarify ______________ _ 

0 Post Doctorate 

In your estimation, how many credit hours of class work have you had in special education? 
0 3 hours O 12 + hours of credit 
0 9 credit hours 

What is your gender? 
0 Female 

What is your ethnicity 
0 aucasian 
0 Native American 

0 Male 

O African American 
0 Hispanic 

0 Other Please identify: 
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Age range of individual completing this fonn 
0 25-30 0 36-45 0 Over 55 
0 31-35 0 45-55 

Please respond to the following questions to the best of your knowledge 

1. In your estimation, how many students do you see for discipline reasons in a week? 
0 1-5 0 6-10 0 21-30 0 Over 40 
0 11-15 0 16-20 0 31.40 

2. How many of these students that are seen for discipline in a week are special education 
students? 

0 1-5 
0 6-10 

0 11-15 
0 16-20 

0 21-30 
0 31-40 

0 more than 40 

3. How do you know that a student you are seeing for discipline reasons is a special 
education student? 

0 A list is available in my office 
0 School is small enough that students are readily recognized 
0 Call the special education teacher or depanment to find out 
0 I do not usually know 
0 It does not matter 
0 Teacher indicates on referral form 

4. If you know the student sent to you for discipline reasons is a special education student, 
how do you determine what discipline you will use? 

0 The District has written policies regarding the discipline of special education 
students 

0 School code of conduct 
0 Familiarity with student 
0 I look for a discipline or specific behavior plan on the students IEP 

5. Are written policies and procedures available in your office or building regarding 
disciplining students in special education? 

0 Yes O No 

6. Do you suspend special education students? 
0 Yes O No 

7. Do you expel special education students? 
0 Yes O No 

8. How many days in a year can a special education student be suspended? 
0 5 0 7 0 16 
0 6 0 10 0 20 
0 20 O 12 0 It doesn't matter 

9. Is the expulsion process the same or different for a special education student ? 
0 Same O Different 
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10. Can a special education student be placed in an Alternative Educational Placement 
(AEP) as established by the new Texas Education Code) without having an Admission 

Review and Dismissal Meeting (ARD)? 
0 Yes O No 

1 i . Do you use AEP as a placement option for special education students? 
0 Yes O No 

12. If a student engages in conduct punishable by a felony, do you place him in AEP without 
having an ARD to discuss the link between disability and offense? 

0 Yes O No 

13. Do the new discipline provisions in the Texas Education Code supersede the regulations 
for The Individuals With Disabilities Act (IDEA)? 

0 Yes O No 

14. Check all discipline alternatives your district utilizes for special education students. 
0 Suspension O Law Enforcement 
0 Detention O In School Suspension 
0 Time Out O Access to Behavior Specialist or Consultant 
0 Expulsion O Homebound Instruction 
0 Social Skills Training O Family Counseling 
0 Peer Mediation 
0 Others not listed Please lisc: 

15. Can a Special Education Student be removed from a campus on an emergency removal 
without an ARD meeting when they bring a gun to school? 

0 Yes O No 

16. When a special education student has a specific Behavior Management Plan, are you 
given a copy to keep available to refer to if needed? 

0 Yes O No 

I 7. Do you have to continue to provide special education services to students when they are 
expelled? 0 Yes O No 

18. Does a current appropriate assessment have to be available when discussing the link 
between a special education student's behavior and his/her disability in an ARD meeting? 

0 Yes O No 

19. Can a special education student be placed in AEP solely for educational purposes? 
0 Yes O No 

20. In your opinion, do the current regulations hinder your ability to discipline students in 
special education? 0 Yes O No 

Your completion and return of this survey constitutes informed consent to act as a 
subject in this research. Thank you for your participation. 
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Dear Campus Principal, 

I am currently in the process of collecting data for my doctoral dissertation. It is 

essential that I obtain current infonnation regarding discipline from grade level principals. 

I would appreciate your assistance in allowing them to each complete one of the enclosed 

surveys. At no time will any district be identified in my dissertation or in any data 

surrunaries of the information collected. Thank you for any assistance you can give me 

with this project. If you have any questions please feel free to contact me at 

(915) 697-7041 (home) or (915) 689-1199 (work). 

Sincerely, 

Paula Haggerty 
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Texas Woman's University 
Denton/Dallas/Houston 

Department of Early Childhood 
and Special Education 

P. O. Box 23029 
Denton, TX 76204-1029 
Phone: 817/898-2271 

P::-incipal Invest:igator: Paula Haggerty - 915/697-7041 '(phone) 
Chairperson Research Committee: Dr. Jane Irons - 817/898-2275 (phone) 

Dear Administ:rat:or: 

I am currently working on a Doctorat:e degree at Texas Woman's University in t:he 
area of Special Education. In order to collect data for my dissert:ation I need 
your assistance with completion of a questionnaire which will take approximately 
10-15 minutes of your t:ime. 

The purpose of my st:udy is to examine the effects of various factors regarding 
disciplining of special education students. The passage of Senate Bill 1 has 
resulted in many new revisions in the Texas Education Code. Implementat:ion of 
Chapter 37 on discipline is unclear concerning special education students. 
Because you are on the front: lines everyday making decisions regarding 
discipline, it is important that I get your input. The result:s of this study 
should cont:ribute much needed information on what is occurring in schools today 
in t:he way of discipline of special education student:s. 

Your participation in this study is voluntary. If you choose not to comply with 
this request, simply do not return the survey. Return of the survey will be 
interpreted as informed consent. At no t:ime will you need to ident:ify yourself 
or your district: by name and t:here is no way your personal information will be 
known. Please feel free to cont:act me if you have any quest:ions about: this 
research at 915/69,-7041, or you may cont:act my committee chair, Dr. Jane Irons, 
at 817/898-2275. 

If you choose t:o participate please answer each question carefully, based on your 
mm knowledge. It is not necessary t:o ask for any "expert:" advice. I am 
interest:ed in knowing what knowledge administrators already have and what they 
do on a daily basis concerning discipline issues related t:o special education 
students. If you would like a summary of the results of this study, please 
contact me at: the address below and one will be provided. Completion of this 
study is projected for the summer of 1997. As soon as you complete the survey, 
please return it in the pre-addressed, stamped envelope. Thank you for your time 
and participation . 

. --..5.:lr.cerely ·et . ) /) . ,, 
- c-<-<--t;""- :,_ ~ cry~J1· 

_./" Paula Haggerty .:, · 
4836 Rustic Trail 
Midland, Texas 79707 
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TBXAS WOMAN'S UNIVERSITY 
DENTON/DALLAS/HOUSTON 

DEPARTMENT OF EARLY CHILDHOOD AND SPECIAL EDUCATION 
College of Education and Human Ecology 
P.O. Box 23029, Denton, TX 76204-1029 

Title: The Effects of District Size, Administrative Training, and Years of 
Experience on the Discipline of Students Who Have Been Identif ied as Special 
Education 

Please anewer the following que•tions by placing an x in the box in front of 
the response that you feel be•t appli••· 

Is your district population size: 
D l to 2,000 
D 2,001 to 7,000 

D 7,001 to 30,000 
Dover 30,000 

Is your administrative job description: 
D Building Principal D Other 
D Assistant Principal Explain=~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

Which grade level do you supervise (check all that apply): 
07 09 Oll 
D B D 10 0 12 

How many years have you worked as an administrator: 
D < l D 6-10 D > 15 
Dl-5 Oll-15 

Education Level: 
D Bachelors, working on Masters 
D Masters 

D Masters+ 30 
D Doctorate 

Check each Certification you have obtained : 
O Teaching, Secondary Level D Supervisor 
D Teaching, Elementary Level D Mid-Management 
O Special Education, any area D Superintendent 

D Post Doctorate 

D Other (please clarify>~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-

In your estimation, 
education: 

how many clock hours of training have you had in special 

D l-6 hours 
D > 25 hours 

D 7-12 hours D 13-18 hours D 19-24 hours 

How many college credits of course work have you had in the area of special 
education: 

D none D 3 credits D 6 credits 
D 9 credits D 12+ credits 

What is your gender? 
D Female D Male 

What is your ethnicity? 
0 Caucasian D African American D Other 

0 Native American D Hispanic 

Age range of individual completing this form: 
0 25-30 D 36-45 0 Over 55 
D 31-35 D 46-55 
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Pleaae respond to the following questions to the beat of your knowledge: 

1. In your 
a week? 
D l-5 
D 6 - lO 

estimation, how many students do you see for discipline reasons in 

D ll-15 
D 16-20 

D 21-30 
0 31-40 

D more than 40 

2. How many of these students that are seen for discipline in a week are 
special education students? 
D l-5 D ll-lS D 21-30 D more than 40 
D 6-10 D 16-20 0 31-40 

3. How do you know that a student you are seeing for discipline reasons is a 
special education student? 
DA list is available in my office 
D School is small enough that students are readily recognized 
D Call the special education teacher or department to find out 
0 I do not usually know 
D It does not matter 
D Teacher indicates on referral form 

4 . If you know the student sent to you for discipline reasons is a special 
education student, how do you determine what discipline you will use? 
D The District has specific policies regarding the discipline of special 

education students 
D School code of conduct addresses the discipline policies for all 

students regardless of disability 
DI look for a discipline or specific behavior management plan on the 

student's IEP 

5. Are written policies and procedures and/or state and federal regulations 
available in your office or building regarding disciplining students in 
special education? 
D Yes D No 

6. If a special education student does not have a specific behavior 
management plan, can you suspend him/her? 
0 Yes O No 

7. If a special education student does not have a specific behavior 
management plan, can you expel him/her? 
0 Yes D No 

8. How many days in a year can a special education student be suspended 
without having an Admission Review and Dismissal (ARD ) meeting? 
D 5 D 10 D 20 
D 6 D 12 D It does not matter 
D 7 D 16 

9 . Is the expulsion process the same or different for a special education 
student? 
D Same D Different 

10. Can a special education student be placed in an Alternative Educational 
Program (AEP) as established by the Texas Education Code without having 
an ARD meeting? 

ll. 

12. 

0 Yes D No 

If a student engages in conduct punishable by a felony, do you place 
him/her in an AEP without having an ARD to discuss the link between 
disability and offense? 

D Yes O No 

Do the new discipline provisions in the Texas Education Code supersede 
the regulations for the Individuals With Disabilities Education Act 
(IDEA)? 

0 Yes O No 
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13. Check all discipline alternatives your district utilizes for special 
education students. 

0 Suspension O Law Enforcement 
0 Detention D In -School Suspension 
0 Time Out O Access to Behavior Specialist 
0 Expulsion or Consultant 
0 Social Skills Training O Homebound Instruction 
0 Peer Mediation D Family Counseling 
D Others not listed (please l ist)=~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

14. Can a special education student be removed from a campus on an emergency 
removal without an ARD meeting when they bring a gun to school? 

D ¥es O No 

l S. When a special education student has a specific behavior management plan, 
are you given a copy to keep available to refer to if needed? 

0 ¥es D No 

16. Do you have to continue to provide special education services to students 
when they are expelled? 

D ¥es D No 

17 . Does a current appropriate assessment have to be available when 
discussing the link between a special education student's behavior and 
his / her disability in an ARD meeting? 

0 ¥es D No 

18. can a special education student be placed in AEP solely for educational 
purposes? 

0 ¥es O No 

19. Can you use an AEP as a disciplinary option for students in special 
education who do not have a specific behavior management plan? 

0 ¥es D No 

20. can you expel a student for behavior that has been determined to be 
directly linked to his/her handicapping condition. 

D ¥es D No 

21. In your opinion, do the current regulations hinder your abi l ity to 
discipline students in special education? 

D ¥es O No 

Your completion and return of this s urvey constitutes informed consent to act 
as a subject in thi s research. Thank you for your partici pa tion. 
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Appendix D 

Graduate School Approval to Conduct Study 



TEXAS WOMAN'S 
UNIVERSITY 

DENTON/DALLAS/HOUSTON 

THEG{tADUATESCHOOL 
P.O. Box 42S649 
Denton. TX 76204·3649 
Phone: 817 / 898-3400 
Fu: 817/898-3412 

Ms . Paula Haggerty 
4R36 Rustic T~ail 
Midland, T X 79707 
Dear Ms. Haggerty: 

December 18, 1996 

Thank you for providing the materials necessary for the 
final approval of your prospectus in the Graduate Office. I 
am pleased to approve the prospectus, and I look forward to 
seeing the results of your study. 

dl 

If I can be of further assistance, please let me know. 

Sincerely yours, 

~ 
Leslie M:':ho~ 
Associate Vice President for 
Research and Dean of the 
Graduate School 

cc Dr. E. Jane Irons 
Dr. Lloyd Kinnison 

.ii ComprtMnsiw PMblic Uniumity Primarily far Womtn 

An E9Mol Oppor/1Jnily/Affirmoti11t Action Employtr 
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