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’ The major purpose of this study was to examine téacher and student fttitudes - iy
toward studanl rights in selected Integrated hlnh schiools in Emem Nm.ﬂo ndland.

L Tmne attitudes were lnnlyzed for_both teachers and sludonh by wmpntlno and « 4

comparing the- means for nch Itcm. area, and for the tota questionnalre. T-tests

' . were used to make these oun\;:;:m"s. The study's secondary p:;rpou was to

o . analyze teacher mhude;s in"relation to Various demographic vmihles “such gs sex, W

age, teaching l:anlﬂute, ;ehnol slzo. and the complmlnn or non—wmp!a\lon of a
university course In. schnol Iaw. The ltmudas 01 smdema anmlled ln Lwela I II.
and. Ill were also. nnslyzed in rellllnn to demonruphh “varlables such as sex,. aa,e.

cnraar xplmlons‘ mhcol ulm. and.the complallon or. non-complellon “of Clnldlnn R

Law §1m., Data for this secondary purposa were gnulyud by multiple mgresalon,
using the SPSS paciage. !

Il;nluvmnllcn was oollected throngh a aendaslgned ‘qussﬂnmulro admlnls{sud P

] to two hundred and twenty teachers and nlnu hundred Lwels l I, lnd Il “students

’ n rsglonal and central high schools durlng Octobsr. 1987. Tha n was

ﬂsslgnad spsclm:ally for teuohers and nudams and locussd on specific aspem of !

o . student. rights.  Of pmlculnr concem in \hls sludy were laacher And nudenl

\
- attitudes toward acaden\lc ﬁuadom, free speech and axpresalon. personal uppenrnnce

y and behuvlour. prlvlcy, and-1 muonnbla punlshmem : : P e

5 w Ths mulysls M these dm revealed that In u-- drea’ of . academic lmadem

i 'lhs(a wls a dmeranoo between the sititudes of lnchor and ,ﬂudanl uspnndenu

A I.nrns mnlomy of 1he studeMs cln|med ‘they should be entitled” (o these rights,

but.only a small paroem-qe “of me tuchm !al‘ that way Acluallv. |e-cheu

showud least support for mls p-rllculu lrsm Only slightly more thm hnll of the 3
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students should, indeed, have the rights'to-ptivacy. nhwmmmm
Muwmmumdmbm Slmmy‘mmlhrﬁyolm
gmwmmmm-mdu-wwdwm In the
“area of uuouhlo punhhm-m, there vm little " dnlurau bﬁwnn the attitudes

“of laldwn lnd students,. Mtﬁ ‘both gmu ndunlnn mm rights. It lbonld be |’

polmd out lh.l this wn the. dmes( Irg rnm-m‘ qunn the two gmupa

An unalysis. of the total attitude " score vévul-d that mi,ml.]orny .of both lucher
md - student rnpnndonu..qrnd or a!mnnly ,Igmaduvmh,‘ granting nudemx_ their
ights, - Vg = '

Mmmumwmﬂmmmmnmuwmw

mwmmmmgmrnuqmmmmumwmm .

Somishr ana-the: ol atitids score, was e Age was e swongest dor "

uhmﬂnhinndlﬂummhmmbrhmdwsonﬂwm

and behavior. anmmm-wummm
WMMMWWmdMM«n ktherused_.:

" teachers  tended to beless supportive of giving' students gbh‘u- in this particular

drea; The stully-also showed that females were more in favour of student fights '

“than males. . ¥ 5 . } -

" For students,’ sex was m. nnly ahﬂsnmlly -lunlﬂant cumdbuwr to sludsn!
mhudu for the 'mu of mdaﬂ\lc freedom. and due process, School alx. was the -
major cemrlbwlor to the'variance for the area of free speech lnd_m‘zmskm. and

Vi g - feeig
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atud-nhhrﬂumndummlcmmn lrumoehu\dmwlon.plmnll
) wpa‘rum ,mi behaviour, and due process, as el as o the mw attitude score,

o - For the o\h.ﬂwoln!lx. pﬂvlwmdnmnlbll pul[llhﬂ!lmwflﬂl!lnu botwun :
! \hﬁ-mmmwnnmﬁuﬂh For ‘Students, there. was an. inverse
. mmmummmamwwmw(
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- scom.” mhmmwmmmm%u should
mmnmmmmm]m




. mlponslbllmss Gratitude Is expressed to B H. m:mn and Dr. V. Snelgrove;

Thc ldviu. anwumnamam. md aoaper-ﬁun of m-ny people lnvumd in this —

study b orlmmly acknowledged. A speclll word oi th-nks is extended to Dr.-P. _'

Ny v
Warrarl for* his luparvlllun of the thesis in the midst of a host of other, ‘X

‘both of whum hl|ped the. author lmmauumbly in urrMng at. l r.lelrsr eonupﬂon

.of his: la also to Dr. R. Magsino 1or hla hslp in

the vnlldnlon of the quuﬂonnllre lnd to Mu, Helen Blnnsid and Miss Roxanne '
Murphy -for providing |gwa|u-t?ﬁ bRt aeisAGe T prepAG e, dita fo¢

alysls, e & ) N . o

The wrlur wlshu to lhnnk all (hou (auchars and ~sludam.! ‘who vespundod 1o

nu roqunt for lsalatlnca In data’ collecﬂon durlng thelr busy s-;hool year. As .,

| well, ||m:ara murvks are axpremd to !he aupsrimsndents and pnnclplls who gave .

parmlulnn for this may to.be ponducled in their school: dlsirlds und M:hoals.

T |m[.pmlculmy Indebted to my typist, Marglru B. Abbon. Mmse 8stermln|uen .

und oxtr-ordlrmy skills proved to be Invaluable ln ihe mlempt to meal the_ established

deadline. -Her- undsmnslng and cons(nnl anwuuuamanl wls both halpiul and

atlmullllng | wish to express my gnmudl to Jnnlca Nenry who |yped ‘the_final

copy, ¢ ‘of this study.’ Mr. w.yne Lodqe pnwlded vllulhle guidance and wnslrucﬂve

crltleltm Tew ‘e ‘ s ow o

Flnllly.\ It Is -a pleasure to -7«‘mdadge the ovalwhelmlng patience_and *

undarmg\dhjlu of my wife, Christine, and my. children, Arlene "and_ Trent 'wﬁh\wh




e . Chapter

I, . THEPROBLEM. ...
- lmradudi
Bwkground&ntha‘Pm lem
Purpose of the Study .
2 Resedrch Questions .

" Definition M  Ter
- Limitations’ ofme (udy ‘.
s DQIImMIons of the Study .
‘. Omlnlzmion !he Thesis

I~ . REVIEW OF RELATE LITERA’TURE',...‘ e

The Right o Personal
e ' Y The Right to Prbtlcys
oy ce The Right to Due|Proge:
£y The Rjght to Reasonable Punishment
“ . Relatdd Study . !

Ccncluslon ol

. - m .DESIGNOFTHES:I"UDV...“...._....A..,.i.'.._..-do
i . ] o |
Introduction . . |, . ..
The Attitude Scale . . !
Pr: . ; . ’TypeMAIﬂtudaS o,
" » . . Daxedptlun u! the Q«enlnnnnlre

ANALYSIS OF DATA.

Introguction .

.. Respondents Spo!
Research Question #1. . .

Academic F(eedom .

“ Free | Spnuh and Exprntlnn . v

Personal MPQITIM and Behnvluur 5







Helllbllﬂy nl Quesﬂnnrulrs Items (Tnchen) wis T

Rellnblllty of Questionnalre nam (Students) .

Summary of ;rn)‘ehsv and Student Retums . . .

Di of Teacher

U ‘Dl;tﬂbuﬂdndTnc[:br Respondents by Age . ... . . ...

Distrbition of Studerit Resporidenis by Age .
; : !

% 4 l:ilsirlbuuun of Teacher Rmpund&nu by Teaching Certlficate.

& 9’ Dlslrlbuﬂun MTnl;her/Ru‘pondunu by Scﬂcol Size . . . .

Dlalributlong( Sludsn! R spondtma by Clro}v Aaplrlllon e

~ .10 Dlmribgtion o[swdum Hupondemx bys«:honl s|xe SRR

. .11 Di of Te by C or Non-
N complallun lu Univsmhy Course ig Schoo! Law BRI
' 12 DI o ent y C or Non-’
. - oompla(anmc-mlnn Law 2108 v v it

< g Tslchar Aftitudes tawml Student Rights in the Areu of
AudamlcFmdom. 573 5 B

. 14 Teach rA\ﬁ?udSs Iawlrd Student Rights in the Area of

- ree Speech and Exprassion®z . . . . L. ... ...

15 Tnéher Aftitudes toward Student Rights in the Area of
. Personal Appalmnoe and Behaviour . . . .. ... .

Teacher Aftitudes toward Swdewl ngm.s in the Area of
uercess....4...,...........

" Teacher Atitudes towerd Student Rights in the Area of  *
Reasonable Punlshmeﬂt ¥

Tnchar Attitudes toward Smdan!ﬂlgbh for each Area
and the Totat Questionnalrer. . . . .

4




3] Student Attnudas (omrd Sludem Righis in the Area of

e FmaSpeoch-nd_Ewrsulon....‘...,......

.22 S|udam Attitudes toward Student Rights I the Ared of '\

Personal Am‘eur-ncelndBehnvlour. e PET R

Sludenl Attitudes toward Student quhts’ln the Area of
sxudom Mﬂtum toward smdem Rights In the Area of

sludom Attftudes toward Student ngm in the Area.of,
Reasonable Punishment . RO RR SR

= Slud\am -Attitudés toward “Student Rluhls for each Area
A Cnmpuﬁ of'Talchar and Student Attitudes toward

. A'Comparison of Teather and Student Aftitudes toward
Student Rights in WI of Free Speech and
- Expression . . . A

A’Comparison of Techer and Student Attitudes toward
Student Rights in the Area of Personal Appearance

A Compnﬂson nl Teacher. and Student Attitudes 'lowaEd,

*“_A Comparison of Teacher and Student Attitudes Yoward.
Student quhts in the Area of Due. Pmcass .......

A Comparison of Teacher- lnd Student Attitudes toward
Student Rights in the Area of Reasonable Punishment . .

A Coriparison of Teacher and Student Atitudes toward
Student Rights for each Area and the Totale -
Ouesllonmlre..4..............;.;.

Summlry of Renre;a[en Anal ls for Teachers for each

lndtMTMll(]untlnnnllra. B I T IR

Student Rights in the Area of Academic Freedom . . . . .

lndBahuviour

IVRGY % v i e v s 8 s s e ke Sev e e a e

Due Process... . . eyt e e s

Student fllnmx‘lnmavArel of Privacy. « . . . . L. e

Area and the Total Questionnalre. . . . . " .. ... ...

35 ‘Summary of Mean Soom\for Teachers for each Area gnd

» .. the Total Questionnalre According to Sex. . .+ . . . . . . .\

95

98

106

107

109




p “ 38
. 3%,
38
as
st
r~

Corrplation between Persanal Appearance and Behaviour
and the Score on the Independent Variable, Age, for
Tumars[/,\
Summuy of Regression Analysis for Students for each Area -
d the Total Questionnaire . . . . . ., . ...

mi for Students for each Area and the
rding to Sex. . . . ... o

Summary of Mean ‘S
Total Questionnal

Corralnlon between Dupendant Varlables and Scores gn the
Independent Variable, School Size, for S!uden!l. ceeae

.. 108

s M2

M3




- Kansas v- Stein (1969), US. Cited In NASSP. A Legal Memoranduin, Fabruary, 1979. .

'Muumkv ammugsq.rnmvssmssq Foeo 5
‘Eesnmv mmusss),m NYS 2d 1cA) .y / \ SN

USTOF CASES . o o

Beliolr v- Lind (1977), 436 £. 2 47 oo oy ° s
Campeau v. B, (1951), 1030CC 355 (oun'."cA_). -t " ’
- Chabot v. Les G dEcoles de Ia (1958), 120LR (B) 796
Que.CA). < © e
Choulalog v. mu_mnmﬂmmmm (1981, Unvoprtac. /
Do v Bnn[mn (1980), 475 F. 'Supp. 1012 (ND Ind.j. 4 ' 2
Hoffman: v. Board of Education of New York (1978); 410 NYS (211) 99 (App. Div,) )
rovorsed on urther appeal in (1879), 424 NYS (20] 376 (App. DIv). &
narahem v. Yioht (1977), 430 US. 655 - . bt

Mgmu v. ‘State of Texas (1970), U.S. Ched In Updlaté, Spring, 1978.

Biv. Burko- (1868), Ont. ". Cited In The Clnudlnn CMr!ar of Rights and Freedoms:
Impllcuﬂnns for Students; 1983,

i v. G, (1985), Ont.” Chted In Tréfds and Implications for Devulnplnn Policles and
Prlcilcas in the. Arn of Students and Parents. Alberta School Trustees Assocation,
1986, =

E;V ﬂlm&nds (‘971). 1.CCC (2d) 433 (Sask. GA)

— R Kind (1984), 50 Nrd. and PEL Reportsa2. \\/ "l
L

Taylor v. (;955). BCCA. ‘

Tinker v. mmmmmnmwnw.um (1969), 393 U.S. 503. 3

Ward v, Blains ake School {197, 4 WIWR 161 (SaskcQB).
Munlﬂnﬂ.ﬁmﬂl_ﬂuumumu_ﬂm (1978), 26 NSR (2d)

628 (NSSC)




=
. . THE PROBLEM ' .
LI ~ L
‘ = ; ot
- Introduetion * { ’
The concept of students' rights hus not been w‘ell devel d In cunld
School auythorities hgve avoided any references to stur rigma

regulations or policy' manuals. I students had been mentioned at all In
such policy statements, it would have been under the heading of “"duties” .
rather than rights. - There 'also have been few Canadjan court cases
dealing with students' rights. Thls is in keeping with' the Canadian
tendency to_resolve s at the rathér than
the judicidl level. Fudhan‘nml. lham hn been little scholarfy. comment
on students’ rights In ‘Canada, -and what writing ithete is has been
recent and not optlmlsllc,nboul a real recognition of smdanls' dths of
free choice.

" The traditional view of children was that-they were the property ar possession ~

of parents. In the schaol Setling, educators were ‘considered fo be [n loco parentls,

in -place of the parent, where parents delegated their authority over the
teachers and administrators. Teachers could order or forbid students to do differant
tagks, &5 would ressonable and prident ‘parents.” As early as 1865; Chlef Justice

Cockbum explained, as..follows, how a teacher was’ to behave with respect to the
child: B s .
—
"Now, as to this, | have to tell you, that the authority of the * school-
master ‘Is, while it exists, the -same as that of the parent. A parent,
when he places his child with a school-master, delegates to him all .his "
own authority as far as Is necessary for the welfare of the child.2

The in_loco parentis p’ﬂnclple has Imposed upon teachers gnd ndmlnlslmors
not only the duty of caring for’ lhalr students and guiding themas, reasonable
parents would do, but algé the right to control, icorveet. and discipline stidents.

| .

_ TAW." Macka Enuuﬂnu_m_ﬁgnma (Toronto: Emond-’Mo'nl‘aomery“
Publications Limited, 1984), p. 293. . o O T . .
ZGited ‘in M. Panry,*Canadian Charter of Rights am:‘ Froedoms, 1982 Some

Possible Implications for Teachers and Sludantg;Mlmaouuphog (January, 1983), p.




As a-fesult of the ln_lm_nmmli’-pﬂnobls. studehts -have been .éoo@ad .
fow rights other than those of children. Courts- have upheld the ights of schools
to cantrol lludar;t -ppnr-nﬁ and dress,,stident behaviour, studom\pnbumlons.
end evén' student privacy. In the following statoffant, Manley-Casimi points out
the predicament of the student i the schoo! setting Betore  the_entrenchment of

the mm.czmmmmmnam (hereatter referred to as the Charten):

|n Cll’lldl, thé rugulnlon of student condict and the making of rules
and regulations falls within the puriiew of school boards and their
officers. Since the Canadian Bill of Rights lacks constitutional force,
recourse to its provisions Is pointless;” so. the Canadian s!udenl is
totally dnpcudanl on the discretion of focal school authorities.

“In Canada, there has been vsly little in puwlnclal ahlutuly law to protect
lhs rights of nludlnu For mmpla. only one section’ of The Schools Act (RSN.),
1970, danls Wllh student rights.” Section 84 glvas the parents the right to appeal

u?!ha Mlnlalnr a dadslor\_ of mu!slum There was no conistitutional prnlecﬂan of
student rights., prhr w 1952 . v !

There are increasing signs that The. status of fhe‘ student ‘Is\emng(ng.
‘Student rights Issues have been increasingly examined In recent years. News media
and professional publications have dealt with' the subject In great detail. Cc;nsqqupmly‘
a new awareness- of such db‘hh‘ has Sevslopgd. This new awareness Ms. enticed
parents, alu(er;ts, and aduumr‘s alike to bring controversial .lssuaa to“the .courts.
As a resilt, landmark decisions have been rendered which help ‘resolve ‘sor.ns
prusnl‘l’nd»fmum comiami_. The “entrenchrent of the Charter ln‘ the Cnnldlgn'

Constituln, (1982) hes contrbuted to. the Incresse In Higation.  The Charter

3Cited In AW. Mackay, Education Law In Canada (Tomnlo- Emond-Montnamery
" ——PUTations Limied; 1984), p. 203,




makes' no distinction between children and adults. Terminology used throughdut

the document, such ‘as "every person*, “any person’, and "everyons®, can apply to

students as well.as qdu‘ns’ni;d grant to them lnf right afforded in the land. This .v .
being the \9&!6. the Charter may have- far-reaching implications for the lsaiuﬁu!

student rights in c-r;adlan.achonls. Magsino states that: * et

Section 15 of the Chun}r specifies that -every Individual is equal under, - =
and has the right to. equal benefit of, the law without discrimination '* £
based on age, lmonn olheu. “Thus it Is nnw possible to view young B
people‘as freedom: under Section
2, such as‘the fnndums of bellef, coﬂaclanoa, *opinion, ~expression;
peaceful assembly, and assoclation. In addition, they may now be

~ " & regarded s vested with various legal rights usually enjoyed . by adults <
only, such as the right to fundamental Justice or*due process, to security
agalnst unreasonable search and aolmla’\u protéction agalnst cruel and p ;
unusual punlshmem.‘ . ; T \

\
éuntlnu students lhelr rights may require many changes in our educmanal

system. - Administrators and teachers will havé to respec the -rights of students. &

\lenx will huva to be pllced on the authority of administrators and clmlonm

la?cn;g conceming mnny administrative decisions such as student conduct, dfﬂas,

privacy, due process\ ‘Under such a system, students will .have to ‘be Involved i %

In making decisions l.bout their school ‘and their lives. 2

It is interesting to ﬁ""" that me;npu have been- made to lom;ll:a student
rights” and 'pdvllogesl “in gunudm In his mlcla‘, “What? Students Have Nn Rights
in Canada?', ‘Waish states that student groups throughout Canada have drafted:
bills of rights Ill’d are 'working to get them recognized and passed by their various

provinces® Many people believe that in a democracy adults cannot be expécled -

“R. Magsino, "Students' Rights In'a New_ Era* The Cansdlan School Executive
(Nmember. 1983), p. 3. e

SJE. Walsh, "What?  Students Hm No Nlnhla in Cnnadn?' umm\(ﬁll, E R
1979), p. 19. X ’




fo use thelr ﬁsmma properly unless as students they are given the opportunity
- to practice these rights In schools. ‘ . v
» The student fights: movement may ndw be undeway in Newfoundiand. ' During ~
1985-86, there were seversl student demonsirations In the Province, focusing on
the rights of students. We have heil  great deal sbout the rights of al students
v fo an oducation, paricularly those wih special needs. 1 is_appropriate, hersfor,
to condum research in ‘this area. Such murch may pmvldu teachers with new .
Insights and help students mlllzle that they do Indaad have rights in !he educational. i
&= system. It may provide lhq basis for Ingervice programs for tnch.ers and
adminlstrators, ’ ’ s j )
4 ¥ . ST L

Tnl nonarll purpose ol this nudy was to gather Inlormlhon mneemlng

e tnchar md atudanl nlﬂtudas toward student fights In & samplu of Integrated hlgh

. schools. In' lern NMnundIlnd. The 'rights related ln the, lolluwlng ‘areas wnra

examined:. lcudamlcvfmado,l‘v\. free speech’ and expression, personal appedrarice and
s behaviour; privacy, due' process, and reasonble punishment. The study attempted
to' discover similerles and differences between teachers' ,and students’ sttitudes

: 4

toward student rights. L X - 4

‘I’hl: sludy -nomptod to address the lelnu quesllnns-

& X Whul are lhe nnnudos of teachers towuvd stndont rights?

2. What lre the numdn\of students Iownd mudam rlghts'l

3. Do teacher attitudes toward student rights differ from those of students?




4. Do teacher aftitudes/ toward student rights vary with sex, lol.\hlohln.n
certificate, school size, and the mmplmlm or nen-eumplellon of a
universtty course In school law? ~ .

5. Do Student attitudes towaid student rights vary with sex, af cluav
aspirations, schoal size, and the eumplmlon or nnn—emnplsﬂnn of Canadlan
Law 21047

Based on man&vtwo'ya-rs' teaching oxuer!aneo‘ énd mallm!mly personal

" Inter ws w!th seventy-five -ducu!ors. made up of uuporinlundcnh. assistant

program guldlnu dmini lnd\-n.
and students, the lssenmher believes that teachers In umnllar high schools are
more aware and supportive of skudam rights than teachers Ir| larger ones. * Tnchars

In smaller, .schools have greater pejsonql’onllct \_Mlh Individual students. It

.oﬂuld‘nlsa be hypotheslzed that Mger. bnglnnlnn !aloh’an are. more- willing m.
grant mudents mslr rights than are older, more ‘ expetienced ones, !hal female*

. lsuchera are. mowe eognlurﬂ of and more sensitive lu student rights than are mnle

(euchars. apd that the teachers' level of urtmcullon has .an_impact. on thelr

attud toward student. righs. o 5 Ol
. v - -
Definition éf Terms'
breach: R To violate or break;. for example, the bresking of &
« < statutory provision, Yo 5
* corporal punishment: - Punishment Inflicted directly'on the body, e.g. strapping.
e
due process: A doctiine that requires  that “all”persons be fipated-in

", accordance with proper legal protections: Most of these

grotections are procedural in nature, and typlcglly” include




In loco parentis:

Itigation:

. option rights:

“welars:rghts:

)

" maker.

& Thuc r-!'r to the mrclu ni free wlll lnd monamy

the right to a fair hearing before an unbiased decision-

Dﬂwhul;ammnmwnprnpormm.

In pln& of the parent. o & I /

meomwhg'ohmmrlneouﬂ;ﬂ!wsult

mmmmmmhum
bpv-v-nhumh-wmur In. order for mﬁgonub

pMnuwmm.mum

-

on cm pm of the swdem,k mdomlc freedom, free
Ip"ﬁ’l and, upnnloﬂ

Acareful of reasonsble ‘parent.

Law creafed by the legislative body of ‘a country or

Thm rights which are umny exercised_by pmnu on -

,bohm ol lln students, e.g. due process, nnonnhh




g = The fbllowing are acknowledged as limitations of the study:

1. The method of data collection. Perceptions of teachers and students

Imposes limitations that are beydnd the control of the present Invéstigaitor.

The interpretation of each question and lh_sl care with which respondents
answer esch qQuestion are factors whicht may not be controlled nor
measured In a study of this type.. )

2. - The questionnaire was ‘administered to a limited number of teachers ln‘d
students: n‘ulu;ue rather than the total po?ulatlon. “

3. Bauuwe litle* research conteming student rights has heen conducted In

. ,Canada, there are fow Basa}, for gnmpmson.‘a;éoepi wih United States

' . muwlum. & : .

The following are recognized as dlmitations of the study: L

1. The study Is limited to teachers and students In Integrated hlizh schools.

3.. Only certain areas of student rights were'surveyed by the questionnalre.

This Introductory chapw hn provided the baekqmund to the aludy. amled

. the purpose, pqssd soma reulrch questions, pmvlded (ha nqauuy dullnmon M

¥ o (erms, lnd "the limitaitic d of »lhe study. In Ch-plur

ILa rqupw of the kiterature related:to student rights is provided.

were obtained by ma;ng,d questionnaires. The use ofi questionnaires '

2... The Infebrated high schools selscted weis located In Eastem Newloundland. -

s v iR

S




Chapter Il presents the methodology used In the  conduct of.the research, 5

while Chapter IV presents the findings of the. study. The final chapter prvvldy‘a_ X

‘summary of the thesis, Identifies major and make

- for the future.”




o CHAPTER I s
mswdna.‘xr:nm!uwne ' i -

g - T T
'w-&dmﬁmmmdw it Is helpful to” group them into Y
1 various caiegories. One: such categorization is wéflare rights o ption rights.
» sis in weltare rights is equalty, while In option-rights 1t Is
freedom. ‘WB.".IIB vﬂdchnnsulny sxmdud b/pnnmsonbahnllof

students/ generally Inclua -qu.my tights, and the fight to procedural due process,

life and ncumy. lnd ressonable punishment. These are the right:‘wﬁh " which a
\
the c-mdlnn eduullnml mna has beo most t:om:omadv Option. r@m: hm

boen_ defined to Include the right to acadenic frsedom, free spepch and expression, , '

“rliion and assgton, ind poscell assembly. For'the purposes of thia. stidy,
; sedly.. #

m. student rights have been 'wagcr(;ad as lo!lm}'u: the right to mdﬂmlc
freedom, free speech and expression, personal appearance md. behaviour, r‘aﬂva.

s+ .7+ duw process, and . This 1 will be used to
mmmmm-mdmmmu
nmumumummmmmmm
mmmmmdmsmdmnmmmmm
mwwwn,mmmu@mmmwmymcm-nmmn

The Mnyslw study will be reviewed in wma detail near the end of this chapter.

. ¢ wi i - The Right to Academic Freedom
Although studonts were domanding participation In academic affairs in the

"+ United Stlos and Ganada during the e sixts and soventies, itle wes accomplahed o

. . in this llll. Hovmur. the members ‘ol Ihe Teroma Board of Eduuﬂon felt that




R d mammmumuwlwmmdmmu

i oo d * _ students in secondary schiools. Mmmm.wmmummm
mmammmmn-mdmmmm. : /
_ decisions sbout their future. nmwmmmﬁw /
- In the decision-making process, the' better they will be prepared fo. the fives they .
mmmmvmm Thay_ believed that students should also have the )
L ~mbpuuummwmmmmmm—mmm ‘With - ’_

mluhnﬂM.MTormoBoudo!Eduwondmbpod in 1980, .bonldltsmmed
- Stients Rights*and Responsibililes, Mﬂch ﬂms M students hm the fn“wdnu /
fmdamn.

Vi, cnuu
1@ The right to”aitend, .na\s{ulvo crodit “for,
+'  courses,at a schogl: other ‘than the one at |

5, . whll:h |h'ymenm|hd.lfvnandu ox xist; #2 s & P
s, o (b) The right. o' transfer to the school where the “
:  Couse of thei cholca is avallabl; .

* : @ ﬂunummmmwumlnmuﬁw.
: (d) mmmmmlmm as » &

2 suphnmmmmmmhm

.. mmnmbmm
educational ‘goals, select, courses, and plan
dewmduhdmdumdnduhdm

5. Mmmﬂummmmmoﬂma
cdurse content and method of téuching of each - - -
course In which they are enrolled at the end - -
of each ‘'schaol year., -, .

6. All students have the rlgm |vlp: Informed of
. . ‘altemative schools, course and pmgﬁm options
<& : -, avallable to them.S
z 5 : . \
®Toronto BMN of Eﬂuelﬂon- Ehmm_ﬁhma_lnd.ﬂmnnﬂh!lmu (December,
15061). m &7




2. General ’ ® ¥
N ) MMMMNWWM = -
__to develop " individuality through classroom -
~i>responsibilities and programmes. 3

g e, : (cg~mmmnm‘mmm{w» R 7 )
2 Y g ) mlnwwmwu e .
ﬁmcmhwmma@amhrm;bnammmanw;u
courses f*the parents so wish, Because . Newloundiand uehbois'-ra under

denominational nonlrol the possibllity of this breaches lnodom ever ruchln"

4 oourl Is' rather umotu ¥ parents dzz not Awml_(helr child to aludy religlon
cpurns. (hsn'lhue students will generally be nxc_u,s‘ld from |_m religlon rgllu‘o‘! bry
ca Ieﬂf‘r from the b-mnb. Section 64 of The Schools Act (RS.N.), 1970 (hcrn!ler‘
; referred 1o as The Schools Act), states: A o L
Y e . Mo pacson shall In any, college’ or-achool ‘alded by money ranted undor .

* e - this Act, impart to any child aftending It any religious instruction
. which may be objected. to, in writing, by the parent or guardian of that
child:

m_ismumnwm,homum subject arose In Chabot v. Les
¢! dEcoles do la M (1957). Chabot was'a Jehovah's Winess .

whose children were being required to atténd, religious classes in a Catholic school
A : momcmuw.}wmdmmumdum The court agresd that the

plml!ls had the right to have their l:hlldron axclud'd _from the religious instruction

and !hl school board had no right to exclude the children from school. .

Toachers’ “Policy on snuu-m Rights and

n...pmmmm. N.I.A..auumn (Novefnber, 1975), p. 96.
Sewtoundiand Schools Act RSN) 1970, Secton 84, p.40.




Parents who ‘have opted for hom.lnslmdlan‘vn received court support in
casss where educationsl authorties havo falled 1o prove that such Instructon is
not commenurste wih what ls ofered I school. In a recent Newloundland case,
B. v. Kind (1984), the court was asked to d.sclds whether 8 superintendent could
refuse -ppllmlon for home Instruction where efiicient Instruction was prwlded,
simply on lhn ground that it was not equivalent to the school program. The
accussd father,. Paul Kind, who was a qualified teacher, taught his ten-year-old
dlugm;sr, Daborsh Kind, at home using & -program obtsined from the Manioba
. qummsnt of Education. In Ihll caso. the superintendent: refused ﬂpprovu.l for ¢
'hnmo Instruction nn the basis. of his apparont disapproval of home aducallon. He
oppoaed home educition because it lacked the soclal * mpacls of the public schqol.
The father was charged with nonfel;tlng his daughter under Section “11(1) of the

Schol A Ad. ~The d Provinclal Court convicted hlm on the

ground th.! he lacked the auparinlandenln approval. Tv!a father appealed. The
Newfoundland District Court allowed™ the - appeal and unqnll"ad the &m}an The
* court held that the supaﬂntundontsﬁould have " approveg the girl's home instruction .
because she was receiiig eficient indiucion ot oo and the lak of the socal
aspects of public school and .of exact equlvalancy of program were irelevant.

The tourt also cd thet the upon  the e of an

absolute and ‘unfaltered discretion_to refuse approval. of home education anrlvsd
" the parent c.o' the right to a fair hearing and violated the principles of fundamental

Justice. . . . s .

. Eforts are now being made to provide adequate education for all and o let:
a . v
each student's potentlal be developed to its: maximum. [ adequate educstion is

not pl;wldad. :;:hool officials .may be sued lbr denying a student's right ‘In this

. muqﬂ. This Is curently known as Ww While no. eduratiorial
- N ¥ B ) ~ .




m&wuanlmymmwmmmm;mmmm.mwm s

- unsuccessiul sults in the United States.  Hofiman v. Board of Education of New
York (1978) is a tragic of the of correctly -

. ‘students. A child of nomal inteligence. was fSlaced In a class for theementally
retarged because his periormance on the Stanford-Binet - Inteligence test showed 5
him to have an LQ. of 74. He would have been placed In & regular class if his.

. core had been one point higher. Even though the psychologist recommended that _
5 " hs inteligence be re-evalusted In wo years, he auyod in the class for retarded  *
’ children for efGven years wihout being retested. 1 :
The child's mplher. a single parent, was never informed ~01 her son's placement  ~ : i

In.a class for the mentaly retarded. The mother’ discovered that her son’ had

been misclassified when he was tested at age sgmm&an. The écu“- concluded © .~
7% ~S .55

+that it "Would_only intervens In school managementIn exireme cases, and stated 4

that the courtroom was not the proper forum in which to asséss the adequacy of

student placement. . -
B3
. . The Right to Free Speech and Expression
i mmwunnmsmuwc-hmma&odmmmam e

d reduced students’ opportunity to free speech in action. This dildmma was
= . ” efpressed quite clearly by the United- States s:u;mme Court:
. C The classroom is ptw'llur'y the “marketplace of Ideas." ' The nation's
v > - future depends upon leaders trained through wide exposure to that
robust exchange of Ideas which discovers “truth out of a multitude of
tongues™ [rather] than through.any kind of authoritative selection®,
& -Freedom of speech In c’smdl is much moré limited or restricted than what - g

2 [In 'l‘mrmu‘ﬂy. permitted in the United States. It seems that chunon may be slowin -

* “9Cited in A.W. Mackay, Eﬂunde.m_lu.mm (Toronto: Emond-Montgomery =5
Fublll:mlnns Limited, 1954). p- 301, - »




T no ;lsmpunn of school ncnvnln

thé United Gtates during 1989 may, be an example of what we may expect in Canada.

Tinker provided the landmark case where students organized: themselves fo~
protest_an- Important, Issue. Five students wore black am bands to school to
protest the Vietnam War.s The students were suspended from school. In this
case, the United States Supreme Court tipped the balance in favour of the students.

1t ruled that_ school officils acted Mlawfully 17 stopping students from wearing

" black am bands to school to protest the war. Stating that students do not shed

" . )
thelr consihtutional rights ‘fo freedom of speach or expression at the schoolhouse
gate, the Court sald: ; ’ . =

3 ”
School officials do not pﬁmu‘ absolute amhcrﬂy over students. . Students
“In school as well as out of school are ‘persons' under our Constitution.
They'are possessed of fundamental rights which the State must respect....In
- the absence’ of a specific’ showing -of constitutionally -valid reasons to
regulate mnlr speech, sludents are’ entitied to mdnm of expression of
_thelr views.'® E .
The oplnlun of lh. Supreme- Court, delivered by Mr. Justice Fomn, was an
effort to bulmce the rights of studsm.s to fmodom of axpmsslon ‘with lhs dghts'

of the school boud to mllnuln order and dlsclpllne and to ensure -that Rham be

Pror 1o the Tinker decision, students were nof recognized_as having the
First' Amandmsnl right of freedom of speech. Thus. the Tinker case ushered in a
new era of student rights In the United States. - Surely, no” groater watershed

case ‘could be imagined In the_field of sctiool law than Tinker, which completely

«changed students-from ‘objects of public direction to persons In their own right.

'“Cllod in R. Magsino, "Student quhu In Candda: Nonsense Upon Stits?"
(Toronto:  The- Ontario Institute
lnr Studles in Eduullun, 1978), p. 90. 3 bl




it was concluded that stu&;pu did have a right to express themselves as long as
they didn't materially distupt the oducallo’nll process. ﬁya Supreme Court stated:

, [The student] may express his opinlons, even on controversial subjects
> like the war in Vietnam, if he does so without "materially and substantially

with the of on the
operation of the school* and without colliding with the rights of others...!!

Court cases cited I". the United Sl-‘tes have resulted In placing lpaponslblllty
on school officials to &odda what constitutes disruption In school dliclp!lna.
School authorities may restrict.the expression of ideas when :here Is a reasonable
forecast of subsunll‘nl disruption to the ﬁom of the school. It Is not enough
that ‘the school ndmnstrnor merely believes thers will be a ‘disfuption; ha/she
must be able to rnlsnnubly forecast a substantial disruption. a v od 7

= American cases demonstrate that freedom of speech and expmsslen:dou not’

imply ‘that a_student has a right to give speeches or engage In femo.nulnlluns

where and when he/she plesses. Students heve to comply with the. rules of
" / ; o

sof:lalyas' vyell as those Auf»(he school. Insolence  or disrespect on’ 'ths part -of )
studnts s not necessarily 'loxs'med and may be subdued when necessary. -As
noted aadlsn it Is reasonable to ussmi: -that school personnol have Ih, Nspnnnlblllly
to ensure that ench student .cgn leam and study in an environmént conducive' to
sludy. The school has a-mandate to its students t6 see that all activities, especially
T e ;olassroon, ae ‘Seed G 1 axdispiied:naiGr 18D st SVGHE ‘Gin
" boneft from formal oducation. - - ’ ?
,’ It Is generally agreed' that courts In Canada have a Iong hlltmy of putting
the rights of groups before those of Individuals. The old adage, “children shoutd

be seen but not heard", Is still prevalent in.our schools and courts today. *

v oES

s VCited In AW, Mackay, Edmﬂmj‘w_lu_mm (T ‘oronto: Emlnd—thluummy
Publications Limited, 1984), p. 302. ¥




wimmwwmbammwmmmmm
Canada. In the Canadian case of B. v. Burko (1968), former high school students
lost a battle to distribute material in thelr school. University studeds retumed
mmmmwmmmmnm Their intent
was to make high school students aware of flaws in the present educational
structure. The case_ went to court and the decision was awarded in favour of the
school. The reason for such a decision was based on grounds of trespassing, not
on the Issue of distributing material in_schools. As yet, distributing Heraturs as
a form of protest has not been challenged. Problems such as these often arise

when nudanb are over-critical, of the _whnol officials or publish something that is

vulgar or ollenslva s N

. Recent llwlunl concerning ‘the right of students to publish controversial
" articles have raised the follwdnn question: How .much freedom of the press can
mnfnmmmmwm'z In’ the past,
Mmmwmq-wﬂlymwmdbymmdm Teacher advisors
zmmmdmmmmm Inhhlnle\e Sd\odBoudsvThC
_,S(udcnt Press (the Kids are Winning)", Noite states ' the traditional uﬂonllo
‘oflred by school boards for such stict controt.

. ro and need guidance; the school administration
mhl&wm%nkmllhmﬂw.ﬂwﬂm
ﬂnmmpmﬂmrmdm-nnmmdbm from the im: ntum
diatribesof fellow students.'” \

% The romuvﬂ of books . from school libraries and lho banning of oun!culum
materiis have raised controversies In- Canada. Book banning Has usually Involved

the parents on on‘l side And the acnoql officlals on lhs cther. Somaumos. students*

Jme. Nm *School Boards vs. The-Student Press (the Klda are wlnnlnn),
(February, 1978), p. 23.




find themselves In the middle on such issues. Wheh acting with thelr parents,
students have blocked the removal of some books, but & student's chance of
Mmg.ngmu\mmybthh,mmm
mm_dmhmwmmwmhmywm
hmwmmmmm'mmmmm
the Unkted States. However, parents who have tried to bai books in Canada have
'dmsorpmghnwmlmo!powul‘wm\!y. Neither teachers nor students
have the legal authoiity to select books for courses or for the school library but,

on many octasions, are consulted on this Issue. Such lssues do L\m usually get

beyond discussions at school board reports in the
Mhmn.hnnmunnnnm_mmhuhu
N-Moundlmd students have long had lhe nnm to mund school m-ﬂng any

\'wwmmqnhndnd.mnmthy‘ sadlonsz(-)d]]n_ﬁﬂmgh

mummnmmuuwwwh
mmmmmmmmmmmmmmu
mmhhﬂhpwmmmmmdmmm
his studies.’

for non-compliance. . There seems to b a commanly sccepted aititude that students
have “the right to sell-expression through personal appearance.” In-his book
Ghidren's Biahts, Wringe states: - ’
At a certain stage the child clearly has an interest in exercising freedoms
In the matter of personal appearance, for in some degree what one
. appears to be is what one.is. * One's appearance profoundly affects the
way one Is seen by others gd above all the esteem. in which one Is

held by one's peers. It may also be thought that children- should be
allowed-some. limited freedom of choice in this lrn in order to acquire

. Newigundiand Schools Act (RIS.N,) 1670, Section B2(a), p. 54.




Y

. & sense of taste and app ness while still in the protected and
educative envionment of the famtly or school.™

: In the past, Urited States colrts have agreed that school boards have the
right to uwo!op\dr-u codes; howové?. problems hlvs arisen from the content, - 7
Imorprmn1u;n. and enforcement, of those' codes. th‘n dress codes are challenged
in the courts, it is usugll; on me aivunds that they restrict _Indeull tréedoms.
It a dress code which takes 'Ima‘onnlldumlon ﬂ\q bu.sln "principles of lndivl;iual
freedom Is designed, then many problems can possibly be solved before the courts
become Invlved. In his article .*Before You Bring Back School Dress Codss, T

Racognize That The Courts Frown Upon Attempts To 'Restrict’ Students’ ngm;'

Sparks offers -omo cautionary advice to educators as chay create or revise their

= N
. student dress codes. 'Hé says: B
_- Sc | “boards da. not hnve the qu to set qmomlng and “&ppearance
stands based solely on your collective . perception of ‘what school _
standards ought to be.- Yéu may not arbitrarlly institutionalize your
5 N “values apd attitudes of® appearance. For instance, long: hair on male
P high u:hm{l students cannot be banned merely because board members
) ~don't Iike . As the courts have polnted out repeatedly, reasons— . of
& \ good reasons - are needed when .dress code guidelines begin to affect &
g — liberlies defined by the Bill of Righs, especially by the First and i
Folteenth Amendmunu 38 :
To win a oouvl case, /l ge(;ﬁrilly must be shown that regulations ‘conceming’
student sppearance are_necessary for school’to function properly and that the’ o
3 drsu eod- is romwnably related, to lhe goals that schools are trying to accomplish.
A (horoughly stated dress code nan. in' fact, have, some merit in schoclt. Spum,l 28
” )
. . argues that it can prvvmn, nu_osssnry -safety maulaﬂons for schopls, h_g}p students ‘-
e : - '
— - .
s g, ernqo. gmmm_amm (Bostor: Routlode -nq Kogan Pau, 1985), p. iy
. 152, N L T
T Sparks, “Before You Bring Back School Dress Codss, Recognizé That "
The Courts Frown Upon Attempts To ‘Restrict’ Students’ Rights,” American School - 3

Board Joumal Wuly, 1983). p. 24, ¥ E




dmbplmnwmmwumulhowl b!lwnnlhnlehool
mdwvmmny He conciudes that: M‘ :

‘ﬁmlmmmmnmmmmm‘

program and help achieve the
‘o«mm'mnanmnngummmwm. In an Alberta
case, Choukalas v. ss._um_ammm_mm_sma_m (1962), the couit

wm.mmu-mmmmmwnmm.

In his book Education.law In Canafia, Mackay clus a case conceming hair
length, in which 'n»a court favoured the school board. ‘A Saskachewan court
upheld a mls mnulﬁlng thl length of boys' hair in M v. Mﬂﬂi
(1971) In that plmcul-r case, an alwenayur-éfd boy was . supported by hls
mother who approved al his long hulr The court, how-ver, ruled against lh\J
nudcmlnhvaur ollmmool board. Nolnvuﬂnﬂlmwucml-ﬂ out t6 determine *
Muf‘ﬁnbov‘lhﬂrmmw.dmwudlsﬂumminmdmmom = :

InWbeululn l‘dwdboudlmwd.mnm}nhubﬂyl hair stated:

mmmwmwmunmmmnmh

collar fine in' back, and over the ears on the side, and it must be above

the eyabrows. Boys Should be clean shaven; long side bums are out '/
mmm;-mmmmmdmmwbwm
above regulation. Inﬂlltld\ool mwysmgmmmmmng
haircuts or being" expelled. Thboyswmaﬂird‘hm 'nwylshd'm-
court for elurmcdlon pmwlt legal standing to Igrftre the naullﬂon

. ) The eoun asked the 'choalboummpmvldc Ivldlnulolhow that the code

wrs rnlly netd.d Since !h- board couid nm supply. nllllldevy evidenice, the

“pbid., p. 25. o

17Cited in M.C. Nolle, "Your District's Dress Code and Why It Probably
Hasn't a Halr of a Chance in Cour,* American School Board Joumal (August, 1971),
iy s " o ]




. 2 ‘ . J ) “ Lo ,

w, Qomt upheld the lower court and ml.od i favour, of the students.
" The results of many cout decisions I the Unkhed Statés on studens’ persona
lppnrlneo and dreu have been bconclusm Some courts hm upheld u:hool
w ‘rules M!II- others have Indicgted that personal appearance eonstnmsl lmedom of
P - 'xpnnlan. lnd lhurdoru. must be proiacted. Prohibition of certain fuhlons’ may

be |u-m|a¢ I they create a dumpnon. 3 G Toow,

i \ The new Charter, bolh Soctloﬂ 2 lnd'!he 'Ilberly Merence of Section 7"

BT el possibly provide lddlﬂonul grounds for challenges to ‘school board actions in

this li'n“ The’, In' no way, creates. absolute freedoms  and libarties. for

M ltudenh to rely on In thelr dealings with sehool officials, hm it dnes create

Ilmlladnuemluldghu P s

. . - s 8 B . = )
5 There ‘are mlly no ommssad guarantees of privuy in lth.h.InEI:- nor has

prlvnn/ bean ps woll protected in" Clnada us in lhe United Smas. .One of the

= important aress o pm-cy In the sctiool wha access o student records, Most

pnwlneen in cunndn now have' imadqm of Irvlormallon statutes, and some Ahava
provisions relating 10 stidents reeolda in their adumﬂonal laws. '

The student record, which s the anly source o"lpcumuluhd Inhrmnﬂon on
“'the aludom and-on Ms or hor pduuﬂon. may lnolude a wide range of data about

. studenis and their hmlllns. At llmes. such data nm\ highly personal; therefore,

aducntors mull prohct the| pgrsonll privicy of - students and’ their famllies.

1 Pamnm and alud-m have a right to oxpacl no less..” ; \:,
. z

- The ldmlnlslmlar o! u mhnol may lacu mn pmblem of hqw to balance the

- needs for privacy’ whh !Imu lur more wmpmhnnsivs Information which is neadsd

" court upho-ld the boys' sult. In refusing to heat the casd’ on -appeal; the Supreme

-




today for better deelslnn—mtﬁlnn. Administrators must also b; lbh to 'buil;'u:c )
student gains because of better programs, which will accrue m bpltav information,
, against student losses of ‘privacy which could result when pcuoru! Information Is
collected, retained and ulized in docisonmaking.
In his lnlcla "studsm Hmrds—Perwnﬂ Privacy” or Knmadna of Client?
The Dilemma®, Humphrays states that: ~

Imolmlxlcn may be ranaged in a_responsible munnar to minimize the
risk to privacy and the risk of inappropriate decislons. The risk to the '
‘student's privacy may be reduced by employing good Information pruqlm‘ .
and by onsuﬂng that onlyheeeswry data are collected and mnlnad.

lnlarmnllnn collected lbout students” should be dell! with In a pfofaulunllv
‘manner and be protected Auulnsl misuse. ‘The Interest§, of students are better met

. when (helr pslsunal privacy Is honored. In the Unne’ﬂ States, lhem are laws

wnaemlng access to student - recordu ‘In schools, and. lludsnls are-much. better

‘prmemsd(han in Canada. - ! =t

*. Commenting on access to- sludenls aducallonnl mcurds in Canlda. Bavarly
- McLachlln  says: 4 E

There are three oamponenu to pvmcy n respect to educational records:

first, confidential .documents such as student records should be kept

. private; second, a student should have access to his or her own ﬁlu.

third, a studenl has a right to huvs/anovs on the moold cormected.
‘/‘-\nhnunh‘ the new Charter gu-rnnless to everyone the right of life, ‘Hborﬁ.
-

.and security of the. person, school boards gansmlly nqar‘d It to be thelr right to
search student lockers and deskx. Thay regqrd |m:keu -nd desks as school propeny

nnd, therefore, subjact to Inspacﬂon by achool umhomlu "Wrien a lludunl Is

18 1, *Student. Records-P | Prlvncy or Knawlsdne of
" Client? The Dilemma," " Education Canada (Spring. 1988), p. 0.

© 71 18Cited in AW. Mackay, mm_uuu_c,m (Voronto: Emond-Montgomery
Publications Limited; 1984), p. 308. »
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. assigned-a locker, hefshe Is offan informad that the, school has the right to'

conduct pe!bdlbﬂlmhas.

United States courts have qul!ly upheld administrators’ searches of school
Iuekan on the basis that \hn/lodwlxbeloﬂﬂ to the' school and are only provided
1o the studont for Trited | purposes. In the ‘o Unlted States' cases, Kansas v.
Steln (wsn) and Pegple v. Mn (1969), the courts hm declared that under
~c|nlln conditions, ldqtlnlnmoru have a tht lnd parhws even l dutys to
lmpocu nudom'l locker. :

_ There have been no cases in Canada where the courts have decldawm
prlnelpll or. teacher hn the mlhnmy to search a student locker. Authority could
exist, howwcr. “under the m_m_nm]g dowino Schocl u!ﬂelnls often justify
searches by saying lhnt thuy hlvs !ha authority and responsibllity to ensure the °
disipline of ‘the nhool and ‘the safety lnd wpmm “of students. Because of ~

un:wlnq vlolem and vmdallsm and wldaupre-d qu use in achbala school officials

cnmld!r séarches to.be a nacessary If an unplnnum msponslblllly. Hmvor, under
“the Gharter only *ressonable searches are permitied. For the most par, principals
mly»be‘ found l'n have the authority to. ;em:h lockers and desks if there is probable
cause lnd the search Is reasonable. ! . i

Pam;nnl searches, however, are another matter. These can be emotionally
dlm’nblng. bmh “for mé student being searched and for the princlpn! or teacher
conducting the search. When the um:h of - person takes placeé for the breaking'
of a-school rule, the uuo; ble suspicion ust should be appﬂad and !ha search

must be of a reasonable;
r

To ‘demand that a_student strip nlked to be
searched Is not reasonable. -t would be advisable for pr!ncipgls'ln have_a witness

to all searctios conducted In the school. 4




In the Unisd States case Baliier v. Lund (1977), a stp search was conducted
wwmmmmu-mmmwnm
womdmbsmbymdmmldtu. Thumlbnlndmdlu-eno'

wmmmm mmmmm--mdm
search. - ma-ummhdﬂl’nmruhmﬂmdhmm
Amondmlm.ﬂlmd:

It is entirely pnuhh that there was .

probable cause, upon the facts, to believe that m‘ in the: *

el-unbom has | d the stolen money. There wers no facts,

however, .which allowed the officials to pmbuhll with respect to
which students might possess the money something which has time and .
- again, with axupllum not relevant to this- case, been found to be
* necessary to a reasonable seatch under the Fourth Amendment20

In some cases, trained dogs have been used to sniff out dmga in schools.

n
lho Unnad States case n_ng v. Renfrow (19!0), a dog was used ‘to examine a
nudem'a gm. As_a'result of the dog's reaction to_the ‘girl, she was strip-
searched in the nurse’s ofics. Since' no drugs were discovered, the search was

d-dund:u’u;mwwonﬂ. This particular case ,is very Important because it was

’\ mnmummsummmmdmmgwmummmmmh

A greater breach of the students” rights occurs when the ‘search Is conducted
mmmdmmmmmmnmm-mwm In-
va Sms_ﬂ_nmmm).-pmu-wnnon-npm-nmm
mwlnpmmymm-w. The search was upheld because the
-principal was acting wm: the delegated power.of a parent.
hmu‘lmun_mp between school officials and the police In Ca

is undergoing .
Judicial scruting. . In- an Ontarlo case B. v. G, a thifeen-year-old student was

convicted of possession of marijuana. Anather student m& provided a teacher

P z".I Andomm Fundlmonnl Freedoms and Lnnl Rights," Paper for Pnum:ﬂon
to the Newfoundland Workshop (mmh 1984), p. 39,




with Informetion that the accused was camying drugs on his Person, hidden In his
mmmwmwmmmmwm' y
-accused student to his office. mwmwmwmm

M.ﬂm‘mm,ﬁmhwwmuﬂuhﬂp'm
leg or sock of the accused. mwmwhum Two *
cigarettes were " discovered in the :tin foil. After discovering the material, the
police were calied in and charges were laid.

Justics MacDonald concluded thet a search had been conducfed and, even
though it was done with dllﬂlﬁﬂ‘l.. wch a search was lllegal.. He held ‘that a
mlm:lpll Is not pald m en!oru “drug’ l-ws His discretion should be used to .

" adjudicate rumours which com to his mamlon aid report Hhose which have some (’
substance -or 'vglldny\ In the police. Then, it is up 50 the police to lrwuunntn .
and lay charges when they are satisfied there‘are amund;'ln do so.

« S 2
A statement conceming the judgement of .an Ontario Provinclal Court-Judge,

il

JL Lunney, is relevant: . { 5
mmdponmmmmmmwwmmy/
criticized

has been

%
g
§
F
!

lnlmunrbntmlnnﬂummhubunnw- D
.ludchunncy g - . P

: . The~ pnulw of conductig pollu Intmgnlum of school chldmn in
2 . school is nuuly ever, If ever, lo be justified. It Is not to becondoried.2!

This awﬁmnt mlkol it clnv that school mrnlnlstrmu have a legal nbllgnllon

. to the student.

2bid., p. 40. . 5 : v o 5



" ~In an address, Judge Brian Stevenson, a Calgary Provincial Court judge, made
the following suggestions for procedures to be used by school officials when
= pole;wmlo'hld\ook

1. m.mn&nugﬂ;ﬂnbmw
matter, and . gdvised that f ¥/is not urgent that he
the nuﬂdoywhool

ummm(mmwwu).mmm
Mlﬂo\ldbammd.

Amnmm the identity of the officer and his :
umlmwumnmcudwelam‘fdhmm-

.

4. The student should bl advised of his rights.
L

< L)
5. The parents or a relative of .the student should be contacted
. and apprised of the, situation, and requested to attend.

6. The school officlal sholld remsin with the student at all times X St
when the- police officer is present. ' *

t A Awﬂmméprdmmpommeymww-m-ldm
€onversations. ¥

anmammhumwmnnmum\pwm'u p ?

mmmmmmummmwm

- mm.mmwmmmmmmm ,f
penalties or sanctions may result. Section B-of the Charter will likely be invoked

- whenever police officers are Involved In school searches or selzures, if Judge

Lunney's and Judge Stevenson's statements are sny indication of the feelings of the
ludiclary. .
Amrdlnq to Mackay, the lo!lewlnn factors hnvt been Idanmlou as relevlm

y " to the reasonableness of the search:

Zipid. p. 41. .




Age of the student, school record, past behaviour, urlnusnm of the
problem, information base for the search, and the need for haste.”®

~ Search and seizure pﬂ"codum-'nln’bomnllmod d. troubling quwlon’s
whenever a search takes place. How can vm uq:‘me the stude}vt‘s rights to privacy
with the authority and responslbilty of school authorties fo maintain order, sefty,
and dlwlpllna in the school? Dogs it make a dm%c‘a i the search Is of
amdsms Iudmr, WIIIM or pnmon? Whlx if the search Is ‘to. discover a weapon,

drugs, or stolen goods? Is the evidence to be used in schoo! dlsclpllnlry pmeesdlnus

"of criminal prosecutions? Finally, how reliable was the lnformallon that precipitated ,

the sedrch? e
. ' 2 ‘ —
The Bight.to Due Process

In the studentteacher relationship, it Is obvious ‘that sducqtofs should treat
students wky, I Is generally agreed thai students should be given “due process;
that s, opportunity should be given to puplils to hear .charges Iavl:d ‘ugllnst them
lm‘i to present lﬁe!r side of the story.  Although school officials p;evluusly had
leverage In making and -nlomln'l rules, the new Charter may’ place many restrictions
on thua.psople. Under the &mng;, all Canadians, including sludem.s.. have the

right to be considered Innocent until proven guilty,” and have the right to tell

thelr story before an Independent and impartial body.

The court-sanctioned notion that students cannot be denied due process

emerged only during the past few years and Is almost cerain to be the most
. ’ E

difficult phenomenon school officlals will have to face In the futufe. In a 1974

article entitled, "Due Process or Dont Let Your District Get Caught on the

Losing End of a Lawsult", Ruhala commented. on this ‘lssue. He said that because

Cited In AW, Mackay, Edmlmuw_ln_cmdn (Toronto: Emond-Montgomery

Publications Limited, 1984), p. 220.




of ithe changes evolving in the legal interpretation of at\;dm fights, the Delagate
Assembly of ma National School Boards Assoclation, which comprises school board
members from lll areas of the United Shtoa. pmaﬂ a resolution which addressed
sett directly to the area of s{uden! rights. Il said that:

The National School Boards Association urges all local school boards,
after involving students, staff and community, to establish written
"policies on student rights and ‘responsibilities that are in accord with

--tecent court decisions. N.S.BA. further urges that all -local achool

Boards establish due’ process procedures for the udmlnlnmlon of these

policies in order that the rights of students are protected.

n Newfoundland, statutory provisions and school board regulations: outlining
due process procedures conceming suspension and expulsion have been developed.
Accordlnp to The Schools-Act, a school principal is given the authority to suspend
a pupll from’ school, suh]ocl to school board vagul-llonu. A school board, therefors,
in ns policies and mguluuons. may require ‘that suspenslons have its -mhorlutlan
before they can come Into-force. As a tesult, with some school boards, the
au!'homy to suspend a pullall may lle- entirely with the pringipal, wrllle with other

i 5 .
boards it may be necessary for a principal to receive board authorization before &

student Is suspended. , A
Most school boards suggest that the first suspension should be of a short |
duration (two duy:) and that the principat should require that one of the parents
accompany the student when he or she retums to schoo! up'lhn! the parents can’
be better In;ormad of the child's behaviour., I a student mnlg;s ‘no effort to
conform\andk’ a reasonable period the ‘prlnclp_ul mn'y-mapmid for. & .parlndtnm
exuad:lnu five days any student who is gullty of a gerious misdemeanour, persistent
disregard of authority, the use of profane or improper language, or t;a:ulnq damage

24R%y. ‘Ruhala, "Due:Procéss or Don't Let Your District. Get Caught on the
Losing End of a Lawsuit,” American School Board Journal (July, 1874), p. 25.




wtd\oolpmputy &mmmmmnwnmwmuwmm
w-m-mmqm mmmmng.m.uomunm

mmmu-wmmn-mmmd.
wﬂo’l and Is, therefore, mwmmm Thlpowormwoll
student rests with the school board. Section 83 of The Schiools Adt cleary awards
this power to the board. hmmmummhmmmw
clearly enunciated. :

Section 83 states: . ® e i

When a pupl falls 10 apply himset to his studiés or does not comply

with the discipline of the school . or In respect of whom the principal,

for any other serious reason, is of the upln!on “that such action should

be takemthe principal shall .

(l) ‘wamn him and record. thu date of the waming .nd the reason; ~

® inform,- by’ mur. the pupli'! parents or gulrdllns that the pupil has

been wamed;
(O} undleopydmolduumonudmhmgmh (b)tuim-ppmpdna
superintendent; ah

(ammmm.mmmnm.mmmmg

. eluu'wl’nwnmlng

mmmwmwnﬂbmmmmwmb
mwwmwm.mm -mﬁwhw
~mwmmduummmm lapﬂcllbﬂurmblﬂmlsnot
mmmmmmemhanMM
his classmates. or teachers. There Is a provision in Section 83A(1) of The Schools
Ani which allows ma parents or guardians of ' an -expelled’ student -to request a
review of the. expulsion. This provision \does’not apply to ll;adnnl sus;pamlnlns.
However, some school boards may haye pD"cll!. allowing the review of.a, _auspsnslan:

- . W R o i
————

SNewloundiand Schools Act (R.S.N.) 1970, Section 83, p. 5.




Suspension and expulsion of students are generally administered as punishrrient
in .K.hur of four instances: when students seriously disrupt the educational
process of cthens when studerts damege chool propery; when slilents pose &
et o others; or when studests are consisiently disobedient. I, mast nstances,
vm@unmmm-mga-mhnummmu
taken by a school board or principal. However, Canadfan and American courts
have found that the "due waming® requirement may not apply In cases where
students are involved In criminal activity. One such case Is Tavior v. Board of
School Trustees of School Distict No. 35 (1985). In that cass, a thineer-year-
ol ulvi was suspended from school for a period of eight _monlhl for smoking 4
marijuana before retuming to school hum_llunch.‘ The B‘ﬂ“lh .Columbla Court of
Appeals ruled that the gir's :mpanllon was valid qven though she had not been
given a waming upon the discovery that she was undo; the Influence of an illegal
narcotic at school. . )

The Issue of a student's an“dmwm:hlmmquno;wa
since the coming_of the Chater. However, i is generally accepled that students
mwuh:quwmmmmhum

. against them. Mackay suggests that: - .

The recently developed concept of procedural faimess extends the

obligation to observe procedural standards to bodies making

decisions. It Is accepted that these procedural safeguards are spplicable

to decisions made by school officials, such as the suspension of a

student. The specific procedures required probably would simply consist

of the being given the opportunity to hear all the allegations

against him or. her and to respond to them.’

The procedure for suspension and/or expulsion outlined above may not. be

qp;’alluble In all instances, There are, In fact, situations where thegs steps may be
i . & 3 . .

-~ BCited in AW. Mackay, (Toronto: Em&nwmnomry
Publications Limited, 1984), p. 98. . :




. reversed or revoked, especially when the protection and safety of others is at

stake. An example Is the case of Wikes v.
~ " of Halifax (1878), where a studem was expelled from school for selling dmws to
other students. The eeun ruled that the school bolfd was |ustified- in expelling
\ the student since there is a duty on the trustees to take action to protect the
studants under thelr charge. “They may act, even in mﬁmanm of a conviction, i
1o expel & student whose conduct, in thelr opinion, andangers the other st_uéams.
It must be remembered that the requirement of due process and faimess does
" ot nacesgfise the: estabilahmant: ofany: soif of appeal.  This- normally would
mean that lludan’ts have the right to respond to any accusations or charges 4

", agalnst them, but have no rights beyond that. However, the right to an appeal of

- aschool doclslon. especially with raapecl to and ulsion, is . s
in meul provinclal education acts or school board pollclas‘ .
. 't must be realized. that students, like all other individuals, have rights
whlch\ cannot be encmlchgq u.pon, even.in the school setting. Parents entrust their
. children ‘w the care of educators dally, and the onus Is on school officials not
only to provitle the best possible education but also to use sound judgement when

disciplining them.

: ; ) ¢

~ It Is reasonable to assume-that everyone has the right not to be subjected 7}
to cruel or unusual trestment or punishment. Teachers and administrators “stand

Lu_lm_mmml; with respect to ‘students. The teacher's. authority to administer

'eﬂrpdrlﬁunlahrmm arises from this mlnllonahlp. which 1s the basis for the Tong-

. ustahllshcd vluw that teachers have the .same rights as parents to comect children < PO

N | ; i




under_their charge by way of corporal punishment. Manley-Casimir states that

the power to stand in the place of parents: i
included the right to punish students In the service of discipline and
education, providing such discipline was reasonable and imposed with
due care |nd attention to the offence, size, age, sex and physique of
the student.?’

Furthermors, he ecnuludes, that:
the courts have supported the idea that school officials stand In loco
have pursued a policy of Judicial non-intervention in_the
administration of schools except where some ﬂlnnm abuse Is at Issue.
The Qdmmnl_mg_gj_&mldl acknowledges that teachers must act in pllcu
of a parent while children are pl-esd In their care. According to Section 43:
Every schioolteacher, parent or person standing In the flace of & parent
Is Justified in using force by way of correction toward a pupll. or child, |
as the case may be, who Is under his care, If the force does not exceed.
what Is reasonable under the: circumstances.®\, N
. There are two theories conceming haw teachers acquired the status of Ii

loco parentis. One Is that parents grant thelr “authorfly: when they send me‘lr

N
. chllqran to school, . The other Is that disciplinary authority arises from the need

v \
to maintain order and to~act on behalf p’[lh. students. The second thedry Is

probably more defensible In court since™ihe first theory may allow a parent to”

remove 2(nchors authority to corporal by the

e \

del

ted authority. N

The fact th oouns uphold the dghta of teachers to use corporal punlshmanl

/
is well established. In 1951, Justice McDougall of the Quebec Court of King's

Bench stated: 4 @ *
: . ¢
e 27y, Manley-Casimir, "The Supreme Court, Studepfs' Rights and School
Discipline," Journal of Research and Development in Egmﬁng‘;, (1978), p. 103.
: . E ] 4 N
By . .

7”EL Greenspan, an_g_qmmn_qm. (Onmlo\)cln-dn Law Book Inc.,
IBBS), ‘Sectlon 43, p. 55.
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That schoolmasters and parents have a -right to use force In order to
discipline their pupits and children is undenlable. - What would anr
\ the law generally be assault is permitted in the case of school childs
provided that the offence committed by the uhlrd mam: punlahmml |nd .
that the inflicted Is
& offencs. That the punishment naturally may auu gdn hardly nom Io .
be stated; gtherwiss ts whole purpose- would be lost.

. Aithough Section 43 of the Criminl Code s a ud-rﬁ’ /&me. some provinces . 5o
" have prohibited the use of ‘cororal pujshment i schoos.  Brish Columbi, for
e, states in Section 14(1) of its W that:

The dlsdpllna in every schoot shall be similar hs lh‘l@_of a_kind, fim,
and Judiclous parent, but shall nbt Include corporal punishment.®

N - Most provinces, however, do.psrmll the use of comoral punishment as a .

disciplinary measure. Newfoundland and Labrador Is'one such plovinca. .

A study of school board policies governing punishment of students in schqol's

reveals that there. Is, In .fact, some géneml consensus, - Most' of 3hosé policles . 7.

agree, for example, that any punishment must be administered by or in the presence

of the principal and complage\mnards‘nl‘ all Instances ;re to be kept. Section

84(2) of Tha Schools At states: S » ' : -

A teacher shall not administer comoral punlshmenl to any pupil unless
a third person, not being a pupil, Is present to witness such punishment. 2

“School board policies also agrea that pun@ﬁmm should only be resorted %o
wiien discipline cannot be maintained by other measures. According to Section .
84(1) of The Schools Act: :

.

Teachers are pemitted to administer corporal punishment in reason and .

with humanity, but they shall refrain from the use of it, until other -

mnr\: of dlwlpllnv “have been tried, and striking chilgren on the head

O ¢ ot
ad L ch-d In P.F. Bargen,
Pupll (Toronto: MacMillan, 1966), Pp. 126, [

- “'pilish Columbla School Ack Section 14(1). - :

. “iéwloidiand Schools Act (RS:N) 1970, Section 84(2), p. 56.




1 Is forbidden, and corporal lhlﬁndh to

d-lluhormm”
wa\muwmu-mmmnm L2
of all ofionses and the punishment administered, and al records must be open to
inspection 5} the principal and thy sppropriste superintendent. ~Section 80(2) (s)’ N

states that the principal must also keep a record, of offenses and, the punishment
> admh_h;ud.mddlhwdsnwhnopc;!mhwmmmm.‘
- + Many school bourds requi that each time comoral punishmant Is sdministerd, 8 i~
record muost ba kept lndluﬂnkun name of the pupll, date, mo name of |ho
witness, and-the reason for the punishment. This record must be kapt by ma
.« principal for future reference. &
. 1t Is Important 0 note thdt. when punishment falls outside the boundries of

reasoneble, a llthlr owld be Iﬂund guilty of criminal ‘assault. Howevpr, what
g%

Is difficult lo e llncl it Is a factor of soclal
. mum;ugpmummamum These factors:are all
subject to Interpretation and change with ‘ime. Nevertheless; Bargen, as cited In
Magkay's Education Law in Canada, an .
ndu-ugmunp:num Bargen ‘hds identified the following eight factors to
s s

be ¢ in ng what is .

(a) nhwmmdmmmm
(b) There is sufficient cause for-punishment. . *

1 (v)lnhndm»lormhlomdm"opﬁmmmmlmalnlury

e (d) It is suited to the age and sex of the

< (e) It is not protracted beyond the child's povm' of endurance.
. ' () The instrument ysed for gunishment Is suitable. -
5 E © (9) * does not endanger life, limb, or health, or disfigure the chiid.

(h) 1t is administered to -n nppruplma part 01 the pupil's anatomy.> .

g, Sebtion B 55 ¢ // ;

HGhad ih AW. Mackay, Education Law In Canada (Toronto:. Emmmw-v/
Publications Limited, |9M).p er.




Generally spesking, courts have been wvery relueum o md teachers ‘Guitty
iy

of criminal assault in ldmlnlstalinn corpéral punllhmnm, often finding um the
A}

=

was e under lha In the Canadian case B. v.
W (1974), & teacher was charged with assault after he slmpad a student
across the face as pun]shmam for a uma-ulllnu Incident whlah nld occuired
three days pmlously 'His appeals court judge found’ the teacher nm guilty since ~
the was ¢ under the 1 and was given for comection
purposes. « ’ JRR 7, )
In the "Canadian case Murdock v. Bichards (1954), the teacher pulled -a

hS

greeiing. student from the desk end pushed her down. the slsle. A a resuf, the

student hit her head on a’'desk or-the’ fioor. When the teacher and student were

in. the corridor, the strap -was ldmlnls\leg.o . Here, the court ruled. that reslsum:s

e

caused the Injury and the

One’ of the st wellk cases Y Sing lﬁe ¢ Y lssues Imntvea z

In excessive corporal punishment wns the United States case of ],n_n.mh‘m v. Wright
(1977). The pun\spmnl eom(-pd of paddling the aludem. Ingnhum. on the
buttodks more than twenly times.: e piddiing was sossevere that he sufirsd a
\ hammm-\nqumnn medical munﬂon and keeping him out of school for elavan

Aﬁ Hls punl'hmant was given because he was slnw to rslpond to hls tuchar’s

Ins(mnlonu. The -Supreme "Court found ‘that this punlahmcnt dld not fall under

«

the crusl and unusual hibilion - of the Eighth because

this Mmdm-nl whs clearly designed to’limit only criminal punishments. The
Court dso found thatthe ight to due process did ot apply Ip hiscase.

|n extreme mu. the courts hlwe found eorhln punishments - administered by

chers unnmnlb(a, and the mponalblo wachov guilty of assault. Campeau v.

B. (1851) is an mmph of such a mu_. In this case, & mmnr was ch-rgad with




§7
common sssault when he. punbhod a uhlld by llvlldnc ihe ludt of the child's

hm\h acfoss ha edge of a desk, The eourt hund the teacher guitty .lnn- the
punishment c-nied with i a risk of permanent injury and was, therefore, unreasoriable.
Itis posslblu lhll a ledlan court wlll Inlarpm Section 12 of the Charer,
which reads that mlyom has the right not to be subjected to any cruel and '
* unusual treatment or punishment, as applying to studens at school. Because of
'the established tradiion of the use of corporal punlshmom in schools, R ls uniikely .
that reasonable m'por\pnnhhrum would be held to be cnnl -nd unuau-l mmem
"l Is more likely that such punishment. wnuld be raglrdsd as a reasonable limit on
-  studlents froedoms within the meaning of Section 1.of the Charter. .A .cout
may Vle?l punishments suéh as detention, wiiting repsln.lve lines,. standing In the

p oomer.‘—nv being suh;ectga 16 ridicule -from classmelps as el and unusual.

However, Clnndlm courts may bé& reluctant to get involved in dmurmlnlnu lpproprlllo

dl!clpllna‘ln the schools. . )
In the past few years, parents, teachers' administrators, and school trustees

have had to re-evaluate. and ro-cxmplne the ;uelllnn of corporal punlnhn:lm.

Most ‘teachers todagy in trying to mnls a good educational situation and make .

school a ch-llenglnn, interesting place to be, are uurohlng for cnn-lructlv:

discipfine which has mcre posttive and long-lasting' results than corporal punlshmonl‘

L ;

"It is important to point out that during the review of the literature, only .

‘v
one related study could .be identified.  This study, entitled Student Fights In

and the United States: A 'C Studv, was by
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Magsino in 1980.3%. n-,mmmumuMnmmnum"-W'
" to students as a matter of school board poiicy in Newloundiand and Wisconsin,

us&mm«m‘mm_mmh-mu‘wm
document or statement. The rights were grouped under the following headings:
free speech, free press, free personal . privacy,
mmdammmhmm mhﬂu
mmmmwﬂmx
Rwlrdlnp.hlmdmmbhodwn le!nolwndﬂulon’yswevm

5 of the Newfoundland educators surveyed granted students freedom to detemine the
" ‘content of thelr subjects and only 10 per cent allowed them to decide on the .

« manner of oompl-llnq their work In these courses. Forty-eight.per cent of tha .

educators -permitted Newloundland stude 3 to“chodse thelr, elective courses, but &
much Ilkw number gave l!ud-rm lh. rlnmlnhm the ﬂnlluyln dehlmlnlnu
mmmummmmummmm.,wmm
uwmdmmmumwdmmm'nwnm
if they would go to a special class, or to any similar special grouping based on
ability or talent.” | shouldibe noted that for each of these issues, Wisconsin
students possessed greater freedom than did Newloundiend students. Magsino also
hmummnmwwmmwmm

and ‘on ur s than ¢ stidents.  In

Newfoundland, students Mvary little ‘In the formulation of eodas and
- guidelines.

~ It was surprising to discover that Newfoundland and Wisconsin educators

were in clm’l‘qnnmlﬂl conceming Issues in the area of free speech and expression.




However, difierences did exist on particular Rems. For example, a greater percentage

of Wisconsin educators granted mm the right to criticize educators and their
policies publicly, as well as .to write aricles critical of Inchlu' and their policies
in school-sponsored student 'pm’.\‘[h\ry also gave them the freedomto include

in student papers articles that dealt with sensitive or controversial topics. However,

“a larger number of Newfoundland educators would allow students to demonstrate

and to encourage others to do so.

The study dsy/indlwod that both the and d
were concemed not only wnp malniqnlnca of school order but alsé with Insisting
on school morality. Momovar,‘whfle both showed a willingness to Iclem_tn criticism
of educators nnd> to !;ea in writing alu*s’m treatment of sensitive hgud..lhey
hardened thelr poshors as. the freedom claimed epprosched  likely disordsr In the
schools. L . o "

The survey confirmed that the right to personal appearance and behaviour

: " Had been achioved by studgnis in Wi and

aquul numben of both groups Indicated that male s{udenu were free to wear long”’

hair and female students could come to Gllas with hnlrdn! of thelr choice. About

. 90 per cent of each group favoured* these freedoms. slmlllﬂy. 71 per cent of the

Newloundland educators compared with 64 per cent of the Wisconsin educators
stated that students were free from dress codes. n conlrast, only 5 per cent in
the Newfoundland sltuatbnn and 4 pet cent for the WIsconaln counterpart permitted

kissing ‘or lnllmate embrwa In schools. Ahaolmly na educators allowed smoking

in"the clas whether in or However, they did specify
“areas where students could simoke.

Close segn fand the .

regarding the area- of sttident privacy. Both groups stated that they had ﬁil




«

- | &
authorty to sesrch student lockers on the basis that lockers were school propéty. |

They also agreed® that students had the right not-to have confidential information
;bout them discussed by educators except in professional situstions. However,

‘they did differ in thelr attitudes toward releasing information from a student's

_ personal record, While only. 24 per cent of the Newfoyndiand educators would

withhold such information, 89 per cent of the Wisconsin ‘educstors would do so.

Newfoundiand and Wisconsin ed the need for certain

before a student was subjected mlwspmalon or expulsion. A very large mc;omy~

of both groups required that students be given a hearing. However, a far greater

percentage of Wisconsin educators provided for certain procedural steps which

" were’ unprovided- for In'the: Newfoundiand’ situation,” While ‘95 per. cent /o the

Wisconsin educators inormed students they wera entitied to legal represantation,.
only 48 per cent of the Newfoundland educators did so. "Although ‘both’ groups W
undertook certaln uniform procedures léading 1o suspension of a sludanl; lhe'_y
differed In the process they followed. ' . .
A vast majority of both the Newfoundland and Wisconsin educators suveyed

in '&ﬂs study Indicated they wouli-suspend and expel students. for serious oﬂensss..
kel 5

»

However, only a small percentage - of the Newfoundland educators agreed with giving -

students’ a list of puhllhlple school offenses; _App’milmnlely 50 ‘per ceht felt this

way in the Wisconsin s dnlm. (3 ls Interesting to note that while 7|> per cent”

of the educators In Nwﬂoundl;rld allowed corporal punishment, only ia'p;r cent of

the American educators did:- : =
One “Sipacted 1o sse vast difsrences batwaen the atitudes of Newfoundiand °

and W]lf:nnaln educators toward student rights. The l?qdy,‘howwer. did not bear

out that

qss, thers, were f .in some areas. The

' greatest differences between NewtoufBland and Wisconsin educators, ‘according to

\ " .

e




’Mlqalnu. wag the d;qma to which the Wisconsin a!umou had® put ifVplace
official policies |:S relation to student rights. 4
Conclusion
n;e emergence of the Issue of student rights has sparked the Interest of
many writers and scholus. as evidenced by the growing collection ol Iiterature on
the subject. Educators, in Canada und elsewhere, are gradually gn\hodnq Inlelmnlon

in, this area. 1t Is a:peetod that Canadiari students will continue to demand their

rights In accordance with those stated In m_cmmunmu_ex_mmm

Freedoms. Assuredly, ihe Charter will foster growth of these rights.
It Is evident that wih ths increase In student rights, teachers will undoubledly

have_ o re-examine’ thelr role as Teachers and rators méy

no longér be the makers of lhe law; instead, thelr role could concelvably become
one of Intarﬁrmuon of this llw in the future, both teschers and students will
need to become more kmMednele in this fleld. ]
‘The adoption of comprehensive policies on student ngnu.\‘mll m;zulm cm»gas'
* in the character of the school as-a formal institution. Such acceptance would
place ?r'mnutluns upon teachers to respect the rights of students. It would require
administrators and teachers- to redesign their schools, to genergte a distingtive
climate of mutdal respect and Justice, ahd to involve students in goveming Ihemuhs
and making decisions about thelr lives.
According to the review of related hlaulure. there seems to be some discrepancy
a:nqnn_ educators as to what constitutes student dghw.) In publlc schools across

the Néﬁon, there is a lack of consensus as to what students should and should not

be permitted to do. The Charer will b excite in -

this important aspect of education. }




* CHAPTER lll . &

DESIGN OF THE STUDY

- Introduction .
This chapter describes the ‘questionnaire used In this study, including the validty
Qmmmmw.mummmwwm e
samples, as well as the procedures used mwlaammnmmodp,mlbo
discussed in detall. , ' .

became the basis for the atfitude scale used.

stitude icale ullzed a Likert formsl, whérsin & number of staterents

iven and participants were asked to circle the “gne response, out of five, which

best describes their reaction to“the nt.  The Mmsponsu

pvwidodm strongly agree, -agree, undecided, dluornund-mwdls-gm

An arithmetic value ranging %mvammlgmd each of these mporms
'W.m(huhumng nne-r. i =

Strongly Agree Undecided Dissfres . Strongly” \ .
Agree - i B Digagree .

1 2 ! 3 a 5




m-wkmhuwﬁwnmwwdm.mm
& ranking of people with regard 10 a paricular aititude. 1 should be pointed out
that: ) .
1.00 to 1.49 = Strongly Agree
1.50 to 2.49 = Agree
250 t0 349 = Un;odded
. 35010449 = Disagree
’ 4.50 to 5,00 = &mmiyblngm
* The leun lnchnlquo was adopted becuusn it has been wldaly used, and s
' familiar to most teachers. uuan ltems, while requiring care In formulating and
organizing, are usu-lly not difficult to oonslruct. administer, or interpret. *
. a
Description of the Questionnaire
To faciltate uumd&@uuqmﬁm-mmnmmmmm :
sections. Teachers and students were asked 1o respond o seventy items comprising
briwislnshnas: academic freedom, free speech and expression, personal
w-\d M.M.MMM Mo(nﬁow:hlmw.n. The
and professional information required ‘from “teachers Inﬂuded’ux. age, level of
certiication, school sizs,  and completion or non<omplation of a university course
in school law. The _bu:kun;und Iinformation required m!m students Included l.ll,
age, career aspiration, -er‘mgl size, and completion o non-completion of Canadian *
Law 2104. '




Yaliity .
mmu-wwmmwuwmm«m '
nuummwm-mnngmmmde.
S.npulnhhmhdmhdthhlvwhﬁ
1. a-nwmcmmummm
2. Mgnmmmwnww
¢ R Wg.mummmmm The original item
poolwuﬁmndueodbymphﬂnqunﬂnﬁnﬁng items. '
4 s.toeung two Juries of so-alled em to umqu- the first draft of »
ths qunﬂnnnlln for eomanl vnlldny One me consisted of -teachers,

principals, aludents, superi assistant. program

coordinators, laiwyers, ]uduas‘. and other paople knowledgeatie in- the
area of student rights. This first group was asked. for their metlms to
[ mmmuhlmdwmmmwm =
Wlmmmdlnmdw«mqo Their responses .
. Mhmmmmmmhmn T -~ e
A " The revised questionnafre was then given to the second jury, made
&urmwm-mmuwumuw Dr. P,
’wmn.DfH-m@ml.DrVSgdmmdDr'R.Mlm. These
' ’ . lndeml-mnkodoo examine the items lorimbiwny. wmpr-huslm. g
. ~ Juprmmmq-dmum.nnnumwgmmyn.mhu o <
ladded, deleted, or modified. . Their mpanm were mgn considered in -’
pmpldna lM quullnnnllm to be used in this study.




v Beliability S
After the parties Identified In the validation process had been provided with

“sufficient opportunity 1o react o the Hems, the questionnaire wes ploted In both
Integrated and Roman Catholic high schools in Central and Eastem Newfoundland.
The high schools participating In this pllot study were Gander Collegiate: St.
Paul's Central High, Gander; William Mercer Academy, Dover; and St. Mark's
Central High, Kh"l Cove. Questionnaires were administered to fifty teachers and

. . two hundred Levels 1, I, and Il students at the above schools, ylelding a 100 per
cent retum rate. As a result of comments recelved lhmunr_; this process, slight © =
ch=nues were made to mr‘ea of the queaﬂpn:nuln ncm;. The relllb!lily of the
questionnaire was then determined by re-testing the first twenty teachers and fifty

e “ studerifs three weeks after thelr Initlal retum was received. All seventy questionnaires

X mnmnnsdandthshmn,. duct- nt. was calculated 1
. Ioebﬂﬁlmihewllbllkydllch item. Thesaeorrohllah coefficients are shown (‘(‘ '
T e in. Tables 1 and 2. Mmmdmn-mmmmgnwm

_mmmumm-mmmmm.uMIam
¥ _ the questionnaire, are also shown In the two tables. =
\ . Inqdmtamhmmlmdlmmhwnydmehmumem.lll

nmmmhmdlmzwu.wnnﬁh«c&mmlﬂm The mean

(-tenu.v(ls then and back into & n

the same manner. In this case, a ol.DSWu for . =

°the questionnal “as a whole for both teachers and’ students. Tables 1 and 2 J

- indicate the auiiulltal, results of this process for each of the six areas and for
* the quunbnnuqu as a whole.
3 ° R




TABLE 1 ..

= RELIABILITY OF L TTEMS (
ITEM r MEM r TEM r s
A
1 9810 5 9833 9 8548
« 2 9564 -~ 8 9623 10 9270
3 .95&1 7 8499 11 6837
8372
Ralllblllty !or Audamlc Frsadem 95
' 2l 17 9884 22 10000
13 9514 18 9633 23 9621 .
14 8767 19 -, “8407 24 9606
15 8671 20 9810 2 8847
9847 21 9101 26 7640

Rallnbllliy !ar Free Speech and Expression = }7 .

27 9589 31 9835 34 7792
28 0598 . 32 1.0000 35 .8858
29 8513 .3 8511 | 36 9324
) t 30 .9823 . s . .
¥ ; Rellabllity for Personal Appearance and Behaviollr = .96 § ‘v .
. . 37 9666 * 4 - 8800 * 45<', 49122 /
. - 38 9450 42 .9084" a6 9645
” as 9780 43 9139 a7 1.000 X
- 9513 a4 1.0000 - .
nou-mmy'lor Privacy = .96 &
-
s48 9009 53 9788 57 6253
5 o s a9 9774 54 .. 8649 58 9326
- N 50 . 7343 55 8616 59 939t
51 . 8793 56 7592 60 8665
52 . ~.9349 _
. ) Rullul-:glly lf:r D.ua Process‘ 80 "
. . N "6 8698 68 9707 .
62 ©oe8 " 9792 69 .9321
. 63 ° 9803 67 8863 70 9629 . . '
~ . B4 9821 p i .
)\ . Reliablly for Reasonable Punishment = .94 .
; % : -
Reliabllity for Total Questionnaire = .95 3 K :




TABLE 2 t
RELIABILITY Of QUEST ( )
! il ~ ¥
K B i
3 mEM . r TEm S TEM r 4
| 5 di
- i 9789 5 9847 Z_ 9 s38 .
. : 2« .9507 62 9661 10 8307 ®
3 9674 = 8937 1 - 9845
. 8 1.0000 ” .
) ¥ " Reliabilty for Academic Froedom 3 .96 3
; 12 9653 . 1% 9645 22 9867
N . 13 ~9672 18 o792 23 9744 .
' T 14 ge67 19 Y519 24 8972 z Nz
~ 15 9852  20. 9588 25 8295 =
16 98600 21 9618 26 9189 * :
Hallnbllky for Free Speech and Exprebsion = Mo . .
)
2 9247 31 10000 34 . 9169
28 9766 a2 9888 s 9121 * L
E © 29 9664 33 8001 A 38 9584 4
30 9752 - oo ® ,
. Rslllb{lhy. for Personal Appearance and Behavigur = .96 Lo
- 37 " - 1.0800 41 ¢ 7669 45 9622 | RN
/ g : 38 9446 . b2 ' 9793 48 2743 NS
‘v 39 9850 * 43 | 9169 47 1.0000 .
§ 9507 44 9225 5 .
5 . ® Rsn-bnny for Privacy = .97 \
48 . 9082 53 9750 57 9075
. = a9 9733 54 8686 8471
50 6492 55 7700 59 893§ e
51 9104 56 8311 60 -~ .9704

Reliabllity for Due Process = .91 ) . & -

L et 6005 5 *.8926 )
‘ez ".8905 66 9131 69 .
; .83 9794 o7 9819 70
2 .

64 9558 .
Reliability for Reuonnblafunlsprﬂ!m =.94
¥

Reliability for Total Q‘Iiemlumlﬂm =.95




The samples consisted of two hundred and twenty teachers and nine hundred

in Eulsm The schools thirteen of the nineteen central

- \ Levels |, Il, and Il students In sixteen El,ndnmly selected Integrated high schools

e

\
high schools and three of the ﬁva regb:nal mah schools, from Bonuvlm along the
cast to St John's, drawn .randomly from lists provided By the Depanmun\ol
Edgcation. The three \reﬁland hlgh' schools Included in this reslgarch were Booth
* Memorial Reglonal High, St. John's; Prince of Wales Colleglate, St. John's; and
 Ascenslon Collagate, Bay Rgberts. The. ofhér thireen schodis Jncluded were
Clbot Callapln(a, Bonavista; T.A. Lench Mamoﬂa! Raulonll High, C||n||nn' Integrated
High, Clarenville; Central High, Musdnmawn EJ Pratt Central, High, Erwmsdnla.

James Moore Cenlml High, Cnrbonesr. St. Martin's Central High, DunvllIB. Sl

+ - PaulsGentral High, Harbour Grace; Holy Triny Reglonal High, Heart's Cpment;

Holy Trilty Gentral High, Nomman's Cove; Persaivic Central High, Victoria; Jackson

Walsh Central High, Western Bay; and Cential High, Whitboume. : ’
Quastionnaires were admiristered to four hundred and fity students enrolled s

‘In two rnndnmly tg]med classes from each level in each of .the three, regional

high schools and four hundred and fity stydenis in centrai high schools. In

these cantral high schools, the students were enrolled In one randomiy selected
.

. . % g/
class from each of the levels. Al classes were chosen by drawing, from an ulwulops—/_]

~ One hundmd and ten luchaﬁ were smpluyed in the ﬂ\me regional high schools

with (hn mnlln|n9 one hundred and !en téaching In cenlrll hluh schools. Therefore,
the_respondents, both teachers and students, rungad from' those in very large.
schodls to those In small schools. - The teachers participating In the study were

teaching courses In Levels |, I,'and Il Two hundred and twenty teachers and
. e .



nine hundred students was belleved to be a good sample from the number of

teachers and students In central and reglonal high schools In Eastern Newfoundiand.
mu.q@_qx_m , "
Prior to the distribution of questionnalres, two letters, -orie signed by Dr. P.
| Warren and the other by the witer, wero L A A—— superinteriderits
jnforming them of the nature of the study and seeking 1h;lr permission to administer
the questionndires In thelr districts. Follow-p contact was made by telephone,
@ wiiter then contactsd, ‘by telephone, the principals of all sixteen schools and
asked for thelr co-operation. " The tull co-operation of both superintendents and
principals was assured. . B
In Oclober, 1987, tha quas\lonn;lrs's were administered to the teachers and
studanls, either by the writer or by the principal of each school. Included with
euch quasﬂnnnnlre was a covering letter signed by the writer. Thl.I method of
administering_the quosﬂonnalras gave a. nlgh retum rate of 90.9 per cent for

lnchgm and 97.6 per osnl lor students.

Analysis of Data

When the data were collected, they were analyzed using deScriptive and
inferential statistics. Teacher attitudes toward studént rights were analyzed by
compmlng the mean for each item and area, and for the total quasllnnnllw. Tho
sdme pwcadure was used to analyze student attitudes low-rd student rights. Also
considered wele’lha attitudes of teachers toward student dnma compared with the
attitudes of studanls themtelvs: tnw-rd mdum rights. The means of lnchau
and the mauna of students were cu!culaled for each tem and area, and for ma total

questionnaire. T-tests ‘were qnmd Lout between item means of teachers and item
v §




mdmmmmdmwmmdmmmme

mmdwwmmmammmumﬂm
mwnmmw : .
Tmmmmwmmmn’ymhw

behaviour, privacy, due process, and b o T.lenlol

for all testing was set at the .01' level. B
‘Aw‘muuwmmmmﬁpm in relation to
the demographic variables of ‘sex, age, teaching mwﬁull. school size, and the
completion or non-completion of a unlvev:ny course In school I-w was conducted.
Allo, the lﬂlwdas of nludlma enm’lTad in Lavcla 1 OI, md lII toward ' student
rights were malyzad lmlallally in ralnlun !o sex, ms. career lsplmlons. school
size, lnd the eompl-llnn or mn—eompleﬂon oi Canadian Law 2104. ﬁ/\a data )
were analyzed by multiple regression. mhmmmmmwm/'
corelation and regression to help ‘explain’the variance of a dependent variable by
Mhmm-tunummmmm:amm
wwmmmmmmmumm
'mummmm mmmmdmuuomh
which ‘they “contributed to the variance. mmn MsmodlUnlvnIﬂﬂ/d .
wammu-ulm"m-m mnuumcmuwd&inm;
‘ .

the analyses. ‘
. 5 - .




CHAPTER IV

ANALYSIS OF DATA
Introduction
“This chapter presents the findings of the study, dealing In order with each
3 of the research ?;e'sﬂons established in Chapter I. Preliminary to this, data are

the

fespondants and Non-Respondents 7
The aenarallnblmy or external vllldny of research findings Is affected by

% the extent to whlch the represent the being studied. . In

the presam study, questionnaires weressent to !elcﬁers and students in ‘reglonal
»

-pai:trnl high schools, but not all responded. G- .
~ As indicated In Table 3, 90.9 per- cent.of both the regional and central high*

school teachems’ retumed completed questionnalres. *Each group retumed one
hundred questionnaires from the one hundred and ten administered. It s Important
to note that rr}ar}y t‘euchsrg. individuully. mailed the writer completed Yuestiorinaires
a few days before thsy’ were computer analyzed. At this time, Ihe veunmher cut
off the number of qmﬂonnllres for coynpuler analysis when equal numbem of
questionnaires were received from ceritral and regional high school teachers.

'A = Because of the high rstum rate, the low quesﬂonnllvas which were .received

during the time of computar analysis were nm Included in.the study. Twenty of

the teachers ‘did not return qussl[onnulrex‘ in time for the statistical qnnl}sli.
N > i . 4 i
A < “These teachers were scattered throughout the area of the Province studled. Since

the: number was quite small, it Is uv{llkély that the answers of non-respondénts

‘
would seriously nge altered the findings®of this study.




The table also shows that 87.8 per cent of both the:reglonal and central

high school students’ completed and mlumad'qussﬂunnllres. Each group re}ur‘nad
four hundred and thirty-nine questionnaires from the four hundred and fifty
administered. 1 should be pointed out that equal numbers of quéstionnaires were

retumed by mu:ianlx prior to the computer analysis. The writer deliberately cut

off the number of questionnaires to be analyzed at this time. There were twenty-

i -
/ two -students who did not return In time to in the ; :
study. These pon-respondents weremot located in one school, but were distributed

throughout five of the schools taking part-in the research. ﬁ‘ls unlikely that the

wers of such a small number of non-respondents would have seriously changed * = 2

i ’ TABLE3 © .

SUMMARY OF TEACHER AND STUDENT RETURNS th

d . Number Number . Per Cent * .
School System Distributed  Returned  Returned i
i Regional High (Telbhsm) 110 100 90.9 -
. Central High (Teachers) 110 100 90.9
* ¢
i .. - Reglonal High (Students) < 450 . 439 97.6 .
Central High (Students) % 450 439 978 =

Table 4 presents the distribution of teacher and student respondents according ~
to sex. It can.be seen that one hundred and twenty-seven male teachers and

seventythree female teachers paricipdted In this research.. Four hundred -and

"‘WIy-lnur female l'lu(dsnls and four hundred and twenty-four. male stud;(l; responded.




TABLE 4

DISTRIBUTION OF TEACHER AND STUDENT

RESPONDENTS BY SEX
%
t
R i s
Sex Number  Per Cent
5 . L !
.. Female (Teachers) 7 385 .
Male (Teaghers) + 127 635
i .
Femalé (Studentf) 454 517
Male (Students) 424 . 483
¥
]

The ‘distribution of teacher respondents according to aqe is shown in Table

5. The ages ranged from twenty-two to fifty-eight years.

As shown In Table 6, student mspandan{s ranged In age. from fourteen (o'

twenty, with B4 per cent falling in the category fifteen to seventeen.

Table 7 contains data conceming the type of. professional training attained

teachers held a Grade VI teaching ulziﬁcne,_ The vast majority, 98 per cent,
held efther a Grade V, Vi, or VIl teaching certificate.

The career aspirations of the student respondents are summarized in Table 8.
The largest number of students, 55.2 per oent.v aspire to obtala : university
education, with the second largest group aspiring to attend.the College of Trades
and Technology, Community C:Iien'e, Marine Institute or Private School.  Only

1258 per cent Indicated that they planned to enter the work force Immediately

following the' completion of high school.

by teacher In this study, 55. per cent of the praclicing




TABLES™ *

BY AGE

. OF RESPC
b Age Number  Per Cent /
22 ‘ 20
23 Q 45
! 24 5 25
25 9 45
2 26, 7 a5
&
27 6 3.0
g 28 8 4.0
29 5 25
— 30 3 15
kL 6 30
32 12 X
R < ] 7 35
% 34 " 55
35 3 15
. 36 13 65
37 15. 75
38 5 25
39 8 4.0
40 6 3.0
_— 4 8 4.0
42 14 70
. a 9 45
i I 44 4 20
45 8 40
48 3 15
a7 6 30 .
! 48 1 05
—_— 49 : 1.0
52 1 05
53 1 0.5
58 1 0.5




Bespondents
Nymber

Age Per Cent
14 32 36
15 231 263
18 255 290
17 251 286
18 5 63
19 36 4
20 18 21
. TABLE 7
DIST OF
BY TEACHING CERTIFICATE
- =
Teaching
Certificate Number  Per Cent
Grade IV 4 20
e .
Grade V 50 250
Grade VI 109 545
Grade Vil a7 185




TABLE 8 . .

OF STUDENT
” BY CAREER ASPIRATION

¢ &

= Career Bespondents -
g Aspiration Number  Per Cent
q = G
£ University 485~ 5.2
College of Trades and
Technology, Community N
College, *
Institute, Private
School 281 320 X
Wark Force o g 128
.
Data_ the of teacher according to ‘school g
. . sizo are presented In Table 9. The enroliment of the schools included In this E
research ranged from forty to_eight hundred and ninety students. Thersfore, the
teachers surveyed ranged from those In small central high schools to teachers in
: d large reglonal ones. . : :

: Table 10 fllustrates the -distribution of student respondents according to v *
school size. The students paricipating In this study ranged from those enrolled

In very amall achools to students In relatively latge ones. .

*, | Teachers wgre asked whether or not they had completed. a university course N
in school law. Table 11 demonstrates that 62 per cent had no tralning,in this area. . *

As indicated In Table 12, 50.2 per cent of the students fesponding had
completed a cotirse -entitied Canadian Law 2104,

IS . .




4 TABLE® )
T OF TEACHER
s BY SCHOOL SIZE Z
G L 5w s
' % School Bespondents
o 2 ‘Size . Number Per Cent 4 .
- -« 40-students ‘6 25 . J
70 5 25
o 80 8 *a0 .
. 100 4 26
. 125 " 55 2
. 135 L7 85 - .
% 160 10 - 50 - F
- 200 8 4.0, .
225 Lo 55
250 - 15 15 "
2 300 6 3.0 -
v . . 545 -~ 33 165 . 5
. 785 33 185 . ;
890 a4 17.0 . + LI
. %
v’
’




. % ‘ " TABLE 10, - il
T OF STUDENT TS
‘s BY SCHOQL-8IZE
B
/ School Bespondents
Size * Number  Per Cent
40 students 14 16
? / v 30 34
80 22 25
: » 100 2 .33
125 58 66
135 68 7.7
160 a7
#* 200 48 55
225 54 62
v 250 50~ 57
300 30 !, 34
% 545 Y 167
785 145 165
2 o+ 80 146 1686
) TABLE11 .

NSTRIB:U'“DM OF TEACHER RESPONDENTS
BY COMPLETION OR NON-COMPUETION
“OF A UNIVERSITY COURSE IN SC LLAW

M . [
.~ # School Law Respondents ,
Course Number . Per Cent

Yes © T 76 880 |




TABLE 12

BY COMFI.E‘HON OR NON-COMPLE‘HON
OF

LAW 2104

Canadian Law
2104

Hespondents
Number  Per Cent

Yes

No

441, 50.2

437 498
|

|

As stated earlier, the general pu!éo_lgh study was to examine teacher

and student attitudes toward student rights in a sample of Integrated high schools

in Eastern Newfoundiand: To accomplish this end, ﬁva research questions were

generated as a basis Ior the wlladlnn and Analys|s of data. Each of these

questions will be nddrosud in the mmnlnder of this chapter.

For each of these

reseaich qusslians. the findings will'be presented: by each of the six areas studied:

nudamlc Iraadom free speech and sxp:’esslon, personal uppaumnco and beh-vlour,

privacy, due protess, - and muunabla punlshmenL When these questions are’s

discussed, a summary will be pnwld,d

Besearch Question £1

What'gre the ul/nifudes of teachers toward sthdent rights?

Academic Freedom

Inspegtion of ‘Table 13, indicates  that

teachers' dyerage score was_3.241

in the .area of academic freedom,

57 ° -

of the




Indicates this 'Indsclllan to be really a mixure of lgmmam and dlsaqmsmen!.

On no item was teachers' average score strongly disagree or strongly agree. Only

on hem 6 (Studerits shduld be on rricul ) did
f

teachers on average score agree. On five iems (1, 2, 4, 9 and 11) the average

score was disagree. On the remaining items the average score was undecided.

'
On each of the eleven items there were teachers who checked each.of the five

categories.
TABLE 13 )
TEACHER ATTITUDES TdWARD STUDENT RIGHTS IN THE AREA \
ACADEMIC FREEDOM SN=200) ¥
tom . ot 'sAy A D SD ‘Mean
. co1 2 4 5
;
1. Students, even against the advice of K
teachers, counsellors; and parents, \ "
should have the final say in selacﬂng “ i
Ihll’ elective subjects. 3 27 5 42 23 3.555
. \ ;
2. _Smdenu should have the right to be \ N
consulted regarding the selaction of b
thelr textbooks. 1 28 7 39 25 3580
3. Students/should have the right to be
* consulted ‘concerning the content of
thelr subjects. N 2 3 9 39 19 3435
4. Students should have the right to .
% choose the manner/methods of completing t
thelr work in l_hslr subjects. 2 14 10 51 23 3790
5. " Students should be fepresented on
curriculum commltfaas 8 45 11 22 14 2 905\
6. Students should be represented.on . "
extra-curricular committees. 23 61 9 3 2020

7. Students should be upmumad on -
policy-making committées. lr\ the school. ' 8- 56.712 1 5 2588
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8. Students should have the final say In

determining whether they will choose
the academic or general course of study.

9. Students, even against the advice of
teachers, counsellors, and parents,
should have the final say in deter-
mining whether they will go to a
special class, or any similar special
grouping based on ability or talent.

0. Students should have access to any
standardized or Intelligence test
results administered by the school or
school board.

1. Students should have the right to

have a student representative present

- at staff meetings.

6 32

10 31

1"

41

39

35

3.235

3.585

3.120

3.835

3.241

Average Distrbution (

A large majority of the teachers disagreed or strongly disagreed with the ideas

that studénts should have the final say in selecting: their elective subjecis (item

1) and in choosing the manner/method of completing work, In thelr subjects (tem -

W

M‘Nawvaundlnnd odi

:han was the case in tha praadm study (30 per cent):

Magsino, in his study entitled smmx_amma_m_ummm_mn_m_mm
Mmmnm (wao). found that - hlqhor perum-na. 48 pur cent,

rs wnuld pam\h students to choose |lplr elective subjects

However, on item 4, the

findirig (15 per_coni) mncamlnq the ight to dgcide :the. manner of completing

- work In thelr courses lands lu concur with I‘hnl of Magsino (10 per um)

Only -




20 per cent of fhe teachers surveyed were In agreement with students being
consulied regarding the selection of their textbooks (em 2), with a slightly
higher percentage granting them the freedom to be consulted conceming the
content of thelr subjects (item 3).
In the present study, approximately 84 per cent of the teacher respondents
¥agreed or strongly fgrnd lhtfl students should be represented on extra-curricular
pgmm}ﬂnés (nm‘n 6), while 53 per cent agreed or strongly agreed they should also
serve on curriculum committees In the school (tem 5). Only 7 per cent dfsagmed
s shrongly ciiagroed Wi siisteri’ aciing orr exiwowrioular; compitiens;. wilh §
. 4 per cént being undecided. This item recayed the strongest support from teachers,
showing a mean of 2.020. While 64 per cent mulq include students on- policy-
making commitiees. (tom 7), only & very small number, 18 per ‘cent, would allow
them l\rcpvesnnllllva at-staff rl;nellnns (tem 11). Acmnliy. teachers shdwed least

. support for this latter item, which had a mean. score of 3.835.

" stuidents to have the final say in datermining wheihor they will chooss tho academic
or gunnrll course ntmudy (item B). vm\h only 20 per cent nrunllng them the final
say In dutermlnlnq whether they will go to a, apac!ul grouping bued -on ability or

tll.n! (tem 9). This last ﬂndlnﬂ concurs with that lndlcllod by Magsino who

stated that about 24 per cem of the Newfoundland educators would grant students

his right.
§ ¢
_Efee Speach and Expression
; Table 14 shows that in the area of tree spepch, and expression, teachers’
.- average scors was 3.074 (undecided). This indecislon is really a combination of
>ment : and > Forty-three per cent of the teachers agreed ‘or

AT d -;r&gny‘-gmu with'the items In this aiea while the average score for disagree

Only 38 per cent of the respondents surveyed wer in -oreémant with permitling




or strongly disagree was 46 per cent. On item 26 (Students should have the ngm'

to an elected student govemment.) not one teacher strongly disagreed.

TABLE 14

TEACHER ATTITUDES TOWARD STUDENT RIGHTS IN THE AREA OF
FREE SPEECH AND EXPRESSION (N=200)

tem . SA A U D 8D Men
2 3 4 4

a 12. _Students should be allowed to use '.
4 symbolic materials (arm bands, badges, ~
etc.) In classrooms and on other school
property to sllently express thelr
beliefs. 8 39 17 26 10 2820

13. Students sfould be allowed to engage
In demonstrations such s sit-ins and
E boycotts as an acceptable form of
student protest. -5 32 15 38 10 3475
14. Students should be permitted to
. - encourage others to demonstrate or : .
sitin, s 3 20 .22 30 18 3485

15.  Students should be free to criticize,
publicly, teachers and school officials
and their educational policies. 1 8 31 13 35 13 3.150

16. Students should be frée to Invite
speakers of their choice for sfudent
affairs without consulting school

authorities. 1 6 7 58 28 4.055

17. Students should be permitted to invite '
speakers whose views on sensitive, con-
‘ troverslal matters are unpopular or
rejected In the community served by the

school. 2 M_ﬂ 13 3.85'
18. Students should have the right to E .

. ‘express any controversial beliefs
~ (political, .social, religious, sexual,

o
'
&
S
4.

§tc) without prejudice of penatty. .15 8 12 12
- *




(TABLE 14 CONTINUED)

“

7 =
Hem SA A
102

Mean

18,

20.

23

24,

. 25,

Students should have the right to con- i
tribite to the disciplinary policiés
to be us_ed in the school. 173 61

Siudents should be"given the privilege
to axpress thalr feelings and belists s
on all Issues In an open forum so that

“the whole student body would have an -

opportuntty to listen end respond. 10 55

" Studerits should. be free to write
.articles and editorials, In school- E “

sponsored student papers, critical of
Indiidul teachers.and-other schoot
oﬂlclll! and their policies. 4 11

Students should be permitted to publish 3%
and distribute school-sponsored student
papers without any review or camumhlp
by school authorities. 2 8

Students should be allowed to publish

“underground"” papers (i.e., papers not

officlally recognized by school -

authorities) within school premises. 3 4

“The student editorial staff should be
free tg,choosa their teacher advisor. 14 39

Students should be free to include in

thelr school-spanaared student papers

articles that deal with sensitive or -
controversial topics. 13 60

Sludnn'a nhwld have the right lo an Y
olmd govemment. -48- 47

Avoruos Dhmmﬂon . 10 - 33

50 24

57 28

49 4

35 13

© 32 14

2,475

3.780

4.020

4.190

2.839

' 2.285

1.595

3.074
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should be given n\.pmn-g-) ing symbolic materiss © express -their bsliefs
(item 13), o being engaged In demonstrations 8 & form of student protést (item
‘13). More than half of the > g or strongly with the

Idea that students shoud encourage others to demonstrate (tem 14). Also, sbout
half of the respondents disagreed or strongly disagreed that students shoud be
given the opportunity to publicly criticize teachers and their educational policies
(Rom 15). whio threoquarters of the teachers declared that students ,shoud ot
be entitied to write aicles criicizing” individual teachers and other school officials
i and their policles (item 21). Onl; 7 |;er cent lgrnd or strongly agreed that
students should be fiee to Invlle Into the school speakers of thelr choice wihout
consuling school authories (tem 16). The mean scoro for item 16 was 4055, .
This agrees with Magsino's finding that only 19 per cant of the Newdoundiand
- educators would give students the freedcm o Tnvite speakars without consulting school
authoriies. 1t should be noted that 56 per cent of the respondents surveyed ‘in

this study would not grant students the opportunity to.invite speakers whose .

\ views on_sensitive, coniroversial majters ere unpopular or rejected in the community
" served by the school {tem 17). - )
‘ Approximately three-quarters of the teacher respondents were of the opinion
- / ( _‘that students should feel hn m. express  any eonln';m_-lu beliefs (political,
; : social, religious, sexual) withowt rejudice or penalty (tem 18), &s well s be .

55 given the opportunity to contribute to the disciplinary policies used in the school
(item 19). Although a very .high percentage did not ‘agree with students’ publishing
+  and distributing school-spondored uuﬁenl plﬂal‘l- without any censorship by school

: authorlies (tem- 22), they. did spprove of the"idea that siidents should b free to
s 2 4

include articles which deal with sensitive or. controversial issues In these papers




(item 25). According to Magsino's study, 52 per cent of the Newfoundland oducators

granted students the freedom to include In their lll\gdem papers articles that deal
with sensitive or controversial fopics. In this v« the Hem teacher respondents.
most strorgly objected to was publishing underground papers within school premises,
?houdng a mean score of 4.190 (m;m 23). The tem which received. strongest
support lrm;| teachers was atudem.s' being entitied to an 8lected student govemment,
alwwlqu a mean of 1.595 (tem 26). ’
.
Personal Appearance and Behaviour

Table 15 Indicates that in the area of personal appearance .and behaviour,

teachers' average score was 2.568 (undecided). However, inspection of the’ table
'\:n:f‘mn 63 per cent (average -soole) of the teachers agreed or_ strongly agreed
; the hems In this ‘ares. H* s ‘be seen. that their stmnuesx support was for

j H#em 33 (studenu should. have " ma right to be Infmmed as (o what constitutes

+
-pproprlnla student conduct in. school.). Not one teacher strongly dluuread with

2 female lludunts having the right to wear the amount and type of make—up 01 lhalr
4 - ' ¢
cholca (nem 35). : . . .
. ¢ < .
- JABLE 15
i % TEACHER ATTITUDES TOWARD STUDENi' RIGHTS IN THE AREA OF
‘PERSONAL APPEARANCE AND BEHAVIOUR (N=200)

Hem 4 . SA A U D SD Mean
: -1 2 3 4 5
7/

‘ 27. _Male students should be free to wear
long halir. - 22 69 7 1 1 1886

Female studénts shoild be pemitted to
attond class.with hairdos of thelr -
cholce. 3 ;20 65 7. 6 2 2060




(TABLE 15 CONTINUED)
\ em SA A U D 5D Mmn
1. 2 3 4 5
20. Students should be free irom dress )
codes Imposed By school authorities. 9 42 13 31 5 2815
30. Students should have thé right to wear
the type and style of dress clothing
of their choice in school. 8 42 17 .28 7 2810
o 31. Students should'be given the freedom
to kiss and to embrace Intimately in .
school. 2 4 3 47 44 4280
32 Students should have access to a ' i
smoking toom_in the school. 5 17 4 32 42 3885
! 33 Students should have the right to be
informed as tq what constitutes 2 - .
appropriate student conduct In school. 61 33 2 .2 2 1:500
. v
34. _Students should have the right to be ‘
o informed what Is, or Is not appro- . 3
4 priate jewellery. 40 40 8 9 2 1820
35. Female students should have the ﬂéhl
to wear the amount und type of make-up
of thelr choice. ~ 18 52 14 16 0 2270
3. Students should have the rightto * 3
patticipate in the making of school
rules regarding student conduct in 4
X school. 23 ‘52 8 10 7 *2255
§ <
- Average Distribution .21 42 8 18 11 2568

male students should

7

. i o ; .
Approximately 90 per cent of the teachers. surveyed felt that, in their view,

free to wear long hair *(item 27); while a slightly snialler

percentage would permit female students toGome to class with hairdos of thelr

cholce (tem 28).

)

65

Magsino's study stated that 90 per cent of the ﬂ;wiwndl

U



surveyed In Magsino’s, study ‘would give students
. % 3

educators would aliow students these freedoms. A large majority of teachers

surveyed In the present study also endorsed the bellef that students should -be
informed what |l‘, or Is not, appropriate |owsllery In school (tem 34). 1 In
interesting to note that about three-quarters of the teacher respondents would
permit female students to woay the amount l!:d type of make-up of thelr cholce
(tem 35). The data al$o showed thét about half of the respondents felt that students

should be free from dress codes Imposed by school authorities (item 29), and

_ should be allowed to wear the type and styla of dress clothing of thelr choice to

school (tem 30). Approximately 70 per cent of the Newfoundland educators who
participated in Magsino's study claimed that students should be free from dress

codes. Conceming the Issue of students’ being given the opportunity to iss and

" embrace Intimately In school (item 31), the teachers, in the present ‘study, disagreed

or strongly disagreed, showing a mean score of 4280.- it Is important to note
that only 6 per cent of the teachers agreed or'strongly agreed with-this item.. n

Magsina's study, oﬂiy 5 pcr'e!;m would grant students this freedom. Similarly,

- ‘the respondents In this a;udy also ub]ecud'lo providing a smoking room in the

school for students (item 32), showing a mean of /3.885. Absolutely no educators

lve’adn‘m Seventy-five per

cent of the teachers would permit students to participate in the making of school
s regarding student conduct In school (tem 36).

As shown -In Table 16, teachers' average score for the area of privacy was
2.0%5 {agree).  Thelr average score of 77 per cent indicates gm they agree or

strongly agree with the tems.in this.area. Only 13 per cent disagreed or strongly

 disagresd:with this arsa: Thera was very strong ‘agreement ‘for Ytem- 44 (Students

should have the right to have ihalr student racords‘;klpt private and revealed



only to those who have immediate use for them.), and ttem 45 (Students should

have the right not to have confidential information about them discussed by educators

except in professional or official situations.).

TABLE 15

TEACHER ATTITUDES TOWARD STUDENT RIGHTS IN THE AREA OF
PRIVACY (N=200)

SA
1

N>

e
o
o
o

37. Students should be informed before
their lockers and briefcases are
searched by School authoritles.

38, Students should have free and open

access to their personal records.

39. Students should have the right to
question comments on their school
records and, where errors exist, have
them comected.  * :

40, Students should have the right to have
_their parents/guardians informed before
a search of their child’s belongings is
conducted.

41, Students should have the right to hile
o their parents/guardians informed that »

a police officer will be present dur-
ing all'searches conducted In school
. of students or their belongings.

42, Students should have the right to have
their parents/guardians informed before
‘any Information from a student's
personal file may be released.

43, $tudents should have the right to have
a witriess of their choice present
during all searches. * .

20

20

22

22

~

2395

2548

1840

2.300

2130

2.275




A (TABLE 16 CDNT‘INUED)

. tem . SA
1

N>

4

D 8D Mean
5

44. Students should have the right to have

their student records kept private and

revealed only to those who have immedi-

ate use for them (e.g., teachers,

parents). 47

45, Students should have the right not to have
confidentlal information about them
_discussed by educators 'except in
professional or official situations. 44

48, Students should be informed that the
‘administration has the rig to -
inspect lockers. - 4aQ

Students should be allmd to insert
.material of their choice (e.g., results
of outside testing and evaluation,

medical or psychological reports) into
- thelr records. o2

~ 3

“Average Distribution § 27

50

20

10

2

2

2

1 1.620

0 1.835

0-1.635

14 "2 2320

1"

2 2095

Approximately €0 per cent of the leucher respondents, supported the view

thnt :mdan.u; ahould have free and gpen ‘access to thelr personal racon!s (item

36), while 88 per cent maintained they should be given the Gppatinlty 1o question

comments on their school records and, where enors exist, have them corrected (item

39). Slxzy-toui per cent would allow students to insert material of their choice

intg thelr unords (item 47). .'

“Nearly 65 per cont of the uspondlms agreed or strongly agroed that students

should be Informed™ before their. lockers or belnnnlnns are searched by school

authorities (item 87).' A larger number of respondents agreed that students should




have a witness of their choice present during the search (ffem 43): showing a

mean of 2.275, and that parents or guardjans should be Informed that a police
officer will be pm‘sam (tem 41). A very Ilru‘a .mdo.rhy. %8 q;r cent, favoured
the Idea that students should be informed that administrators have the authority
to Inspect lockers st any time (itam 46).  should be noted that very few teachers,
4 per cent, were undecided or disagreed with this Idsa. About 85 pet cent of the

Newfoundland educators surveyed by Magsing Supported this lssue.
Due Process - )

it can be seen from, Table 17 that for the .area of due process the teachers

average score was 2.543  of the di Indicates this
indecision to be really a:mixture of agreement. and disagreement. The teachers'
average score for agree and strongly agree on all ltems was 61 per cent. Ninety-
two per cent ajreed or strongly agreed with item 50 (Students should have' the
right to. be informed that they could be suspended or expelled from _school for
reasons of lack of interest or application to academic work). On four Hems @,

51, 53, and 54) not one teacher strongly disagreed.

TABLE 17 .
s

TEACHER ATTITUDES TOWARD STUDENT RIGHTS IN THE AREA OF
DUE PROCESS (N=200)

SA A U D SD Mean
1 2" 3 4 5 s
‘48. Students should have the right to have
parents/guardians present when Suspen-
slon or expulsion of their child is '
being discussed. - . 23 83 7 17 0 2180




‘. o, o (TABLE 17 CONTINUED)

; . ( :
ltem SA A
4 12

e

8D Msan

3 ‘49, Students should ba-given a waming,
M in writing, before any nmnmlon can
: be imposed. - 24 50

.
50, Students should have the +ight to be
Informed_that they could be suspended.-.' ,
or expelied from school for reasons of -
Y lack of interest or appllsuﬂon to
- academic work. 3 i

51. ' Studenis should have the right to &
hearing before they are subjected to *
long-term suspension or expulsion.

62.- Students g.hould be glvuo the oppor-
tunity to be present and participate
in the discussion of thelr possible

. suspension or expulsion.

53, Sludents should have the right to
" appropriate publication/promulgation ..
of school rules.

b3 64. Students should be given the oppor-
: tunity to make an apgeal in cases ol
suspension and expulsion.

55." Students should have the right not t
& g be temoved from school premises
L3 Immadlmly unless they threaten the
Y weliare of others.

56, Students -hould have the right to be
¢ Informed that they could be suspende
or expelled from school-after being
found guilty of commiliting ‘a criminal
act oltside school.

57, Studants should have the right not to
be glven long-term suspension or -
tupollud lornrloul offences. ‘' . 4 12

5 & oL g E R <

12

13-

2

.1 2165

1 1800

1.920

‘o

2 2335

o

1925

o

5 2940

2160 -

3.745
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58. Students should have the right to legal

representation when charged with
bresking a school rule that could lead . .
o possibis’ exuision: 5 26 25' 36" § 3150
50. Stullonts shouid have the right to - ]
complete all assignments and tests - .
mlsaed during the suspension. 12 40 10 32 6 2800

60. Sludams sfmuld have the right !n
have Information regarding sus-

pension removed from their records. 7 14 12 47 20 3575

+Average Distribution , 18 43 12 22 §5 2543

. There was considerable concensus among the teachers surveyed that students
should be permitted to have their parents or guardians present ‘during the dllcuulor}
of their suspension or expulsion (fem 48) and that they shouid recéive'a waming,
In writing, before such suspanslon wuld occur (tem 49). As well, a lafge m-hrhy
(sll that nudenu should be given m opportunity to be prasem And pmlclplle in
the discussion n! lhulr posalble auspanslon or expulsion (item 52‘. in contyast,
on|y uboul 20 per cent would be in lgreemonl with lludema' removing Information
’r'egardlnv their suspenslon from the' records (item 60). Seventy-one per cent, of
the respondents were against students’ havlr!g the right not to be given long-term
suspension or expelled lor‘ serious offences’ (hev;l 57).

Elghmlx per oanl of the teachers maintained that students should have the .
. rlnM to.a hearlnq before they are lub[sclod to long-llnj lulp,nllon or expulllon

(Itcm 51), while a lllﬂhlly ‘smaller peloenhna Indicated that Iluy should be 9lvop




the oppommlly to q:pnl their suspension or e:pulalun {tem 54). Contrary to
this, only one-third of the re‘pondenh would allow nudcnts the right to Ia‘nl
representation when charged with brqddnu a school rule that could lead to possible
expulsion (tem 58). .k should be noted that In“Magsino's study, 48 per cent of
ihe Newloundiand educators agreed whth this Hem. 1 Is Interssting to note that
approximately half of the;mlplbndenh surveyed were In favour of students’ completing'
assignments and tests missed during the suspension (item 59). - '
!lmnlhh.ﬁunllhm‘ ¥ B ' N
ImMInn of Tgbla 18" Indicates mnt-k;r the area of reasonable punishment,
teachers' averagé lco;o wu 2308 (ngru)i Their average score of 70 per cenl_
shows that m;y -gu"p - lam:! with the Htems included 1n-this particular
area. There was very strong -g.ra:monl for ftem 62 (Students should have the
right to be informed of all punishable school offences). ~On each of the ten

items there were teachers who checked each nl\ha five categories.

TABLE 18
TEACHER ATTITUDES TOWARD STUDENT RIGHTS IN THE AREA OF
REASONABLE PUNISHMENT (N=200)

o hem $A A UQD SO Mo
. ¢ i 1 2 3 4 5 v

61, Students should have the right to

expact teachers and administrators
to act as reasonable parents when ~ | .
ldmlnhlgdnq cor ! punishment. P33 8 4 2 6 1915

62. Students should have the right to.

"be Informed of all punistiable )
school offenices. i 4 5701 1 1 1638
¢ . .




(TABLE 18 'ooN'nuus.n)
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63. Students should be permitted to'
o have a witness of their choice
present during the administration
of corporal punishment. i
.. 64.  Students should have the right not
: to be subjected to corporal .
punishment. &
/‘J 65. Students should have the right to
have corporal punishment administered
5 X only by administrators, if such
P punishment Is aliowed at all.

66. Students should have the right to
have thelr parents/guardians informed
before corporal punishment is
administered.

67. 'Students ghould be aware of a method
for appedl should they have the
opportunity to question certain forms

.. of discipline. . )

68 Students should be free from the
punitive use of grades and the
dhension of school authority Into

_non-school activitles. *

< 69. Students should be free fram punish-
+ ment for thelr participatibn in a
non-school sporisored activity.

70, Students should havedhe right to *
v have corporal punishment administered
5 ! L only as a last resort. - %

Average Distribution

23

60

60

)

48

48

22

22

@

25

7 \\ (

o ow |




It is -quite clear that 8 very “large of the
* that Mwn

achers and a were s corporal

they should act as rollmubh wnnts (nem 61) Seventy-six per cent agreed or
ctronnly AureuJ that corporal ‘punishment should be applied by Admlnmm;m only
(n-m 65), and a smaller number advocated thlt students’ should be permmad a
witness of thelr cholce present during the .administration of such punishment’ (tem
83). Tho majority also agreed with informing Ihe parents ot guardians before such
anhhmm was administered (item 66). Elnhly per um claimed that such punlshmunl
should be used nﬂly s a last resort (item 70) Appmxlmnc!y hnlf of the respondents ;
lg‘roud or ‘strongly agreed that students should have the right nut to be sublectod
to corporal punishment (Itam 64). - It is Interesting to note that in Mansinu‘s ~
' sludy, 71.per cent of the Newloundiand educalors agréed with corporal punishment.

In the present study, a wnskiaubla number of tslchsrs. 76 per cent, stated
that nudants ahuuld be aware of a methud of appeal, should the omslon arise to
quusuon ceftaln forms of disclpline (item 67), Surprislngly. less than half bf the

respondents felt that students should be free from the punitive use of grades and

the exiansion of school authorlty into ‘non-school ‘activities (tem 68). _ However,

it sfiould be noted\that approximately 60 per cent did believe that students should

be. free from for -thelr Ina hool -activity,

 (item 69). ‘The Hhean core for item 69 wes 2.585. . 7

“Table+ 19 pnunu the ﬁwdlngs for nch area ﬂudled. as well as the total
-attitude score for. m- Questionnaire. in thie area oi academic freedom, ‘less than
half of the teachers surveyed dlunrud or. strongly -disagreed with granting students -

mosi rights, showing @ mean“scote of 3.241." This was the atrm;gsst area of




disagreement among the teacher fespondents. The mean score for the area free

.
speech and expression was 3.074. A fairly large number of teachets, 63 per cent,
did belleve that students should be entitled-to the rights to personal appearance
-nd behaviour. The table also'displays that an -xlmrmly large percentage of

. rsspondems wnuld be wiling to grant students their clghta in the area of privnw‘

The percentage lumlng or sffongly agreeing was 77, making it the highest area

of Aammant among feachers. In comru!, in the area of ‘due proolsa. a smaller

percentage concluded lhnt students should be_ onmlod to their dnm The mean .

for this particulgr area was 2.543. The teachers surveyed: strongly supported the

view that students should be permitted rights in the area of reasonable punishment,
showing a mean score of 2.306. Seventy per cent were In favour of student rights

In this area.

TABLE 19

TEACHER ATTITUDES TOWARD STUDENT RIGHTS FOR EACH AREA
AND THE TOTAL QUESTIONNAIRE (N=200)

~Arga < *8A A u D S§D  Mean

§ T 2 3 4 5
Academic Freadom L7 3 11 82 18 3241
Free Speech and Expression i0 33 - 11, 32 14 3074
Personal Appauunu and Behaviour 21 42 8 18 1, 2568
Privacy a 27 50 10 ﬂ 2 2005
Due Process ' . 18 43 12 5 2.543
Reasonable Pqnishmem . 22 48 12, 2 8 2300
. Total Attitude”Score . S 18, 41 .1 2 9 2668

. \

. .
As repbried In the table,. the mean score of teachers for the total quastionnaire

i o )
was 2.666. Fifty-nine por Cent would grant’ students thelr rights In: the aresy
-




disagreeing or strongly disagreeing.

What are the attitudes, of students toward student rights?

“Academic Freedom . .

’ Inspection of Table 20 Indlan; that in the area of academic freedom,
éludanu' average score was 2‘25 (.gree) Thslr average score of 72 per.cent
‘lhova that. they agree or srongly lnm with |h- items- in this pmlculnr area.

Only 13 per cént dlnwoed or strongly dlunruad with the Nams‘- v

TABLE 20 B -

'STUDENT ATTITUDES TOWARD STUDENT RIGHTS IN THE AREA OF - ¢
. 'ACADEMIC FREEDOM (N=878) ) :

¥ . ( tem . - ; SA A U D SD Mean :
» . 7 1 .2 3. 4 5 P )
- . g v - ! il
1. 'stud-nu. even agalnst the advice of : w: A @
hers, counsellors, and parents, N
ahould 'have the final say In selecting »
* their elective subjects.’ 27 50 8 13- 2 2140

2. "Students should have the right to be
" consulted regarding the selection of. Sy ¥
their wdboolu ) o "1 50 21 11 272328

‘s, s ):dlnu should have the right'to be
.- consulted conceming the content of

thelr subjects. . J 23 52, 1? 9.0 1 2120
4. Students should have the right to ! .
% ‘thoose the manner/methods of
completing thelr work In thelr " "y
subjects. o 16 35 17 28 4 2684




(TABLE 20 CONTINUED)

SA
1

A
2

we

4

D' SD Mean
5

"

Studanls should be represented on,
curriculum committees. -

. Students should be mpm:;med on

extra-curricular committees.

Students should be represented on
policy-making committees in the
school. . 4

Students should hate the final say
In determining whether they will
choose the'academic or general-

- -course ul study.

Studenits, even against the advice

of teachers, counsellors, and parents,
should. have the final sayIn deter-
mining whether they will go to a
special class, or any similar special

grouping based on ability or talent.

Students should have access to any

. standardized or Intelligence test

results administered by the school :
or school-board,

Students should have the right to
have a stidant representative present

.at staff meetings.

Average Distribution . °

a1

32.

38

4 1

47 14

‘o o14

5

~

(2 2025

1. 1788

1 1.856

2™ra20

5 2468

B

2,082

1.925

»

2128

A relatively high vemnhgu of respondom. 77 per canl. elieved that students

should have the ﬂnal say In the uledlon of mnlr slsetlva subjects (Itam 1), and,

have the right to’ be ccmulmd oom:amlnu the. content of thelr subjects (item 3)2

However, a smaller’ numbgr gursed that students tl’nuld have the sright to be

0




. consulted regarding the selection of their textbooks (item 2), or to choose the
methods of completing work in their subjects (item 4).

" =——"There was overwheiming support for student reprasentaion on curriculer, extra-

Ammwmhmw i, might be of interil 1o
thmmwMMb‘Mm

_ cumicular_committees (tem 6). The mean score for tem 6 was 1.786. Seventy-

2 3
mw'muma,mwwmmm-mmm
at staff mntlnm(um 11). Only 9 per cent disagreed or strongly disagreed with
this em. The student respondents were aiso.in agreement that they shouid have

access to § or test results, by the school or

achool board (Kem. 10), s well as have.the final say In detémmining whether they
L choose the sacademic or gensral course of study (tem 8). Only 58 per cent
¢ wanted l‘hl final say In determining whether mey will go to a special class. based
on abity or talent (tem 9). .Tweniy-six per cent disagreed or mgﬁfd&m

: §
with this particular item, with the remaining 16 per cent being undecided.
i Ll

Ereg Speech and Expression

Table 21 shows that for the area of free speech and expression, students’
averags score wes- 2489 (agree). Inspecion of the distribution indicates that the
‘m{dnim' agreed or strongly agreed with an average percentage of 57 with the
ltems In this area. . Twenty-four per cent disagreed or strongly disagreed with
th-n Items. N|nm_unuvun‘tmn undecided. G




\ : 5 TABLE 21

STUDENT ATTITUDES TOWARD STUDENT RIGHTS IN THE AREA OF
FREE SPEECH AND EXPRESSION (N=878)

SA
1

A
2

12.. Students should be allowed to use
symbolic materials (arm bands, badges,
etc.) in classrooms and or other
school property to silently sxpress.
their beliefs.

8

Students should be allowed to engage
in demonstrations such as sit-ins and
boycotts as an acceptable form of
-student prmasL

- 14, Students should be peritied to en-
courage others to demonstrate or sit-in.

Students should be free to criicize,
publicly, teachiers and school officials
and their aducallcnll policies.

=

16.  Students should be free to Invite speakbrs
_.of thelr Sholce for student affairs
“without consulting school authoritles.

Students should be permitted to Invite

speakers whose views on sensitive,

. . controverslal matters are unpopular or
rejected In the communhy served by the

. school.

N

e 18. Students lhould have the right to
express any contrgversial beliefs
(political, soclal, réliglous,
sexual, etc.) wm-out pm]udloe or

penalty. .

|

Students should have the right to
contribute to the disciplinary
y . policies’to be used-in the school.

79

21

39

37

25

25

25

24 5

2204

2372

2:878

21

3426

1.837

2278
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N>

20. Students should be given the
privilege to express their feelings
and bellefs on all issues in an open
forum so that the whole student
body would have an opportunity to A
listen and respond. 37

21, Students should be free to write &

drticles ‘and editorials, in

school-sponsored student papers,

critical of Individual teachers

and other school officlals and thelr

policies. ! 17

22. Students should be permitted to publish
and distribute school-sponsored student
papers without any review or consunhlp
by school authorities. 10

23, Students should be allowed to publish
» "underground” papers (.e., papers not
officlally recognized by school
authorities) within school premises. * 8

24, The student editorial staff should be
4ree to choose thelr teacher advisor. 26

25 Students should-be frea to Include In
thelr school-sponsored student papers 3
T articles that déal with ssnsitive or .

-

Students should have the right to .
an elected ‘'student government. .53

Average Distribution - = 122,

controverslal topics. 24"

25

16

20

19

36

10

19

1 1855

6 2737

N

2155

2079

1612

5 2489

v T

o \ * i
Sixty per cent of the students surveyed In this study felt they, should be

allowed to engage In demopstrations such u;slt-(m and boycotts as nn'amphb!e




student government (tem 26).

4

form of student protest (Rem 13), but only'49 per cent thought they should be
’a!imd to encourage others to do so (ftem 14). Less than half of the respondents
wers o the opinlon thet they should ke freo to publicly criticlze teachers and

school officials lnd thelr educafional pollclu (Itum 15), or write articles In school-

* sponsored sludon},pwerx. critical of Indeull teachers and other lchcol officlals

and their pu\idd (item 2|)4 A_Iuaa majority dluumud with students' having the

" freedom.lo invite speakers of their choice Into the school without consulting

school aulhorities (em 16). Hem 16 showed a mean score of 3.426. Approximately
talf of the student lespur‘\den!s disagreed or slmnqlz»dlngread w[!h students’
being permitted to_ publish and distribute achool-lponlor’ed student papers without
any review or censorship by school gnhnrluas“(llam 22). They also tilnnrgod
with students’ pupllshlnq underground papers (item 23). Despite this, over 80 per
cent did support m.; view that they shpuld be permitted to express thelr controversial
bellefs (political, soclal, religlous, sexual) without being penalized (ftem 18).
There was afsp Eonaldsruhla consensus regarding students’ being allowed to c(z‘nmbma
to the disciplinary policles of ;hs school (item 19). 'To vast majority of the
respondents, és per cent, deciared that they should possess the right to an elocted

.
Three per cent disagreed or strongly disagreed

with this item.

N

Personal Appearance and Behaviour

Table 22 Indicates that In the area of personal appesrance >hd behaviour,
students’ average score was 2.037 (agree). The students strongly supported ftem _
20 (Fomale students should be pemmited to ationd class with hairdos of thelr

cholna.. and item 30 (Students should have ma right to wear the type and style,

e nl dress cle!hlng of thels choice in school). On each of the ten Ilams there

vidre students who choeked each of the five categorln.




TABLE22 T v C : .

\ “

STUDENT ATTITUDES TOWARD BTUDEFI' RIGHTS IN THE AREA OF “ -~
AND (N=87! 2

(N=878) s

- em . SA
. i |

N>
we
0
«g
=
S
5

. 27. , Male students should be free to wear
. fong halr. . 4 44 4 4 2 1891 .

< 28. Female students should be permitted to
attend class with hairdos of their
cholce. ° ' 55 39 3 2

&
3

20, Students should be free from diess
codes Imposeéd by school authorities. 53 31 8 ‘6 2 1685

30. Students should have the right to
. wear the type and style of dress .
. clothing of their cholce In school. 53 3 6 5 1 1636

31, Students should be given the freedom . 14
: to kiss and to embrace intimately in . )
school. 18 24 20 27 11 289

32, Students should have access to a
lkaIﬁ‘mI‘n in the schook. 25 23 11 17 24 2921

33, Students should have the right to be
Informed as to what constitutes
appropriate’ student conduct in.school. 26 5 17 3

o
»
g
3
7

34.  Students should have the right to be - E o !
informed what Is, or Is not, §
appropriate jewellery. . 32 43 8 8

©
»
3
k3

35." Female students should have the right
“ to wear the arfount and type of make-
‘ + up of their ehoice. = 42 4 8 4

2 1776




-
. (TABLE 22 CONTINUED)

o o Htem 8A A U D SD Mun
Y . - 1 2 3 4 5
36, Students should have-the right to y N !
participate in the making of school § o %
rules regarding student conduct ~ ° % K
In school. 34 89 “14 11 2 2075
el ’ . X ° A
Average Distribution . . 38 37 10 9 6 2037
. : ]
U

Approximately 90 per cent advocated that female students should be free to

wear the amount and typé of mhke-up of fhelr cholce’ (item 35). A smaller number *

5 2 .
felt they should have the right t§ be Informed a$ to what Is, or Is not, appropriate

jewellery in school (item 34). very surprising finding was lhll'on‘ly-di per .

cent agreed or strongly agreed with being: parmitted to kiss of embrace Intlmaler
in school (tem 31). Also, fess than halt o' the respondants surveyed Aalmatiod
that they should have access to a smoking room Ir; the school (iterft 132) Hem 32
showed a mean of 2.921. A substantlal majority of the aludsnu‘ expressed the
opinion that they shou’ld have the right to be Informed as to what constifuted
sunuble student conduct in school (item 33), u well as be permitted .to purﬂclpals

in the making of school ules regarding thelr conduct mem 36).

Inspection of Table 23 shows that In the area of privacy, studerils' mean

score was 1.793 (agree). .Elghty-two per cent of the students supported the ems

in this particular area. It should be noted that only 7 per cent disagreed or

strongly disagreed with these items. On each of the eleven items there were
4 iy %

Al

8




. ‘than 90 per cent %n These were Hem 3! (smdunh should have the r(gm o . S

'smdams who chwkgd edch of the ﬁve\m!sgoﬂas. Three heml recelved: ‘mote d

% quwsﬂun commsms on \halr school, records ‘and, whele erors exist, havo them
Qurected.). Jtem 44 (Students should have the r!ghj to have thelr -|udam regords v P H
kept privete_and revealed only to those-who have immediate ‘use for them), and

tem 45 (Students shouid ‘be informed that tHe admyMistration has the right to

Inspect lockers.). ) . - ..

o« - TABLE 23 ’ , o .
STUDENT ATTITUDES TOWARD STUDENT RIGHTS IN THE AREA clr ~ o
- PRIVACY (Nms) . T, =

Item % we SA A
2

Students should be Informed before. L 3
thir lockers and brigfcases are’ - o &
_searched by school authortles. 59 22

38.  Students should have free and open .
access to thelr personaf records. 39 36 14 9 2 2013

39.  Students should have the right to e
question comments on thelr school I
records and, where errors exist, : f
' have them borvected. N '“-53 38 '8 2 1 1574

-

40.. Students should hlvo the right to huve oo : N
their pumnlslguardlnns Iinformed .
befors .a search of thalr child's = - . i3
belnnglngs Is mndumd. . —40 40 12 6 2 1.880

41.  Students should hnve the right to
~ have their parents/guartiians Informed . - ) . 5

~ that a police officer will be ~ - ] . .
present during all séarches con- .
ducted in school of students or  + . o N
their belongings. ~. 89 40 15v 4 2 1876




s, 42. ' Students should have the right to ~* g 4 . .
- " " have thelr parents/guardians In'ormad & 2 .
~ before any Information from a S = ¢
- ! student's personal file may be “ il b
«released. 43 41 10 4 -2 1772

; Students should have the right to

& - have.a witness of thelr choice s o 4

- . present during’all searches. . 46 42 7 4 1
52 i ®

Students shbuld have
have_thelr uludent repbrds kept
rivate, and revealeg! only o thdbe.

= In professional or official ultul-
3 llonm

- 58 30 9 2 1 1566

. . 46. . Students should be Informed |hAt\
LA . the administration has the. rlgm to

Ingpect !ockem. . . 42 49 4 3 2 1740
v 47. Students thould be. -lluwnd to ' R e B B
P Insart material of thelr choice g Ty =
. € ) (e.g., results of outside testing aihi .
% + . and evaluation, iedical or psycho- “
. * logical reports).into _Ihelr records. -~~~ 20 41 .25 11 3 2372 N
) Average Distribution - ; 45087 115 2178 .
= 5 o
An mmwhelmlna ma]orny. 81 per oenl, auppongd ma Idaa that sludams 7 .
= uhnuld b'.|r|hrmod before their . Ioeksrs ‘and brlsfcuas were salrchld by ' school S |

-._ lumomlu. [Ilam 3. Slmllurly, BO par cent ‘agreed or strongly agreed with

having thelr pmnu or uu.rdl.ns lnformed bofore snch sann:h nncurred (Hem




40), and that' a police officer should be-‘present (tem 41)." They-also concluded- £

: mm should be entitied to a wiiness of their cholce belng prosent dudnq Coe T

~|hasnmh(ham43) - N . ’. PP—

Thmo-qunnars of the respondents surveyed in this study axplwuld the belief . =
o

P
that_ rhay shoutd be givm |ua and bpen access to their personal records (item

S =y _Respondents showed considerable suppm for having confidential Inh:rmlﬂun KQ
X about them discussed by educators only n professional shuations (tem 45). Sy 2

por ‘cent of the-students would request the right to Insert material of thelr cholcs. =’
Insertedinto thelr records (tem 47). £

Table 24 ;hcrw: that in the area ni, due process, sluden{s' mean ucom wn‘

2184 (ugmn) Suverrly pet cent of tha “students lndluled that Ihey lqread or

~ strongly ‘agreed wll[\ the- ftems In this area. Hem 52 (Students should be’ glven

- the opportunity to be presdnt and participate in. the discussion’ of ll:alv posslblbﬁ' ; !

@ suspsnslon or expulsion.) received -the strongest - -upport. wuh ‘ﬁ_m 57 (sxuams P

should have the tht not to be ‘given |ong-lsrm susponslon or emalled for aerluus

unenoes) receiving me least wppon. On each of the lhlr\nn nems lherq were .

students who chacksd each of the five categories. -




o ' TABLE g8

mbsnrlmrrunenowmnwuosmnmm m'mz AREAOF. .
B DUE PROCESS (n=a7a) .

.sA A U
1.2 3

48.

49.

i 50.

51.

52,

Students should have the right to have .
parents/guardians present when suspen-
slon. or expuilsion of thiar child s .

being discussed.

studeﬂts ‘should be gmn a w-mlng, )

- In'writing, befors any suspension

i gcan be Impond

Students should have the- right 16 be'
Informed, that they could be’suspended
or expelled frgm school for reasons

of lack of Interest or -ppllml[on *
lo'ncademlc work. .

Students should have the right to a
hearing before they are subjected to
lanyg—l-rm suspension or expulsion.

Students should be given the oppor-
tunity 1o be present and participate
. In the discussion of. lhalr poulhla
:umnulon or wulslnn. d

Sludoma :honld have the right to

appropriate pnb!lu(lnnlpromulnn—
tion of schoolrules.

Students should be ghgsn\lhe
opportunity to make an appeal in

cases of auupcna!on lnd axpulsion,

55,

Students lhould hlv. the right not to
be remoyed from school premises
Immsdlntaly unless they (hremn (ha
vnmn of others:

26" 46 24

30 48 16

-2 2190 %




»s * ’ - mai.:'zueoumu:n) ¥

s & " Hem SA A U D SD Men
: ‘1.2 3 .4 .5 - 5
. 56. should have_the rightto be  * s

informed that they could be sus-

pended or expelled from school after =

being found guilty w/ committing g * -~
@ . a crimjnal act outside school. . 0 41 0 11 8 2247

57.  Students should have the right not to - :
I be given long-term suspension or S . " $
expelted for seridus offences. .10 18 27 31 14 3184

58 Students should have the rightto .:* /
) legal representation when charged - .~ ¢ .

\.* with breaking a school rulé that .

.. could lead 1o possible expuison. - 17 40 27 - 1

’ . { i
- " %6, - Students should have the right to' RSN T e
A \ eomplaiellllulgnn'nh.mlm‘ > Oty e
missed dmhgm.wtpcnﬂon 32 40 13125 3 2148
60. Students should have the right’ - i
B 1o-have information unudnn
. -+ suspension removed e . 4
recprds ) 15 22 24 31 8 2852
.. Average Distribution . A 30.40 15 11 4 2184
M * . B
Vs mmﬁmn'nwhmmngmmmmwmmmmn
. lerﬂmmmmwuhbnwbdnndwmmw) Thl"illﬂllyd‘
respondents _ -umd or -tronqu -grdd they should be lnlomwd that uny could bo
T . anspandnd or nxp'lled for- lack “of Interest ov lppllelllnn to! mdemlo woﬂ( (tem
50), or for belng'lound qumy “of committi A eﬂmlnﬂ lct ouhlda luhon] (item .
. sa)l The respnndents ovimhulmlnuly l-vwrad the Idou lhm students should be - g
entitled to a vlamlng (tem 49), a hnllng (nsm 51), .nu an upyul procedure
- i lmmu)h-llumolwspe’llmmdwmdon Aumallvrnumbuoﬁmm ka
£ P 3

R SR us-_.-v'; ~




57 p;; con, were of the opkilos thik they’ should_hate the -igni‘ to“‘log-l’ )
memm;mmmuyuwmm

‘espulsidn (tem’ 58).- Aiough 72 per cent supported the idea thet studerts shouid
uwmmwmmw-ﬂmmwm-dmm
',m(lmso).w,mpumwuqu-dmmm

wwmuu_mwmmmmw‘

Tnhlu 25 Indlutu H\ll in. the .area nf nuwblo punbhmanl, students'

lv-rlqc -cnr- was 2.000 (ugm). The students' average 'eom oi 7| per eml

i lhwn that lhuy lu or ltrnngly ur‘vd wl\h !M ftems in lhlu m-

: pcv cent. dlunnod of mdnuly dlupm-d with m- lml. wnh 18 ‘per cent’ bolng
undecided. - ftem 62 (Students \lhould have the right to'be Informed f dll punishable
wmoldhneu.)f-aimlqr-mnuwt. Onnllm\u-nulhmmsmd«us

" who chacked sach of v catogiries

On!y 1",

2

TABLE 25

. mmu'rn-muossmmusruomnnmsmm EA OF
REASONABLE PUNISHMENT (N=878)

= -
. item ) SA A U’ D SD -Mean
1: 2.3 .4 8
81, Students should have the right to. U
~.expect mchnu and -dmlnlotmnvs .
to act as reasonable parents'when * . . * 4 |
ndmlnhlaﬂng ccorporal pnnllhmnt. . 26 41 ,19 9 .5 2247

62, Students should "have the r(nht tQ
- be Informed of all punishable i ,
school offences. 5 o 4449 4 2 1 1862




2 63. S(u lents should be permitted 40 have
F ess- of their,cholce. present ~
b ing the administration of .

-+ corporal punishment.
-~

2V 7 64 Studentsshould have the right not
W 10 be subjected; gp ourpuml .
. punbhmem. ¢ "

W 65 smmmu should I|nvs the right lo .
.7 7. have corporal punishment: '
' administered only by administra-
, torg, if sudvpunlshmem ls .
* gliowed at all, ...’

Py N '
L ﬁss‘ Students should have the-right to o

o, & B have their parents/gusrdians informed = '

e . befare cerporal pumshmanl 1§ BRE s
administered. R - 3

B

s '67. . Students shoﬁlld be aware of a LA

. ma\hod for appeal should they, have v Y
1o question ct -

forma of discipline. P . 29. 50

68, Students should-be free from the - [y
* punifive use of-grades and the
extension of school authority-into "
nom.ohoul ‘aitivities.

. Ve, Studerts should b froa from
: *\ Runishment for \hol,l participation * *
ina nnn—school spnnwrsd activity.

7% 70. " students shouid.havs the rightfo
* . have corporal punlshmanl administered 0
5 y nnbyuulmmmn. . 38 34

e 0T - Average Do o Y3041

28

I1-ag-1d, 6

18

"

1 1.960 _

4 2312 e |




\
% 8 memmnu.mmmm
. -uenpmuhm(nmen nmmwwmuwwﬂ
* C g stiould be ored by t mdmes).-ndm-nmy
u-lmnw!(l-mm v--ymmmuuwm«wwwmm
Mﬂllfmldlll.‘ Elghwwumdﬂumnm\dmhﬂﬂuymldbl
i pnfmmnd to hmlwﬁnm of, their chclee prsum duﬂng the ldmlnlstmlonof

- such punlahmlm (Ilem ea). and that My lhould bc aware " ol a mmhad of -appeal

unuuld muy hlvn !h. opp‘pmmny to quesﬂm wwn lolms oi dlselpﬁna (item 67)

i mmmdeManmmudqunﬂmllmm
+ displayod’in 'r-m. 26.." Approximately }s” ‘per cent of the studont respondonts fot
7 mny lhauld be. .mm-d to- \hc tights to ‘academic freedom. n was surprising, to

2 . 9|

(

i _find (MI ju:( gllohlry mon than . half ul the respondents Indk:uleﬂ thay wnuld .
* Bgree with the items modmd wih ree speeth and Gxpression,, It may bo -
elllmod that thie~ lupondulm were" Iusl wpponlvo of. these rlnht: nf studsnlx 4

mwmwnnmmmmmummlmumm \j
is . (item 86). nwm&onu-umd

N

A




\ i g

appearance and behaviour. M@n}mv‘mﬁvw‘m should be
25 ummi'mbprm ﬂ-h‘:mul'hou-dnmm;eul&1m 'K cén be

seen tist th respondents were most supportive, of this”paricular st of rights of
students. mmm.mmmmwmmm-: S
mmqm.puqm‘wuhnhnmmm‘m’
rights 16 ; . For the totaly 71%per cent of the ~

mmmmmmmmﬂmnhwﬂm-mmmm 5
o ngmlnclﬁsammkpmlcummdy & o

- ' I TABLEZS .
“ STUDENTA‘ITITUD S TOWMD s'ﬂ-lDENT RIGHTS FOR EACH AREA . .
h E\TOTAL QUESTIONNAIRE (N = 876) . e

Table 27 presents the mean scores of \both teachers and students for each

5 / Kem ln lha area - of ludemle hudom As well, the probability statistic (p) is

presented. fo Indicate mo -mlmcal :Inn}ﬁunee of the, difference In the means af O
Y 8

| the two groups. Lo e




T .G TABLE27

IN THE AREA OF

AwwmmwmeMAmmmmmn SI'UﬁN‘I’ 4
RIGHTS ACADEMIC FREEDOM

Hem . , of Teachers of Studenis  p

SEf= 1. mmm-wmfnmﬁa_
el teachers, counsellors, and parents, :

| . shotld have the final-say n selecting = -

| thelr elective subjpcts. < 355

2 Swduﬁ should have the right to be
- consulted r-nlrdjnq the ulaalon of .
thelr textbooks. . .+, 73580

3. Students should have the right to bu
- consulted eonumlng the'content of A
thelr subects. - S 3.435

4. Students should have the right to,~ i
ot choose the manner/methods of. eomploﬂnd
) their work In thelr subjects. 13.790

| o Lo =
5. &JMMMWM
2 curriculum committees. - 2.905
i * 6. Students should be regreserited on.
W me 2020
|
= X m-wum -"
mmmmumum - 2.588

0
8. m‘lmmhlnllllyh
determining whether they will choose. the
academic or general courde ofstudy. . |
j L. Studlnb. even against the advlce of
teachers, cdunsellors, and parents, .

whether they will go o J 5
+or any simHar speclal nmuplnn based on ok

\

10 Students should hm access '3 any
standardized Intliigence test results &
administersd by the school-or. school “
board, " -

2140 0000

v 3235

lNIlty or'talent. . 3.555‘

.
21200 0.000
g 5
1?_584 * - 0.000
2025 0.000
1786 0000 - 7,
1956 0000 . .
N
1820 0.000 -
- = i
v st
2468 0.000, o
) ; 5 -

z.m_aé_' 0.000




5 Hom | of Teachers - of Students  p

B g - N

. . 5= .
> 11.  Students should have the right to ¥
N B . have a student representative present
» ’ at staff meetings. A 3.835 w1925 0.000
o " For each ,of . m eleven nm in this area of nudom dghh, namely nudsmlc o e S

e s freedom, ” the difference . In munu was smlutlu‘lly s nmum. “with m,ma!n of :

chers (p = 0.000). Stwdents =+
oy

F s},udema belnn higher in ! /{ue than that o"

.+ . were more wpporllvo of nudﬂyf fights than were lelcheru. . .

For items 1, 2, d 11, students on the lvnrlgn. chp“. agree while teachers \; «

chose disagree. Thus, they were’ two (ztapoﬂgt.lpm on students having the --

final say in selecting toir"alective sublects, In having the right to b consulted A o

g Eg mmhqmwmdlM.thgmMnyh‘mhMMu . -
E mwngom-wdmmalnmmn-mdomwmw-

staif gs. /For tem 6, namely"that students should be represented on extra- ’ B

curricular comimittees, both teachers and students chose agree, tfiat is, they were

in the same category. For the other six Rems'they wers In sdjacent categories. .
o/ : S . > s

Teachers and students differed on many of the items in the area of- free =¥

& & . s
speech and expression. As demonstrated in' Table 28, they differed on issues such S

as giving students rights to de te, to ge others to to.

5 5 & N 2
criticize teachers, and to write articies “critical of ‘school ‘offitials and" their




wlw-smmqum,mmmmmmmuu

umﬂhd!nhodwnmhglhmhucs.

.' . 'rAm.Ezn

1'n'runss
NMMFAOFFIEESPEEOHMDM

TOWARD STUIENT HIGHTS

Students.should be allowed ln use .
symbolic material (arm hlndl. Imiqss.
etc) I clagsrobms and"on other
school property to silently m:pvuss g
lhalr bellefs.

Slmhnu l!m/ Id be llluwod to -nnnge in

- demonstrations uch as sit-ns And

.bwemnmmmmmmmdent
‘pmlest.

Students should be permitted fo oneomde
others to or sit-in.

7. Stiidents should be pérmitted to invite

speakers whose views on sensitive,

" controversial matters are unpopular or

rejected In the community served by

B lhn n:hnol

,Sludams should have the right to

express any Qonlnwmlnl bellefs |
(political, soclal, religious,
sexual, etc.) Mlhuu?\nnjudlu or

¥ POHIW @ B

it %
.
+.2.920 2204 . 0.000
- 3175 2372 0.000
3465 . 2678 0.000 -
3.150 2 0.000
\
. 4055 3426  0.000
P
3385 2853 * 0.000
¥
2375 1837 , 0.000




< - §
SR 19. Students should have the right to
E mvhnomhdwm&ﬂi
to be uséd in the school. . . 2400

a* 20. Students should be_given the privilege c
to express their feelings and beliefs °
. on all issuesin an open forum so that -
¥ ig .. the whole student body would have an
L oppommity to Imnn and respond. ol 2.475

i 21 Sludema should be, free Ia wiite . -

articles and edjtorlals, In school-

sponsored student papers, critical of e g
Individual teachers and other school -

e ©" -, officiala.and thelr policles. i 3.780

i " 220 Students should bo peitted to publish - \
\ lnd dmnl school-sponsored student . \

2‘ Thaﬂndlmmmshouidbl =
free to choose their teacher advisor. 2:839

26. Students should have the right to

an elected student government, 1.595
v

anr 77

2.155

2079

1.612

0.113°

. There was a ilunlﬂclnl différence botwun the means ugndlng students’”

having the right to express Controversial belets without being ponalized, with the

] mean score Yor teachers b.lng 2.375 and for students 1.837.
. s '

Students weré

1 lln




cateforles. . §

more a_uwomve than teachers of the suggestions that ;tudems should p’e permitted

\’la px’ab!llh and distribute schéohp&merod student papers without any review by
- .

school authorities, to publish underground papers, and to Include In their papers

articles dealing with controversial topics. - 2

I summary, Table 28 shows that for thiteen of the fifteen items contained

in this section of the questionnaire, the difierences_between the means were

. statistically significant at p-< .01. For seven itemis the mean scores of students

and teachers were in the same category, and\"or the other eight items in ad]acénl

N

myioa, and |ha lmnunt and type i#/ mnkeup 1smale nudunls sho‘yld wear to
school. * JTlom wl! dlsagmnmsnl concemlng dms codes, 'mrnght of sludénts to .
choose |helr type and style ‘of school clomlng. their™ keadnm w klss and to
‘embrace Inllmmly in" uhnul. and to have accass to “a, smoking room. For each

item mnnl}uncd, the mean of teachers was higher than* Qhut of stude

nudenls were more luppamve of student rights than teachers. - However,

items, nnmely that sludents should hnva ﬂm’ rlnm to be informed- as to whal

conduct” and Jowellery (tems 33 ‘and 34),.

. o - :
teachers were more supportive of'student. rights than students were. For item 36

dealing with ;lude;ats‘ right to banlclpala in the rplkln‘g of school rules rsqmiln‘g
student conduct !n‘ M;ﬁnc!; there was no_statistically slgniﬂam'ul«uanéa. Fop
!‘i!. of the tenv items the medns, for ‘the }eughem and students were in the same { &
catagory, for the mmninlna‘!nur ] -B]ucenruteanlas. > v

- Tt B .




- A COMPARISON OF TEACHER, AND STUDENT ATTITUDES TOWARD ETUDENT\Q]OH’TS
p “IN THE AREA ‘OF §
. . e
5 g T il B
5 tem Mean *_tem Meane
fem ¢ of TeacHers ‘of Students  p-__
— = = o "
27. Male students should ba free to wearlong ~ ¢
* halr . B ‘1.885 1691 0002
28, Fqmale students shoul bo permitted to <
end class with hairdos of thelr .
choice. . 2,060 1510 0.000°
: . “ <
29. Students should be free from dress
cofles Imposed by school authorilies. 2815 1685  0.000
; e B "
30, Students should have the right to wear * .,
the type and style of dress clothing " -
A - of thelr cholce In schaol. 2810 - 1.636 0.000
1. Students should be given ihe freedom
! 1o kiss and to embrace Inllmataly in - 3 s
~#  school. " 4.280 - 2.896 0.000
132, Students shoyld have access to a i - i
* - smoking room in the school._ N 3.085° 2921 0000
33, Students should have the righit to be z
informed as to what constitutes » i
, appropriate student conduct in school.” 1.500 2009  '0.000
34, Students should have the right to be ' ¢
informed what Is, or is not, appro-
priste jewellery. - 1920 2176 0008
35. Feinalo students should hd¥ the right _
to wear the amount and type of make- .
up of their cholce. = . 2270 1776 - 0.000
e o °
36, Students should have the rightto ' + R i
participate fn the making. of school g
rules regarding studenl conduct in P .
. school. [2255 2075 0030

- TABLEZS




- Amuhmquwmmm
privacy; as well as the’ probabit stastic (5, Is presented In Table 30. For ten
, Homs, the means of teachers “and studenis wers In the same ctegories, for one
* em, In adjacent categories. s«mumuﬁnm’hmmum.'
platstcally sigifcant dferences wero found botwoen the mean scores of teschors
and Hhome of ‘students, Wi e scorse of the formar being e I ‘evour of
studnt rights. No statistically signifigant diferences were found between teichers

= and students respecting students rights not” to have confidential information

% scusbed by except In “profes situgtions (tem 45); nor sbout
_ studonts* rights 1o be Informed that the administratioh has the right to. inspect '
a I;d(-rl (item 46), nor that ‘students ;ht;uld o llowed to insert material of their
- choice Into their neoldl (Mm 47). Amonu the dm‘mnm found bemen teachers *
mmmmmlsmdymmm mwwmwmmﬂ’
fscords, questioning commants on these records and having any'erors comected,
/ mmmmmmmmmmmw.
after the parens or guafdians have beén informed. "Students indiated stronger
agresment forthess rights than did teachers.
TABLE 30 _

-A COIDAHISON OF WEH AND STIJDENTAT'I'ITUDES TWARD STUDENT HIGN'I'S
IN THE AREA OF FNNACV

tom * tom Mean'
. of Teachers of smdlntl P

37, Students should be Informed before
$a their lockers and Lriefcases are «
searched by school authorities. " .




(TABLE '30 CONTINUED)

N
tem &

[ § &

item Mean  Htem Mean
of Teachers of Students ' p

' 38.

Students should have {ree-and open
access to thelr persondl records.

Students should hwq.khb right to
question comments on thelr school

“_records and, where errors,exist, -

have them corrected.

sxudems should have the right to /

have thelr parents/guardians informed
before a search of their child's

belongings Is conducted:” EBN

Students should have the right to' have
their parents/guardians Informed that
a police officer will be present

- during all searches conducted In

school of students or.their
belongings.

during all searches.

“Students should have the right to have
+their parents/guardians informed before

any information from a student's
petsonal file may be released.

Students should have the right to have
a witness of their choice present

Students should have the right to
have their stiident records kept .
private and revealed only to those
who have immediate use for them
(e.g., teachers, plrams)

Students sr_uuuld have the right not
to have confidential information
about them discussed by educators
except In professional or official = *
situations. S

Students should be Informed tha the

" administration has the right to

inspect lockers.

2330

) - 2430

2275

1.620

1.655
v

3 : TE,
2013 0000 =

« Lt
1574 0,000 .
1880 0080
. . !
1876 10000 - ]
AR
; N
. . ’ / i
1772 0.000
1708 0%000
1476 0008
B . ¥ 5 e
566 - o498
S o
1740 0478




. "7+ . . (FVABLE 30 CONTINUED) 8
. ' o * 7" Hom Mean  Hem Mean i
item of Teachers of Students. p

4( smonb "should- b. allowed ko Insert . .
aterial of their.choice (e.g., results

01 outside festing-and evaluation,

medical or psychological ropom) into . 3

. their-records; . 22320 2372 0511 ’ 5

The table aiso revesls that students asserted” more atb@{y than. teachers

that lmy should be .Informed- before thnlr lod<avs nv briefcases' were_searched. v 3
5 .

o5 V.. The, d-ti “contafned In’ Table 31 pmvlée a oumparlson of the mean scores

- oM-mndM teachers nnd students in the area of due, prccm - For, olgm of lhe
o
Ihlnnn items, lolchem “and students’ means were In the: sumn utanones, for the . 4

other- five they were In |dllconl utegorlus‘ Fnr nlna of tha thirteen - items,
£ %

o

statistical comparison of means Indlcutad !hul students were more supportive of
‘a students’ rights than were lelchom Tham wu ‘no statistically slgnlﬂanl dmerenca o
e |n nudunh' right to be Informed !hlt !hey onuld be luspnndsd or oxpelled for, ; T
|Il:k of Interest or ‘application (tem 58), ‘nor thelr’ right lo a _hnrtgg before .
¥ 4 expuu]gn or longterm suspension (tem 51), thair fight to appropriste publication ' - U0 ¥
i of achaol’ rul,_- (Ilem‘ 53) nor their right to be Info.rmod that thgyrcould ba expelled o .

‘ahter_being found qialny\o'f eonimmlng & criminal.act outside school (fem 56).

i L However, aludonb more so than teachers belleved that students should have lho

- rlnht to huve pmm or nunvdlnns pmem uurlng tho dlscusalon of their auapons!on




o tunlty to be present and participate v Uy N . Cam

or OI)qaulslon. and that BIIIdIQﬂb shwld be entitied to a mmlng. appeal procedures,
and legal representation f the need uwa * There was .also a significant difference
between the means of teachers and utudcm: regarding students' being givert Ihe e
opponunlty to complete nsalqnmoms and lasu mlmd durlng m- suspenslon. Tha_ 5

score for luchms was 2.800 and for students 21‘8 Agaln," students more

so than feachers felt that students should have (ha rluhl to have lmormlllnn Sl
regarding suspension renfled from thelr records. ’

i ' TABLES1 o o . "

A COMPARISON OF TEACHER AND STUDENT ATTITUDES TOWARD STUDENT RIGHTS ~
IN THE AREA OF "DSE PROCESS X i
. % 3 . 3 . ’
Al .

. Hem * of Teachers  of Students : .'p
e . ~ s

48, . Stuffents should heve the tight to have .. . 5 W
parents/guardians present when suspen-. * o - n
slon or-expulsion of thelr child Is - = f
, being discussed. . . . 218, 1891 0.000 CE e

49, Students should be given a wuml}\q. .
in writing, before any suspension - p 5
.can be Imposad . 3 2,165 1.845 0.000

50. Studlints should have the righttd,be - . . 4
informed that they could.be auspnnd’ad . . I PO

+-or expelled from school for reasons of s § “

lack of Interest or application to . W ;
mdemlg work. s ©=1 1.800 »1.968 0,030

51 Students should have mvﬂnm toa g LR ey
hearing. before they afe subjected to . ~ -
.+ longerm suspension or expulsion. ~1920 . 4" 1782/ 0.035

52. Students shpuld be given the oppor- . ¥ Fosg, &

In the discussjon of their possible F B g "
suxpenslcn or m;ulslon. = 8 3



(TABLE 31 CONTINUED)

I

I e 7 - <
s - tem ¥ of Teschers of Students .
1 - = - =
53. Students should have the right to ’,,J .\
appropriste publication/promulgation /
of school rules. 1928 2065  0.028
2T ” 54, Students should be-given the oppor- . v
2 “tunity to make an appeal in cases of - g ==
'Wulmmwuldm e 2.160. 1.960 0.003

: 65, Students should have the right not to
be removechfrom school premises .

. immediately unless they threaten the L s =
walfare of nlh.l! . 2840 . 2190  0.000

6. SIudlnh uhnuld have the right to be.
N * Informed that they could be suspended or
s expelled from school after being found
' gullty of commitling a criminal act -
outside-school. wk

3 '57." Students should have the right notto - .. 8 '
3 5 & be given los n or .
.ty expalled for serious offences. 3745 3184  0.000
+*+ 58, - Students should have the right to legal ' . ’
representation when charged with break-
Ing a school rule that could lead to .
- passible expulsion. . Tesas0 2444 ° 0.000.
k& ' 50! Students should have the right to ; !
mmwnﬂgmm : A
during the suspenslon. 2.800 2148 0.000
~ N 4 N -
X - 60. studﬂhlhouldhwomwumh' o p 5 -
regarding suspension  + ‘ - .
removed from thelr records. - £ 3575 2952 - 0.000
. - % . 5
, % o : &
Hessonable Punishment iy

An anlysis of Tablef 32'shows & cormparison of the mean scores for toschars,

undmdmlnunmnof




mw}mmmammu'utmqmum&ammmmumm
b .+ iems. Mohngmmmmmmwmwm
mnwmmmmmwmmmm-'

’ ymmmmmm mmmmmnw
& . and for students 2.47. Onmmm-nmhwm
;\m~mmmm Hawmubr'mmnrh‘lﬂmavmgnA -~
smmlcdly slunllk:u\t dlﬂ'nmlmdm tm!mhmmorl In-l-vwwjm
.. student dgmmmluehn menudmmnnummdwn

lunh' punishment

indicated " that p-r-m: or guardians * smuld be’ informed bda

.'wnk place, and that, mdanu lhnuld bo free to have a whnau of lhnlr cholce

pmum Anlln. E!udln's. M’bu lhln Iowhers. folt !hlt they !hould be ﬁll |rom a

the' punlﬂva use of qudu u\d |ha emnslnn of u:hool althority.- lﬂla nnn-ichocl,

" actities. ~The table "shows thet a_sigrifcant diference exsted betyeen teachers
wmnmummmmwwuwnwwmlmm'

, novnulr par I nomschaol ‘séivites, With teacher  rosponsies
St Mg-m-ndzusmdmmm'us mulmmmd-

t@swmmmmmmuwmg-m e %

- T

: g T " TaBE 32 ’ o tLEE Lo
A COMPARISON OF TEACHER AND STUDENT ATTTTUDES TOWARD STUDENTS RIGHTS f

@ . - . INTHE AREA OF REASONABLE PUNISHMENT i N

> g0
/

i : ltom Mean - _ttem Mean” .
. ftom J 3 of Teachers . of Students p

761: Studentsshould have the right to $ g -
- expect teachers and administrators to 3
act as reasonable parents when .
" adminisieing corporal “punishment. <., 1815 2247 0000 .




el

om Mean  Htom Mean
of Teachers of Students

P

¥
/ 62. mmmmnwmur
¢ Y delw

punbhmm uv’ .

fonts’ should héve the right not
ubjeclod iz.::rpenl punishment.

L | <8 sma-rm nué have,jhe right to
L have oorpoul punishment administered .
" . only by administrators, If such" )
S U punllhm-n(h allowed at all. -

66. studmhshouldhmmrlgm 1o have
" thelr parents/guardians Informed
‘before corporal

T .~ 67 Students should be aware of a method
7 = for appeal should they have the -
. opportunity to question

< 3 .
68._ Students should be free from the .

69 Students Should be free from punish-
- ment for their patticipation iha -
s . [ non-school sponsored activity:

70, Students shoult have the right to
.have. corporal punllhmom udmlnlnemd
. onry as a last resort.

221882

1.960

2442

1971

1975

2127

0.000

.0.015

0.001

0.000

0.499




5 : Table 33 presents a oumpnmh of the mean scores for both teachers and el

nuusm for aach area and h j o oy

A significant differance In mean

! scores betwean teachers and students In the area of academic freedom was revealed.
. i
|  The mean score for teachers was 924‘1 d for students 2.128." The difference In -

+ \ | attitudes belween the two gmupu was gfeatest in this area.

o ~
e s . i
TABLE 33 . L t LT — g
> P
A COMPARISON OF TEAC ER AND STUDENT ATTITUDE! S L,
TOWARD STUDENT RIGHTS FOR EAC AHEA AND THPTOTAI.?UESTIONNAIRE . o w T
s £ - L i
w0 : | faes : % . G
o N o8 | Tolchlr-’ stiidents P
- o — 0 3 ‘\ N TS - g
b Y« Academic Freedom |." s241. " 213 o000 ; ‘»
. Frae Seach and Expression |7 a074. 2489 0000
: Personal Appearance and Behaviour | | 2568 - 2,037 0.000 ¥
'% ‘. Privacy | 2008 1.793. 0000 -, Lo
" Due Process < 2543 o218 0.000
‘Reaspnable Fuqlshmsn! = 2308 2.090 0.000
N Total Amtude Se\ore - 2666 2,145 O;OOQ -
i . [ . : ; : ..
; ” v~ There was also )l\slgnlﬂoim dmerenca between !he two' ur})ups conoemlng . ¢ ot

free speech and axpraaé jon, with teacher mpnnses showing' a mean of 3.074 nnd i

students 2.489.

For.each of the mm\llrﬂnn 'our lreu. the maun scores for studenm were

:Ignlﬁmnlly higher lhln thuse lor lauchers Tha rights, mnulnad In ths lre- n!

0 L privasy tecelved the lowest mean scores from balh students and toachers. Tho 7. .




. < B
Aooordlnu to ma results of this study, a significant dmarnnce between the S m
means of teachers -nd students was found to mdat wnh “respect to tha total
sititude score. The grand mean for teacher responses was 2.668 ‘m ior student

ulpmuel 2.145.
A B 4

" Do ‘teacher attitudes toward student rights vary with sex, age, teaching
certificats, school size, and' the completion or nommploann of a university
-course I achoal

For each of the areds under study and the total n‘m’d’a scale, the five variables
o “examined for lnchlf: by mumplo mgresslon were’ aux. age, tauchlng certificate,

school ulze lnd the compiatlon or. non-complmlon ol a unlvalsny course. in schodl

- law. le|e 34 contains lhe fssults.of the multiple fegression analysis (slepwlsa E

' lele:ﬂon) - 7 ® S T ‘

TABLE 38 " . .
, SUMMARY OF REGRESSION. ANALYSIS FOR TEACHERS FOR EACH AREA ¥
AND'THE TOTAL GUEST!ONNAIRE (N-zoo) ) :
N . d Step . R? P..
Varlable . ' -, Varlsble . L R 2

Personal Appearance and Behaviour Age

] n -1 086 .0002 o
Privacy * - 2 cogex ! 1 _ 048 :002 .
Reasonable Punishment . Sex 1 084 .0002
: Total Instrument * * - . %, Se:/ 1 .038 006 .

ot lhn five vurhhlus ux-mlnsd for uc-demln lrsedom. fone contributed to R
at the .01 level. of sllﬂstlul significance.  For frse speech and’ expression, and . a .

lor due procm. nq variables um-md‘ Imo lha fqulﬂon.

07 k



The mlitndes ol tuchors mwud the uudlnls‘ ﬂqm.lo peuon.l appearance ,

and - behaviour were Inlluunced by only nnu variable, age. 'n-lu ‘variable ‘was
s|gn|ﬁcam a p = .0002 nnd accounted for 83 pav cent of the vnrhneo Fnr the
_area of prmcy. ‘the ‘only significant factor of the five was ex which accounted

v

for 48 per. ;quvf the variance atp & F 4)02

ers Joward studeptsi Aght to reunmble punhhmsm

, were influenced by only one variable, ‘sex, which accounted f

L I

The resuha of the mulllplu regresalon ‘analysis of teachers for the total

B.G-peg cent of

the variance m p= .DDOQ

quéstionniaire aré also shown in ‘e’ table. Agiin; of the five variables coliidered,

only ‘one contrlbuted to R. That factor was sex, which accounted for 3.8 ‘per *

, cent of the varlance at p = oqe o - *

 Apirt from the-varsblos, sex &nd-ags, nons of the other throe~hypathesized
factors—teaching certificate, school slza..lnd the completion or non-completioan
of & uoversity course!in shiool law=wers found fo bé. related to tegcher atiudes
toward student rIng. ’

As shown in Tnble 35, female teachers wurs slightly more’ supportive of
student rights than male- \omhers in ﬂ’m areas of pﬁvnr‘y and reuonablo punishment,
an"will a3 for e mal_mnude_ score. The difference between the means for
each of these aress, .as well as for the total attitude score, was alllliﬂtﬁ.lw '
slgnifcant at p < o1, . The diference between the means-for edch of the othér
areas was not. statistically significant. It Is worthy of. no(c that all dmmnus.

including those that were statistically significant, were nnly slight.

. S Lo




TASBLE 35

OF MEAN SCORES FOR TEACHERS FOR EACH AREA AND
THE TOTAL 10§

" \ Mean "
g 4 L . Female  Malo b
: W=13)  (N=127) . p -
. ks “ . Z
Academic Freedom . 3103 = 3321 0.014 /
Free Speech and Expression 3.048 3,089 o2 . Y
A P - Personal Appamnoa ang Behaviour 2545 2581 . 0.624
. ¢ Privacy, . 1.950 2178 0.002
" . Due Process = 245 , . 2592 0.047
. " Reasonable Punlshmem 2103 2423 0.000

Total Attitude Score

2723 . 0.006"

LI l! can’ be seen lmm Tuble 36, that there wnsu positive corelation” between \

the age of the teacher rsspondsnis and their attudes tovard personsl appearance

and behaviour. As dage increased, teacher scores ur\ ‘ftems relating to psrsonal

s -appearance lnH behlvlour Increased. This means that as t?e(v age increased,
teachers landad to disagree with gwlnq students | rigms ln this pamculur area. *

g s, W . - TABLE36 .
? CORRELATION BETWEEN PERSONAL APPEARANCE AND BEHAVIOUA AND THE
. SCORE ON THE INDEPENDENT VARIABLE, AGE, FOR TEACHERS (N=200)
- . & . ¢

LY

. : %" Independent Personal Appearance ' ) o
Varlable * | andBehaviour :




-
. ‘ % g »
' Do student atti toward student fights vary with sex, age, .

mmm’wm%wmmwmm
age, career nplmlonl. wwcl size - and the completion or mmnm of
Ccnldlanlwz'lM. mmmnmwmmu‘dmwwm

The resifis of the mutliple  regression analysis (stepwise ulmlqn) are shown .in

Table 37. . & -

TABLE 37 0 i

S ")
SUMMARY OF REGRESSION ANAL IB FOR STUDENTS FOH
EACH AREA A'IlD THE TQTAI. QUESTIONNAIRE (N=878). ~

. b Step R? P
Variable . Viriable ‘
ic Freedom o Sex 1 1 oba
< B, . . A
Speech and Expression _ . School Size -1 28 0000
j“ Sex 2 048 0000
'ersonal Appearance and B-hmur Sex 1 028 .0000
. " School Size 2 043 | 0003
. - 2
Due Process : Sex 1 o1 - 002
. ]
Total Questionnaire ‘Schodl Size 1 024 - 0000
- Sex 2 . 04 0002

to R. This faclor was sex, which registered at p = .004 and R? = .01, This R2

_ was quite small, accounting for 1 per cent of the varlance. © -

For" academic lraedo'rr!. only one of the' five variables considered contributed "

attitudes
wmwmwmumeawmdmm\ .




B R A . <
o B . . .
“The aititudes of students toward free speech and . xpression items were
< influenced by“two factors. School ;ho was the major comvlbulof to the vuﬂanc’e
- . @8 per cam}. Sex also entered the regression equation (2.0 per cent). In all,
4 ?nly 4.8 per cent of the variance In student attitudes toward free speech and
expression was accounted for by sex and school size, in combination.
. Student attitudes toward personal app.oulnaa‘ and behaviour items were influenced
by sex and school size. Sex. acool for 2.8 per cent of the variance, while
e - school size accounted fop- 1.5 per cent for a total of 4.3 per cent of l‘he variance..

The table also shows the results of the multiple regression analysis for.
students n the m'u of privacy. No variable contributed to R at the .01 level of
statistical nlgnlﬂunu. fThe only algnmmm variable l‘pr due process was sex,

whlnh nmunlad for || per cent of the variance at p. = .002. The attitudes of

aludanm lownrd were not 0 ‘by any llctt;r at the

. .01 level of ﬂlllﬂlul llunlnclnr.e. . 5

) y The lnble also shows the rasuhs of the muttiple reqress!on analysls of students
’} L re for the (om scale. Of the ﬁve variables -examined, only two contributed to R.
-\ school-size was the mejor contbutor to ho variance (24 per cenl However,

. T 7 sex also entered the regression” squation (1.6 pes Zem)., In total, they ‘accounted

" for 4 per cent the variancs In student ettudes toward the areas studied. '
Aplrt fmm mo vlrhblas. school size and sex, which_ mude minor ulmough
i / llnllallmlly !Iunlﬂunl contributions m |he multlple murasslon uquu(lon. none of

i f ge, career i J of non\

- the other thrue
completion of Clnldlln Law 2104-were found to be related lo stu.dant attitudes
toward student rights. . .

Table 38 shows_ that for the aress :)l academic headom,.;rae speech and

B Lo . g)_q;msilon. personal lp‘pumnu and behaviour, and due process, as well as’ !or\ the

m




- : . ‘ S\ . Mean

total atiitude score, inale students were siightly more supportive of students
rights than female sludir-ts. The ﬁmaveneo between the means for each of these

areas, as well as for the total attitude score, was statistically significant at p <
.01. For the mhar two mus. privacy and the

be\wesn the means were not statistically significant. It should be noted um all
dmaum_:ss. Including those which were statistically significant, were very slight.

TABLE 38

. SUMMARY OF M&N SCORES FOR STUDENTS FOR EACH AREA AND THE
TOTAL QUESTIONNAIRE ACCORDING TO $EX

: e Female Male
(N=454)  (N=424) P

Academic Fraet!on{ 3

a 2170 2.082 0.004

*Free Speech and Expression - 2.559 2414 0.000
Personal Appearance and Behaviour - 2.083 1.978 0001

Privacy 1.793 1.794 . . 0978

- Due Process - 22820, 2132 0.002

Reasonable Punishrient 2129 2.048 0.017

Total Attitude Score 2,189 2097 0.000

. \

Table 39 Inblcales that, for students, there was an inverge 'relationship
between school size and the areas of free speech and expression, personal uppgumn‘cé
and behaviour, and privacy, as well as for the total ‘-}tnuda: score.. As school size
increased, students’ scores.on the ham.s mlnln; to these areas dsc;ensmt Thlu
means that, in larger. schools, students tended to more strongly agree that msy

should have lreadam in.these punlculnr areas.
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TABLE 39

COHREI-ATION BETWEEN DEPENDENT VARIABLES AND SCORES ON THE
INDEPENDENT VARIABLE, SCHOOL SIZE; FOR STUDENTS (N=878)

Independent  Free spnch Personal Appearance Prlv.cy Tohl Anuud.
Variable and Expression’ and Behaviour

A ] P rop r P

School Size -0 .005 -12 000 -09 . .006 -09 .006.
'
Summary °

This study indicates that b{e majority of both teacher and student respondents
agroed or strongly agreed with granting studenfs their rights. There was a
A > -

slgnificant difference in” means between teachers and students with respect to

academic freetiom. The difference In attitudes befween the two groups was

greatest - In_this pi culur area. It should be nolad that teachers' were least

supparﬂva of studenl rights In this area. Once again, there was a. significant
difference between the two groups mgurdlng free speech and axpresslon‘ Teachers
were less sunpoﬂlvv than students in’ thls pnnlcu!ar area of student ﬂghts.

On seven of the ten items oemprlslng the rea of pelsunul appearance and
behavlour, s!udems\mnre so than teachers supported students rights. However, on
two_items talchm were more supportive than students.™ it can llsc be cuncluded

that students more so than teachers would allow s(udems the righis to privacy.

1
It Is noteworthy, how,la. that both groups showed greatest support for these -

rights’ of students. . N

. . The malorll}.of oach group Indicated that students should be given the right

to due process, with slud‘sn& more so than teachers baing supportive. For reasonable

‘punishment, students were more supportive than teachérs on five itemg, teachers more




supportive than students on one item, with no difference on four items, is
1

interesting to note ‘that this was the closest area of agreement between
- N

two.

soups. > '

) Five variables were examined for teachers by muttiple regression for each area
Studied and for the total attitude score. These were sex, age, teaching certiicate,
school size and the w;nplaﬂon m. non-completion of a university course In school
faw. For the areas of privag;y'nnd reasonable punl;h;m:nl, as well as for the total
alm;:dé score, sex was the only factor to statistically register as significant vfllh
female teachers being slightly more supportive of student rights. The nn‘ly factor

| - .
explaining differenced in teacher. attitudes for the area of personal appearance and

_behaviour was age. Thisstudy indicated that as the age of teachers Incmqiad.

thére was a slight tendency to be less supportive of students rights.

* The.variables considered for studerits were sex, age, career aspirations, school

size and,the completion or mwdﬁ.ﬁlat&on of Canagién Law 2104. Sex was fthe -

only statistically “Significént contribistor “to student lﬁlludas for . lhn areas of

academic freedom and due process. School size was the mnlor contributor to the
variange for the, area of free speeth and expression and for the fotal ulllguds

g R o
jcore. However, sex also entered the_regression equation. The strongest factor in

_explaining differences in student attitudes for personal appearance ‘and behaviour

was sex. §cl;aul size also entered the regression e«iun(ion for this area. |
"This study showed that male students were nllgmly more supportive of student” .
rights than female students lor the areas of uudemlc freedom, fiee speech nnd
expression, personnl avpenranoe and behnvlour. and due process, as well as lor the g
total atiitude score. However, 107 the areas nl privacy and rqnonubls punishment, .+ /{ :

there was no statistically slgnlr canl dlnemnce Inthe’ mnns ‘The 'study also

vavaalsd mm smdénm in larger schools were more suwonlve of nudenw rights

A




*" In general, and particularly in the areas of free speech and expression, personal

- appearance and behaviour, and privacy. G W
- % 1 . . -




. _ cartificate, 'school size, lnd the com;:lmkm -or non-camplcllon u' a unlvelsliy ¥

CHAPTER V . L
SUMI_AAR\'. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

{ 2 & CT T
* - N
This chuplar Pissents a synopsis. of- the problem under Investigatior, reports

the bulc conclusions reached in the study, and cﬂeru some ncomm'ndltlonl

* related to the toplc.

Sumimary -
The_major purpose of this study was to examine D Sa—
toward student rights”in selected Integrated high schools in Esstem Neiwoundland,
The .:iuhls relating to academic freedom, Yree speech and expression, pemonll

appearance and behaviour, privacy, due process, and reasonablé ‘punishment were’

studied. ~ An analysis of teacher and student stiitudes toward s|_|.;de.n| rights”’ was

also.‘conducted In relation to different demographic vnrilbies Sex. age, m;mma

coursd In schéol law were lha variables considered for lelcham. Tha demographlc’

variables -examined for students were sex, age, career upiw!lnhs.. school size; and

the completion-or non-completion of Canadian Law 2104, -

nswas io the followtiig resesicll Giubslions wais aoughls .,

1. leal‘ are the atitudes of teachers toward studgnt rights? .\’ -

2. iWnhat arb the attitudos of students toward stident rights?

3. Do teacher attitudes toward student rights drﬂer from those of studonts?

4. Do._teacher_attitudes mwnlddsmdam rights vary with sex, age, teaching.
e

ox,
certificate, school size, campl-uun or _non-complation of a
university course. in school l.km

5. Do student attitudes lnwuni lfud'nl rlghfa valy with' sex, age, career
aspirations, school size, and the completion or non- completion of Canadian.
Law 21047 A k




"In Ghapter Il fesearch Iiterature was reviewed under the' following. headings:

introduction, academic freedom, free speech and ;mmulm. personal appearance

: and behavigur, privay, due process, “reasonable “punishment, related study, and .

» )
cconslgsion. " . - «

A data collection was f by the g fmm resources

. avallable in the related literatyre. In October, 19!1 this qumlonnllm was

-dcﬁlnlatar-dAby the researcher or the prlm:lpel of each school'to two hgmdrqd

and Iwmly-tslcheu and nine.hundred students. The retum rate for teachers was

sa 9 per cent and for amdems 976 per cent: - . .

A llnlls{lc;l analysis of lelchar ltlltudes. as wall as atudenl lﬁkudes.

- mmn re:punsn. aswell sk the probabilty statstc (5)*which shows the slgnmmncs

of the difference between Ihs means, were .calculated for ‘each Ita area,” and the

total .mtu'suf &core.  Muttiple. regression was usud to analyze mnstlwly teacher

-ﬁlludas ~toward atudenl rights in mlnlhm ‘to varlous demographlc varinbles such

: as 86X, lne. 1 lchlng oenlﬂcc!e. whool size, und the oompleﬂcn or non-complallnn

M univuulty course in ‘school lnw. This memnd Was also ussd to analyze the :

um\udm M utudems low-ru sludanl rights. In felation .to damogrnphlc varlab!esv

such .as nex, age, “career uplmlona, /schoo] size, .nd the - completion or non-
wmpllllog nl Clnldlln Llw 2104 AII hsl g was ‘set at the.01 lml of slgnlﬁunoa %
3 oy .-
. . . . o P . C
Thq results “of _this ah;ciy clauﬂx' Inqlc'nlad'li;; “altitudes of ‘le,cﬁam and

students toward ‘academic_ffeedom. Jte ‘majority- of teacher. respondents. did not




believe that students should be permitted to choose their elective courses, textbooks,

wmmmmewmmm-nmdwmmm Funhonmn
uwuwmmmummmnwmnmm
Nmmmmmmmwumhmmu

rights. mmw.mmmmmmmmumwu‘
mmnm hthold\oot Lulﬂunlowe.md_‘

the teachers, Inwﬂwhonw’lspnreomdﬂum mﬂmmb
should have lbe final say In determinthg whether they will choose the académic or
genini cuursn'ol study. Ala.n. less than one-quarter of the teacher to'spdndents,
and sIIgMIy tiore than_ half of lhs students, l:lllmad lhll :tudm llmuld hlva.lha

final sny in dalcrmlnlng vmmhar a\udams “should no to n “speclal class bas'd on
Y s

‘their lbllhy or talent. - It sﬁould ba polmsd nu! that !or each item ln (hla are:
the dlﬂ-mnee betwl-n [the ‘means for th, two groups was Mlx\lc‘lly !lqnlﬁunl
(P = 0.000). . & . : 2 E

Ahmm:nfhcmmdwashn 48 por cent of teacher respondants L
qum.wnwuhgnmu-_ma&mmenwtodm.wssp«mdu ’
nol agree with students being pétmitied to ‘sncourage thers to_demonstrate. *
vmmurmdmm-sumdmmuvu}-mmm
‘Wﬁt‘ﬁsmﬁ/hﬂdhmlﬂ-rﬂshﬁmmmmmuhdo
'so. Almosi- half “the teachers dhugmdwﬂhmm being free to criticize *

foaches. puuﬂciy while 74 per cont djsagreed With siudenis being ‘allowed to

wrlte articles In school newspapers crmul of individu

lteachers und lhalr polldu.
* Surprisingly, fewer nun half of the student rnpondem.l would wish to have these
rights.  Simitay, both gioups disagracd i Inviing spdkors Ito the’ schaol or

and hool student,papors ‘without the permission N

ol school lmhodllls Cﬂm‘lshdwnhmls.ﬂloybohlﬂmmhtha idea (hll' "

\ 118 - o ™ . E s




students should: be free to Include In their papers artictes which were oontrvv'erslal‘

They -lao indicated |hn students should be’ glven the oppommny to conuibum to

the disciplinary, pollclss of the school, as well as be entitled to an elected student
novammam e

o 5

One—cbild conclude from this study that the great majority of both teachers

and students were In agreement with stugents wearigg hair styles of their choice.

They also- stated sthat female students should feel free to wear the amount and

type of muks-uﬁ they-desire. From the findings, it could also be concluded that -

both’ groyps supported the Ideas that ‘students should not _or?ly be informed. as to
what constituted appropriate student conduct, but- uls@ be involved in the formation
of school rules conceming such o_nnﬂuct: Ty : st

An analysis - of mw’dm revealed Ihll-uppm)dma!e'ly 60 pergcent of the

. teagher mnpundama did dgree’ with xludents‘ huvln\] free and open ncépss to ‘thelr .

personal ruourds. whlle - 86 per cent lall that sludems should ba permmad to
“question comments on these racords and, where ermrs a)ds(, have-them corrected.
*The students also agreed with 'dach of these Ideas. Similarly, both groups survsyed
. asserted” nm these reconis should be kept pﬂme and-any confidential Infurmatlon
relating to students should be_discussed only by educators in professional slcuaﬂnns,
They wnrg also in strong agreement that plmg\ls‘qi guardians should be I:IIQrmad
before any Information from & student's pmn‘i_a;l file wes released. Again, there
wes .agresment that studenis shoild be notified befors thelr lockers.were sgnréh;d,
and.thatthey should knowthat ‘school-offcias. could inspect these ockers. ~ The
ynl m-jorky of the' aludpnls, aa per cént and appmxlmmely lhree-quldnrs ol

the teachers, alalad lhnt students should be allowed to have A wlmess of lhelr

chnlcu pmnm dur(ng all snmhes. They ®iso asserted that parents or guardians-




.mwmmamnwwumgw%dmmumdn-mwuv

would be present. .o -

'mg&m,mmwmmmwm%hﬁogw
Gty eooedmt Dakim: didaria were: sibiacinl 5, ovmpiadion B: Sindiion
The vaft majority of teacher and student respondents believed that parents or
guardians .sho\ld be present during -the discussion of their nmu‘s‘ suspension or
ﬁpull‘bn.'aoﬂ!qmmmélhopwun'mmmlmw be-entitied

to a wamning, hearing nd appeal Wm’ Teachers and students were less *

supportive of the idea that students should have the right o’ legal representation.

_They also indicated. that students should have the right to be inlmmad that they

_-could be ,supanq-d.ur'aupnllad for lack of interest or application to academic ‘

work, and for. belng found’ guity of commiting a criminal ‘act outside school.
Surpi'lsln_aiy. slightly more than half' of the teachers and approximately - three-,
quarisrs g e dtisdenis” ssearted that students should be permitted to complate
assignments and tests missed during the wsp'nslom
\nmsmmmwnmmmmmmu
mwmu-wuwwdpm«mmww_mum
-only, lﬂlnglsrusa\licplr:ms m.mummnmgm
nqwlmwmmormmuurmmmnm
'pwnshmemukosphu.lndlmlshwldbeundonly'vdm\lllmhermmd
discipline have, been tried" and falled. * It should ‘be noted that approximately hlﬂ
of each q‘mup claimed that ll_imem.l should not be subjected to corporal. punishment.
More "lhnn' lhma—q‘umum of both teachers and students felt that students. lmmldl
be lwua ul -appeal procndum It can llui be -geen ‘that students, mo(o 80 than

‘teacheu, felt ‘that students should be free fmm the punitive yse of grldéu and

i for their in non-school activities.

&~




+ The dita mu;[;d \het both teacher and student "ro‘spcn‘dants.wsm most

. supportive: of students in the aren of privacy. The teichers ware lesst. supportve
~ofthe sudent’ ghts to acaderc roedom, whil the students wero least favouiable

towards e upuch and yxpms:lun ‘For eicri “of ‘the six areas studied, the

dmerenee belwonn tha malns ‘was smlstlully significant (p = 0.000). 1t ;hould .

o bs_pointed ‘out that fof the total attiude score, the  difererice betwesn the

means M the two groups was sm!salc-lly sigrificant (p = 0000) For elch of the

areas and” for (hu lolll lﬁnude noova. alttiough not for- mry hnm. students were -

" more uuppanlvs of students' dahts than were teachers.

- For each-area muraa und lhe total quasllonnalre. five ‘variables wave eumme

for telchens by mulllple legresslon Thase were sex, suu. !auchlng certificale,

schogsl size, and lhs eomplmlon or nomn\pleﬂan of a* umvsrslly couvsL in school -
“law.  The only *factor to smlsm:ally reglstav as . algnl!lr.un( with respect - to
pdvlcy, rnsonlbla _punishment, and the total attitude s:ore. was sex. For ma
area of pemmnl appearance lnd‘ hehsvlnur, it was found ‘that age w/i(a only
" factor axplnlnlnn differences. ln teacher alutudes

Thls study showed that female teachers were aomawhat more in favour of student

rloht! than wem mals (aachsrx. There was also a comrelation between the' nge of
the teacher respéndsnts and thelr Views toward personal appearance and v—
As nn; ‘Increlsad. teachers tended t‘n\'ba laﬂ suppbnlve of granting’ s‘lud;sms their
Hights In this ares. . i ! ! '
The vlrllblm msldnmd Ior students by mumpla rugrasslon wsre adk age,
caréer aspirations, School slze. and the eomplmlon or nnnﬂmplmlon of C\unadlun

Law 2104. In the areas of lcldamlc freedom, und due procgss, sex was thu.\only

significant - contributor to student ' attitudes. ._wnon oonsldering the area of l_vee

speech and expression, and the total attitude score, school size was the n’m]qrr




7

" contribitor to mx variance. However, sex also entered the regression equation.

For thie area of personal appearance and behaviour, the strongest factor in explaining

»

dﬁmh‘mﬂmiﬂhﬁumm , school size was a factor in explaining
maamushmmw rights. .

mmmummm-smmmmm
student rights than female students for the areas dpﬂdnm’c lreodom. free

spommw-sslmwmdwmeemdhmmr.mﬂduowm.

wanuforu\amwmmd-mn Fuunwnrmm-.pmmdm.quua

punishment, the difference between.the means was, not statistically significant.The A

study also. indicated” that there was.‘an Inverse. relationship between school ‘size

‘and the areas of ',mu‘flpacch and expression, personal appearance and behaviour,

and pri;mcy. as-well as for the total attitude score. n larger schools, students
i % o oo

tendiod to more strongy suppor the view 4hat they should be entilied to gredter

)

The resdarcher would like to believe that this study will encoutage and

- freédom in these particular. lrus '

stimulate school autfiorities and students into thifking more seriously and
conscientiously about the rights of students. Signs of change are, indeéd, appearing
in this field. One of the- clearest indications of the changing status of the
Student was the enactment of the Yéung Offenders Agt which recognized thé
. young person as being autonomous and responsible. As well, the antmn;hmc:n of
- the mﬂ_ﬂmlnd_mm ey have a positive*effect In ummnnuna
in the area of student rights. This anli!l: could pave lh- way lor &n era of
|ustlca and liferty for students. The view has been mnlnuln-d by ta-chars and

sludams surveyed in this uludy that students should be allowed a certain doqrea
pom)

of and Therefc could be

under pressure o respond positively to nm.u freedoms. One Is encourdged to seo
) p




that uduulort lré becoming progressively sensitive to rights claimed by students.

Ag well, one can also ase‘lﬂm ‘teachers' are gradually, ?vsloplng more progressive

- aftitudes toward student rights in -hlqh schools. The findings of lhls research

! clearly yamormmlcd that to vecounlzs that ‘nudenls do hava rights ls to see them

8 persons, nm only whose In(eresu but also whose wishes, nspkn\kms, and pnh\!s

of view are to bg considered sedously. To deny the rights of students could lead
to d|;wmenl whlt‘h does not enhance the general well-being of the sthool. g

e it aho;:ld ‘:e pointed out that all demands 'mlde by students are not to be

met Immediately. Quits possibly, some are not to be met at all. However, those

rghts trat students do ‘possess should be & matter of eoncem for administrators;

<
(euchem. gnd parenta upon whosé mlvlllas and- responses the happ!nass. fortunes,

and well-being of sludants mpsnd. It is important to note®that in the school

sanln}. 1h# task Is- to balance the, rights of students with an orderly school
3 P 1

environment.  This Implies that freedom has to be balanced with, responsibility.
Surely; greater Involvement of students in thelr school affairs cannot help but

contribute to the Improvement of our educational systém.
¢ o

There are several recommendations_ emerging from this ‘study. These include:

1. That d similar study be conducted In’Integrated high schools iy different
.+ areas of the Province of Newfbundiand and Labrador.

2, That a similar sludy be cnmsd out in Roman Catholig. and Psnkecostel
high schools in this Province.

+ 3. That a similar sludy be conducted using principals of high schools to
ascertaln more specifically their attitudes toward student dqhts.

4. That similar research be undertaken conceming the almudes of parents
toward student rlqm.s.




5.
used in this study, to help determine hlchUr and !\udanl attitudes
“ toward student rights. )

6. That the Newloundiand Teachers’ ins with schook
boards, conduct In-service seminars to make educators more aware of
student rights.

7. That the Department 6{ Eduction, the Newfoundland Teachers' Assoclation,
. and the school boards pool their. efforts to bulli up resource materials
. on student rights aru! to dlspense. on a continuing !usls. such literature
* toalleducators. - . % .
8. That school boards and schools be enmumnod to subscribe to professional
Journals that deal with Issues conceming student rights. e
= E ‘
9. That teachers and administritors becoge familiar” with the new Charter
5 of Rights and Freedoms und the Y _m&enm *
, 10. That more rmation cuncsmlnn humln rights, Includlng “students
rights, ‘be made{avallable to hlqh school students themselves.
s ) . -
¢
VA Y

That further research be conducted, using: variables other than those
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TEACHER QUESTIONNARE - : IR S




1.

b

~

Directions:

Section I

i

THE ATT‘ITUDES OF TEACHERS AND STUDE

Listed below are a number of items nllllna to different aspects of 3
student rights. Please Indicate your general feeling toward

TDWARD STUDENT RIGHTS IN SELECTED INTEGRATED HIGH ECHOOLS IN 1
v EASI'ERN NEWFOUNDLAND

h . .

item contained under its respective sub-heading. Indicate your (os ing
by circling one of the numbers af the right using the lollowlng

/1. Strongly Ag:ea

3. Undecided
\2. Agree_ &

The Right to Academic Freedom
Stuifients, even agalnst the advice of teachers,
Counsellors, and parents, should have the final
say In selecting their elective subjects ~

Students should.have the right to be consulted
regarding the selection of theif textbooks.

Students should have the right to be consulted
conceming the content of their subjects.

Students should have the right to choose ihe manner/

methods_ of completing their work in thplr subjects.’

Students should be represented on currlculum
committees.

. - Students stictid ba ‘repiesented on éxtru—cumcuuw

commitiees.

Students should be represented on policy-making
commmess in |he school.

" Students should have the final say In determining

whether they will choose the academic or gerieral
course of study = -

. 4. Disa
5 stronu\y Dlnqrea

Strongly Agree
Agree B
Undecided ~
Disagree
Strongly Disagres




. i ) >
b . . ¢ g § / .
Yo . 2 8,8
% - i 2 3 B
. ‘€3 8 g - B
W e ’ ESEEE 1 :
» < 5 7] :
8., smaam- even w-lnn the advice of teachers, ¢ .
- ‘counsellors, and parents, should have the final say . -
In determining whether they. will go to a special ‘
class, or any simil; :psdll grouping based on . !
ability or talent. . 123 45 “
oy 10 Students should have accsss to any standardized i ‘
- - or-Inte e test results by the 3 i -
... schodl or school board. . = 123 45 ¢

11. - Students should have the right to have a student
répresentative present at staff mieetings.

n
w
&
o
.

_Seétlon Il The mgm to Fiee Sfesch and Expulllnn

. 12 Sludems should be allowed to use symbolic matoﬂuls o
(lrm bands, badges, étc) in classrooms and on other .
school property to allanlly express their. bellals 1 2 3 45

* 7 13 Students should be allowed.to engage in demonstrations ‘g i
. such as sit-ins and boycotts as an acceptable form of i .
student protest: 123 45
14,  Students-should Be pemitted to encourage others to
demonistrate or :I\-\n. 123 45

b 15.  Students should be free to criticize, publicly,
H g teachers and school omallls and thelr sduutlonal . , .
“ i policles. N 123 45

. Students should ba fres to ld»)ne speakers of thelr .
“cholcs for student mT-Iu without consultirig snhool ° h M
authorities. 23 45

A o © 17, Students should be permitt m lmna spal.kala whose "

ot . views on sensitive, cont lal matters are unpopular

. or rejected In the community served by the school. 1 23 45 ’
- i .

18.  Students should havo the right to expresa any contro- -
§ , Versial beliefs (political, soclal; religious, sexual, e el
= ‘etc.) without prejudice or penatty. ‘123 45 X
19. Smdsnh 5hnuld have the right to contribute Io the v

- disciplinary policies to, be used in the school. '

123 4,5

133~




20, Students should be given the privilage to express
their feelings and beliefs on all issues in an open
forum so that the whole student body would have .an

_oppontynity to listen and lu’s_pond.

“21. Studsnts should be frée to wrkte erlcles and .
editorials, in school-sponsored student papers,
critical of Individual teachers and other school

officials und their policies.

22.. Students should be parmmd lo pyblish and* distribute

schoul»spunmed student pnpars
censouhlp by school authorities.

23, Sludants should be allowed to publish » undargmund' ’

out any review or

papers (ie. . papers not officially recoghized.by
school lulhumlsl) within uhool premises.

24. The student editorial staff should be ftee to choose
£

their teacher advisor.

25.

. Students should be free to Include in thelr school-

sponsored student papers articles that deal with

ssnsmvn or controverslal loplcs,

26. Students should have the ﬂnm to an elected studem

govemment.

Sactlon |l

27,

B

"The Rightto Personsl Appc rance and Behaviour

Male nudan_ts ulmulg be ree to wear mnq hair.

28 ,Femala students should be permm.d to attend class

with halrdos of their choice.

29. “Students shouid be free from dress codes imposed by

schoul lutharlxlaa.

30. Students should have the right to wear the type and
. style of dress clothing of their cholice in school.

Strongly Agree

2

2

3

3




.

31, Students should be givnn the lvoodnm to kiss and to
embrace lmlmmiy in school.

32, Students :hould have uccogp toa smoklng wom in the
school.

-33. Students should have |he right to be informed as ln

what constitutes lppmpli.te !ludtm condu:l [
school, !

34. studnntl should have the right to be Informad what

ls. or:ls not appropriate jewelry.

35, Femalé students shouild have the right to wear the
lmuuntund type of mnkwp of their cholce.

36. Students lhould have the right to participate’ In the
making of school rules . nnlrdlno nudanl eondud in
school. ’

Saction IV: The Right to Privacy. e

37, Students ah;nld be informed befor ther locors and
school

38. studanlx shou@have free and open -céess to their
- parsonal records.

39.” Sludem: should have the rIght to.question comments
on thelr schpol records and, where errors exist, have
them corrected. .

40, Students should have the right to have thelr parents/
guardians Informed before a search of their child's
belongings Is conducted, H

4!( Studenis should have the right to havo thelr parents/
guardians Informed thiat a poljiilly officer will be

sent during all searches cBnducted in school of *
students or thelr,belongings. *
5 e

Strongly Agree

" Agree

!
:

3
i e
3

23 4 5




45.

46.

47

Students should have the right to have their parents/
guardians informed before any Information from a
student’s personal file may be mlez:ed.

Students should"have 'thé right to have.a witness of
their choice present during all searches. -
élqdon_ts Ihﬂl‘ﬂd have the right to have their student
records kept. private and revealed only to those who
Ims Immndlma use for them (e.g., teachers, parents):

smdama uhuu!d huve lhe ﬂum not'to have conﬂdnm

uxmpt in pm!esslonnl or l)ﬁl:lll lnuallons‘

Students should be Informed. that the administration
has. lha rhm to inspect lockes. "
Sludahb uhuuld be allowdd to Insert material of their
cholce (e.g. results of outside testing and evalus-
tion, . medlcll or psychological reports) into their
records.

Section V: 'I'h. Right to Due Proenl

.’

49.

50.

Students should have the fight to have parents/
guardians present when suspension or expulslon of
thelr child [s being discussed. .

Students should be given a waming, In writing,
before any suxpenslcn can be lmposud;

Students should hlve the right to be inférmed that *
they could be suspended or expelled from school for

* reasons of lack of interest or application to acaderic

work. e

4,

4

5

5

g




52.

55,

a

51,

Section Vi: The Right to Rlnombh Punishment

s o
|
= |
|
. §
. <
' 2
)
g
2
| 4 &
Stydents should have the fight to a hearing before
they are subjected to long-term suspension or
expulsion. . 1
Students should be given the opportunity to be présent ' | 1’
d participate in the discussion of their possible .
uspension or c)q:ulslnn‘ ‘. . % 1
Students. shuuld have the nnm 1o appropriate - r\
publication/promulgatian of school rules. . 1

Studénts should be given the opportunlty to make an

appeal In cases of suspansion and expuison. 1

Students uhﬂuld have the right nM to be remuved
from school premises iImmediately unless they-threaten
the welfare of others. 1

#Students should have the right to be informed that
they could be suspended or expelled from school after
belng found guilty of committing a criminal act outside
school.  * . 1

Students should have the right not to be given long-
term suspension or expelled for serious offences. 1

Students should- have the right to legal representatio
when charged with breaking a school rule lhnt could
lead to possible expulsion: " 1

Students should have the rluhl,ﬁ complete all~

assignments and tests missed during the suspension. 1
Students should have the right to have information
rngardlnp suspension removed from thelr records. 1

Sludar\ts»should have the right 1o expect teachers and ¥
administrators to' act as reasonable parenis when

administering corporal punishment. - 1
N . - .

Undeciaad

Disagree
. $trongly Disagree

~ Agree

2 3 45
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. 62. Students should have the right to be informed of all
punishable school offences. 123 45

63. Students should be permitted to have a witness of their

*  choice present during the -ﬂmlnlmmlqn of. cnrpuml * . % :
punishment.  ° 123 45 1w oy
64, Students should have the fight not to be subjected to ' . 3
: corporal punishment. -, . 12348 \
. % A g
65. Students should have the right to have comaral
only i 0 :
such punishment is allowed at all. 123 4.5
66. Stutlents should Have the right to have thelr parents/ .
. guatdians informed before corporal punishment is
administered. . _ 123 45
67. Students should be aware of a method for appeal should ra
. y they have the opportunity to question'certaln forms of &
discipline. 1 23 45
“Students should be free from the punitive use of grades .
:and the extension of school authority into nort-school * "
activities. ., s 123 45
69. Students should be free from punlzﬁgni‘-'m their
partiipation in & nqp-school spon activity. , 12345
" 70, Students should have the right to have corporal ¢
3 punishment. administered only as a last besort. . 1 23 45 .
W s weavenaane ! [}
Please plnce a check () or the dnswer Iin the appropriate blank &t the right of
each tem: * s . £ 3
) ' 71. Yoursex - 1. Femalo e i
* 2. Male ~ N % - S
. " 138 ' $ ' '




72, Your age (st bitthday): - 3 .
73 Your tesching cerificate: 1.. Grade I .
: 2.” Grade It e
. '3, Grade V
a la v
-~ = 5. Grade VI LS
% F * . 6. Grade VIl z
74, Youmol name: W e ‘
; P T g
75. Have you completed a university course In
school law? i Yes = 5
4 &
i " No > Thank You .
. . v e
A - N QUESTIONNAIRE NUMBER 76-79
. sl » b T
” .
1 g ~
* . > ¢
o = . -
. 2= . Fi
s 5 i 2 : . )
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APPENDIX B
STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE




»

THE ATTTTUDES OF TEACHERS AND STUDENTS

TOWARD STUDENT RIGHTS IN.SELECTED INTEGRATED HIGH SCHOOLS IN
EASTERN

NEWFOUNDLAND _

Diractions:  Listed below are & number of -tems relating to different ‘aspects ob

PlombMyom
* Hem cohtainéd under

w&dhﬂmmmﬂhmmhlﬂhwhqm

1. Strongly Agree 3. Undecided
2. Agree .

BLEASE BEGIN HERE:

Section I The Right to Academic Fresdom
. Brudents, even against of teachers,
counsellors, and plnnb, d have the nrul
say in ulcwnn their elective subjects

e 2 mmmhnﬂmum
wﬂmmmdmm

3. smmmwmmum
conceming the content of their subjects.

4 Stidents should have the righi to choose the manner/
2

mumngmmmmw

5. Students lllnllld be npmcnld on curriculum
committeesi\

6 Students should be represgljed on extra-cunicular
‘committees.

7. Students should bhn menhd on pnllcy«mlklng
mmmmael In the 3

8. . Students should have the final say in determining
whether they will choose the adumlc or gmrll
~ courss of study.

<

feeling toward
your feeling
. Disagree
qumqtybls.lurn
O
g
by
i BE"::
5,328
2888 ¢
§25d%

K o
P
2 rS

"




- 1.

12.

b

class, or apy similar apeclquMplng based {n o

ability or talent.

Students s should have access to any ‘any stan lardiz
or Imnmgoneo test results administered by the'
school or achonNnnm .

Students shuuld have the rlgm tgehive a student
rs‘prssenmive present at Staff mest! nqs.
RN

Sauﬂalrlk The Right to Frc‘ Speech and Exprnllon{

Students should be allowed to use)symbolig materlals
{arm bands, badges, etc.) in classroms and on other

-school pmpelly to allemly express fheir bellefs..

Stadents should be allowed.to engage [}
such as sitins and boyeuns as dn acceptable form of
student protest, F

2 Sludanis“mnuld be pémmitted to encourage others to

damonstme or sit-in.

Students should be free to ciiicize, puulcoy.
teachers and.school officials and their education
policies. ®

Stidents should be free to Invite speakers of their.
choice for student affairs without sonuuﬂh\u school
suthortles. *

Students shnuld be,| pevmmad to invite spslkevs.whosa

views on sensitive, controversial matters are unpopylar

or rejected in the community ur\j&d‘ by the school.

e ¥ -
Students should have the right to express any contro-
versial bellefs (political, social, religlous, sexual,

etc) without proludloe‘v; pennny ¥

Students should have the right to confribute to the
distiplinary policies to be used in the school. Y.

monslut!ons . \

\

&
5 X /
5 E
- \—~
5 .




N

) a .

20. Students should be given.the privilege to express
their feelings and bellefs on all issues in an open
- forum so that the whole student body would-have an
oppanunlly to listen and respohd.

21, Students shouild.be free to write articles and
editorials, in school-sponsored student papers,
critical of Individuial teachers and other school ' -
officials and melr policies. R

school-sponsored student papers without any review or.

\ * 22, S!udomx should be permitted to bubllsh and distribute ¢

-

conlnnhlp by school authorities,

23. Sludan?.l |hou!d be allowed to publish 'undemmund"
\, papers (Le. , papers not officially recognized by
school authiorities) within:school premises.

24, The-student editorial staff should be free to chbose,_
. lhalr !uchar advisor.

25 Students should be free lo Include in their school-
sponsored student papers articles that dull with.
sensitive4r controversial topics.

26. Studsma should have the right to an ®lected student
government. E .

Sectlon il The, Right to Personal Appearance and Bchlylour'

tudents should be lres to wear long hllr.

‘emale students should be permmed to attend class
with hairdos of their choloe

29, Students should be free lmm dmsa codes imposed by

school -uthovmos.

30. Students should have n\s right to wear the type and,

style of dress clothing of thelr choice in school. = ©

Strongly Agree

Agree

Undecided
Disagree

g
g
]
2
g
g
w




. i 1)
o EPE
% ’ o : .% 25 g ‘
<
. 31. Sludems should be given the lrecdom to kiss andto '
| ﬂfxc: intimately in school. ) 12345
‘, 32. Students should have accsss to a smoking room In the R
. . school. 12345
/N - ‘ N
"33. Students should have the right to be informed as to
K what constitutes lppmpdnte student conduct In T
oe school. i 1.2
i =y, 5
34, Students should have the right to be informed what " <
Is, or Is not appropriate jewelry. - 1.2 3 45" . ' By
#+ 35. -Female students shb’uld have the right (e wear lha e ° ' ks
-® % amountand type of mlke-up of their choice. -1 2.3 45
36 Studerfls should hiave the right to pardclpsle in the v TE o 2x T
s - making of school rules. reunrdlng nudam conduct ln 'y

. :  school. * 123 4.5

\ —
Section IV: The nghl lo -Privacy . ®

37. " Students should be informed before their lockers and * TN
briefcases are searched by school authorities. 12 4 5

38.

Students should h: free und open access to their .
palsonul records.

39. Students should have the right to question comments .
on thelr school records and, where errors exist, have -
them corrected. ' 12 3 45 '

40. - Students should have the right to have thelr parents/
. guardians infornfd before a search of thelr child's ’
o . . belongings Is conducted. ! 12345

41. ", Students should have the right to have thelr parents/
guardians informed that a police officer will be S
present during all searches conducted in M:Imol of -
aludoms or their belongings. x = B




45.

46.

41

Section V: The ngm 1o Due Process C

Students should have the right to have their parents/
s inforied before any Information from a
personal file may be releaseéd. )

Studentsffiiould have the right to have a witness of
thelf choicd present during .all searches.

Students should have the right to have thelr gtudent
records kept private and revealed only to thase who.
have immediate use for them (e.g.. ulchers, parents).

Students should have the right not to have confiden-
tial Information about them discussed by educstors

except In professional-or officlal situatiors. .

Students should be informed that the administration

! has the right to Inspect lockers.

Students shouid be allowed to Insert matefial of their
cholce (e.g:; results of outside testing ‘and evalua-
tion, medical or psycholoulul reports) Into their
records.” - . .

- Students lhuuld have the right to have pammsl
guardians present when suspension or expulsion of
their chlld‘ls being discussed. -

Students shiould be given a waming, in writing;
before any suspension can be Imposed.

Students should have the right ta-be informed that

they could be suspanded or expelled from school for

reasons of lack of Interest or application to academic
[ g

work,

Strongly Agres

ree
Undecided

~
N

2°3

Disagree -

Strongly Disagree




51

expulsion.

Students should have the right to a hearirig before 3
they are aubieeled to long-term suspsnslnn or

‘Students 'should be given the opportunity to be present

and participate In the discussion of their possible
suspension or upulslon.

Students should have the right ln appropriate
publlcanonlpmmulgnllon of schoal rules. i

Students should be given the nppontunhy to make an
appeal In cases;of suspension and expulsion:

Students should have the right not to be ramoved
from school premises immediately unless they lhrslla‘n
the welfare of others.

Studemts should have the rluhk to be Informeq that

they could be suspended or expelled from school after

being found guilty of committing a criminal act nu_tslde
school. " ) N o ™

Students should have the right-not to be given long-
term suspension or expelled for serious offences.

Students should have the right to legal representation
when charged with breaking a school rule that could
lead to posslhle expulsion. . -

Students should have the right to complete all
mlqnmm and tests missed.during the suwumlun.

Students should have the right to have IMormaﬂon
régarding suspanslon removed from \gelr records.

Section VI: leﬁlghl to muomsln Punishment

61.

Students should have the nghl to expect teachers and
‘administrators to act as reasonable parents when

ldmmlsuving corporal punishment.




2. Male

8
il Vel v g g
[ 2 3 &
. 3. 383
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; .8 £2 8 8-
= 5 b <SB 0
62. Students should have the right to be informed of all \
* punishable school offences. N . 123 45
63. Students should be permitted to' have a witness of lhelr /
cholce present during the administration of corporal
punlslm\a 5 - ‘& 1:2 3 45
64, Students should have the right not to be subjected to N
corporal punishment. 123 4%
65. Students should have the fight 16 have curpnm"
¥ only if
such punishment s allowed at all. " E 1 2 3.45
66. Students should have the right to have thelr parents/
—- guardians informed ‘corporal punishment Is o )
administered. 1y, * . 1 23 45
67. Students should be aware of a method for appeal should .
they have the opportunity to question certain forms of
discipline. 1 23 45
68. Students should be free-from the punitive yse of .grades
and the extension of schiool nuthamy into non-school
activities. 123 45
9. “Siudents should be free from punishment for their 3
ina hool activity. 12345
70, Studants should have:the right to have corporal .
punishment administered only as a last resor. { 128 4 5.
. " 3
Plosso’ lace / e 3 OR A S B appropriate blank at the right of
each ttem:
71. Yoursex . - 1. Female . :




20 years

73. ;\Career aspiration: : 1. University
'_ 2. College of Trades and
& * Technology, Community
College, Marine Institute,

75. Have you completed (now completing)
Canadian Law 21047 Yes

© - No e
QUESTIONNAIRE NUMBER .







P.O. Bax 501 i
Bonavista, Nfld.
180

AOC
1987 02 18
s

Dear Sir/Madam:

I am preparing a questionnaire entitled, |
"The of and Toward
Student .Rights in Selected Integrated High 1
Schools In Eastern Newfoundland", as part of
my thesls for the M. BEd. de;ree in mducational
. istration at Memorial University. I .
& Lwd d greatly appreciate your cooperation’in

helping validate the attached questionnaire. B
would ask you to look for:, E
% @ - ' .

o » (b) Interpretations R . 'S
(c) Inconsistencies »
8 (@) Coverage of topic
(€) Items which should be deleted, if any
e, (f) 2dditional items.

2 .
% Thanking you in advance for your cooperation. -\:
~ - " Yours sincerely, ¢
' .
.
.
g Harry R. Templeman » .




d ! P.0. Bax 501
. Bonavista, Nfld.
180 !

-ROC P
1987 02 138 N
~~

Dear Student:

5 am preparing a quesuowmaue entitled,
. "The Atutuds of Teachers and Students Toward

Student Rights in Selected Integrated High
Schools In Eastern Newfoundland",'as part of
my. thesis for the M. Ed’. degree’ m Educational
) : Administration at Memorial University. I
re would gzpatly appreciata your' cooperation in

) helping validate the attached questionnaire.
I would ask you to look for:

(B) bi i or
(b) . Interpretations
(c) Inconsistencies
i ¥ (@) Coverage of topic

o (e) - Items which should ‘be’ deleted, Lf any
) i (£) Additional items.

Thanking you in advance for your cooperation.

Yours sincerely,

Harry R. Templeman




~ P.0. Box 501
y Bonavista, Nfld.
" AOC 1BO
e L 1287.09 15

Mr. C. M. Pinsent, Superintendent =
- . Bonavista Trinity Placentia Integrated School Board

P.Q, Box 2001 B ) .
Clarenville, Neld. . .
B AOE 130 5 s . .
Dear sir: S i ¥ g
8" : I am asking £6r your assistance in-a very important AL
study entitied, Mha. Attitudes Of, Teachers and Students .

Toward Student Rights in Selected Integrated High Schools
¥ In Eastem Newfoundland", which T am undertaking as part .
: of my Master's degree programme in the Department of G

< Of teachers and students in your school district._Your
help will be greatly appreciated.

v . Sincerely,

Harry R. Templeman




. . e

. P.0. Box 501
Banavista, Nfld.
1

20C
1987 09 15

Dr. M. Trask, Superintendent

Avalen Nm:ch Integrated School Boaxd
P.0. ‘Box 5

SPaniud‘s Bay, Nfld.

AOA 3

Dear Sir: & .

N I am asking for your assistance in a very .
important study entitled,"The Attitudes of Teachers
and Students Toward St@dent Rights in Selected
Integrated High Schools In Eastern Newfoundland",
which I am undertaking as part of my Master's degree
programme in the Department of Educational Admini- .
stration at Memorial University. I am planning °

to administer ‘a questicnnaire to a number -of .
teachers and students 'in your school district.

Your help will be greatly appreciated.

¢ 5 % . Sincerely,

Hargy R Bempleman




© P.0. Bax 01
Bcnavmra Nfld.
20C 180

1987 09 15

Mr. Newman Keliand, Superintendent
Avalon Consolidated Integrated
School Board
P.0. Box 1980 }
St. John's, NfId.
B

Dear 'Sir: TN~ -

T am asking for your assistance in a very
important st\.‘dy entitled, "The Attitudes of Teachers
and Students Toward .Student Rights in Selected
Integrated High Schools In Eagtern Newfoundland",®
which Imwxdem!‘u.ngaspartofwmstersdegree

f 1 Admini-

teache
Your help will bb greatly appreciated.

Sincerely,

"Harr@R. Templeman




‘Your
- greatly appreciated. _:

' " P.0. Box 501
Bonavista, Nfld.

2AC
1987 09 15

Dear Principal:
I am engaged in a camprehensive study of the
of and towards student
riqhts as part of my ‘da.sba:'s degree programme Ln\
of
Veﬂnri.al University. I am .seelr_ug pe'md.ssxm to

ammisfgrnyq\mucmaixemanmbe:cfyour
will be ¢

Harry R. Templepan




o
MEMORIAL UNIVERSITY OF NEWFOUNDLAND ' |

= 5 St. John's, Newfoundland, Canada™ AIB 3X8
. ‘
of i o Telex: 016-4101
% J i ’ Tel.: (709) 737-7647/8
1987-10-02

Dear Colleague: ’ R

bR I am conducting a study of the attitudes of teachers and
£ students ‘towards student rights as part of my Master's degree programme
in the Department of Educational Administration at Memorial Univtrllly‘
Would you please assist me by ¢ this 1
it in the envelope provided. 1 <

At the end of the uest:lunn.i.ta, you are asked for certain "
. school and personal informatfon. Please be assured that all responsas
- will be kept in the strictest confidence and tabulated.in an anonymous
‘manner. :
° o B . . &
Thank you for' your help. & :

a0t Yours sincerely,

. " Harry R. Templeman i




P.0. Box 501
Bonavista, Nfld.

AC 10
' 1987 10 02

Dear Student:

am conducting a study of the attitules of
teachers and students towards student rights as
part of my Master's fegree programme in_ the
t of Educational Administration at

Departmen
Memorial University. Would you please assist me
Sl 9 R

1S
it in the envelope provided.

At'the end of the questionnaire, you are
asked for certain school and personal information.
Please be assuredl that all responses will be kept
inmentrichestumxdem:aand tabulated in an
anonymous manner.

Thank yoir for your help.

Yours sincerely,




P.0. Box 501 7
Bonavista, NELd.

AOC 1B
. December 1, 1987

Mr. C. M. Pinsent, Superintendent 3
Bonavista Trinity Placentia d
Board &

(‘_laren‘ulle, Nfld.
" AOE 170

Dear sir:’ : .
I wish to express . «thanks for your cooperation
» . vithmy The and ) L
N Students Toward Stuﬂent Rights in Selecbed Integrated
*High Schaols in F.;sbern Newfoundland. "

Yours -very si.ncere].y, 3

i

Harry R. Templeman




© P.0. Box50L -
te Bonavista, NEld. »

Dr. M. Trask, Superintendent -
2valon North Integrated School Board -

P.0. Box 500
‘ Spaniard's Bay, Nfld.
AOK 3%0 .

AC
Decerioer }, 1987

' * . Dear Sir: N

~J
I wish to*express thanks for your cooperatién

. © . withmy of and
b < students Toward_Student Rights in Selec\:ed Integrated :
. 4 ,}thsdmlsinmztemuewfomd % ‘

\ ) Yours -very, sincerely,
F - ’

- : . Harry R. Terplemah




P.0. Box 501
Bonavista, Nfld. .
2A0C

Decenber 1, 1987

Mc.Nesman Kelland, Superintends

Avalan Qonsolidated Integrated sdxcol Board
P.O. Box 1980/ *

St. ‘John's, Nfld.

BIC SRS L

i * Dear sir:

Ifushboaq)rassmanksforycutcooperadon T 0

. vith my of and . &
. Students Toward St\x]smt Rights in. Selected Im:egrat&‘l :
. .. High Schools in Eastern Newfoundland
vy 2 b O
; E x o “Yours very sincerely, . (

Harry R. Templeman




Déar Colleagues:

Bonavista
Newfoundland
AOC 1BO

i . 19th November, 1987

: F

Thank you for your participation in my study, "The Attitudes

/0f Teachers and Students Toward Student Rights in Selected Integrated

High Schools in Eastern Newfoundland." . I sincerely appreciate your
he

t! an
Ty thlnk'l‘. for your assistance in this research.

i

them to me. Please accept

Yours sincerely, !

Harry K. Templeman f

i i .




Boravista
Newfoundland
AOC 1B0

19¢th November, 1987 i
]

. o~
- L . .
- ' &7
Dear Students: 4 . i %
Thank yod for your participation in my study, "The Attitudes
of Teachers and Sfudents Toward Student Rights in Selected Integrated -  °
High Schools in. Eastern Newfoundland." I sincegely appreciate your
completing the questiomnaires and réturning th to me. Please accept
ny thanks for your assistance in this researcl . : &
n Yours sincerely, ;
1 * .
. » ¢ !

Harry R. Templeman
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