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Abstract TE 1 4 9 8 2 0

The purposes of the research were 1) to study how to punishthe students with
disciplinary violation by the school addministrators, 2) to study how to punish the stdudents
with disciplinary violation by their classroom teachers, 3) to study the parents'expectations
on the punishments on the students with disciplinary violation, and 4.) to compare the
punishments and the parents’ expectations on the punishments as perceived by the sample
groups. The sample consisted of the school administrators, teachers and the parents of the
students in Phitsanulok provincial primary schools with the ratio of 1:2:2 per school. A multi-
stage sampling technique was employed to draw out the sample from the population of
1,040 subjects . A survey questionnaire with the reliability 0.80-0.91 was distributed to
collect data. The complete questionnaires were screened, accounted for 91.34%. of all
that retumed. Data were analyzed in terms of means, standard deviation, t-value, Chi-
square, and one-way analysis of variance and Scheffe's test.

The results of the research were as follows:

1.The school administrators punished the students with punishment violation by
means of 1) counselling at the high level 2) extra-activities assignments at the moderate
level and 3) probation at the low level with the means of 3.47, 2.14, and 1.47, respectively.

2. The teachers punished the students with disclinary violation by means of 1)

counscelling 2) criticism and  3) intimidation, at the percentage of 92.80, 52.90 and

3. The parents’ expectations on the students’ punishments were on 1.)
scounscelling, 2) probation and, 3.) whipping with the percentage of 75.30, 55.90 and
44.60,respectively.

4. The school administrators with  different school sizes, locations and types
did not use a significantly different method of punishment.

5.The teachers of the schools with different school sizes, locations, and
school types used different punishing methods at the .05 level of significance.

6. The parents' expectations of students in the schools with different schoot’
sizes, locations and school types on the punishing methods were not significantly

different.





