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The study aimed to develop a valid and reliable scale to measure the
expectations of students from the discipline program implemented in their
schools. The study was conducted with students studying in seven different
high schools in fall semester of 2019-2020 school year. As a result of the
Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA), a 5-point Likert scale with 3
dimensions and 22 items was established. It was revealed that the fit index
values for the final form of the scale are ¥2 = 360.92, df = 206, P = 0.00,
RMSEA = 0.062, GFI = 0.86, AGFI = 0.82, CFI = 0.93, RMR = 0.063;
NNFI = 0.92. Cronbach Alpha reliability test was used to test the reliability
of the ultimate scale and test retest reliability value was used to measure the
stability of the test. Reliability value for the whole test was determined as
.823, for the factor of Effective Teaching Discipline Expectation as 717, for
the factor of Behavioral Discipline Expectation as 596, and for the factor of
Social Discipline Expectation as .636. Test retest reliability of the test was
determined as .763. Upon the evaluation of the analyses made, it was

concluded that scale on discipline expectations of students is a valid and
reliable scale to measure the discipline expectations of the students studying
in secondary education institutions in Turkey.
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1. INTRODUCTION

School principals and teachers mostly tend to believe that discipline problems will diminish when
they establish rules or a disciplinary board. However, they also know that peace never can be ensured in the
school. This is somewhat related to the natural consequence of forcing people to live together. However,
existence of causes is the beginning for the solution of problems. In consequence, the most appropriate quest
might be the decision which measures to be taken to have fewer problems. According to the researchers who
agonize over discipline in schools, there might be potential average solutions to potential misbehaviors of
students. Neverthless, when it is considered that each and every student may have a quite different world, one
gives away to despair. Based on the literature concerning researchers’ perspectives regarding discipline in
schools, models and implementation of discipline establishes theoretical infrastructure of the present study
with the awareness of this restrictive reality at the beginning of the study.

The concept of discipline in practice is often expressed as the synonym for punishment due to a
misbehavior [1, 2]. Whereas, discipline and punishment should not be confused with each other. Punishment
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is the reaction to a misbehavior and disturbs the organism, but discipline includes necessary measures to
prevent misbehaviors [3, 4]. Discipline means both prevention and recovery of misbehaviors.
Kiglkahmet [5] mentions that teachers must determine what kind of discipline they want before deciding
how and to what extent they want to discipline the students. The right way of discipline for one teacher may
be wrong for another. For instance, one teacher may ask the students to answer a question by standing up. For
another, on the other hand, what matters would be the correctness of the answer. The main purpose of
discipline in education is enabling the students to control and assess their own behaviors. Students must be
aware of their behaviors whether in the class or in the community and decide if they are appropriate or not.
Teachers' task should be having the students comprehend these behaviors in the best way. Children
internalize the values and rules which are for the benefit of themselves and those around in consequence of
effective disciplinary methods [6].

When the disciplinary models that form the basis for the implementation of discipline in schools are
checked on, we see that there are various classifications. Saritag [1] states six discipline models regarding
classroom management: 1-Canter's Model (Assertive Discipline Model), 2- Glasser's Model (Problem-
Solving Model with Reality Therapy), 3- Kounin's Model (Instructional Management Theory), 4-Behaviorist
Model, 5- Teacher Effectiveness Training Model, 6- Rational Consequences Model. Tertemiz [3] on the
other hand, emphasises on Social Discipline Model of Rudolf Dreikurs. Celep [7] classifies discipline models
as Assertive Behavior Model, Classroom Management Based on Responsibility and Analysis of Interpersonal
Relationships Model, and [8-17] assert Preventive Discipline, Social, Carter, Glasser and Gordon Model.

When the literature regarding discipline in school is reviewed, to the researchers’ knowledge, no
study to reflect the expectations of students was found. In addition, some previous studies conducted in
Turkey and other countries considered to be helpful to the theoretical infrastructure of the present study and
scale development process are as follows: Preferences of Teacher Candidates regarding Discipline Models in
Classroom [18], Investigation of Primary School Teachers’ Perception of Discipline Types They Use for
Classroom Management [19], Validity and Reliability Analysis of the Scale on Discipline Strategies in
Physical Education for Turkish Students [20], Discipline Models of Ideal Teacher Candidates [21], The
Relationship between Teachers and Trust of the Students and Classroom Discipline Beliefs [22], Discipline
Problems Encountered by Class Teachers [23], The Relationship between Personality Traits of Teachers in
Public High Schools and Their Discipline Styles [24], Developing School Discipline
Implementations [25],0pinions of Teacher Candidates on Determination and Application of Classroom
Rules [26], Opinions of Primary School Class Teachers on Discipline in Classroom [27], iscipline Models
used by Primary School Class Teachers [28], The Impact of Discipline Models used by Primary School Class
Teachers on Students [29], Discipline Models used by Teachers in Primary and Secondary Schools [30],
Discipline Problems in Public High Schools and Approaches of Related Groups (Teachers, Students,
Principals, Parents) [31], Approaches on which Classroom Management and Discipline Models are
Based [10], Classroom Discipline and Students' Responsibility [32], Effective Discipline Scale Reflecting the
Belief of Teachers regarding Discipline of Students [33].

Given the analysis of the above studies, it reveals that the researchers of discipline in schools are
mostly curious about perceptions, opinions and suggestions of teacher candidates, teachers and students
regarding discipline. However, it may seem more plausible to recognize the students who are the main figure
of discipline problem. How do the students perceive disciplinary implementations that researches have such a
high opinion of? To what extent the disciplinary expectations of the students would well-suit with these
studies? The Scale on Discipline Expectations of Students (SDES) developed to find answers to these
questions is, in a way, the crosscheck of the literature and it aims to remind the expectations of students, the
main stakeholders of schools to educators.

2. RESEARCH METHOD
2.1. Participants

The study was conducted with three different study groups. The study groups and the tests given to
the study groups are presented in Table 1. As seen in Table 1, the preliminary test form of the scale
development study was applied to a total of 477 students; 180 females (37.7%) and 297 males (62.3%)
studying in 7 different schools. 25 items that remained in the scale after EFA were applied to a total of 196
students, 70 females (35.7%) and 126 males (64.3%) studying in two different high schools. In order to
measure the test-retest reliability of the scale, 22 items in the ultimate test were applied to a total of 42
students, 18 females (42.8%) and 24 males (57.2%) studying in the same high school.
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Table 1. The distributions of the participants

Study grou Type of implementation The Female Male Total number
Y group yp P schools (n, %) (n, %) of students
7 High
Study Group | Draft SDES Form Schools 180 (37.7) 297 (62.3) 477
Study Group 11 Confirmatory Factor Analysis for SDES SCE;%TS 70 (35.7) 126 (64.3) 196
1 High
Study Group Il Test- Retest School 18 (42.8) 24 (57.2) 42

2.2. Findings regarding exploratory factor analysis (EFA)

In the present study, it was planned to develop a valid and reliable scale to measure the discipline
expectations of students. Thus, primarily an EFA test was needed to provide information regarding the
validity of the draft scale composed of 30 items. The EFA test was performed on the data collected from 477
students studying in seven different high schools. EFA is a statistical technique aiming at gathering variables
that measure the same structure or quality together and explaining measurement with a few factors [34, 35].
Factor analysis is also defined as the process of revealing new concepts (variables) called factorization or
common factors or obtaining functional definitions of concepts by using the factor loads of the factors. Factor
analysis may not be suitable for all data structures [36, 37]. Suitability of the data for factor analysis can be
examined with Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) coefficient and the Barlett's test for sphericity. The KMO
coefficient gives information about whether the data matrix is suitable for factor analysis or not. KMO should
be higher than 60 [38], In reference to this information it is seen that KMO value of the study was .811 and
Bartlett's value was. 435. According to this result, it was concluded that the sample size was sufficient for
EFA. According to Kurnaz and Yigit [39], the sample size should be ten times the observed variable. Also,
when the results of Bartlett's test for sphericity are examined, it is seen that the Chi-Square (32) value was
significant y2 = 3270, 286; p <0.01), accordingly, it is assumed that the data come from a multivariate normal
distribution [40].

In an attempt to reveal the factor pattern of SDES, Principal Components Analysis was selected as
factorization method and Vertical Rotation method was selected as rotation method in the form of Maximum
Variance (Varimax). As a result of the analysis, it was seen that there were three components with an
eigenvalue above 1 for 30 items taken as the basis of the analysis. Contribution of these components to total
variance was found as 34.376%. In the analysis repeated for three factors, the effect of the first factor on total
variance was found as 14.077%, of the second factor as 11.743% and of the third factor as 8.555%. Another
decision to be made about scale items in EFA is related to load values of the items. According to Cokluk;
Sekercioglu; and Biiytikoztiirk [40], the lower limit for load values of the items must be 32 and the difference
between the loads values of the items should be over .1; in other words, the items should not overlap. In
reference to this information a total of five items, load values of which were close for both factors and load
values of which were under 32 (items 6, 7, 22, 23, 25) were removed from SDES. Before naming the three-
factor structure formed in the scale after EFA, the theoretical structure forming the basis for development of
the scale was reviewed, the items grouped under the factors are interpreted one-by-one and named in
conformity with the factors. Thus, the items grouped in factor one were named as Effective Teaching
Discipline Expectation, those in factor two were named as Behavioral Discipline Expectation and those in
factor three were named as Social Discipline Expectation.Total item variances of SDES, load values after
rotation are given in Table 2.
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Table 2. Transformed principal components factor analysis for the scale on discipline expectations
Factor common Factor

Items

variance load
Teachers should clearly express their expectations and feelings in
L Y 0.281 0.507
order to maintain discipline in the classroom.
C_Ias_srqom rules should be exhibited in the classroom to prevent 0272 0.497
discipline problems.
Teachers should apply the discipline rules consistently. 0.423 0.629
A_II gm_ployees in the school should act in unison in respect of 0464 0531
discipline rules.
Teachers should solve discipline problems with a humane approach. 0.464 0.639
Teachers should solve discipline problems by giving advices. 0.336 0.554
Effective teaching 'Fl)'re(;aktjzlt;?]['ss should also hold themselves responsible for discipline 0312 0558
discipline expectation ) e
(factor-1) T_eaghe_rs should have a good command of their fields to solve 0357 0592
discipline problems.
Teachers should use different tools in the classroom to avoid discipline 0323 0527
problems.
It should be_b_elleved that any student with disciplinary problems can 0335 0530
also act positively.
Students who have discipline problems should be treated patiently. 0.283 0.527
;I/':li:gudents who create disciplinary problems should be made to feel 0274 0.455
It should be accepted that discipline problems are not caused by a
. ; . 0.237 0.456
single person or there might not be a single reason.
Students should be aware of the punishments for all discipline 0.292 0511
problems.
Students should be aware of the rewards for positive behaviors. 0.301 0.533
Behavioral discipline Students should be awarded for their positive behaviors. 0.150 0.354
expectation (factor-2) FI?rca()sk)plcé:)rr:;b|Ilty should be assigned to students to prevent discipline 0.205 0.392
Students should be convinced why they should act positively. 0.350 0.553
Students should be given a chance to solve their own discipline 0.405 0.558
problems.
SS(EEggrlns causing discipline problems should not be alienated in the 0510 0.691
Social discipline It should not be forgotten that the students causing discipline problems 0.469 0673
expectation (factor-3 are also members of the class. ’ ’
p (
Students who cause discipline problems shot not always be treated like 0.405 0599

a criminal.

When Table 2 is examined, it is seen that the impact of the items on common variance changes
between 0.150 and 0.510, on the other hand, load values of the items after rotation are between 0.354 and
0.691.

2.3. Findings related to confirmatory factor analysis (CFA)

A total of 25 scale items obtained as a result of EFA were applied to a total of 196 high school
students studying in two different high schools. CFA was performed on the data of the students. The most
important difference between EFA and CFA is that any coefficient or coefficients cannot be obtained
regarding the validity of the overall structure of the scale in EFA, while coefficients (fit indices) regarding
the validity of the structure can be produced in CFA. Thus, the researcher may have a clearer idea regarding
the overall validity of the model [40]. Accordingly, the error variances of items 3, 4 and 5 were found over
90 in CFA made by using Lisrel Program. Although t and load values of these items were high, it was
decided to remove 3 items from the scale in order to increase the fit indices of the scale. Thus, the ultimate
form of the scale was obtained as a result of CFA. The variables and error variances of the ultimate items of
SDES are shown in Figure 1.

Upon the review of the CFA results in Figure 1, it was seen that the t values of the items varied
between 5.89 and 9.27. Upon the review of the error variances of the observed variables of the ultimate scale
obtained in CFA, it was seen that they have varied between 0.58 and 0.86. The fit index values for the
ultimate form of the scale were as follows; Chi-Square = 360.92, df = 206, P = 0.00, RMSEA = 0.062, GFI =,
86, AGFI = =0.82, CFI =, 93RMR = 0.063; NNFI = 0.92.
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Figure 1. Results of the confirmatory factor analysis

2.4. Reliability analysis findings of SDES

Cronbach Alpha reliability analysis was made to obtain information regarding the internal
consistency of the items in ultimate scale and test-retest reliability analysis was made to measure the stability
of the test. The Cronbach Alpha reliability level of SDES in total was found as .823, for the factor of
Effective Teaching Discipline Expectation as .717, for the factor of Behavioral Discipline Expectation as
.596, and for the factor of Social Discipline Expectation as .636. Test retest reliability of the test was
determined as .763.

3. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The present study was conducted to develop a valid and reliable scale to have information regarding
the discipline expectations of the students. Because there is no other scale developed to match up with this
scale, the data obtained from the scale were interpreted in itself. At the end of the EFA performed to
determine the construct validity of the items generated on the basis of the theoretical infrastructure of the
scale, the effect of three-factor items on the total variance was found as 34.376%. It was decided to keep 25
items load values of which were over .32 in the draft scale. According to Thompson [41], the effect of items
on common variance in general should be around .50. However, it is not possible to obtain high common
variance values in social sciences most of the time. Therefore, the value of common variance determined as
.40 by Costello and Osborne [42], should be a more accurate preference. Tabachnick and Fidell [43] on the
other hand state that the items common variance of which are below .20 are the signals of the heterogeneity
of the items [43]. According to this view, the criterion related to common factor variance should be taken
as .20 [44]. On the other hand, it is suggested that the lower bound of the load values of the items should
be 32 [40]. If this information related to scale development are taken as criteria, it can be said that the EFA
results of SDES are at a good level in terms of the construct validity of the scale.

As a result of the CFA performed on the data collected from the implementation of 25 items
generated after EFA to 196 high school students revealed that the error variances of items 3, 4 and 5 were
over made by using Lisrel Program. Although t and load values of these items were high, it was decided to
remove these items from the scale in order to increase the fit indices of the scale. According to Cokluk,
Sekercioglu and Biiylikoztiirk [40], in evaluation of the results of confirmatory factor analysis, the error
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variance of the items in the scale should be lower than 90, and t values should be over 2.56. If t values are
over 2.56 of the scale, it means that the scale is significant at .01 level [45]. Therefore, when the values of the
ultimate scale composed of 22 items are examined, it is considered that the scale provides the construct
validity. On the other hand, when the fit index values of the scale are examined, the first value to be checked
is the p value insignificance of p value is desirable. Upon review of the CFA results in Figure 1, p value is
significant at the level of 0.01. According to Kline [46]; Stimer [47], it is normal for the p value to be
significant in many CFA because the sample size is large. Another fit value that needs to be considered is
¥2/sd ratio. When these values are proportioned, it is seen that 360.92/206 = 1.752. 2 If the /sd ratio is below
3 it means a perfect fit, and if it is below 5, it means medium fit [46, 47]. When this information is taken as
the reference, it can be said that the x2/sd ratio of the scale fits perfectly. The RMSEA value in the road
diagram is 062. If RMSEA value is below 05, it means a perfect fit and below 08, it means a good fit [45]. If
it is below .10, it means a poor fit [43]. Examination of fit indices reveals that GFI = 0.86, AGFI = 0.82, CFI
= .93, standardized RMR = 0.063, NNFI = 0.92. If GFI and AGFI are over .90, it means a good fit [48]. In
this context, it can be said that GFI and AGFI values are weak fits. On the other hand, CFI and NNFI values
over 90 indicate a good fit [47]. Therefore, it can be said that the CFI and NNFI values of the scale indicate a
good fit. It can be said that the overall fit values of the scale are within the scope of good fit values.

If the reliability analysis results of the ultimate scale are interpreted, it was determined that the total
Cronbach Alpha reliability of the ultimate test was .823, for the factor of Effective Teaching Discipline
Expectation as 717, for the factor of Behavioral Discipline Expectation as 596, and for the factor of Social
Discipline Expectation as .636. Test retest reliability of the test was determined as763. According to Akgul &
Cevik [49], Cronbach Alpha coefficient is a measure of the consistency of the scores related to the items with
the total test scores. When this coefficient is in the range of 0.60 and 0.80, the scale is "quite reliable” and if
in the range of 0.80 and 1.00, it is "highly reliable.” When this information is taken as a reference, it can be
said that the reliability of SDES is satisfactory in general.

In brief, the SDES, developed to measure the discipline expectations of students, is a 5-point Likert
scale composed of three factors as Effective Teaching Discipline Expectation, Behavioral Discipline
Expectation and Social Discipline Expectation and 22 items. There are no negative items in the scale. Given
the interpretation of the data obtained from the scale, it was concluded that SDES is a valid and reliable
measuring tool.

4. CONCLUSION

Because attractive technological stimuli make students’ lives immensely busy, it has become very
difficult to have the students to participate in the classroom. This situation affects all stakeholders adversely
in the learning-teaching process. However, the review of previous studies reveal that they were mostly
paying attention to discipline models where teachers and principals are dominant but not to paying attention
to opinions of students. With the present study, it was considered to develop a scale based on the expectations
of students which would question the implementations of discipline at schools. Scale on discipline
expectations of students is valid and reliable to measure the discipline expectations of the students studying
in secondary education institutions in Turkey. However, the present study is limited to 477 students enrolled
in high schools. Therefore, developing similar scales in future studies with larger student groups and students
of different grades would contribute to school principals and teachers, particularly in terms of classroom
management.
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