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Abstract 

  College and university student disciplinary processes have been, and continue to 

be, a significant and essential component of the higher education endeavor.  Campus 

student discipline programs and processes serve to protect the persons and property of the 

college community, to develop and educate students in community living, citizenship, 

and future behavior, and to create and maintain an overall campus community conducive 

to the learning mission of the institution.  Existing research on the student disciplinary 

process is primarily focused on large, research institutions, leaving the majority of small, 

private colleges and universities unexamined.  Seventy-seven percent of colleges and 

universities in the United States enroll less than 5,000 students; sixty-two percent of 

institutions enroll less than 2,500 students (NCES, 2008), positing this subfield of 

institutions of higher education worthy of inquiry.  Using a naturalistic, qualitative 

approach, I examined the purpose, nature, and perceived educational outcomes of the 

campus discipline programs at four small, private, institutions of higher education in the 

Southwestern United States.  The four institutions served as the research participants in 

this study.  Data collection included in-person interviews with ten discipline 

administrators at their home campus and document analysis of published campus 

discipline literature.   

Research findings suggested that the student discipline processes at these small 

colleges contributed to a holistic approach to student formation and learning outside of 

the classroom.  This student formation took place in intentional campus communities 

through deep, complex relationships with faculty, staff, and fellow students.  These 

relationships informed the campus communities that ultimately depended on the student 
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discipline processes for development and support.  Beyond simply responding to student 

violations of community standards, these four colleges reported using the campus 

discipline processes to positively change the futures of students.  The colleges’ 

perspective on student formation and learning was much greater than specific, episodic 

education.  In these unique communities, student formation in the discipline process was 

purposed to transcend an isolated incident or occurrence to inform how students and their 

behavior relate to and engage with the entire college community.  The researcher found 

that the student discipline process at the small, private college or university was a critical 

component of the educational mission of the institution, integral to community 

development, purposed for student formation and learning, and made up of multiple 

highly complex relationships.    
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Chapter One 

Introduction 

Beginning with the first colonial college, college and university student 

disciplinary processes have been, and continue to be, an essential and significant 

component of the higher education endeavor (Moran, Garrison, and Shirkey, 2008; 

Bracewell, 1997; Consolvo & Dannells, 2000).  Historically, student disciplinary 

processes “were principally concerned with the formation of character, which largely 

occurred under religious auspices” (Healea, 2006, p. 66).  Institutional responses to 

student misconduct helped define and maintain a particular campus culture or ethos and 

“reflected the atmosphere and philosophical disposition of the institution” (Smith, 1994, 

p. 78).  Unfortunately, although colleges and universities have been dealing with student 

conduct concerns for hundreds of years, there is at best, limited research literature that 

discovers and specifically examines the purpose, function, and motivation behind the 

campus disciplinary process (Bracewell, 1997; Dannells, 1997) in specific types of higher 

education institutions.   

The Student Disciplinary Process 

The disciplinary process for dealing with student conduct on college and 

university campuses is both integral to the educational mission and necessary for the 

maintenance of a safe, integrious, and functioning “campus environment” (O’Reilly & 

Evans, 2007, p. 1058; Dannells, 1997).  Olsen and Mittler (1996) stated, “because college 

communities are special places that are based on trust and where the members share a 

compatible set of purposes, the campus disciplinary process should support the 

functioning of the community and the individuals within it.  It should also serve to 
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educate and, when necessary, to censure those who are living outside community 

expectations” (Olsen and Mittler, p. 89).  Institutions of higher education differ in 

mission, size, scope, breadth, and educational purpose (Thelin, 2004; Cohen, 1998; 

Birnbaum, 1991; Rudolph, 1990); therefore, the disciplinary processes and procedures 

should be specific to the educational mission and community expectations representative 

of each individual institution.   

A review of relevant student judicial affairs, campus discipline, and general 

student affairs literature suggest the purpose of campus student discipline systems is 

three-fold: a) to safeguard the campus teaching and learning community, b) to encourage 

and educate students in ethical behavior and moral development in a co-curricular 

(outside of the classroom) learning environment, and c) to promote an atmosphere of 

discussion and learning (Howell, 2005; Dannels, 1997; Hoekema, 1994).  Important 

works on the history of higher education (Thelin, 2004; Cohen, 1998; Rudolph, 1990) 

detail the religious foundations and disciplinary responsibilities of early college faculty 

members and college presidents who served as the original holistic educators, teaching 

core knowledge and holding students to high moral and behavioral standards.  

Additionally, there is a wealth of literature on proposed judicial affairs models and best 

practices, legal issues, and historical roots of student judicial programs (Gregory & 

Janosik, 2003; Bostic & Gonzalez, 1999; Mullane, 1999; Bracewell, 1997; Dannells, 

1997; Hoekema, 1994; Smith, 1994).  Yet a deeper examination of the existing literature 

reveals a dearth of research related to the purpose or role of student judicial programs at 

small, private colleges and universities and regarding learning outcomes of the student 

judicial process within these institutions.  Multiple authors suggest the need for further 
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inquiries into the student developmental (learning) outcomes and overall effectiveness of 

the campus judicial process (O’Reilly & Evans, 2007; Howell, 2005; Ludeman, 2004; 

Dannells, 1997), existing campus judicial programs (Dannells, 1997; Bracewell, 1997), 

guiding philosophies, perspectives, policies, and procedures of the student judicial 

process (Ludeman, 2004; Hirt, Amelink, & Schneiter, 2004; Bostic & Gonzalez, 1999), 

judicial affairs and student discipline programs at small (Westfall, 2006), private (Bostic 

& Gonzalez, 1999; Ostroth, Armstrong, & Campbell, 1978), and religious colleges 

(Moran, Garrison, & Shirkey, 2008; Lau, 2005).   

The Small, Private College or University 

In the United States, the Carnegie-classified “small” (1,000-2,999 students) 

college or university is in many ways the forgotten institution (Astin & Lee, 1972).  The 

“Digest for Education Statistics” of the National Center for Educational Statistics (2008) 

reports that seventy-seven percent of the colleges and universities in the United States 

(3,307 of the 4,301 colleges and universities) enroll 5,000 or fewer students.  Sixty-two 

percent of colleges and universities enroll less than 2,500 students (NCES, 2008; 

Westfall, 2006).  This posits this subfield of institutions of higher education worthy of 

inquiry.   

Small colleges have survived by simultaneously adapting to changing societal 

circumstances and holding on to their traditions (Westfall, 2006; Palm, 1985).  Young 

(1986) suggests “small colleges are communities with transcendent values that reflect 

religious affiliations, ethnic antecedents, social service, or cultural traditions” (p. 5).  

They are “intense, intrusive experiences” (Komives, 1986, p. 13) “creat[ing] atmospheres 

that provide the ideal balance to promote student development.  When compared to large, 
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comprehensive research institutions, small colleges and universities often operate in a 

more collegial, and at times, less-formalized way (Oblander, 2006; Birnbaum, 1991), 

especially in fields such as Student Affairs and student discipline.  This human-intensive, 

less-formalized, hands-on educational community is a key function and mission of the 

small, private college or university.       

Origin of Study 

My interest in this study originates from my work as a student discipline 

administrator in a small, private university. As the Associate Dean of Students, I 

attempted to develop and contextualize best practices and institutional-specific student 

discipline processes and procedures to meet my small university’s specific needs.  It was 

here that I discovered a lacuna in the existing literature.  No direct literature and few 

peripheral studies were found discussing the role of student discipline, the desired 

educational outcomes in the discipline process, and the intrinsic complex relationships on 

the small, private, collegial college and university campus.  Additionally, during my time 

at this institution I informally reviewed sister universities or other similar small, private 

institutions and noticed a troubling bifurcation: small colleges and universities tended to 

engage in an almost incestuous recycling of student discipline fads or policies and 

procedures among sister or similar institutions.  They also seemed to adopt best practices 

designed for larger research institutions.  As I was promoted professionally and moved on 

to the role of Dean of Students, I noticed this trend emerging in other student affairs 

areas, including counseling centers, student recreation, admissions and recruiting, and 

student government among others.  In short, I realized the need to examine key student 

affairs departments and programs at small, private institutions to explore the methods, the 
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purposes, and the perceived student learning in these unique educational communities.  

Additionally, three specific studies caught my attention: Moran, et. al. (2008), Lau 

(2006), and Howell’s (2005) inquiries into various areas of campus student discipline 

processes.  Moran et al. (2008) and Howell’s (2005) study provided the guided 

inspiration for a qualitative inquiry into student discipline programs and educational 

outcomes.  Lead author Christy Moran even provided the original research questions 

from the 2008 study, a significant number of which I ended up using in my student 

discipline administrator interviews.  The combination of practitioner need, a lack of 

existing literature, and emergent peripheral literature ignited my personal interest in the 

study of small college campus discipline programs.     

Problem Statement 

Existing research on student disciplinary programs and the discipline process is 

primarily focused on large, research institutions, leaving the majority of small, private 

colleges and universities unexamined.  Interestingly, most terminally degreed 

administrators receive their training at large, research institutions (Oblander, 2006) and 

are often further educated by the literature related almost exclusively to larger, public 

judicial programs.  Hirt et al. (2004) suggests that “there is a general assumption that the 

work of student affairs professionals transcends institutional type [and that] most student 

affairs administrators assume that the work they do is similar regardless of the setting in 

which they perform that work” (p. 99).  Research suggests otherwise (Westfall, 2006; 

Hirt et al., 2004; Young, 1986).  Thus, the campus discipline models taught to 

prospective campus administrators—specifically student affairs and campus discipline 

administrators—may be relevant to only a fraction of the college and university campuses 
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in the United States.  Here an unsettling trend may emerge: student discipline 

professionals hired to small, private colleges or universities who arrive with little or no 

models or frameworks for roles, purposes, and best practices suited to the collegial, small 

campus culture environment.  The blanket adaptation of research literature designed for 

institutions of higher education with at worst conflicting and at best different missions or 

guiding principles may lead to the development or continuation of programs that are 

incongruous to the culture and ethos of the small college campus or to programmatic 

stagnation keeping programs the “way it has always been.”  This contradiction can lead 

to dissonance between the role of a campus student discipline program and the broader 

campus community and the institutional mission.         

No study focusing specifically on the role of campus student discipline programs 

at small, private colleges or universities was found to exist; however, this study was 

inspired by Moran, et. al’s (2008) study into the nature and function of discipline 

programs of religious colleges and universities in a single Midwest state.  Instead of 

focusing on the religiosity of the colleges or universities, this study was designed to 

discover the philosophies and purposes that guide student discipline in the small, 

relational, collegial college and university environment.  In addition, I sought to identify 

the nature, or specific discipline processes and procedures, and their relationship to the 

discipline philosophy and perception of college students; and to explore the perceived 

student learning that these institutions impart to students through the discipline process.  

This study adds a unique voice to the existing chorus of student discipline literature and 

provides insight into student affairs programs within small college and universities.           
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Research Questions 

The three research questions that guided and directed this study were: 1) What is 

the purpose(s) of the campus disciplinary process at four small, private institutions of 

higher education?  2) What is the nature of the campus disciplinary process at these same 

institutions? 3) What are the intended and perceived student learning outcomes of the 

campus disciplinary process?   

Theoretical and Contextual Framework  

  I conducted this study as a naturalistic qualitative inquiry into the student 

discipline process.  The constructivist theoretical perspective (Schwandt, 1994) informed 

and framed my study. 

Constructivist Theoretical Perspective 

I conducted this study through a constructivist theoretical lens.  In the 

constructivist paradigm, knowledge and understanding is relative or subjective, and 

“what we take to be objective knowledge and truth is the result of perspective” 

(Schwandt, 1994, p. 125).  Here, it is acknowledged that multiple realities exist in any 

given context and that the participants in said contexts interpret and process these 

realities in subjective and specific ways.  At its core, the constructivist paradigm posits 

that individuals and communities construct perceptions and “that no one perception is 

right or more real than another” (Glesne, 2006, p.7).  Existent realities in which there are 

“real thoughts in real brains are indeed measurable” (Beck, 2009, personal 

correspondence), but these “realities must be viewed as wholes rather than divided into 

discrete variables that are analyzed separately” (Glesne, 2006, p.7).  In my study, the 

constructivist theoretical lens allowed student discipline administrators to tell their own 
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story and allowed the collective campus voices to emerge as a communal reality pursuant 

to each campus community.  I took the ten student discipline administrators at their word 

and allowed their experiences, thoughts, feelings, and stories to serve as truth in my 

construction of a holistic picture of the student discipline program.      

Definitions of Terms 

  The following important terms and definitions will be useful for the reader 

throughout this study.   

Appeal: A petition on behalf of the student against being found guilty of a violation of 

student misconduct.  In some instances, a student may petition against the severity of a 

sanction.  As discussed in detail in this study, each college has their own appeal processes 

and reasons for hearing appeals.  Appeals often include re-hearing the case or sending the 

findings of a case to a hearing body or administrator not involved in the original hearing.     

Behavior Codes:  See Community Standards.  

Campus Discipline Literature:  Discipline literature sets forth student and 

administrative expectations for institutional discipline philosophies, response, and 

direction for student behavior.  A college’s campus discipline literature “inform[s] and 

advise[s] students [and] should be functional for the faculty and administration” (Footer, 

1996, p. 20). 

Campus Student Disciplinary Program:  The philosophical approach, support for, and 

means by which a college or university responds to issues of student misconduct or 

student misbehavior.   

 Campus Student Disciplinary Process and/or Procedures:  The series of actions or 

steps a college takes in order to respond to an allegation of student misconduct.  This 



 Texas Tech University, John Delony, August 2010 

 9 

process begins with an allegation of a behavior code violation, moves to the initial 

institutional response, and is followed by a set of discipline response stages, generally 

including a review of the allegation, intake conversation with alleged student(s), 

determination of guilt or innocence, assignment of sanctions, and in isolated cases, an 

appeal of the determination of guilt and/or the sanction.  Additionally, in this study, the 

term discipline procedure is used interchangeably with the term discipline program.   

Chief Student Affairs Officer (CSAO): The highest-ranking Student Affairs officer in 

the college or university administrative structure.  Depending on the institution, this 

position may be called Vice President for Student Affairs, Associate/Assistant Vice 

President for Student Affairs, Dean of Students, or any combination of the above titles.  

Chief Student Discipline Officer (CSDO):  The highest-ranking student discipline 

professional who responds to, investigates, and adjudicates instances of student 

misconduct.  Official titles may include Vice President for Student Affairs, 

Associate/Assistant Vice President for Student Affairs, Dean of Students, or any 

combination. 

Co-curriculum:  Any intentional educational experience or program that takes place on a 

college or university campus outside of the classroom and the traditional degree-granting 

academic curriculum structure but that serves the overall educational mission of the 

institution.     

Community:  The collective persons on a college campus.  A campus community 

generally refers to the students, faculty, staff, and administrators of a particular college or 

university.  This can also refer specifically to the students living in a particular residence 
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hall.  For the purposes of this study, I have defined community as the students, faculty, 

staff, and administrators daily interacting on the college or university campus.         

Community Standards:  The set of behaviors, both proscribed and prohibited, that guide 

a campus community.  Generally, community standards apply specifically to all rules and 

regulations of student behavior on a college campus.  For the purposes of this study, I did 

not examine academic integrity codes, sexual misconduct codes, computer use codes, and 

other campus rules and regulations.   

Invisible College: Astin and Lee (1972) define invisible colleges as “having a small and 

unselect student enrollment and being of private status” (p. 93).  While none of the four 

colleges in this study have unselect enrollments, this term was applicable to the other 

characteristics as noted above.      

IT:  Interview Transcript 

Private College or University:  Colleges and universities that do not receive state 

subsidies for enrolled students are considered private and are therefore free to pursue 

their institutional mission and educational philosophy absent most governmental 

interference.  Enrollment in private colleges is considered a privilege and the relationship 

between institution and students is governed by a mutually agreed upon contract and not 

the constitution of the United States.  

Resident Assistant (RA):  One of the highest positions of student leadership on a college 

or university campus.  The RA is a returning student (generally an upperclassmen) who 

lives in and among students in a residence hall.  They are responsible for building 

relationships with students in their living area, community development, hall 



 Texas Tech University, John Delony, August 2010 

 11 

accountability and discipline reporting, custodial tasks (move-in, keys, etc.), incident 

response, and generally serve as part of an on-call emergency response protocol.    

Residence Life Professional (RLP):  RLP’s are live-in professionals who live within a 

residence hall.  Their responsibilities are general across different colleges and 

universities.  For the purpose of this study, RLP’s are live-in student discipline 

professionals who are responsible for the function and accountability of a residential 

community, for developing relationships with students and student staff, for the general 

maintenance, upkeep, and aesthetics of a residential facility, for addressing issues of 

minor discipline within the residence hall, and for serving in an on-call emergency 

response role for the hall.  Depending on the institution, this position may be called 

Resident Director (RD), Assistant/Associate Director for Residence Life, Area 

Coordinator (AC), Assistant Dean of Students, Director/Assistant Director for Housing.    

Residence Life Staff:  Includes both the student (RA) and professional staff (RLP) who 

live and work together within a residence hall.     

Rules and Regulations:  See Community Standards. 

Small, Private College or University (S4/R or HR):  As defined by the Carnegie 

Foundation classification description (2005-2006): “Small four-year, primarily 

residential. Fall enrollment data show FTE enrollment of 1,000–2,999 degree-seeking 

students at these bachelor’s degree granting institutions. 25-49% (Residential) of degree-

seeking undergraduates live on campus…Or 50% (Highly Residential) or more degree-

seeking undergraduates live on campus” (Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of 

Teaching, 2006).   
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Students:  For the purpose of this study, students refers to individuals enrolled and 

attending one of the colleges or universities examined.     

Student Affairs:  The administrative division at a college or university that is 

responsible for student life and student services “outside of the classroom.”  Depending 

on the campus, this division can be called the Division of Student Affairs; Student Life; 

Campus Life; Student Development, or other similar monikers referring to the student 

experience outside of the classroom.  On most campuses, this division is responsible for 

the departments of Residence Life and Housing, Career Services, Student Discipline, 

Student Activities, Intramural Sports, Student Leadership, and Religious Services.  Other 

departments regularly included within the Division of Student Affairs include Campus 

Safety, Leadership Development, Student Orientation, Counseling and Mental Health 

Services, Health and Medical Services, Student Dining, Campus Bookstores, Financial 

Aide, and Student Recreation Centers.      

 Student Discipline Officer:  A Student Affairs professional who responds to, 

investigates, and adjudicates instances of student misconduct.   

 Student Misconduct:  Any act or deed in which a student violates the established rules 

or guidelines set forth in a college or university’s Code of Student Conduct, Residence 

Life Guide, or otherwise similar document. 

Student Life Professional (SLP): Professional Student Affairs administrators, generally 

working in the areas of Residence Life and Housing, Career Services, Student Discipline, 

Student Activities, Intramural Sports, Student Leadership, and Religious Services, 

Campus Safety, Leadership Development, Student Orientation, Counseling and Mental 
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Health Services, Campus Health, Student Dining, Campus Bookstores, Financial Aide, 

and Student Recreation Centers.         

Scope and Limitation 

Through personal interviews, campus visits, and document analysis, I thoroughly 

examined the student disciplinary processes within four small, private institutions by 

utilizing qualitative research methods.  In particular, I examined departmental 

congruence, codes of student conduct, perceived student learning outcomes, personal and 

institutional student discipline philosophies, discipline processes and procedures and 

responses to student misconduct.  In seeking to answer the questions specific to this 

study, I did not explore additional areas of Student Affairs, co-curricular programming, 

honor codes, sexual harassment or sexual misconduct policies, substance abuse policies, 

or other areas that may be perceived peripheral to the campus student discipline 

processes.  Additionally, I chose to specifically limit my study to the criterion noted 

above: small, private institutions of higher education.  The observations and findings of 

this study may not be observed or found in other campus discipline departments in other 

colleges or universities of varying degrees of size and scope.        

  While a qualitative, naturalistic inquiry was the best research strategy in which to 

explore my research questions, it did have limitations.  First and most notably, as in the 

majority of qualitative inquiries, I was the principal research instrument for data 

collection and analysis.  As the research instrument, I brought a particular ontology and 

epistemology to both the observations and analysis of the data (Merriam, 1988).  As a 

constructivist researcher and a current student affairs practitioner who has experience in 

campus student discipline in small and medium-sized universities, I believe that the role 
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of campus student discipline in the small institution environment sets the tone for the 

relationship between students and administration and that every campus community 

member and stakeholder has a different perspective on both the importance and 

educational outcomes of the disciplinary process.  Additionally, I understand the uniquely 

collegial and seemingly informal approach to student discipline in these institutions and 

the group effort of campus discipline administrators in handling student discipline.  

Furthermore, my personal experience has exposed a disconnect between research 

disseminated from large research institutions and their approaches to student discipline 

and the small college or university.  While my study was important in the construction of 

generalizations across these four institutions, it may not speak definitively on the role of 

campus discipline programs for all small, private colleges and universities in the United 

States.  

 My study provides new insight into student discipline programs at small, private 

colleges and universities within a limited, nine-state geographical area.  Present Student 

Affairs practitioners or those who are contemplating a career in student discipline at these 

special colleges and universities will benefit from the descriptions of the programs at 

each of these institutions.  Additionally, this study may serve to assist campus 

administrators in reexamining their behavior codes for alignment with learning 

philosophies and the educational mission of their institution and the hiring and training of 

professional employees to better align mission, departmental congruence, and student 

learning outcomes with student discipline education.  Finally, this study may serve as a 

framework for those wishing to conduct research into other areas of Student Affairs at 

small, private colleges and universities.                   
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Summary 

  The student discipline process is an essential component of the educational 

mission and campus ethos at the small college or university.  This study sought to fill a 

gap in the literature by focusing on the purpose and nature of the student discipline 

process and anticipated student learning outcomes of the student discipline process at 

four small, institutions of higher education in the Southwestern United States.  I 

employed a naturalistic qualitative approach to explore and answer my research 

questions.  I was thorough in the collection of data and in analysis methods and I used 

high measures of confidentiality to ensure participants identities were protected.  Ethical 

representation and treatment of the research participants was at the forefront of the 

multiple phases of the research process.    

Description of Chapters 

In this chapter I provided an introduction to the study.  I discussed the problem 

statement and the purpose of this study.  I outlined the research questions that guided this 

study, as well as the theoretical framework.  I also included definitions of important terms 

used in this study, the limitations, and potential uses of this research.  Finally, I provided 

an overview of the other chapters in this study.  In chapter two, I review important and 

associated research that inspired and informed my study.  In chapter three, I discuss the 

methodology used to carry out and complete this research.  Additionally in chapter three, 

I offer a short introduction to the research participants.  In chapter four, I provide an 

exploration of the nature, or purposes, philosophies, policies, and procedures of the 

campus student discipline programs, at each of the four institutions.  In chapter five, I 

examine the significant themes that emerged in and across the four colleges and 
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universities.  Finally, in chapter six I discuss and summarize the findings in relation to the 

research questions.  Additionally, I suggest recommendations based on research findings, 

and I offer suggestions for areas of future research.  
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Chapter Two 

Review of Literature 

In my study on the student discipline processes of small, private colleges and 

universities, I explored the roles, purposes, and anticipated learning outcomes of the 

discipline programs.  In this chapter I will present a review of relevant literature related to 

the student discipline process, specifically at the small college.  Additionally, I will 

discuss the four main studies that inspired my research.  This literature review is divided 

into three main sections, each with multiple subheadings.  The first section entitled 

Student Discipline Programs reviews the literature on student discipline programs, 

including the purpose of student discipline programs, the history of college student 

discipline, and theoretical frameworks for student discipline.  In addition, this section 

provides on overview of research on legal language in student discipline, campus 

discipline literature and codes of conduct, research on student formation and learning the 

student discipline process, sanctions, student discipline officers, profiles of student 

discipline offenders, and student perceptions of the discipline process.  The second 

section entitled The Small, Private College or University will offer research on small 

colleges and universities (including student discipline programs and the role of student 

discipline administrators) and religious and faith-affiliated colleges and universities.  The 

final section, entitled Related Research and Call for Study will discuss the four studies 

closely related to my study and authors calling for a study such as this to address gaps in 

the literature.  It is important to note that throughout student discipline research literature, 

college student discipline programs are called by multiple names, including judicial 

affairs, student accountability, student discipline, and judicial offices, among others.  All 
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may be used to some degree interchangeably throughout this exploration of relevant 

literature.        

Student Discipline Programs 

College Student Discipline 

Student discipline programs at colleges and universities are a “cumulative 

manifestation of the past 300 years of experience” (Smith, 1994, p. 84).  The student 

disciplinary process for dealing with student conduct on college and university campuses 

is both integral to the education of students and necessary for the maintenance of a safe, 

integrious, and functioning “campus environment” (O’Reilly & Evans, 2007, p. 1058; 

Dannells, 1997).  Olsen and Mittler (1996) stated,  

because college communities are special places that are based on trust and where  

the members share a compatible set of purposes, the campus disciplinary process 

should support the functioning of the community and the individuals within it.  It 

should also serve to educate and, when necessary, to censure those who are living 

outside community expectations. (p. 89)   

Institutions of higher education differ in mission, size, scope, breadth, and educational 

purpose (Thelin, 2004; Cohen, 1998; Rudolph, 1990) and therefore, the disciplinary 

processes and procedures should be specific to the educational mission, “institutional 

characteristics” (Howell, 2005, p. 374), and holistic community expectations 

representative of each individual institution (Howell, 2005).  These discipline processes 

“help to maintain the campus environment by setting standards for acceptable behaviors 

and by addressing violations of these parameters” (O’Reilly & Evans, 2007, p. 1058).  

Pavela (1996) noted that student discipline programs provide a sense of community to 
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college students and “this means judicial affairs officers need to create advisory panels, 

hold public hearings on new initiatives, and – by thoughtful commentary in the campus 

newspaper, electronic bulletin boards, or other media – engage students in ethical 

dialogue” (p.110) as part of an overall campus community discussion and community 

development purpose.        

  Many authors have suggested various purposes of student discipline programs, 

often defining the student discipline program by its current or ideal purpose as well as its 

current or ideal relationship to the campus community.  Pavela (1996) stated that “no 

other unit on campus has a greater role in fostering a community of values and 

reinforcing key virtues than an office of judicial affairs” (p. 109).  Furthermore, Pavela 

(1996) suggested that student discipline offices “help… students define and protect 

values essential to community life” (p. 107) and noted that “one of the most important 

purposes of a campus disciplinary system is to affirm the moral values each community 

wishes to endorse” (p. 110). Wannamaker (2005) proposed that “a principal purpose of 

the student disciplinary system is to impose and encourage the institutional and 

community standards of behavior” (p. 54).  Additionally, Wannamaker (2005) said  

 the disciplinary process is structured to facilitate the ethical, moral, emotional 

 and intellectual development of students. The objective of the process is to assist 

 students who violate policy to gain knowledge from mistakes and to assist them in 

 making more ethical and responsible decisions in the future. (p. 55) 

Mullane (1999) stated that student discipline programs should “foster the ethical 

development and personal integrity of the student” (p. 86).  A comprehensive review of 

relevant student judicial affairs, campus discipline, and general student affairs literature 
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suggested the purpose of campus student discipline policies or programs is three-fold: a) 

to safeguard the campus teaching and learning community, b) to encourage and educate 

students in ethical behavior and moral development in a co-curricular (outside of the 

classroom) learning environment, and c) to promote an atmosphere of discussion and 

learning (Howell, 2005; Miller, 2003; Dannels, 1997; Hoekema, 1994).  Ultimately, 

“higher education discipline/judicial processes help to maintain the campus environment 

by setting standards for acceptable behaviors and by addressing violations of these 

parameters” (O’Reilly & Evans, 2007, p. 1058).   

History of College Student Discipline  

  The notion of “student discipline is as old as higher education itself, dating back 

to the nascent University of Paris almost 800 years ago” (Dannells, 1988, p. 127).  

Beginning with the first colonial college, campus disciplinary processes have been, and 

continue to be, an essential and significant component of the higher education enterprise 

(Moran, et al., 2008; Fitch & Murray, 2001; Bracewell, 1997; Dannells, 1997; Pavela, 

1995).  One of the few constants in American higher education throughout its more than 

three-hundred-year history has been the dual role of the academy to not only teach and 

transfer a core curriculum of knowledge but to also maintain, model, and promote 

civility, consistency, discipline, and student behavior among its student body (Moran, et 

al., 2008; Lau, 2005; Howell, 2005; Hoekema, 1994; Smith, 1994; Dannells, 1988).  In 

the formative years of the academy, student discipline was the responsibility of the 

entirety of the campus community, beginning with the president and further administered 

by faculty, tutors, and even upperclassmen.  The president served in the role of the senior 

student affairs administrator, guided by ethical, honorable, paternal instincts and a 
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holistic learning development philosophy (Young, 1986).  These early institutions were 

“principally concerned with the formation of character” (Healea, 2006, p. 66) and as 

such, articulated no differentiation between the educational outcomes associated with 

scholarly pursuits of students and the character or moral behavior of the individual.  The 

development of student manners and conduct was fundamental and central to a holistic 

education (Dannells, 1988; Smith, 1994) and student conduct was equally important to 

academic accomplishments (O’Reilly & Evans, 2007).  For example, Bracewell (1997) 

stated 

during the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, student conduct was inseparable 

from the mission of higher education institutions.  Proper decorum in the 

classroom, careful attention to etiquette, respect for elders, good personal hygiene, 

neatness in one’s residence, proper attire, and regular attendance in chapel were 

examples of the extent to which student life was regulated.  With support from the 

institution’s president and governing bodies the faculty was primarily for student 

behavior in and out of the classroom.  (p. 46) 

Moreover, Cohen (1998) stated that colleges followed the new establishment of churches 

“so that the young could be instructed in proper conduct” (p. 17), and were committed to 

the development of clergymen (p. 15).  Training ministers was the primary purpose of 

these original colonial colleges, including the likes of Harvard, Yale, Princeton, William 

and Mary, and others (Healea, 2006; Cohen, 1998), and the practice of student affairs was 

part of a complete, holistic education.  More specifically, as student conduct was 

mandated and enforced “largely…under religious auspices” (Healea, 2006, p.66), the 

regulations of student conduct were similar to those that would have been found “in a 
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monastery of a reform school run by a religious order” (Cohen, 1998, p. 25).    

Furthermore, “colleges were truly to act as surrogate parents…to enforce behavior that 

[a] boy’s parents might not be able to instill” (Cohen, 1998, p. 23).  The life of a college 

student was a strictly prescribed one as “students were told when to awaken, when, what 

and how much to eat, what to wear, when to sleep and how to conduct themselves in a 

proper manner” (Wannamaker, 2005, p. 49).  This institutional jurisdiction was designed 

to instill “discipline, morals, and character” (Cohen, 1998, p. 23) through the setting and 

upholding of rules and regulations, severe sanctions for violations of such rules, and a 

general expectation of student adherence to a virtuous and principled lifestyle.  The 

disciplinary process was not educational but instead served for the purpose of ensuring 

“moral submission” (Smith, 1994, p. 78), with physical administrator-to-student violence 

serving as a chief sanction.  As colleges and universities began to move away from strict 

religious education, character education became less foundational and less important to 

the educational missions of the academy (Healea, 2006).   

 As mentioned above, student conduct and thus student discipline, was central to 

the charge of colonial colleges.  The president and faculty were responsible for student 

misconduct within the college living and learning community.  As college enrollments 

grew and “as this responsibility was turned over to the administration, a new profession 

was created; the role of staff who were assigned responsibility for student conduct 

changed to reflect different institutional views on discipline” (Bracewell, 1997, p. 47).  

Under this new structure, the position of Dean was created to alleviate the daily 

responsibility of student discipline by the President and attending faculty (Smith, 1994).  

As Dannells (1988) explained, these deans were the original holistic educators:   
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By the turn of the [20th] century, the first deans of men and women had been 

appointed, and during the early 1900’s such positions were established on most 

college campuses.  These early deans expanded both the philosophy and the 

programs of discipline in higher education.  They were idealistic and optimistic 

about the kinds of students they could develop.  They approached discipline with 

the ultimate goal of student self-control or self-discipline and they used more 

individualized, humanistic, and preventative methods.  (p. 127)  

 In the late 1930’s, the American Council on Education created the Committee on Student 

Personnel Work who, in turn, crafted a report entitled the The Student Personnel Point of 

View, 1937, noting the importance of student personnel administrators.  Revised in 1949, 

the report suggested that “the development of students as whole persons interacting in 

social situations is the central concern of student personnel work and of other agencies of 

education” (Student Personnel Pt. of View, 1949, p. 21).  In the fifties and early sixties, 

campus discipline processes were more rehabilitative and educational (Dannells, 1988) in 

nature and “less punishment and control oriented” (p. 129).  As it had been since the 

beginning of the academy on American soil, the parental, in loco parentis role 

relationship between the college and the student was the guiding, overarching philosophy 

of colleges and universities.       

 The late sixties and early seventies were a tumultuous time on college campuses 

(Thelin, 2004), with “students demand[ing] to be treated in a more consistent and adult-

like manner” (Martin & Janosik, 2004).  Several key legal cases, including Dixon v. 

Alabama State Board of Education and Esteban v. Central Missouri State College, 

effectively dissolved the in loco parentis relationship between a public college and its 
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students (Martin & Janosik, 2004) towards a more constitutional (Dannels, 1997) and 

legalistic (Ostroth & Hill, 1978) approach.  Likewise, Ostroth and Hill (1978) suggested 

that because more institutions were concerned with due process than in previous years, 

“the informal approach [to student discipline] was replaced by more objective and 

structured hearing formats” (Ostroth & Hill, 1978, p. 33).  Although “a variation of in 

loco parentis is enjoying a [national] rebirth on college campuses” (Bostic & Gonzalez, 

1999, p. 177) and student discipline programs are trending towards modes of student 

interaction and participation in the campus discipline process, this highly structured, 

legalistic approach is still the prevailing mode of operation for college and university 

discipline programs today.  Dannells (1997) suggested that  

  as a legacy of the student rights movement of the 1960’s and 1970’s, and the  

 accompanying judicial scrutiny of disciplinary decisions, today’s codes of 

 conduct tend to be heavy on process and light on real guidance for the student. 

 (p. 2)             

Over time, a college’s responsibility to maintain a safe, orderly, and disciplined campus 

has undergone multiple philosophical and methodological changes, all the while 

remaining focused on student behavior related to the student code of conduct, campus 

policies, or off campus violations of criminal law (Howell, 2005).   

Theoretical Frameworks  

  In this section, I present research on several of the prevailing theoretical 

frameworks that guide the relationships between institutions and students in disciplinary 

interactions.  As evidenced by the literature, there are a number of different theoretical 

frameworks to campus discipline, generally adapted based on “institutional 



 Texas Tech University, John Delony, August 2010 

 25 

characteristics such as mission, size, governance, structure, residential character (or lack 

thereof), and specific needs of the community” (Howell, 2005, p. 374).  Additionally in 

this section I will note research on the applied student discipline philosophies as seen in 

institutional punishments, or sanctions.       

Bostic and Gonzalez (1999) suggested several theoretical frameworks that inform 

and guide the relationship between colleges and universities and their students.  

Understanding these relationships is key to understanding the role student conduct offices 

play on a college campus, as well as the philosophical approach each institution takes 

towards students and their responsibility to the campus community at large.  These 

theoretical frameworks include “in loco parents doctrine, contract theory, fiduciary 

theory, the privilege theory, and constitutional theory” (p. 175).  The doctrine of in loco 

parentis (Latin for in place of the parent) for a college or university in relationship to its 

students “is to assert authority over students analogous to that of a parent over a child” 

(Hoekema, 1994, p. 22).  Serving as the guiding relational doctrine between students and 

colleges for several centuries, this framework was struck down legally in the 1960’s in 

public colleges and universities.  This construct is beginning to see a quiet resurgence, 

due in large part to the increasingly litigious culture in higher education (Bostic & 

Gonzalez, 1999).  Contract Theory is the prevailing relational framework used between 

private colleges and universities and their students.  Kaplain and Lee (1995) suggested 

that “contract theory is by far the primary theory for according legal status to students 

beyond that derived from the Constitution and state and federal statutes” (p. 373).  This 

theory suggests a relationship that requires students and the college or university agents 

to follow specified behaviors.  In writing on this theory, “courts have accorded 
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institutions considerable latitude to select and interpret their own contract terms and to 

change the terms to which students are subjected as they progress through the institution” 

(Kaplain and Lee, 1995, p. 374).  Additionally, Kaplain and Lee (1995) noted that 

“contract theory creates a two-way street; it has become a source of meaningful rights for 

students as well” (p. 374).  On the other hand, Constitutional Theory is the prevailing 

relational framework between public institutions of higher education and their students.  

This theory “emphasizes the constitutional rights of all students in public institutions and 

dates to 1961 when Dixon [v. Alabama State Board of Education] was reversed past 

precedent and brought the Fourth Amendment to campuses” (Bostic and Gonzalez, 1999, 

p. 177).  The remaining theories (Bostic and Gonzalez, 1999), including fiduciary theory 

(reasonable and mutual trust) and privilege theory (higher education is not a property 

right) have rarely been noted in court opinions (Kaplain and Lee, 1995). 

Hoekema (1994) suggested that three principals should frame student discipline 

processes: “to prevent exploitation of and harm to students” (p. 118); “to promote an 

atmosphere conducive to free discussion and learning” (p. 121); and “to nurture a sense 

of mutual responsibility and moral community in students” (p.126).  These principals, as 

well as other discipline frameworks are guided by both the public or private status of the 

institution and the particular philosophical approach to learning and development on each 

college campus.  Additionally, the guiding framework(s) of an institution’s disciplinary 

process can raise “basic philosophical and educational issues as the nature of people, their 

moral and legal rights and responsibilities, and our personal and professional assumptions 

and beliefs about these issues” (Dannells, 1988, p. 130).  The theoretical framework of a 
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campus student discipline program informs both the practical application of student 

discipline and the institutional approach to student learning and behavior.          

Student Formation and Student Learning  

  Several authors (Healea, 2006; Howell, 2005; Mullane, 1999; Dannells, 1988) 

suggested that student discipline process should be educational and developmental 

interactions and noted the potential for student learning and student development in the 

discipline process.  Beyond the general call for educational discipline processes, a dearth 

of research exists on the actual educational characteristics of the discipline process 

(Howell, 2005).  In this section, I report research on student development and student 

learning in the campus student discipline process. 

 Mullane (1999) suggested that the disciplinary process should be integrated into 

the educational mission of the university.  Mullane (1999) noted that 

college and university discipline systems should be designed as integral 

components of the academic environment.  Judicial programs should be fair, 

foster the ethical development and personal integrity of the students, and promote 

a co-curricular environment supportive of the educational goals of the institution. 

(p. 86) 

This suggestion was common across the literature, positing campus discipline programs 

as critical learning and development centers that promote student development and 

formation.  Dannells (1988) suggested that institutions of higher education are finding, or 

better yet returning, to an educational approach to student discipline.  Moreover, Ostroth, 

et. al. (1978) explained that student discipline processes can be valuable for encouraging 

student learning because in these processes, students can struggle with “value judgments” 
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(p. 33), evaluate multiple sources of information, and mature and grow in decision-

making strategies.  Mullane (1999) examined student moral development in the discipline 

process and suggested, “as it relates to campus discipline, student development includes 

moral development and the ability to discern right from wrong” (p. 86).  Additionally, 

Mullane (1999) noted that “the higher the level of [student] moral development, the more 

likely students perceived that the disciplinary process had educational value, independent 

of student’s perceptions of fairness” (p. 92).   

  Many other authors have contributed to the conversation of a developmental 

approach to student discipline.  O’Reilly and Evans (2007) noted that abnormal behavior 

is part of a student’s growth and development process, that development is communally 

related, and that “to discipline a student is often a win-win situation for the student and 

the campus community because the student potentially becomes a member of the student 

body again in good standing and likely also becomes a positive, contributing member of 

the campus community” (p. 1057).  Similarly, Helea (2006) suggested that student 

discipline plays a role in character education because character education is now being 

viewed “as more than mere cognitive reasoning exercises” (p. 66), also highlighting the 

“behavioral aspects of character development” (p. 66).  As campuses have reported 

increases in disciplinary violations across the country, Dalton and Healy (1984) posited 

that the increases are leading to a “renewed interest in the ethical conduct of students and 

a search for ways to promote moral responsibility in student behavior” (p. 19).  Ludeman 

(2004) called student discipline professionals to “persist in advocating for a student 

[discipline] process that both addresses the legal requirements and is focused on student 

development and learning” (p. 83).  Consolvo and Dannells (2000) noted the 
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responsibility of student discipline professionals to “assist students in their own personal 

growth through a variety of means” (p. 45).  Intentional student development in the 

discipline process is imperative and can be a rich area of student learning and formation.  

I found only one study (Howell, 2005) that closely examined student-learning outcomes 

in the judicial process.                       

 In his 2005 study on student learning in the campus judicial process, Howell 

(2005) suggested three major findings.  First, he suggested that student learning does 

indeed happen in disciplinary processes and suggested the learning may be “sophisticated 

moral thinking” (p. 389) or perhaps an “increased awareness of the institution’s 

expectations or the institution’s procedures” (p. 389).  Further, Howell (2005) found that 

sanctions must address deeper “developmental or behavioral issues” (p. 389) of student 

misconduct and not simply address the issue at hand.  Finally, he suggested that students 

may choose to “accept responsibility” (p. 390) for violations not because of elevated 

moral reasoning but instead to play the system, hoping that disclosure and honesty will 

result in lighter sanctions. 

       On the whole, the literature agrees that “student discipline is, and always has been, 

an excellent opportunity for developmental efforts” (Dannells, 1988, p. 139).  The 

development in student discipline is largely undefined and unassessed; however Howell 

(2005) and practical experience would suggest that developmental behavior changes and 

student learning does indeed happen during disciplinary interactions.  The clarion call is 

for more intentional and causal development between student discipline efforts and 

student learning.            
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Sanctions 

 College and university responses to student violations of misconduct have 

evolved throughout the life of the academy.  Bluntly identify as punishments, sanctions 

have ranged from physical violence (Wannamaker, 2005) to “disciplinary counseling” 

(Consolvo & Dannells, 2000, p. 44), to informal conversations, to recent trends of 

mediation (Serr & Taber, 1987).  Wannamaker (2005) suggested that early college 

sanctions  

ranged from expulsion to a round of fatherly counseling carried out by a faculty  

member. However, until 1718, public flogging was the standard means of 

sanctioning a student that had misbehaved. Harvard changed those standards in 

1718 when they decided that boxing a student’s ears was a more appropriate 

sanction for misbehavior.  (p. 49)       

Currently, corporal punishment is very rarely utilized in punishing student behavior 

(Bostic and Gonzalez, 1999).  Instead, studies suggested that sanctions and discipline 

should be educational and focus on student development (Consolvo and Dannells, 2000; 

Bostic and Gonzalez, 1999).   

  In their study of over 500 four-and two-year institutions, Bostic and Gonzalez 

(1999) found that the majority of institutions reported using written warnings (95%), 

expulsion (97%), probation (97%), suspension (96%), verbal warnings (81%), restitutions 

(88%), community service (65%), and fines (37%).  Recent trends in student discipline 

programs include mediation (Bostic and Gonzalez, 1999; Dannells, 1997; Serr and Taber, 

1987), conflict resolution, community and social justice, or other non-adversarial 

approaches to sanctions within student misconduct.  Student punishments for violations 
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of misconduct range from informal, oral warnings to permanent expulsion from the 

college or university.  The sanctions employed by a particular college are generally 

related to the disciplinary philosophy of the institution.                  

Campus Discipline Literature 

 Student behavior codes, codes of conduct, campus discipline literature, or 

community standards “are seen as a central safeguard to the essential purposes of the 

institution” (Lau, 2005, p. 556) and “should reflect particular circumstances of 

geography, tradition, and student background” (Hoekema, 1994, p. 118).  These codes set 

the behavioral standards of the institution and are an educational tool for the campus, 

describing what is “acceptable student behavior” (Bracewell, 1997, p. 45) and 

unacceptable behavior for members of the campus community (Olsen and Mittler, 1996).  

These standards also generally indicate how the institution will respond to student 

misconduct.  Boyer (1987) wrote of the importance college standards in “non-academic 

matters” (p. 204) and that “such standards should clarify the expectations of the 

institution and make rules understandable” (p. 204).  He further suggested that such 

behavior standards “can help to define the character of the college as a learning 

community” (p. 204).     

  In his 2005 study of behavioral codes at two religious institutions, Lau (2005) 

suggested that campus discipline literature “supports and furthers educational goals” (p. 

560) and should be “intended to provide for teachable moments that adequately and 

accurately further institutional values” (p. 556).  Private colleges generally have more 

campus-specific, mission-focused student behavior codes developed with freedom and 

latitude (O’Reilly and Evans (2007).  Lau (2005) found that “consensus and participation 
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in formulating and implementing student behavior codes…promote(s) a cohesive campus 

community that maximizes learning outcomes and avoids fragmentation” (p. 536).  

Likewise, Olsen and Mittler (1996) suggested that regular reviews of behavior codes are 

important so that it remains “pertinent to the current student population” (p. 90).  

Behavior codes and campus discipline literature played an essential function on the role 

of the college or university campus, setting boundaries for and educating the community.      

Legal Rhetoric in Student Discipline Programs 

 Gehring (2001) stated that developmentally prohibitive legal proceedings have 

shaped, and continue to shape, judicial affairs processes on college and university 

campuses.  Travelstead (1987) noted that following important court cases in the 1960’s, 

campus discipline processes transformed into strict, legal proceedings effectively losing 

the student learning opportunities within the discipline interaction.  Martin and Janosik 

(2004) examined twenty randomly sampled behavior codes for legal terminology in order 

“to determine the extent to which legal terminology ha(s) been eliminated, as suggested 

by judicial affairs experts” (p. 1).  They found that on the whole, most colleges and 

universities were heeding, to various degrees, to judicial experts call to remove legal 

language from code of conduct documents.  For those institutions that still rely on legal 

language and rhetoric in their behavior codes, Gehring (2001) stated that legal words and 

idioms should be removed from campus discipline literature because this language 

creates an adversarial process that ultimately undermines the educational opportunities.  

This legalistic language was a significant finding in my study.   
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Student Discipline Officers 

 The role of the student discipline professional was originally a campus-wide 

responsibility as “student discipline was an integral part of the mission of early colleges, 

and the faculty were responsible for responding to the miscreant” (Bracewell, 1997, p. 

47).  Ultimately, student discipline became a negatively stigmatized responsibility of staff 

members assigned to attend to matters of student misconduct.  Bracewell (1997) 

suggested that  

 although the entire campus acknowledged a need to punish those who violated  

 the numerous rules, the work of [student discipline professionals] was generally 

 considered negative rather than being as positive as the services provided by other 

 student personnel workers.  (p. 46)       

The student discipline professional receives reports, investigates, and adjudicates 

instances of student misconduct on the college and university campus.  Gregory and 

Janosik (2003) stated that 

campus judicial/student conduct officers have responsibility for adjudication of a 

wide variety of policy infractions on their respective campuses.  Some of these 

campus policies apply only to the campus setting (e.g., academic integrity, 

residence hall policies, student government regulations, club and organization 

operations) and others deal with behavior that violates institutional policy and 

may also be perceived as a violation of civil or criminal law.  (p. 766) 

They further suggested that student discipline professionals have a wide constituency set 

on the college campus, including a wide range of different students, student personnel 

professionals, and campus security personnel (Gregory & Janosik, 2003).  At small 
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colleges and universities, student discipline generally falls to a student affairs dean.  

Here, “if [deans are] not on the front line in many thorny student life issues, they are 

often the final arbiter[s]” (Westfall, 2006, p. 11).  

 Three studies specifically examining judicial officers include Bostic and Gonzalez 

(1999), Janosik et al., (2004), and Wannamaker (2005).  Bostic And Gonzalez (1999) 

explored the opinions, perceptions, and general knowledge of student discipline 

professionals in public institutions of higher education.  They found that judicial officers 

support and believe in learning and developmental outcomes in student discipline cases, 

that more training and professional development is needed in order to keep up with the 

changing student needs and professional competencies, and that more informal, less 

stringent discipline processes should be commonplace.  Implications of this study suggest 

that a more streamlined judicial process would be beneficial for both the judicial officer 

and the students.  Janosik et al. (2004) examined ethical issues of student affairs 

professionals, ultimately arguing that training and intentional enculturation to the campus 

community could potentially alleviate many of the ethical dilemmas facing student affairs 

professionals.  Wannamaker (2005) explored emotional intelligence in university judicial 

officers and found that emotional intelligence is important to judicial administrators and 

that the principals of emotional intelligence in student discipline officers can help 

develop “supportive relationships” with colleagues, students, and model how students 

“relate with one another” (p. 102).        

 The literature often noted the discipline officers’ call for less formally prescribed 

discipline processes.  The less formal, less legalistic discipline process as suggested by 

discipline officers supported a more relational, less adversarial approach to student 
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discipline.  For example, Olsen and Mittler (1996) posited that “judicial officers can 

express interest in and caring for the individual while serving as representatives of the 

institution” (p. 93).  Further, Olsen and Mittler (1996) suggested that student discipline 

professionals must be philosophically grounded and firm in their beliefs while also being 

adaptable to handle student discipline interactions as individual, unique affairs “with no 

one cause or solution” (p. 89).  This approach to student learning and student teaching 

harkens the role of a traditional faculty member, whose academic discipline includes a 

focus on community participation and development.  Judicial officers are outside-of-the-

classroom student educators who individualize and personalize student learning within a 

student discipline context (Olsen and Mittler, 1996).   

  Olsen and Mittler (1996) explained that “judicial administrators are dedicated to 

work to the best of their ability to discover what happened, why it happened, what is 

required to make the victim whole again, what will help the perpetrator behave 

appropriately, and what will restore the college community” (p. 95).  Pavela (1996) 

suggested that the role of student discipline professional is challenging and multi-faceted.  

He noted (1996) that “…more than ever, judicial affairs officers will be educators and 

role-models as well as administrators, striving to engage students in ethical dialogue, 

helping them acquire leadership skills, and training them for full participation in the civic 

life of a democratic society” (p. 113).   

Profiles of Student Discipline Offenders 

 A limited amount of research exists on student discipline offenders at colleges and 

universities.  Harper et al. (2005) found that there is a disproportionate number of males 

in judicial cases in relation to female offenders on college and university campuses.  
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Likewise, Ludeman (2004) noted that violators of community standards are often 

“immature, impulsive young men, most often freshmen and sophomores, who have not 

developed positive feelings toward the institutions and who very likely were engaged in 

alcohol use or abuse at the time of the incident” (p. 77).  He (2004) also reported that 

students whose parents have college degrees violate the campus community standards 

less frequently than those students whose parents do not have college degrees.  Mullane’s 

(1999) study on moral development in the student discipline process found that “college 

students who are involved in disciplinary matters have lower levels of moral development 

than typical college students” (p. 93).  Dannells (1997) suggested that students who 

participate in student learning and community service are also less likely to violate 

student codes of conduct than those who are not involved in service activities.  The 

student who is involved in the student disciplinary process is generally a student who is 

not involved in or who is new to the college community and who holds a lower stage of 

moral development.            

Student Perception of the Disciplinary Process 

 As potential learners in the student discipline process, student perception of the 

judicial policies, processes, and procedures is important.  Ludeman (2004) stated that 

students “overwhelmingly” (p. 81) perceive campus student discipline programs as 

“adversarial” (p. 81).  He (2004) further noted that “the judicial process is power-laden in 

that the institution has authority to administer a code of conduct and to hold students 

accountable to a set of behavioral expectations” (p. 81).  Gehring (2001) suggested that 

this “adversarial proceeding…precludes student development” (p. 466) because it is 

overly technical.  Student discipline processes and programs are beneficial when there is 
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a non-adversarial, developmental focus (Dannells, 1997).  Mullane (1999) found that 

students felt that discipline processes were more educational when the institutions took a 

more personalized, student learning approach.            

The Small, Private College or University  

 The setting for this study was the small, private college or university campus.  In 

this section, I present relevant research on small, private colleges, and faith-affiliated 

colleges and universities.      

  Small, private colleges and universities are unique institutions of higher 

education.  They have survived by simultaneously adapting to changing societal 

circumstances and holding on to their traditions (Westfall, 2006) and although “most 

small colleges were founded in the nineteenth century, and many persist today, often in 

forms that bear notable resemblance to their early days” (Westfall, 2006, p. 7).  Westfall 

(2006) further noted the great diversity among small colleges, stating, 

[s]mall colleges include elite, well-regarded institutions with tremendous wealth  

(Grinnell, Pomona, and Wellesley, for example, all have endowments of more 

than $1 billion), [others have] limited resources.  Compared to their elite 

counterparts, [these] invisible colleges are typically rooted in a strong religious 

tradition, founded in the mid-to-late nineteenth century, are largely tuition driven, 

and have relatively open admissions policies. (p. 8)  

Westfall (2006) noted that the uniqueness and diversity afforded to small colleges is one 

of their “most valuable assets” (p. 8).  Komives (1986) stated that   

Great diversity exists among small colleges.  Although they are small, these 

institutions may also be selective or nonselective, predominantly residential or 
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religiously affiliated, old or new, single sex, all Black, primarily liberal arts, 

public or private, rural or urban, community colleges, technical or junior colleges, 

4-year colleges or universities, or they may cover either narrow or broad age 

ranges.  Each small college has a definable culture spawned from combinations of 

these distinctions.  Each small college tells its own story. (p. 13)  

Community and the Small College    

  Young (1986) suggested that “small colleges are communities with transcendent 

values that reflect religious affiliations, ethnic antecedents, social service, or cultural 

traditions” (p. 5).  They are “intense, intrusive experiences” (Komives, 1986, p. 13) 

“creat[ing] atmospheres that provide the ideal balance to promote student development.  

The college student development process calls for an environment where students can 

learn in human-intensive surroundings” (Hirt et al., 2004, p. 96).  This “intentional 

student development” (Komives, 1986, p. 13) happens through the campus community 

and is an important part of the holistic, relational student learning and growth that takes 

place at the small college or university campus.   

  When compared to large, public universities, small colleges and universities are 

collegial and generally more informal (Oblander, 2006; Birnbaum, 1991).  This less-

formalized, hands-on educational community is a key function and mission of the small, 

private college or university.  Young (1986) suggested that “small colleges incorporate 

many of the ideas of the community model of higher education: synergy, a focus on 

teaching, the values of liberal education, personalism, and organic change” (p. 6).  These 

small institutions are dependent on this interwoven, integrated campus community for 

their special, intentional learning environment.  Boyer (1987) wrote of campus 
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community as “an undergraduate experience that helps students go beyond their own 

private interests, learn about the world around them, develop a sense of civic and social 

responsibility, and discover how they, as individuals, can contribute to the larger society 

of which they are a part” (p. 68).  Further, he (1990) suggested six characteristics that 

should be inherent in the college community:  purposeful, open, just, disciplined, caring, 

celebrative.  These characteristics are a part of the fabric of the small college.  Here, these 

communities allow students to form deep developmental relationships that provide for 

more concentrated learning opportunities.  Ultimately this is the mission of the small 

college or university.  Young (1986) further noted that “most student affairs staff 

members [in small colleges] consider themselves to be mentors of values because of their 

counseling relationships with students. Counseling is the idealized role of student affairs 

in small colleges.  It unites education and values through personalism” (p. 6).  This 

“personalism” is contingent on “moral relationships…that links intellect with character 

and knowledge with action in college students” (Young, 1986, p. 6).   

  The prevailing model of student affairs in small colleges is that of community 

(Young, 1986), generally led by the student affairs Dean.  The position of Dean generally 

refers to the “senior student affairs officer” (Westfall, 2006, p.6) and in most small 

institutions serves as the chief discipline professional (Dannells, 1988; Ostroth, et. al, 

1978).  This position within small college and universities “is largely absent from the 

literature” (Westfall, 2006, p. 6).   

 Despite the fundamental differences in approach, mission, and practice, small, 

private colleges often look structurally and programmatically similar to larger, public 

research universities.  Young (1986) observed that small colleges have “adopted many 



 Texas Tech University, John Delony, August 2010 

 40 

beliefs and practices of larger institutions to survive the contemporary depressions of 

economics and student numbers” (p. 7).  Conversely, Floyd (1986) noted that while small 

college student affairs professionals look to larger universities regarding “specialized 

programs” (p. 12), the large university staff generally does not see the same level of 

transferable relevance in looking to small colleges for insight or ideas.  Westfall (2006) 

made special notice of the important role small colleges have played in the education of 

historically underrepresented or discriminated individuals in the United States, noting 

“the ability of small colleges to respond to societal problems such as discrimination has 

been a hallmark of American higher education” (p. 8). As seen in this section, the small 

college is both an important fixture in the landscape of higher education, as well as the 

most common type of institution of higher education in the United States.  It is in these 

small college settings that “small class size, residentially based instruction, and classroom 

learning coupled with out-of-the-classroom-experiences” (Hirt et al., 2004, p. 94) seek to 

intentionally and holistically develop students.  Additionally, small colleges value 

community, as a framework for student development and learning.       

Faith-affiliated and Religious Colleges   

  All of the small, private colleges that I explored were found to have a Christian 

faith heritage that existed in varying stages of importance to the educational mission of 

the institution.  The volume of literature on faith-affiliated colleges and universities is 

vast, with literally thousands of authors of varying academic standards and pedigrees 

weighing in on the religious institution of higher education.  In this section, I provide a 

relevant overview, pertinent to my overall study.     
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 A religious college or university is an institution in which the traditions and 

beliefs of the founding or supporting religious group has demonstrable, recognizable, and 

actual authority and influence on the mission and practices of the institution (Parker, 

Beaty, Mencken, & Lyon, 2007; O’Connell, 2002).  Benne (2001) noted the origin of 

religious colleges and universities and the historic de-Christianization of the institutions 

from explicitly faith-driven to “vaguely religious…[to]…the exclusion of specifically 

Christian religious values and practices in the name of allegedly universal intellectual, 

moral, and democratic qualities” (p. 4).  He (2001) noted that  

[i]n their early days the great private universities such as Harvard, Yale,  

Princeton, and Chicago were founded and shaped by church bodies.  More 

surprisingly, the public colleges and land-grant universities were significantly 

imbued with the ideas and practices of the Protestant mainstream, even including 

mandatory chapel attendance in many cases.  (p. 4) 

Parker et al. (2007) argued that “[b]eing sufficiently religious includes having a mission 

that reflects religious values; being owned, supported, or managed by a particular religion 

or religious community; having a curriculum reflecting [a] religious identity; or having 

employees whose occupational qualification requires religious identity” (p. 89).  He 

(2007) further noted a steep decline in the “religious identity among church-related or 

formerly church-related colleges and universities” (p. 87) over the past decades.  In a 

study conducted by Litizzette Mixon et al. (2004), the researchers found no connection 

between a decrease in campus religiosity and an increase in national prominence or 

distinction.  In a landmark study on behavior codes at Christian universities, Sizemore 

and Spilka (1973) noted that students at religious colleges and universities “might prefer 
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a more liberal position while the administrators wish the code[s] were even more strict” 

(p. 15).  They (1973) acknowledged a possible disconnect between the prescribed campus 

behaviors and the scriptural basis for the behaviors and “called upon [the Christian 

conservative who supports such codes] to examine not only the correspondence between 

these rules and the nature of modern society but also the meaningfulness of such 

prescriptions relative to scripture and theological doctrine” (p. 15).   

 Religiously-affiliated colleges and universities have varying degrees of religious 

and faith influence on their educational mission and specifically, their discipline 

programs.  In each of these institutions, the faith-heritage and continued adherence or 

non-adherence to a religious mission impacts the campus culture, educational philosophy, 

and the campus rules and regulations for community standards and student behavior.             

Related Research and Call for Study 

  There is a wealth of relevant literature regarding judicial affairs matters related to 

legal implications, structures, policies, and codes of conduct (Lau, 2006; Howell, 2005; 

Pavela, 1996; Hodges, 1996; Bryan and Mullendore, 1992), as well numerous research 

discussing multiple aspects of small (and/or), private (and/or), faith-based institutions 

(Westfall, 2006; Oblander, 2006; Riley, 2005; Benne, 2001; Kuh, 2000; Hughes & 

Adrian, 1997; Marsden & Longfield, 1992).  In my review of literature I discovered that 

“very little research has been done about the educational aspects of judicial affairs” 

(Howell, 2005, p. 374) and I was unable to locate any research studies that investigate 

student discipline affairs at small, private, colleges and universities.  Three studies can be 

considered closely related to my study while a fourth can be considered peripherally 

related.  Moran, Garrison, & Shirkey (2008), Lau (2005), and Howell (2005) all used 
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naturalistic inquiry to investigate particular aspects of student discipline/campus judicial 

systems at varying types of institutions while O’Reilly & Evans (2007) quantitatively 

examined student discipline programs at over 200 private Catholic colleges and 

universities.     

  The most closely related and influential study to my research was Moran, 

Garrison, & Shirkey’s (2008) examination into the nature and function of the discipline 

process at eight private religiously-affiliated colleges and universities in a single mid-

western state.  Here, the authors interviewed twelve student discipline administrators and 

examined the discipline codes from eight religious institutions.  The researchers found 

that the discipline systems served to support the greater Christian campus community; 

that the “disciplinary process was characterized by freedom” (Moran et. al., 2008, p. 27) 

to discuss religious influences, as well as administrative freedom to individualize 

disciplinary responses; and a “deep level of commitment to the students” (Moran et. al., 

2008, p. 33).  Additionally, Moran personally provided, via email, a significant portion of 

the interview questions [Appendix A] that I used to conduct my student discipline 

administrator interviews.  Lau (2005) examined student behavior codes at two private 

Christian Liberal Arts institutions and the perceptions of administrators, faculty members, 

and students.  He (2005) suggested that campus behavior codes should articulate the 

educational “mission, purpose, and ethos” (p. 560) of the institution; they should 

articulate student learning goals; they should be developed out of “consensus” (p. 561); 

that they “should respect and value both personal constraint and personal freedom” (p. 

561); and that they should be administered in a way that “respects the perspectives and 

values of others” (p. 562).  Howell (2005) explored student learning outcomes and the 
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meanings that students make of their interaction with campus judicial systems through 

qualitative interviews with ten students at three doctoral research institutions in the 

Southeastern United States.  He found that student learning often takes place in the 

discipline process and that student “behaviors generally change” (p. 389) as a result of 

the student discipline interaction.  Additionally, Howell (2005) found that disciplinary 

sanctions should address issues deeper than the specific violation of misconduct and that 

students may “accept responsibility” (p. 390) for a violation of misconduct to expedite 

the disciplinary process.  A fourth study by O’Reilly & Evans (2007) examined three 

different judicial approaches at 219 private Catholic-affiliated colleges and universities.  

They (2007) found that “minority-peer (student participation plus administrative and 

faculty/staff participation) processes are perceived to be the most effective” (p. 1061) 

campus judicial programmatic approach to student discipline.   

As the field of student discipline has shown a general lack of assessment about 

learning and accountability, as well as institutional-specific best practice, other authors 

have called for increased inquiry into student discipline programs.  Zacker (1996) argued 

that “student affairs administrators are being required to provide evidence of their 

effectiveness, not only by members of their own institutions but from external sources as 

well [and] judicial affairs functions are not excluded from rising demands for 

accountability and improvement” (p. 99).  Further, Moran et al. (2008) requested that 

“others…conduct research about the discipline process at various universities in an effort 

to determine the best ways to utilize those processes to create campus communities that 

encourage and sustain student learning and development” (p. 38).  Finally, given the 

dearth of research into specific student affairs programs at small colleges and 
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universities, this study is important because, “simply put, small colleges matter because 

they include a wide range of institutions, have a long history of success and adaptation, 

and continue to play a central role in American higher education” (Westfall, 2006, p. 9).     

In this section, I have discussed the four studies related to my research.  I have 

detailed the specific findings related to my study, specifically acknowledging the 

influence and inspiration of Moran et al. (2008), Lau (2005), and Howell’s (2005) studies 

on my research.  Additionally, I have noted specific researchers calling for further inquiry 

into small, private student discipline programs.   

Summary 

In this chapter I provided a definition and historical overview of campus student 

discipline, as well as a discussion of the theoretical approaches to the judicial process.  I 

discussed literature involving campus discipline literature and codes of conduct, legal 

language in discipline literature, student learning and development in the student 

discipline process, profiles of student discipline offenders, and student perceptions of the 

discipline process.  In the second section, I provided a discussion of research related to 

research on small colleges and universities, student discipline programs at these 

institutions, the importance of community at these institutions, and research on faith-

affiliated institutions.  In the third section, I provided insight into four related research 

studies that inspired and/or informed my inquiry into the discipline processes at small, 

private colleges and universities.  In the following chapter, I will discuss the 

methodology I used to conduct my study.              
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Chapter Three 

Methodology  

The purpose of this study was to explore the student disciplinary processes at 

small, private colleges and universities.  More than three quarters (seventy-seven percent) 

of the colleges and universities in the United States enroll 5,000 or fewer students; sixty-

two percent of colleges and universities enroll fewer than 2,500 students (NCES, 2008; 

Westfall, 2006).  At all institutions of higher education, the disciplinary philosophies, 

processes, and subsequent campus policies “should reflect local traditions, particularly 

vexing institutional problems that may exist, and the changing expectations and 

capabilities of students” (Hoekema, 1994, p. 143).  Thus, the existing rules, regulations, 

and processes of a campus student discipline program can provide three critical 

observations: a transparent reflection of an institution’s values, mission, and standards; 

how the institution views its relationship with students and their capabilities as young 

adults; and issues and concerns specific to a particular campus community.         

This study utilized campus discipline literature and personal narratives from 

student discipline administrators to give voice to four intrinsically similar, yet distinctly 

different, small college and university student discipline programs in the Southwestern 

United States.  The scope of this study was limited to the examination of student 

discipline programs.  In this chapter, I will explain the guiding theoretical framework, as 

well as the research methodology and design used in this study.  Additionally, I will 

describe the methods used to select research sites and participants, include general 

descriptions of the participants, and describe data collection procedures, data analysis and 

transmission, and trustworthiness of the study.      
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Research Questions and Theoretical Framework 

 In response to my personal experience in student discipline programs at a small, 

private university, the existing lacuna in student discipline literature, and the call from 

peripheral existing literature to explore small college and university student discipline, I 

chose to explore three research questions.  The following three questions emerged to 

guide this study: 

1.  What is the purpose(s) of the campus disciplinary process at four small, private 

institutions of higher education?   

2.  What is the nature of the campus disciplinary process at these same institutions?  

3.  What are the intended and perceived student learning outcomes of the campus 

disciplinary process? 

Constructivist Theoretical Perspective 

  The constructivist theoretical perspective (Schwandt, 1994) grounded and guided 

this study.  Additionally, I interpreted and analyzed the data from this constructivist lens.  

This perspective assumes the authenticity of individual or communal voice and 

perception(s) within a given context and understands that in any given situation, various 

realities may exist.   Here, each voice, whether individual or communal, is given equal 

validation to construct perceptions because “no one perception is right or more real than 

another” (Glesne, 2007, p.7).  Using multiple data sources and qualitative research 

strategies, I examined “sets of social artifacts” (Schwandt, 1994, p. 20), particularly 

literature and personal narratives, to answer my research questions.  In this study, the 

interviews of administrators at each institution, in combination with campus discipline 

literature, formed a holistic picture of each institution’s campus discipline program.      
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Methodological Approach and Research Design 

While qualitative research stands on its own merit as a research paradigm 

(Creswell 1998), it is critical to note the history of inquiry into student judicial programs 

has been largely quantitative (Kuh & Andreas, 1991).  Moreover, while several 

examinations exist, further quantitative examination of student judicial affairs programs 

is considered problematic due to the difficulty in identifying and controlling multiple 

variables, ethical and legal concerns, achieving significant quantifiable participant data, 

and a lack of necessary richness in the data (Dannels, 1997).  In contrast, qualitative 

research strategies and resulting data can provide deeper understanding of college and 

university campus cultures and of college students in general (Bloland, 1992).  Kuh & 

Andreas (1991) suggested that “results from qualitative studies often challenge taken-for-

granted assumptions about student life” (p. 402) and further propose that qualitative 

research in student life studies “can be conducted at one or some combination of four 

levels: a) the institution; b) a program, service, or office; c) faculty, staff, and student 

subgroups; and d) the individual” (p. 399).  

Qualitative research seeks to “understand some social phenomena” (Glesne, 2006, 

p. 4) or a particular community based on the insights of those who live, work, or subsist 

(or all three) within.  Qualitative inquiry “aims at understanding the meaning of human 

action” (Schwandt, 2007, p. 248) and “face-to-face interactions are the predominant 

distinctive feature”  (Glesne & Peshkin, 1992, p. xi).  More specifically, Schwandt (2007) 

asserted that “naturalistic inquiry…emphasizes understanding and portraying social 

action” (Schwandt, p. 206).  My research questions were best explored using qualitative 

strategies and naturalistic inquiry.  Thus, I conducted a qualitative naturalistic inquiry 
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into the campus student discipline program at four small, private institutions of higher 

education and focused on key administrators, processes, polices, and overall purpose.   

As qualitative inquiry is somewhat difficult to define (Schwandt, 2007; Eisner & 

Peshkin, 1990), for this study I defined naturalistic qualitative inquiry as the exploration 

and examination of a campus department and educational program: the campus student 

disciplinary process.  I accomplished this investigation conducting campus visits, 

collecting semi-structured ethnographic interview data, document analysis, and research 

notes.  The purpose of this study was not to make broad generalizations of results across 

larger contexts.          

While a qualitative naturalistic inquiry was the best research strategy in which to 

explore my research questions, it is important to note that data analysis was not without 

challenges and limitations.  First and most notably, as in the majority of qualitative 

inquiries, I was the principal research instrument for data collection and analysis.  As the 

research instrument, I brought a present and ever-evolving ontology and epistemology to 

both the observations and analysis of the data (Merriam, 1988).  As a constructivist 

researcher and a current student affairs practitioner with experience in campus student 

discipline in small and medium-sized private universities, I believe that the role of 

campus student discipline in the small institution environment sets the tone for the 

relationship between students and administration and that every stakeholder has a 

different perspective on both the importance of student discipline and the perceived 

educational outcomes of the disciplinary process.  Additionally, I understand the uniquely 

collegial and at times, seemingly informal approach to student discipline in these 

institutions, the group effort of campus stakeholders in handling student discipline, and 
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the disconnect between research disseminated from large research institutions and their 

applications to student discipline on small college or university campuses.  As research 

participants recounted particular discipline cases, conduct hearings, institutional 

disconnects, or conversations with senior stakeholders, I was able to recall my personal 

experiences and narratives involving similar situations, interactions, and personal beliefs 

and philosophies.  Continued personal reflection and intentional separation was 

paramount in my study in order to allow each participant’s voice to tell their story.  As a 

qualitative researcher, it was important to be cognizant of my personal ontological, 

experiential, and epistemological lenses and to establish a research framework to allow 

each story, as much as possible, to be narrated by the participants.       

Participants and Site Selection 

The foundation of qualitative research is to “purposefully select participants or 

sites” (Creswell, 2003, p.184) uniquely suited to answer the research questions.  Within 

the limitations of cost, access, distance, and time, the scope of my study included four, 

small, private institutions of higher education.  I was able to gain access to four 

institutions meeting these characteristics within the desired nine-state geographical 

region.   

I conducted a search on the World Wide Web to find institutions of higher 

education that met my research criteria:  Private, four-year colleges or universities with 

3000 or less students across a nine-state region of the Southwestern United States.  I then 

sent an email to the Chief Student Discipline Officer (CSDO) of each institution 

explaining my research interests and inviting them to participate in my study.  Many 

emails went unanswered.  In the end, out of seven potential institutions who agreed to 
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participate in the study, I eliminated two with which I had previously existing 

relationships and one “mirco” institution (less than 400 students) that was not as 

consistent with the remaining institutions that had agreed to participate.  Ultimately, I 

selected four colleges or universities where the “settings and individuals” (Denzin & 

Lincoln, 1994, p. 202) met the criteria for my study.  I purposefully selected institutions 

with a diversity of mission and geographical location to assure both foundational 

commonalities that met the scope of this study but that also provided distinctiveness for 

rich insight within and across the four institutions.   

 Participant Definition. 

  All administrators held multiple student affairs appointments ranging from 

student discipline and residence life, student discipline and student recreation/athletics, 

residence life with a partial student discipline responsibility, and so forth.  This integrated 

team approach to student discipline made it difficult to interview each and every campus 

professional with at least some responsibility for student discipline on these campuses.  

Additionally, part of the research challenge here was to isolate the student disciplinary 

processes from other general co-curricular educational and student affairs programmatic 

offerings.  For the purpose of this study, the research participants then, are not the 

individual administrators interviewed but instead are the institutions themselves.  I 

combined the interview narratives, literature, and experiences across each institutions in 

an attempt to form a rich, holistic perspective of each institution’s student discipline 

program. 
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  Site Access.  

 Upon making contact with CSDO’s who were willing to participate, I explained 

my research topic and purpose, and explicitly detailed my research agenda.  I asked the 

CSDO’s to provide names and contact information for campus student discipline 

administrators and asked them for permission to disseminate a consent form and 

explanation letter to these individuals requesting their willingness to be interviewed as a 

part of my study.  One institution had a single student discipline administrator for the 

entire campus, one institution had three student discipline professionals but only two 

were available to be interviewed, one institution provided three student discipline 

administrators, and the fourth institution provided four of their five student discipline 

administrators.  After gaining access to the institutions, I arranged for a single interview 

with each administrator.  Due to the emergent nature of qualitative research, I 

acknowledged the possibility of a second interview in the event additional questions 

arose that would warrant further inquiry.  In the end, the second interview was not 

deemed necessary because I was able to gather enough data from the single interview.  In 

total, I secured ten (10) student discipline administrators from across the four institutions 

who were willing to be interviewed and as such, I conducted a total of ten (10) in-person 

interviews with these student discipline administrators at each of their home campuses.   

Data Collection 

Interviews  

  One of the primary data collection methods I employed was a one-on-one, semi-

structured interview with each of the ten student discipline administrators.  Merriam 

(1988) suggested that in a naturalistic inquiry, “interviewing is a major source of 
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qualitative data needed for understanding the phenomenon under study” (p.86).  I utilized 

the semi-structured interview (Merriam, 1988) to allow for “continuous assessment and 

evaluation of information…allowing [me] to redirect, probe, and summarize” (Guba and 

Lincoln, 1985, p. 187) the incoming data.  The semi-structured interview allowed me to 

fully investigate my topics but also left enough flexibility for the subjects to tell their 

stories (Rossman & Rallis, 1998; Howell, 2005).  I prepared a list of interview questions 

[Appendix A], closely linked to relevant student disciplinary literature (Moran et al., 

2008; Dannells, 1990, 1997).  These questions guided the semi-structured interviews and 

addressed my research questions.  All administrators were asked the same questions (with 

slight word variations depending on conversational context) and in generally the same 

order (Merriam, 1988).  In isolated situations, an administrator would partially answer a 

question or avoid a question all together, but in response give deep insight and context 

that went beyond the intent of the original question.  Other times, given the flow and 

nature of the interview in progress, I would reorganize, simplify, or re-contextualize a 

question to provide the best opportunity for response and deep meaning (Merriam, 1988).  

Additionally, for each institution I added a series of one to six additional questions that 

emerged during a pre-interview reading of the student discipline policies and other 

campus literature. 

Each of the ten interviews was conducted in person at the participant’s home 

campus.  In eight of the interviews, I was invited into the administrator’s professional 

office to conduct the meeting.  The remaining two interviews were conducted in the 

Student Affairs conference room within the Student Affairs office suite.  Each interview 

took between 45 – 70 minutes.  In addition to the formal interview, at three of the four 



 Texas Tech University, John Delony, August 2010 

 54 

institutions I was personally introduced to bosses and supervisors, introduced to students, 

and had general informal discussions related to personal and professional topics.  At one 

campus several student discipline administrators gave me a modified campus tour.         

  Each interview was recorded using a fully visible digital recorder and was then 

transcribed by either a professional transcriptionist or myself.  I personally reviewed each 

transcription with the recorded interview a second time to assure accuracy and to make 

any additional notes or nuance adjustments.  I emailed all interview transcripts to the 

original interview participant for them to review for accuracy and content approval.  All 

transcripts were printed and put into a general research binder.  Additionally, I used 

Microsoft Office to create digital folders where I electronically stored each institution’s 

transcriptions.        

Document Collection 

  When collecting data for qualitative inquiries, documents play an essential role 

due to their significance (Yin, 1994) as a “ready-made source of data” (Merriam, 1988, p. 

104).  I collected multiple documents from each of the four institutions participating in 

the study.  I collected student handbooks from each institution.  The student handbooks 

contained the student code of conduct/community standards, residence life policies, 

procedures, and related information, statements related to student rights and 

responsibilities, and other student discipline-related information.  As the theme of 

community emerged as an important theme during the coding process both within and 

across the four institutions, I returned to the campus literature and took a broader and 

more holistic look at the student handbook.  Additionally, when available I examined 

judicial communication, including letters, emails, hearing notices, and so forth.  To 



 Texas Tech University, John Delony, August 2010 

 55 

promote authenticity, accuracy, and document interpretability, all documents examined in 

this study were obtained from first-hand sources.  The relevant documents assisted in 

painting a holistic, “thick” (Geertz, 1973) portrait of the campus discipline program.  For 

ethical and confidentiality purposes, I did not seek notes or transcripts of disciplinary 

hearings.   

Ensuring Confidentiality 

 While conducting this study, a complex approach to confidentiality emerged as 

necessary and essential to the reporting of the data and results.  Before each interview, 

per my Informed Consent Release [Appendix B], I obtained an email from each 

administrator agreeing to the details of participating in the study.  Each Informed Consent 

Release contained information related to confidentiality, including assurances on 

assigning pseudonyms to each institution and individual, keeping interview meetings 

confidential, and aiming to remove markers that could potentially identify individuals, 

titles, places, or events during the presentation of data.   Upon arrival at each campus I 

was welcomed, greeted, and introduced to a number of student affairs employees.  In all 

cases, I was introduced to senior divisional administrators, though only one participated 

in the study.  I was escorted from one interview to the next by interviewees.  Further, in 

one institution I was presented with a folder consisting of photocopied campus student 

discipline literature and handouts specifically put together to assist me with my inquiry, 

while at another institution I was given school memorabilia (i.e., mugs, towels, etc.) to 

pass along to a former alumni known by both myself and the CSDO.  Inversely, during 

the interviews and subsequent member checks, several participants expressed concern 

over being overtly open or feeling comfortable with their original expressed thoughts.  
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Their concern(s) appeared to stem from either perceived negative comments or 

diminished professional appearances.  In this regard, Meyer wrote, 

I have read over the script – wow, its quite unique to read what comes out of your 

mouth!  This has encouraged me to be a lot more conscious and reflective of my 

communication style with all of my “likes” and unfinished sentences – think 

before I speak should be my new motto.  (Meyer, IT) 

Another administrator sent back her member-checked transcript grammatically  

proofread to improve the word selection she used in the original interview.  In another 

instance, when responding to a question on the student discipline process, an 

administrator paused the interview to verify with me that I would not “sell them out”1 for 

their potentially unflattering answer.     

 In light of multiple stakeholders awareness of my presence on campus and the 

known identifications of participants’, the ease in ability to correlate personal and 

professional characteristics to specific individuals through uses of developing technology 

(Search Engines, etc.), concern around personal anonymity, and my commitment to 

participant (institutional and individual) anonymity, I made the following decisions for 

purposes of confidentiality: 

1. All individuals, institutions, campus specific titles (i.e. name of Welcome 

Week, name of the Student Handbook, name of specific Residence Hall, etc.) 

were assigned pseudonyms or generic descriptive monikers.  Additionally, I 

removed all identifying personal information (i.e. graduate school alma mater, 

                                                
1 A similar, yet different, phrase was used in the actual interview.  I replaced the original phrase with a 
pseudonym phrase for purposes of confidentiality.       
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terminal degree status, number of children, etc.) and I referred to all 

interviewees and students in this study as female.    

2. Both colleges and universities were represented in this study.  For increased 

confidentiality, the term college was used throughout the remainder of this 

study in reference to each institution.  Whereby an institution may have 

originally been called Whitaker University, it would have been represented in 

this study as Rodriguez College.   

3. As mentioned above, the participants in this study are the colleges themselves.  

Thus, when presenting the data, I allowed the multiple interview narratives 

and campus literature to speak as one voice, whenever possible.  Though there 

are many narrative quotes, when referring to the colleges themselves I used 

singular, possessive grammar.  I provided very broad descriptions of the 

colleges as research participants.  Additionally, I did not directly quote from 

the campus discipline literature, instead paraphrasing all references.     

4. I removed all references to geographical location, sister institutions, or 

comparison institutions. 

5. I conducted member checks with each research participant.  I emailed the 

typed interview transcript to the participant and asked them to review it.  

Several participants requested potentially identifiable words, titles, or names 

to be removed.  As requested, I removed all potential identifying markers.      

6. Many variations of titles, responsibilities, and organization charts were 

represented in and among the four colleges.  For the purposes of this study I 

assigned the following pseudonyms for the following professional positions:   
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a. Residence Life Professional (RLP) - Any student discipline 

professional who held the position of Resident Director, Assistant 

Director of Residence Life, or Associate Director of Residence, in 

conjunction with any other title or position.   

b. Student Life Professional (SLP) – Any student discipline professional 

who held the position of Director of Student Life, Assistant Director of 

Student Life, Assistant/Associate Dean of Students, or Dean of 

Students, in conjunction with any other title or position.  

c. Chief Student Discipline Officer (CSDO) – Any student discipline 

professional who held the position of Assistant/Associate Vice 

President for Student Affairs (or similar), or Vice President for Student 

Affairs (or similar). 

d. Student Formation Professional (SFP) – Referred to any single, group, 

or total of the interviewees in the study.  Includes all RLPs, SLPs, 

and/or CSDO’s.     

It is important to note that in every situation I made each of the changes recommended by 

the participants.  These changes included grammar changes, removal of names, titles, and 

program names, and in one instance, at the request of the research participant, the 

removal of a potentially unflattering response to an interview question from the final 

interview transcript.                

Data Analysis 

Coffey and Atkinson (1996) define coding in qualitative research as a “range of 

approaches that aid in the organization, retrieval, and interpretation of data” (p.27).  
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Coding data allowed me to reduce, categorize, and name significant data sets (Schwandt, 

2007), allowing for closer examination of the data for drawing conclusions (Coffey & 

Atkinson, 1996).  I used a blend of techniques to analyze the data: electronic and by 

hand.  In the initial stages of my research, I utilized open coding to develop categories.  

As codes or categories are “dynamic” (Schwandt, 2007, p. 33) and ever evolving, I 

continued to refine categories until I was able to grasp the data in manageable and 

introspective ways.  I reduced the data by looking for emergent themes, concepts, and 

universal and familiar words and phrases, reducing each set of data into a single format 

that allowed for comparative analysis.  Initially, I conducted this analysis in a series of 

specific steps.  As the themes, patterns, and categories emerged, I “compare[d the data] 

with other segments of data similarly categorized” (Schwandt, 2007, p. 37), to allow for 

exploratory themes to emerge and continually be assessed during [subsequent] interviews 

and following document analysis (Merriam, 1988). 

Merriam (1988) stated that in qualitative research the “collection and analysis (of 

data) should be a simultaneous process” (p.123).  Within this simultaneous and recursive 

approach, I first analyzed and coded each institution’s individual disciplinary process as a 

program that stands on its own merit (Merriam, 1988).  I then looked across data 

collected from all four institutions for further emerging themes.  After hearing the 

narrative voice from individual institutions, I looked for patterns and analogous themes 

between and across all four colleges (Stake, 2003).  This led to greater insight into 

particular findings from each institution.     

  Before arriving at each campus, I read through code of conduct and residence 

life guide literature (i.e., published documents) that was available on the World Wide 
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Web, specific to each college.  I looked for themes of instant emergence; including 

concepts, similar words, or phrases that were noteworthy or interesting and unique to the 

college, or that I was interested in for further clarification.  I converted these themes of 

instant emergence into supplementary interview questions and asked them in the 

interviews.  While at each college, I received first-hand source documents and used them 

exclusively for further data analysis and coding.   

Upon returning home, I utilized different coding techniques, including 

handwritten notes, colored markings, summaries of documents, as well as a personalized 

two computer monitor method using Microsoft Word to analyze these documents.  On 

one screen I transcribed portions of the published literature while on the other screen I 

kept running lists of emerging themes, codes, and notes designated by a personal color-

coding and highlighting system.  I made personal comments and electronic color codes in 

a line-by-line analysis, examining both what was being said and any emerging narratives 

taking place between and across the published text.   

I analyzed and coded interview transcripts in a similar fashion.  After re-checking 

the accuracy of each transcription, I first read and re-read the transcripts and analyzed the 

data from a single college in order to allow the college to begin to develop its own voice.  

Using my interview questions for headings, I converted the interview transcripts into 

more refined statements consisting of declarative summaries and quotes from the 

transcripts to continually work towards an increasingly manageable data set.  After 

completing the coding of each transcription, I printed a hard copy of the work to be able 

to continually read and stay in the data, constantly comparing  (Schwandt, 2007; Glaser 

& Strauss, 1967) existing data with new data, from one college to another college, 



 Texas Tech University, John Delony, August 2010 

 61 

concurrently collecting and analyzing data after document analysis and each interview.  I 

also kept a handwritten research journal where I kept notes, thoughts, frustrations, 

celebrations, future research ideas, and other ideas throughout the entire process of 

analyzing the data.        

Huberman and Miles (1994) suggested that “how data are stored and retrieved is 

the heart of data management” (p. 430).  Given the number of ten (10) participant 

interview transcripts, coded literature transcripts, research and interview notes, and pages 

of document analysis, my study yielded a large amount of data.  As mentioned above, I 

used Microsoft Word as a storage and retrieval system.  I copied my data to my 

computer, an external hard drive in my home, and to a flash drive that I kept in a third, 

undisclosed location.  All storage systems were kept behind a locked door.             

Trustworthiness  

When conducting qualitative research, researchers must address questions dealing 

with the “quality of an investigation and its findings that [make] it noteworthy to 

audiences” (Schwandt, 2007, p. 299).  This quality of investigation can be defined as the 

“trustworthiness” (Lincoln & Guba, 1985) of the inquiry.  Many researchers have 

weighed in on the topic of trustworthiness, integrity, credibility, accuracy, authenticity, 

and overall dependability of qualitative research (Creswell, 1998; Lincoln and Guba, 

1985; Creswell and Miller, 2000; Howell, 2005).  Believing that qualitative researchers 

should not use positivist terminology but instead should use “alternative terms” 

(Creswell, 1998, p.197) that better represent the tenants of qualitative inquiry, Lincoln 

and Guba (1985) approached the credibility or trustworthiness of qualitative research 

through the following definitions: credibility, transferability, confirmability, and 
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dependability.  For this study, I followed Linclon and Guba’s (1985) authenticity 

framework.  Each of these concepts is discussed below in their relation to the study.  

Credibility 

 Establishing credibility in this qualitative study assumes that the data received 

will be accurately reconstructed and represent (Schwandt, 2007) the accompanying 

analysis and interpretation.  Credibility in this study was achieved through specific 

researcher action, including “triangulation of data sources, methods, and investigators” 

(Creswell, 1998, p.197).  I conducted a credible study by employing several strategies 

including member checks, triangulation, peer debriefing, and first-hand literature 

transmission (Lincoln and Guba, 1985).  I conducted multiple in-person interviews and 

document analysis of relevant campus literature.  Additionally, I spent extensive time 

with the interview tapes and transcripts, field and research notes, and document analysis 

notes.  The time spent engaged in the research environment, in addition to the 

aforementioned credibility strategies, aided in the credibility of my study.   

  Lincoln and Guba (1985) believed member checking to be “the most critical 

technique for establishing credibility” (314).  During my study, I conducted member 

checks while interviews were in progress by asking clarifying and follow-up questions.  

Additionally, I emailed each student discipline administrator completed interview 

transcriptions for review so they could “judge the accuracy and credibility of the 

account” (Creswell, 1998, p. 203).  Four of the ten administrators made recommendations 

for clarification or confidentiality and/or minor adjustments.        

  Peer debriefing or peer examination presents a peripheral check of the research 

progression, development, and methods (Creswell, 1998; Glesne & Peshkin, 1992; 
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Lincoln & Guba, 1985).  I utilized an Assistant Professor of Higher Education and the 

Vice President of Student Affairs and Dean of Students at a medium sized (5000 student), 

private university to serve as peer debriefers.  Additionally, I conferred with professors 

and professionals from various fields (education, psychology, English and literature, 

physics, Student Affairs) and individuals outside of higher education in attempt to gather 

a holistic review and perspective of my work.  These debriefing sessions and 

formal/informal reviews allowed me to talk through my data with other knowledgeable 

professionals, to discuss research methods and data interpretations, and to receive third-

party recommendations to strengthen the study.    

  Triangulation in qualitative research incorporates “different data sources of 

information by examining evidence from the sources and using it to build a coherent 

justification for themes” (Creswell, 2003, p.196).  At its root, the purpose of triangulation 

is “to examine a conclusion from more than one vantage point” (Schwandt, 2007, p. 298).  

As described above, in this study, I used in-person interviews, document analysis, and 

thick description to present a rich, comprehensive naturalistic inquiry (Merriam, 1988).  

Using different sources of data allowed me to cross-reference, question, and analyze the 

data through multiple sources of other data, each step contributing to a broader picture.  

Each of the research strategies was ultimately viewed together in order to frame a holistic 

picture of each individual campus discipline program.  

Dependability and Confirmability 

Dependability and confirmability speak to the transparency and accuracy of 

research in reporting its methodologies, research strategies, and data collection and 

analysis procedures.  While conducting this study, I followed an audit trail.  An audit trail 
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is simply a “residue of records stemming from an inquiry” (Lincoln and Guba, 1985).  

The audit trail included raw data (recordings, transcriptions), field notes with accurate 

dates and times, detailed descriptions, reflexive and personal bias notes, theme and 

coding/category construction notes, and other relevant data.  The audit trail allows for 

each research decision made during this study to be followed, interpreted and analyzed, 

and ultimately recreated.  This transparent documentation of any and all research actions 

and activities was kept in a private research journal, as well as in summary drafts of 

research activities.     

Transferability 

 In qualitative research, transferability refers to a researcher’s ability to provide 

readers with enough descriptive detail and analysis to allow them to make informed 

decisions regarding the applicability of the research in other settings (Lincoln and Guba, 

1985).  The purpose is to identify and document a specific “complex and holistic picture” 

(Creswell, 1998, p.15) of a small number of subjects.  Qualitative research is 

conceptually impossible to fully duplicate due to the specific and unique nature of the 

research settings and subjects under investigation.  That said, readers of qualitative 

research are able to use the “thick description” (Geertz, 1973), emergent themes, and 

other data to compare the case in question to their own individual situations, making 

comparison and generalizations as they see fit.  Lincoln and Guba (1985) suggested that 

“thick and rich” description should be sufficient “so that anyone else interested in 

transferability has a base of information appropriate to the judgment” (Lincoln and Guba, 

p. 124-125).   
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In this study, it is understood that the results will not serve to represent the entire 

population of small, private institutions, their students, and their respective student 

disciplinary processes.  I focused on the uniqueness of each college’s student disciplinary 

processes and then looked for broader themes across all four institutions.  The campus 

discipline processes at each of these colleges were specific to the campus community of 

each college.  The organizational structures, guiding educational and disciplinary 

philosophies, size and scope of the student discipline departments, number of judicial 

officers working at each institution, and the particularities of the complex relationships 

present at each college virtually assured that individual participant findings would not be 

generalizable across all other small, private colleges and universities.  Further, the 

mission and purpose(s) of these small colleges was broad and diverse and may differ 

from the educational mission and purpose(s) of large research universities.  Thus stated, 

this study has produced a rich palate of important avenues for further research, 

implications for practice, and the possibilities of broadly examining other similar 

institutions for potential application within specific contexts.  The various applications of 

this study will be left up to the consumer(s) of this research.   

Profiles 

The four colleges in this study are all located within a nine-state region in the 

Southwestern United States.  All of the colleges enrolled less that 3000 students in 2009 

and have limited, if any, graduate programs.  All institutions were found to have some 

degree of faith affiliation, ranging from a purposeful, devout Christian influence to a 

loosely affiliated faith heritage, falling somewhere along a faith continuum.  They each 

referenced the personal nature of the academic experience, touting low faculty-to-student 
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ratios, small class sizes, study abroad opportunities, and service and leadership 

opportunities.  Two of the colleges had three-year (or 90 hours) on-campus residency 

requirements while the other two colleges had two-year on-campus residency 

requirements.  I interviewed a total of ten (10) student discipline administrators across all 

four colleges.  As these interviews were specifically about the discipline programs at the 

particular institutions, I did not seek personal information about the interviewees.  At 

times, personal information emerged through informal conversations and report or 

through the answering of a question.  I have included this information where I am able 

and excluded it where it identifies the participant.     

Enhance College  

Enhance College was an independent four-year undergraduate college affiliated 

with a large Christian faith denomination.  The college hosted two-thirds of its student 

body on campus in traditional residence halls and student apartments.  The college had 

many clubs and organizations, including Greek, scholarly, honors, departmental, and 

special interest groups for student participation and leadership as well as organized 

sporting or recreational activities.   

 Stewart 

Stewart is the CSDO for Enhance College and was the only administrator 

interviewed.  She also served as a residence life professional.  She had multiple years of 

experience in the field of higher education and college student affairs at both public and 

private institutions and at both large research universities and small private institutions.  

She was extremely kind and gracious and provided much insight into Enhance College.  



 Texas Tech University, John Delony, August 2010 

 67 

She had a true compassion for working in complex relationships and in difficult 

conversations with college students.  During our interview she stated: 

“…really the part of my job that I like the best is sitting one-on-one with students 

and whether its in counseling mode, whether its in a discipline mode, whether its 

trying to help them out…I would much rather do that, feeling like I can make a 

difference than sitting in a meeting all of the time…I think if anything I probably 

tend to be a little bit too lenient sometimes, or maybe, and I hope that’s really not 

to lenient,…I think it’s a matter of believing in giving people second chances, and  

I am not disappointed in that very much.”  (Stewart, IT)     

Stewart’s experience at a broad range of higher education institutions, as well  

as her passion for working with college students contributed to her wealth of insight and 

wisdom.     

Service College    

Service College was a small comprehensive, and explicitly “faith-based” (Kuh & 

Gonyea, 2006, p. 43) institution, affiliated with a large Christian denomination.  Service 

College attempted to integrate principles of faith, academic excellence, Christian 

integrity, and service into the campus experience.  With few exceptions, students were 

required to live on campus for at least two years in a selection of both traditional 

residence halls and/or apartment style living.  Service College had a minimum standard 

for unconditional entrance requirements and a general minimum standard for provisional 

entrance.  They had a regular chapel requirement and many student organizations and 

athletic/recreational programs from which students could choose for extra/co-curricular 

activities.   
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 Meyer    

  Meyer was a RLP.  She had student experience at both a small, faith-based 

college and a large, private research university.  She was a high-energy, kind, 

professional who believes strongly in her role in leading and developing a residential 

community.  She noted that, “I meet with [students] on a regular basis that just see me as 

a friend and someone that they can talk to about things.”  She had high ambition and 

desired to one day serve in a leadership role within a college or university.   

 Gillis 

 Gillis was a RLP who saw her position as a ministry role first and as a profession 

second.  Much of our conversation centered around her passion for growing and 

developing students, especially in the context of their residential environment.  She was a 

laid-back soccer fan who spoke of the equal importance of tough conversations and 

simply being a presence in student lives.  She enjoyed playing video games with students 

in her office and was a fervent believer in developing and listening to her student staff.  

She suggested that “…no one really likes handling discipline, but you know, to see 

students grow and learn is still cool…” 

 Fox 

        Fox was a CSDO.  She was a generous, open, and gracious, confident in her 

abilities both professionally as a leader of a student affairs division, but also as an 

educator seeking to “glorify God.”  She was one of the original supporters of this study, 

readily agreeing to assist from the study’s inception.  She was a self-professed “pretty-big 

retainer of files and resource materials,” she valued conference attendance, both national 
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conferences and regional Christian development fellowship conferences, and she believed 

in a redemptive, restorative student discipline approach.   

 Case 

 Case was a RLP.  She, too, was kind and generous, had served in several Student 

Affairs positions at different institutions, and felt blessed to be in her current role.  She 

believed that “in a sense, every department on campus is a mission field…and you have 

to treat the discipline process the same way.”  She had a strong belief in the educational 

nature of her role, as well as the mentoring aspects of being an RLP.  As did each of the 

Service College professionals, Case went out of her way to assist me with my research 

and to live the mission of service to a stranger.    

Difference College  

 Difference College was a small, residential institution affiliated with a Christian 

denomination.  The mission of this college aimed to equip and prepare students to make a 

difference both in and outside of the college community.  Difference College had a three-

year residence requirement, housing students in traditional residence halls and student 

apartments, with limited exceptions.  It hosted a diverse and accomplished student body 

and promoted hands-on student learning and research opportunities.  Difference College 

offered many student clubs and organizations, including club sports, Greek life, academic 

and special interest clubs, and other organizations, as well as numerous leadership and 

service opportunities.   

It is important to note that after many hours of driving and an overnight stay in a 

strange city, I arrived on campus during a severe ice storm that had closed down roads in 

a nearby major metropolitan city.  All three interviewees braved the poor weather, met 
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me on campus, and stayed far beyond what anyone could have reasonably expected them 

to.  Their commitment to assisting me with my research and living out the mission of 

their campus community was a testimony of their personal and professional character.          

 Mosley 

 Mosley was an RLP with several years of professional higher education 

experience.  She was a knowledgeable and gracious student life professional.  Mosley 

had experience in small, private faith based-college and public university settings.  She 

was proud to be a part of Difference College and of its unique role in the lives of its 

students, and confident in her role and talents within that community.  As a member of 

the Difference College staff, she was part of a campus culture that was  

about developing the whole student…and that goes from classroom experience, 

that goes from programming in the residence halls, and it also goes back to, you 

know, if we were in a disciplinary situation. (Mosley, IT) 

 Melson 

 Melson was the CSDO for Difference College.  She was a veteran of the field, 

having served more than a decade in a Student Affairs leadership position.  She was 

another chief administrator who was willing to assist with my research from the very 

beginning, graciously offering her time, wisdom, and expertise.  She was a strong 

presence, matter-of-fact in her responses, and confident in her knowledge and position 

both broadly in the field and particularly within the campus community at Difference 

College.  She was an advocate for experiential learning and believed in handling 

disciplinary matters at the lowest administrative level.  She did not believe in jumping on 

higher education fads or educational bandwagons and proudly observed that the basic 
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structure for the disciplinary processes have stood the time for over twelve (12) years.  

She was an intense, yet kind, leader.   

 Oswald 

 Oswald was a SLP and RLP.  She was a strong, vibrant presence, admired by the 

other student affairs team members.  Like Melson, Oswald had extensive experience in 

the field of Student Affairs and believed strongly in areas of service, student learning in 

the disciplinary process, and with being direct yet compassionate with students who find 

themselves in precarious situations.  She was passionate about students learning to live in 

community and the rights and responsibilities that are inherent in that participation.  She 

was very kind and helpful during our interview.        

Advancement College 

Advancement College was a small, private, four-year faith-affiliated college.  

Advancement College’s mission was to provide an accessible private college education 

with personalized attention.  The college had a three-year residency on-campus housing 

requirement in traditional residence halls and student apartments.  Additionally, the 

college had a regional student body with average admission requirement standards.  It 

supported numerous on-campus student clubs and organizations, athletics and recreation 

teams, and student activities.   

  Stephens 

 Stephens was an SLP and RLP.  She had previous professional experience at both 

a small, private religiously affiliated University and a public state university.  As a live-

on professional, she was strongly committed to the community living aspect of the small 

college environment.  As an administrator, she felt that she was “more of a mentor” 
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because of the abundance, diversity, and frequency of student interactions.  She had 

aspirations of serving in a senior student affairs leadership position in the future.  

 Pavel 

 Pavel was a new RLP and SLP.  At the time of our interview, she was beginning 

her second semester as a full-time student affairs professional.  She was engaged in the 

community aspect of living, working, and teaching at the small college.  She was truly 

gracious and generous, giving each question and answer contemplative thought and 

insight.  As a student discipline educator, she hoped that students learn that no one is 

perfect and that “everyone makes mistakes [and] it’s how you learn from those mistakes” 

that is of utmost importance.   

Summary 

 This study was a constructivist, naturalistic, qualitative inquiry into the student 

discipline processes at four small, private institutions of higher education in the 

Southwestern United States.  Participants were intentionally recruited based on their 

institutional characteristics within the limitations of cost, access, distance, and time.  Out 

of seven institutions that agreed to participate, four were selected.  Each institution 

offered between one and four (for a total of ten) student discipline administrators to be 

interviewed for this study, in addition to published campus literature related to the student 

discipline process.  As confidentiality was paramount to some individuals involved in this 

study, I went to great lengths to offer portraits of the research sites and participants 

painted in broad, general strokes, and that protects their identities.     

The research data consisted of ten (10) in-person qualitative interviews and 

document and campus literature analysis.  Participants were given the opportunity to 
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review and edit their particular interview transcript for accuracy and comfort; I made 

each of the changes recommended by the participants.  Data was analyzed, coded, and 

reduced both within and across all four institutions.  In this chapter, methodology and 

research design of the study was fully described, as were the specific actions taken to 

conduct the study and the procedures used to assure trustworthiness, credibility, 

dependability, and transferability.  Additionally, this chapter offered descriptions of the 

institutional profiles and the student discipline administrators who participated in this 

study.  The following chapters will discuss research findings.                 
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Chapter Four 

Purpose, Philosophy, Policy, and Procedure 

I found that the four colleges in my study all had well-established faith heritages, 

governing structures, institutional missions, and operating policies and procedures.  

Additionally, I found the discipline programs at each of these institutions to be both 

strikingly analogous and very diverse. 

In this chapter I discuss the discipline policies, procedures, purposes, and 

philosophical foundations of Difference College, Enhance College, Advancement 

College, and Service College.  Beginning with a broad overview of general similar 

characteristics and differences in and across the colleges, this chapter is further organized 

under the four headings: Philosophy of Student Discipline, Purpose of Student Discipline, 

and Policies and Procedures for Student Discipline.  Within the Policies and Procedures 

section, I also explore the behavior codes and the role of the campus discipline literature.  

Emerging qualities within each of these four sections are organized appropriately in 

subheadings under each general heading.      

 Philosophy of Student Discipline 

The colleges in my study approached student discipline as a formative, 

educational experience committed to the intellectual, spiritual, physical, and 

personal/emotional development of students.  Interestingly however, although the 

philosophical approaches of each college seemed to be similarly articulated in their 

respective campus discipline literature, the SFP interviews provided distinctively 

different philosophical pictures of each campus discipline program.   
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Difference College’s philosophical approach to student discipline was 

educational, purposed for holistic student formation and student development.  Mosley 

explained,  

We are trying to educate them about you know, “why was this choice, why was 

this action not in line with the college?”  “Why was this choice, why was this 

action not the best choice? And, what are those consequences to that?” And it’s 

very much trying to get the student to rethink their thought process…Whenever 

we can we try to, you know, help them make better choices and help them grow 

as an individual, and that’s just part of the [Difference College] mission,…to 

develop that whole person. (Mosley, IT) 

 Oswald’s comments suggested that the educational approach in action was as 

much about developing relationships as a campus community as it was about addressing 

the specific student behavior.  Her view of the philosophical approach  

is that I assume it’s going to be educational.  We are going to have a conversation 

and we are going to agree or whatever on what should be, where do we end up, 

and then that’s over [and all] about the relationship.  A student’s poor decision 

and poor action in this particular situation doesn’t negatively impact my 

interaction with them later.  I don’t assume that they are bad people because they 

made a poor choice.   So mine is that we are just going to have a conversation and 

try to figure out what happened and then move on from there hoping people have 

learned what they needed to and then we move on to developing better choices 

and better people. (Oswald, IT)   
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Ultimately, Difference College desired the student discipline to form students who think 

critically about their personal behavior, their community, and their own metacognitive 

approaches to decision-making.   

 The philosophical approach to student discipline at Service College, the only 

faith-based Christian college I examined in my study, was rooted in a broader, outside-of-

the-classroom learning philosophy, focused on the personal growth and development of 

young adults in a high expectation, Christ-centered community.  The college incorporated 

its philosophy for student discipline into its larger mission to provide a total student 

learning experience, specifically within the context of relationships--with community and 

with God.  Fox said that Service College’s student discipline philosophy  

would look at our faith, and what is the message of Christ and why he came and 

what he accomplished and what that means for us as Christians, and that there is 

this opportunity in our faith where we can be restored to this right relationship 

with God, initially.  But even when we sin there is still that opportunity to be 

restored as we confess and as we move forward…And maybe when it’s 

appropriate, helping a student see that same thing in a conduct process.  I’m 

almost making that a microcosm of let’s look at the small little incident and see 

how this is similar to what the Lord accomplished for us.  So hopefully they can, 

when appropriate, walk away with a deeper understanding of that perhaps (Fox, 

IT).   

This Christ-centered, “redemptive,” and “restorative” disciplinary philosophy was also 

about walking with a student who had become out of step with the community and 

bringing them back to right standing.  Gillis noted,  
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I would say [the philosophical approach is a] redemptive approach, 

helping…hoping and helping the student…come to realization of what happened 

and why it happened and to be able to restore them in the community. (Gillis, IT) 

Case further elaborated when she said,  

We do have a code of conduct that says you can’t do this, or you can’t do that, but 

you know, when someone commits an infraction and we have to go through a 

discipline process, we’re trying to help the person out, not punish them for what 

they did.  Basically we’re trying to be redemptive instead of prosecutive…if that’s 

even a word (laughs). (Case, IT)   

Since Service College aimed to help, teach, and redeem students in a Christ-focused, 

Christ-exemplified learning environment, the philosophy of working with students who 

have fallen out of step with the learning environment was 

overall, just to educate them and to allow them, again, to like reflect and see what 

they did and hopefully just to make better choices after they go through the 

process. (Meyer, IT)     

Based on a reading of the campus discipline literature, along with the interviews 

with the SFP who had recently taken on the CSDO role, and the residence life 

professionals who live their role with missionary intent and zeal, the college’s approach 

to discipline appeared to be a philosophical evolution in progress.  In acknowledging the 

policy and philosophical ambiguity that permeated the interviews, Meyer noted that 

holistically speaking,  

I think that [the student discipline approach] used to be very (slapping-hand noise) 

hard-nosed, and I feel like we are moving toward hopefully a more educational 
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standpoint…but I don’t know why…hopefully because [senior administrators] are 

reading stuff and realizing it’s not good to be just (slapping-hand noise) hard-

nosed...but moving to a place where students can learn and develop and grow 

from [disciplinary] situations. Hopefully…but I don’t know.  I have no idea” 

[Meyer, IT].  

The philosophical approach at Service College had deep roots in redemption and the 

Christian mission of the college but also lacked in consistency across the entire student 

discipline program.    

 On the other hand, Advancement College suggested that their philosophical 

perspective on discipline was “educational and approached from a learning perspective” 

(Pavel, IT).  Additionally, Stephens suggested that student discipline at Advancement 

College served the “community” (Stephens, IT).  The chief goal appeared to be student 

success and persistence in the college. Here, SFPs described student discipline as a 

vehicle to assist students’ in growth and development.  For example, Pavel explained, 

We don’t look at it as discipline…its just [about] making them aware of what 

they’ve done and how they can change that behavior before they get out into the 

real world. (Pavel, IT) 

This educational approach sought to change behavior and “to reeducate and redirect 

students [so] they understand the consequences of their actions” (Stephens, IT).   

I found student discipline at Advancement College to be somewhat punitive in its 

disciplinary sanctions.  But a newly formed and implemented approach which included 

the addition of educational sanctions2 in addition to the regular punitive sanctions, 

appeared in the evolutionary stages.  Neither of the SFP’s at Advancement College knew 
                                                
2 Educational sanctions included topical research papers and apology letters.  
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the origination of the student discipline philosophy, although both assumed it had roots in 

the college’s faith heritage.  While the educational and communal philosophy was 

similarly expressed by both SFPs, actual student discipline did not appear to be an 

intentional educational experience beyond learning that all communities have rules that 

must be recognized and obeyed.   

  Enhance College stated that its philosophical approach to student discipline 

consisted of fairness, consistency, and student support that was rooted in student rights 

and responsibilities.  Consistent with the highly scripted and legalistic student discipline 

literature and the SFP interview, fairness indeed emerged as an overarching philosophical 

approach.  Additionally, the Enhance student discipline process sought to aid students in 

life success both inside and outside the college.  Considering the philosophical approach 

to student discipline, Stewart stated the following about the college’s approach:   

I think fairness almost more than anything…I think, that one reason that I feel 

good about [doing student discipline] is because I feel like I am fair with students 

and really the part of my job that I like the best is sitting one-on-one with students 

and whether it’s in a counseling mode, [or] whether it’s in a discipline mode, [or] 

whether it’s trying to help them out, I would much rather do that and feeling like I 

can make a difference...I think we do this because we do feel like we make a 

difference.  That we can either help somebody to stay in school, and it may be 

somebody that has a depression issue and a lot of times it might be a matter of 

knowing where to refer them, whether it’s to academic success or counseling or 

whatever.  The actual discipline part, it is rare that I ever have anything appealed 

and I think hopefully that it speaks to the fact that you’re being fair about it. 
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She also noted that the origin of the philosophical approach was highly personal when 

she said,  

Part of life to me as being an ethical, moral, person who tries to do the right thing 

with people whether it’s discipline or anything else, is try to do the right thing 

with people.  And, I think, different people are brought up in different aspects 

whether they might be effective and might be fair, and might be good doing 

student discipline as compared to someone who hasn’t experienced much and 

who feels like they have absolutely no flexibility and have to go…I just always 

talk about [how] we all make mistakes in life, and when we do it’s time to face up 

to it and accept the consequences and move on. (Stewart, IT)   

Fairness, consistency, and student support characterized the philosophical approach to 

student discipline at Enhance College. 

 In the chart below (Figure 1), I have summarized the philosophical approach to 

student discipline at each institution.   

College Philosophical Approach 

Difference College Educational, Relational, Experiential 

Service College Redemptive, Restorative, Educational, 
Missional 

Advancement College Educational, Authorative/Punitive, 
Communal 

Enhance College Fairness, Student Support, Personal, 
Educational 

  
Figure 1 

 

The philosophical approaches of student discipline, rather than their detailed descriptions 

of the policies and procedures, provided the distinguishing factors among these colleges.  
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Nonetheless, the institutional purposes for student discipline, in conjunction with the 

philosophical underpinnings of each college, also affected individual behavior codes and 

disciplinary procedures.     

Purpose of Student Discipline 

 The colleges in my study each had similar purposes or reasons for concerning 

themselves with student discipline.  While it may be easy for students to assume that the 

student discipline programs at these four colleges were merely punitive, I found student 

discipline served to hold students accountable for their actions.  Oswald suggested this 

accountability was to “make sure that there is some acknowledgment of the fact that 

there’s been either a violation or an injury to the community in some way and there has 

been some consequences” (Oswald, IT).  Additionally, student discipline programs 

served to protect the campus communities from damage to individuals, groups, or 

property.  Finally, student discipline programs existed in these communities “to educate 

students [through] conversations or disciplinary actions [and] for them to learn 

something, whatever that is” (Meyer, IT).  In this section I explore the explicit and 

implicit purposes of the disciplinary processes at each college.   

  Difference College’s purpose for the student discipline program was to support 

the college’s mission to develop good citizens and servant leaders.  In this community, 

the disciplinary processes educated, informed, and strived to change student behavior, 

scaffolding students toward becoming “responsible citizens” (Mosley, IT).  This college 

maintained a balance of educating students in the present, “providing for the orderly 

conduct of activities [and] safeguarding the interests of the academic community” 

(Oswald, IT), with shaping students into responsible individuals and community 
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members who would continue to make good behavioral decisions in the future, thus 

honoring the communities they choose to live in and among.  Difference College believed 

that community could be taught experientially, within a framework, with community 

members playing a key role in the development of community standards, the upholding 

of those standards, and the perpetuation of a cohesive, integrous campus community.  

The college modeled its campus community on best practices and literature, 

knowledgeable and seasoned professionals, and a highly invested student body.  Student 

discipline and the code of student conduct provided a cornerstone for the purpose, 

function, and stability of this inimitable community.  Additionally, the student discipline 

program intentionally promoted community safety and security by protecting students, 

campus stakeholders, and property.  This included guarding student “well-being” 

(Mosley, IT) and fostering a harmonious, safe learning environment.  Ultimately, Mosley 

explained that 

We want students to feel secure and comfortable here and to be able to study and 

get the education that they are paying for in an environment where they don’t feel 

like hey, “Somebody’s going to punch me!” or “Somebody’s going to be 

stumbling down drunk,” or you know, “Somebody’s going to set the building on 

fire because they have 13 candles in their room…” You know, to put in really 

kind of a basic perspective. (Mosley, IT) 

Succinctly stated, Difference College’s purpose for student discipline was for the 

education and safety of the campus community and property.    
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For Service College, the overarching purpose of student discipline was a 

pragmatic one:  to educate students to make better decisions in the future.  According to 

Fox, the functional purpose of the campus discipline process was to 

bring a student into a specific office for a specific conversation about allegations 

that would suggest that they had violated the student code of conduct.  So 

obviously in the course of that conversation we want to make sure they have a 

chance to tell their story and claim whether or not they were responsible for those 

violations or not. Then we utilize the weight of the evidence to make a 

determination as to their responsibility, the next purpose being then to assign, if 

there is responsibility, to assign an appropriate sanction that will help them to 

learn from that mistake, to hopefully be restored, to a place of right standing with 

the school and with God if that’s part of their journey at this point.  And 

then…certainly, for me, I want the conduct process to primarily be educational, 

but I think inherent in sanctions that are assigned, students will feel a punitive 

aspect to that as well. But that is not a primary objective in our philosophy of 

student conduct. (Fox, IT) 

Meyer further suggested the purpose of student discipline at Service College was “to 

educate students [through] conversations or disciplinary actions,” (Meyer, IT) in order to 

assist them in modifying their future behavior.  Likewise, Case commented that  

you know, the real world doesn’t put up with a lot of stuff, and I think the purpose 

of our discipline process, our code of conduct so to speak, is to help prepare those 

students for the real world life, where you know, where if you skip out on work 

you’re probably going to get fired, where if you skip class, you can make up work 
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or get notes from fellow students.  The real world doesn’t, you know, take too 

kindly to the college mentality of being a slacker and doing whatever you want. 

(Case, IT).   

Service College purposed student discipline to educate students on the “real world” and 

to change future behavior, to bring students into right standing with the community, and 

to began conversations that would strengthen relationships in the future.   

Advancement College had a similar purpose as the other colleges in this study to 

address student discipline, while also noting the importance of student success and 

retention.  Surprisingly, Advancement suggested that protection of the educational 

community was not one of the purposes.  Advancement College considered the purpose 

of student discipline essential for maintaining community, for providing students with 

educational opportunities, for holding student accountable to an established set of 

community standards, and for helping students “develop and grow” (Pavel, IT).  

Moreover, Stephens suggested that the purpose of the discipline process was  

to hold students accountable.  You know, I’ve heard people say before that, you 

know, not our system here, but small school systems, they are there to protect the 

student.  I feel we’re here to help redevelop and redirect students in a positive way 

so that they can continue with their education…and you know, maybe become a 

better citizen in the end. (Stephens, IT)  

 Pavel also noted that non-recidivism was a key to the educational purpose of the 

discipline processes, suggesting that a true purpose was to teach and shape students into 

adopting behaviors that would prevent the student from breaking similar policies in the 

future.   
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According to the campus literature, the purpose of student discipline at Enhance 

College was to review allegations of student misconduct and violations of college 

behavior codes and community standards, to react to violations, to determine guilt or 

innocence, and to assign proper sanctions as needed.  Additional purposes of the student 

discipline process included educating, supporting, and encouraging future positive 

behavior in students.  Stewart noted,   

I think more than anything it’s the educational aspect that probably in 95% of the 

cases we’re able to turn a student around; we’re able to keep them in school, and 

they do quite well.  And, it’s unusual that we have to suspend a student from 

school, and even when we do that hopefully they can understand the reason for 

that and if they’re salvageable and if they should be here to begin with, normally 

we’re going to work with them to be able to come back.  And so, I think it’s that 

educational…The educational part, that they would learn something from it and 

that they, not only do they get it, [and they are] not going to let it happen again, 

but they understand why the policy is there.  

  Each of the colleges in my study had particular reasons for concerning themselves 

with student misconduct.  The primary goals were to educate students, support and assist 

students, and change future behavior.  Additionally, the colleges wanted to develop 

relationships through the discipline conversation.       

Policies and Procedures 

General Overview 

 I found the disciplinary policies and procedures, including both published and 

discussed behavior codes, structurally similar across all four colleges.  Following a 
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philosophical purpose statement of varying degrees of detail and arrangement, all four 

colleges included community standards, a list of prohibited behaviors, a list of potential 

disciplinary responses, hearing and sanction procedures, appeal rights and procedures, 

and residential living policies and regulations.  Additionally, alcohol and drug polices 

were part of all four behavioral codes.  Difference, Advancement, and Enhance Colleges 

permitted the legal, responsible consumption of alcohol on campus while Service College 

did not permit student alcohol consumption regardless of age or location3.   

  In one instance, a specific policy had such similar or even identical wording that it 

appeared that one policy had been used in the crafting of another.  At times, community 

policies were placed in alphabetical order, seemingly without consideration of priority, 

importance, or relevance of specific policies.  Across the colleges, appliance policies, 

skate board policies, and impish behavior policies were listed in and among policies on 

weapons and explosives, community assault, sexual misconduct, and opposite sex 

visitation.      

Significantly, only one of the ten SFPs I interviewed was able to articulate the 

history or origin of the campus policies and procedures; the other nine were not.  The 

seemingly random insertion of specific policies and a lack of knowledge regarding the 

history of the policies suggested a reactive, “add-on” approach to policy development.      

Student Rights and Responsibilities 

Difference College and Enhance College both established student rights and 

responsibilities within the discipline process and in the community living environment.  

These rights and responsibilities were specifically articulated to hold both students and 

                                                
3 Service College students were not permitted to consume alcohol on or off campus, regardless of setting, 
purpose, age, or context.  This policy was currently in review.     
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college officials to the established framework for student discipline.  Service College and 

Advancement College did not have articulated student rights and responsibilities.  At 

these two colleges, community participation did not come with inherent rights, but 

instead with community membership privileges which were accompanied by behavioral 

requirements and guidelines. 

Community Standards and Behavior Codes  

 Across the landscape of colleges and universities, community standards and 

behavior codes boldly put in print the values, mission, and philosophical approach of the 

institution and “provide a means by which institutions educate students and everyone 

involved in the community about what is acceptable behavior and what is not”  (Footer, 

1996, p. 20).  In short, the community standards and behavior codes define the campus 

community.  Though not explicitly articulated, when I asked SFPs to describe the code of 

student conduct at their respective colleges, on the whole they described not only their 

behavior codes but also the framework for the entire student discipline process.   

Across all institutions, community standards ranged from developing and 

continuously under revision (Advancement College & Service College) to fixed and 

relatively stable (Difference College & Enhance College).  All four colleges mentioned 

using other institution’s policies and processes to create, develop, and improve their own 

at one time or another.  Difference and Enhance College noted using public institutions as 

frameworks for their processes while Advancement and Service College noted employing 

other college and university policies in their regular policy updates.   For example, 

Stephens noted, 
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You know, I actually have been looking at a lot of other [colleges and 

universities]…similar sized to us and even some of the bigger universities to see 

what their processes are.  Of course, we’re not just going to cut and paste from 

those other [colleges and universities] and just put it into our handbook.  You 

know, we’re going to take their idea, take their policy and kind of mold it and 

make it what’s going to fit our environment here...just mainly drawing from other 

[colleges and universities], seeing what their processes are…just really thinking 

about how to implement that here and if will work.  (Stephens, IT)     

Service College was continually developing, tweaking, and revisiting its processes.  It 

also used the processes of other colleges and universities as both a guide or a ready-made 

source of policy.  Fox said,   

If there’s ever a time where we need to write a new policy, I do try to look around 

at what other [institutions] are doing and how they’ve addressed that in a policy.  

Often times I’ll be like, “you’ve got a great policy here; do you mind if we 

borrow this, and implement it here on our campus?” Typically folks are very 

amenable to that. (Fox, IT) 

 Difference and Enhance College mentioned the relatively fixed nature of their 

processes.  Difference College’s community standards were established “years 

ago…back in the day” (Melson, IT).  The current behavior codes were originally 

modeled from a public, research institution’s community standards and include a blend of 

education and punitive responses.  Oswald suggested that the code of student conduct for 

Difference College was an “educational process for either educating, or establishing, or 

clarifying for individual, and/or student organizations the campus standards; and the 
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campus/community standards” (Oswald, IT).  And while this policy was “filled with 

student choices…it is still black and white as to what happens, who goes, how it is done” 

(Melson, IT).  Despite its relatively unchanged form, several of the Difference College 

SFP’s mentioned the route for policy adjustments when they were necessary.       

  The discipline policies and procedures at Enhance College were voted on and 

approved by necessary governing bodies at the college many years ago.  They were 

highly formal and detailed, scripting disciplinary and hearing meetings and 

conversations, specifying who can speak and in what order within a hearing assembly 

proceeding, and listing specific, detailed descriptions of prohibited college behavior, 

possible sanctions, and lengthy appeal proceedings.  Stewart said,  

All of these policies have been redone and almost changed in the last ten years or 

whatever, but all [of] that happened through task forces that were made up of the 

faculty, staff, and students.  All of them are read and reviewed by legal council, 

before they ever go in the handbook.  They’re approved by senior staff.  They’re 

approved by faculty.  I think it’s a liability issue, because if you’re not clear 

you’re going to probably, every time you have a hearing you’re going to end up in 

an appeal if you don’t go by procedure, and if it’s not clear what procedure 

is…Enhance tends to…use our attorneys a lot to be sure.  Obviously, when 

you’ve got that endowment sitting there you also don’t want somebody to try to 

take it away from you, so yeah, we want to know we’re doing it right. (Stewart, 

IT)        

Stewart revealed that she brought the campus discipline process with her in transition 

from a large Research University where she worked previously to Enhance College.  She 
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suggested that the codes were also “inherited and…kind of a natural thing.”  

Additionally, Stewart noted that Enhance College administrators fully and strongly 

supported upholding the campus policies even during difficult times.  She explained,   

Our previous president said, “Don’t ever back down on policy and always go by 

procedure, because once you [bend a policy] there’s no place to stop.”  And you 

know, the current president said, “No, we’re not backing down, go for it!...and if 

we get a lawsuit we get a lawsuit.  We obviously have insurance”…I mean why 

have written policies and procedures if you’re not going to enforce them?  So 

yeah, our senior staff and president of the college, they’ve been very, very 

supportive. (Stewart, IT)    

  Advancement College took an informal, responsive approach to the community 

standards development process.  Pavel suggested that several of the policies4 were 

informed by the faith heritage of the college.  Beyond faith heritage, Stephens stated that 

she meets with the CSAO and talks through behavior code ideas, thoughts, and additions 

and that over the past [few] years, she had made changes to community standards based 

on responses to student behavior and on her experiences.  Stephens acknowledged her 

freedom in behavior code development, especially contrasted with her experience at a 

state university.  She said policy changes and development were  

strictly [done] out of the [SFP’s] office.  Yeah, that’s why I say, we have a lot of 

leeway about what we can and cannot do there.  When I was at [Regional 

University], even to change a housing policy, we had to send it through legal 

council to make sure we weren’t violating any rights or anything like that.  But 

                                                
4 Residence Hall visitation and opposite gender co-habitation 
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here, its basically a conversation between the [CSAO and] myself…and you 

know, she…wants [the students] to enjoy their experience here so we don’t want 

to try to put them in a little box and make them stay there…to lock ‘em down. 

(Stephens, IT)   

 The community standards and behavior codes at each of the four institutions were 

all structurally similar yet developed differently using different frameworks and guides.  

They were also either relatively stable or continually revisited using other colleges and 

universities’ policies as benchmarks and guides.   

The Role and Purpose of Campus Discipline Literature  

 The role of campus discipline literature seemed to be critical and pertinent to each 

campus community.  In these settings, the discipline literature set forth student and 

administrative expectations for institutional philosophies, response, and direction for 

student behavior.  According to Oswald,    

  The campus discipline literature…sets the framework for… how we will be a 

 community and of the minimum requirements to be a participatory member in 

 good standing and be a contributing person to this community.  (Oswald, IT) 

 At Difference College, the literature educated students on processes, procedures, 

nuts and bolts, philosophical reasonings, leadership flow, and definitions of important 

terms.  It offered broad information “about the type of community that we want to 

have…[and] kind of let[s] the students know what they are signing on for” (Mosley, IT).  

The discipline literature was scriptive and outlined in a structured, formal, and detailed 

campus discipline process that met the established public institution standards of due 

process.  These documented processes stood in stark contrast to the collegial, 
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conversational approach discussed by the SFP’s.  Philosophical underpinnings aside, 

while  

some [institutions] use [campus discipline literature] to be more educational 

beyond that,…we do programs and other things to try to address that.  So the 

handbook itself is much more of a black and white document that covers the 

basics and provides the information.  Perhaps, one might presume it covers the 

legal aspects of what a school like ours has to…[But ultimately], this literature is 

to inform.  The core thing is to inform people. (Melson, IT). 

Similarly, Mosley stated that 

a student coming in to us as part of the disciplinary process as, the best term I can 

use, as the “accused,” we want them to be aware of their rights as a student, so we 

have the literature that explains [it] in the Student Handbook.  The whole process 

is outlined, from when a communication form (which is our reporting tool) is 

filled out, or a campus police form is filled out, to the steps laid out, well when 

this gets filled out what happens?”  It is all there in the student handbook. 

(Mosley, IT)    

Thus, the discipline literature at Difference College provided a critical source of 

information.  The combination of educational, philosophical, and practical “nuts and 

bolts” information educated students about their rights, their community values, their 

roles in the disciplinary processes, and their responsibilities as members of the campus 

community.   
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Service College suggested that campus student literature served four purposes.  

First, pragmatically Fox and Case suggested that the discipline literature served to 

“educate more than anything” (Case, IT).  It provided  

notice of what’s expected of students by the college…give[ing] them a chance at 

least to become aware of what the expectation are, and also that we aren’t just 

arbitrary and capricious.  (Fox, IT) 

 Second, the campus literature functioned to provide students with knowledge of Service 

College’s definition of good and bad behavioral choices and a reasonable understanding 

of the consequences that might possibly follow either of those choices.  Meyer stated the 

purpose of the literature 

is kind of to lay out the boundaries, lay out the limits…,” and to define the 

community expectations and estimated responses to instances of misconduct.  

Ultimately, [the discipline literature] gives students the opportunity to make a 

choice, and whether that’s a good choice or a bad choice, then they know the 

consequences that come with that. (Meyer, IT) 

Third, as Case explained, the campus literature sought to “cover” and protect the campus 

community.  She said,   

Obviously, you have to have those things, and you have to cover yourself. I don’t 

know whether it’s insurance or accreditation or things like that. (Case, IT)   

Finally, the campus discipline literature of Service College served to establish and 

enforce professional accountability to a particular set of standards. The SFPs were 

accountable to following those established policies and procedures it had established and 
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deemed important in support of the college’s mission and the development of their ideal 

community.  Again, Meyer noted that the literature served 

to hold us accountable too, as professionals, that these aren’t just rules because 

they’re rules, but I think they really have been thought out and intentionally made 

into rules of the college. (Meyer, IT).  

Education and informing students, defining the difference between good and bad choices 

within the campus community, protecting the school from liability, and establishing 

professional accountability were all important purposes of the campus literature at 

Service College.    

 Stewart suggested that the campus discipline literature at Enhance College served 

to “let [students] know about the policies and procedures” (Stewart, IT) of the college.  

Despite institutional initiatives that supported a national trend towards “going green” 

with electronic distribution of student discipline literature and handbooks, Stewart 

believed strongly in providing hard copies for students, due to their tangible, educational 

function.  She said,      

Part of the reason I believe in doing that and we obviously don’t have to do that 

anymore, we could do it just online, but when we go through residence life 

training and I do policies and procedures with the RAs, I take the student 

handbook and I have everything that I want them to say in hall meetings is 

highlighted and when I go through it with them I want them to do the same thing 

and I think it’s just really important that first year students especially, the transfers 

too, that they know what the expectations are and they know what the procedures 

are going to be if they do get in trouble…You know, I could do a power point 



 Texas Tech University, John Delony, August 2010 

 95 

presentation, I could tell them to just look at the computer.  We could you know, 

we could put it up there on the screen and all that, but I just feel like it’s important 

to have, to put a copy of the student handbook in each new student’s hand and 

have the RAs to have gone over it with them and to specifically talk about those 

areas that I’ve talked to them about that are most important. 

The key function of the literature at Enhance College was to inform members of the 

campus community.  Additionally, Stewart suggested that institutional liability was 

another important function of the campus discipline literature.       

The purpose of the campus discipline literature at Advancement College served 

three key functions:  to serve as a guide to administrators to use in the judicial process, to 

inform students of the campus policies, and as a model of a “healthy living 

environment…so everyone can live together, you know, perfectly in the community and 

not have any issues” (Pavel, IT).  Interestingly, Stephens noted that “we have [the 

campus discipline literature] on-line; we give it to them when they come to campus, and 

they still don’t read it (Stephens, IT).  This was a common sentiment across most of the 

colleges in this study.   

Description of Disciplinary Process  

Each college in my study had articulated specific discipline processes for campus 

responses to allegations of student misconduct.  The writing challenge for me in this 

section was that while the discipline processes at each institution appeared to be generally 

similar to the other institutions in this study, a closer look revealed unique characteristics 

that had the potential to jeopardize confidentiality for both campuses and Student 

Formation Professionals.  However, the descriptions of the discipline processes played an 
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essential role in understanding of the nature of campus discipline on these colleges.  For 

reporting purposes, I chose to generically describe the student discipline processes, 

absent any direct quotes from the disciplinary literature.  I created a composite of each 

college’s student discipline process using campus literature and the SFP interviews.  

Below, I describe the discipline process at each school, and then walk the reader through 

the discipline process, from the first report or allegation of student misconduct through 

the final appeal process.    

The Discipline Process - Difference College.   

During my visit to Difference College, I was introduced to several student 

formation professionals who shared the Student Affairs office suite.  This suite was also 

utilized by two of the three SFPs interviewed in this study.  At this college, the student 

discipline experience was integrated with the total co-curricular learning experience, both 

in physical location and in philosophy.  The Difference College student disciplinary 

process was a college-directed, student-informed, accountability process characterized by 

integrity and respect among students, SFPs, and the college community.  Students 

accused of a behavior code violation students chose between two disciplinary avenues:  

the discipline conversation or one of [multiple] hearing assemblies.  The discipline 

conversation was simply a meeting between the accused student and a student discipline 

administrator.  Approximately 90-98% (depending on which SFP I interviewed) of 

disciplinary cases were reported handled through the discipline conversation approach.  

According to Oswald, this was “mainly because they pretty much did” (Oswald, IT) what 

they were being accused of.  She explained that for the discipline conversation approach 

to be successful,   
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two things have to be in agreement.  We have to agree that you violated the 

college policy that we have identified and then we have to agree on the sanction.  

If we in fact do agree there is no reason to go to a hearing because everyone is in 

agreement.  We complete this form.  Whatever the sanctions are going to be [the 

students] walk out of my office or [another SFP’s] office with their 

documentation understanding what the expectations are for their sanction 

completion. (Oswald, IT)            

 The discipline conversation could be completed in a “matter of twenty minutes” 

(Oswald, IT).  After a student signed a discipline conversation agreement, “there is no 

appeal, [the conversation] is private, and no one knows what goes in their file” (Melson, 

IT).  On the other hand, hearing assemblies--composed either entirely of students or of a 

composite of students, faculty, and staff--served the campus community as bodies of 

inquiry which determined responsibility in an allegation of student misconduct.  

Assembly members were chosen largely by student recommendation, vote and/or 

appointment.  In the event a student chose to have their discipline situation heard by a 

hearing assembly, the severity of the alleged action determined which hearing assembly a 

student would attend.      

  The intake conversations for minor residence life violations often occurred in 

residence halls where both the student and their RLP lived.  All other student discipline 

components, from minor violations to major expulsion violations, to hearing assemblies, 

appeals, and discipline record storage was located centrally in the Student Affairs office.  

This allowed for the total student experience to be captured and understood in a central 

location.  Oswald described the discipline process, saying    
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We try to make sure that we are just kind of on point.  But, we don’t want to get 

to contemporary because we want to make sure it works for us.  You know, we 

are not always cutting edge, but I think we are contemporary.  But, we are [under 

2500] students [and] we’re not, like a lot of schools [where] the residence life 

people would be doing their own thing and they’d just file it with the dean of 

student’s office; well we’re all the same office.  There’re a lot of times you could 

have done something in residence life and do something on campus; they don’t 

even know that you’ve had two violations because the records aren’t together, and 

we don’t think that’s good.  We are only [under 2500] students, so we are all the 

same place…All [student records and information] collected together in a singular 

location.  And, it goes into that one student’s portfolio in the CSDO’s office.  

That’s it.  There’s one location for all the paperwork and it’s centralized.  

(Oswald, IT)  

 Students had the right to appeal discipline decisions if they believed the sanction to be 

disproportionate to the violation, if new evidence emerged, and/or if the disciplinary 

procedures were not followed correctly.  First appeals were made to the SFP or the 

SFP/CSDO, depending on the hearing assembly that heard the original case.  The 

president of the college served as the final opportunity for appeal.         

  The Discipline Process - Advancement College.   

 When I arrived at Advancement College I was greeted by multiple Student Affairs 

professionals.  All of the student affairs professionals I met shared adjoining offices in a 

Student Affairs office suite.  The atmosphere was collegial and open and through 

informal conversations and report, I discerned a sense of partnership among the 



 Texas Tech University, John Delony, August 2010 

 99 

professionals I met and spoke with.  They approached the student discipline process in a 

truly collaborative manner and different SFPs assisted with various components of the 

student discipline process.  The discipline process at Advancement College is an 

administratively governed, largely student-run program.  The student discipline 

resolution route was determined by an SFP and based on three criteria:  1) severity of 

student action, 2) physical location of the alleged violation (i.e. on or off campus 

violation), and 3) type of student violation (i.e. visitation, sexual misconduct, drug 

distribution, etc.).  Students with alleged behavioral code violations were required to 

attend a hearing before the student discipline assembly or to have an administrative 

discipline hearing with the SFP(s) and the CSAO, depending on the severity of the 

allegation.  Incident reports and allegations of student misconduct were emailed to the 

SFP’s office for review.  Stephens said if it was a  

more sensitive type of case, like a sexual assault or something like that, [the 

student discipline assembly] wouldn’t hear anything like that.  That would be 

heard administratively between myself and the CSAO and we would meet with all 

parties involved and you know, deal with the situation that way. (Stephens, IT) 

All other cases were submitted to the student discipline assembly.  The student discipline 

assembly consisted of six students and three faculty members.  The six students did a 

rotation of duty; three students, the chair, and one faculty member were necessary for a 

quorum.  The chair of the discipline assembly was an undergraduate student who was 

appointed by the CSAO and/or SFP and given a scholarship to serve in this role.  The 

chair’s responsibilities included completing all of the requisite paperwork, including 

sending out summons/and notice letters to involved parties, looking up the discipline 
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history of the accused student(s), confirming age, date of birth, place of residence, 

conducting the hearing and tracking the sanctions.  An SFP attended all discipline 

assemblies to assure procedural accuracy and to record the hearing.  If the discipline 

assembly determined student responsibility for an infraction, they assigned sanctions for 

the student(s). The assembly chair was responsible for notifying the student(s) of 

sanctions, as well as for reporting the results of the hearing to the SFP and CSAO.     

  The student members of the discipline assembly generally rotated their service, 

assuring that a minimum of a quorum was always available to hear a case.  Stephens also 

reported that on occasion, all six students would be asked to jointly hear a case, 

especially in instances of large parties.  Within the hearings, discipline assembly 

members heard testimony of individual students and witnesses, determined guilt or 

innocence, and assigned both punitive and educational sanctions.  Students who chose to 

appeal the decision of the student discipline assembly would return to the SFP for an 

appeal hearing.  Students who chose to appeal the administrative response would return 

to the CSAO for an appeal hearing.  Appeal hearings were granted for students who felt 

that their sanction was inappropriate, for procedural errors, or if new facts or evidence 

emerged that might change the outcome of the original hearing.          

  The Discipline Process – Enhance College.  

  I found Enhance College to be a warm and welcoming place.  The Student Affairs 

administrative coordinators were kind and friendly, as were the student workers, the 

CSAO, and Stewart.  Stewart greeted me with a packet of campus literature, copied and 

sorted specifically to assist me with my study.  I also received a published handbook 

containing the same information, not sectioned out, for my convenience.   
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  Students, campus security personnel, and the SFP were responsible for reporting 

violations of community standards.  The SFP reviewed and investigated allegations of 

student misconduct using three criteria to determine the disciplinary course of action: 1) 

severity of offense, 2) type of offense, and 3) discipline history of the student.  The SFP 

decided whether to hear a case administratively or to send it before one of multiple 

hearing assemblies.  If the potential sanction exceeded probation, the case immediately 

moved to a hearing assembly.  Stewart suggested that despite the legalistic appearance of 

the discipline procedures, she had “quite a bit of flexibility” (Stewart, IT) in the 

administrative hearing process.  Here, student “attitude means a tremendous amount” 

(Stewart, IT).  Additionally, she noted,  

If you had to ask [students] one thing, I think they would say, “You better not lie 

to her.”  I don’t think any of us like to be lied to, but I make that real clear with 

students: I will work with them a long way down the path, unless they are lying to 

me, and unless I have to dig everything out as compared to them being honest and 

up front.  (Stewart, IT) 

Until recently, the student discipline assembly consisted of seven members (four students 

and three faculty/staff members).  Due to concerns that students might purposefully out 

vote college officials, at the time of my interview the assembly consisted of six members-

-three students and three faculty and/or staff members.  Discipline assembly members 

followed a strict hearing protocol.  In the event they found a student guilty, the SFP 

submited the student’s discipline history and recommendations for sanctions.  The 

discipline assembly determined the final sanction(s).  Students were permitted to appeal 

to the CSAO if there were procedural violations as outlined in the policies and 
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procedures, if new evidence emerged, or if the student felt that the sanction for the 

violation was not appropriate for the violation.  Depending on the original hearing 

procedure, the CSAO would either reconvene the student discipline assembly or rule on 

the appeal herself.  The student discipline process of Enhance College was characterized 

by highly legalistic procedures, a caring and invested SFP, and multiple hearing 

assemblies consisting of students, faculty, and staff.                       

 The Discipline Process – Service College.  

Similar to the other three schools in my study, my visit to Service College was 

characterized by kind and welcoming Student Affairs professionals and a friendly 

campus community.  Three of the SFP offices I visited were located in residence halls 

throughout campus; the CSDO’s office was located in the Student Affairs office suite.  

Each of the SFP’s was eager to assist with my study.   

Service College’s discipline process was decentralized and characterized by 

strong administrative oversight, high behavioral expectations, a conversational approach, 

and a flexible process.  When a report was filed with a RLP or a SLP, “depending on kind 

of the scale or the level of it a few things will happen” (Gillis, IT).   All student discipline 

hearings at Service College were heard administratively.  On rare occasions, student 

group incidents were heard by a select group of student senate members.  Minor 

infractions (i.e. first time visitation violation or curfew violations) resulted in either a 

warning letter sent to the student’s on-campus mailbox or in an informal conversation 

with an SFP.  For second or more severe violations (determined on a case by case basis), 

a summons letter was sent to the student requiring them to schedule a meeting with either 
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the RLP or the CSDO.  Fox explained that when the summoned student arrives in the 

appropriate SFP’s office,  

They are apprised of the policy that they are alleged to have violated, and they are 

given the chance to speak to that [violation], to claim if they are responsible or not 

responsible, they can say “no contest” and from that point, based on what they say 

in that meeting, if they say that they are responsible, we will have a conversation 

about “well, let’s talk about appropriate steps we need to take from here to help 

rectify this.” So then we will have a conversation about sanctions. I try to always 

let them know what those are going to be during the meeting; then I tell them, “I 

will send you a written letter to follow up our conversation, and that will be 

placed in your file as well.” And let them know that they do have a chance to 

appeal, and the letter will specify that process.  (Fox, IT) 

 The discipline process at Service College was largely conversational.  Each of the 

SFPs characterized the hearings as little more than meetings with students.  The RLPs 

were given a great deal of autonomy within their residential communities to meet with 

students and conduct minor student discipline conversations as needed.  The CSDO met 

with students regarding alcohol and drug violations, multiple instances of minor offenses, 

or “when [the violation was] something that is stated in the literature such as the res life 

book or the handbook” (Meyer, IT). 

 SFP’s (some more specifically than others) were able to recall two instances when 

a case was referred to the student senate group to be heard.  The CSDO had the authority 

to send allegations of student group misconduct to this student group at her discretion.  

The group was reportedly seldom used.  Discussing the group, Fox said,  
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They have an itinerary that they follow and the [Group Leader] runs that meeting 

and it’s been very successful for us. We don’t use it that often because we don’t 

have that many cases that would typically go to that group. (Fox, IT)   

Service College permitted students to appeal disciplinary decisions, consistent with other 

colleges in my study.  However, specific to Service College was the provision that 

students were permitted to appeal any disciplinary decision for any reason, although they 

are encouraged only to appeal when they have been wrongly treated, when they felt all of 

the evidence had not been considered, or if the required sanction was believed to be 

disproportionate to the violation.   

Conduct Violations and Disciplinary Sanctions  

Across the four colleges in my study, I defined disciplinary sanctions as punitive 

and educational responses to an act(s) of student misconduct.  The disciplinary sanctions 

at these colleges revealed common practical elements and common language.  For 

instance, each institution required students guilty of misconduct to complete a sanction or 

series of sanctions--essentially the same in all institutions—in order to return to right 

standing within the campus community.  Common sanctions among all of the colleges in 

this study included fines, community service/work hours, disciplinary probation, formal 

and informal warnings, research papers, apology letters, suspension, and expulsion.  

Additionally, I asked each SFP to list the most common disciplinary violations on their 

respective campuses, revealing consistency in and across the four small, residential 

campuses.  However, the philosophy behind the assignment of sanctions, the frequency 

of and most commonly assigned sanctions, and the role sanctions played in the student 
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discipline process marked areas where the four colleges’ distinct purposes and 

incongruencies emerged.   

 College Sanctions.      

Advancement College suggested that alcohol was the most common community 

standard violation on campus.  Pavel stated that the most common sanction was the on-

line alcohol education tool entitled Alcohol.edu.  Additional commonly assigned 

sanctions included community service, restitution, and fines.  Sanctions were given out 

on a case-by-case basis.  Stephens noted,   

Now we do try to be as consistent as possible, but each case is individual as is 

each set of circumstances…And again, that’s where I really like that because 

that’s where you have the opportunity to look for those teachable moments, you 

know, really try to educate and redevelop the student there. (Stephens, IT) 

Standard or automatic sanctions were only required in drug and alcohol violations.  All 

other sanctions were “left up to creativity…or after meeting with the students, what 

[they] think will help develop the student best” (Stephens, IT).  New to Advancement 

College’s discipline process this year was the addition of educational sanctions.  

According to Stephens, these educational sanctions were given in addition to punitive 

sanctions.  Pavel suggested that for educational sanctions,  

we do a list of papers…my judicial board chair just sent me a list of papers we’ve 

had them write this year.  [The students generally write] something on how their 

action affected them.  And it’s just a case-by-case thing. (Pavel, IT) 

In practice, a student found guilty for a violation of the campus alcohol policy would 

automatically be required to take the on-line education course.  Following a second 
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alcohol violation, “since she obviously didn’t learning anything from that” (Pavel, IT), 

the student could be assigned community service, receive a fine, and/or possibly be 

assigned “a reflection paper or something like that then to make her actually think about 

the situation” (Pavel, IT).    

The administrators at Difference College all pointed to alcohol, residence hall 

visitation, and residence hall noise violations as the most common campus discipline 

infractions.  Difference College stated that the most common discipline sanction was 

“absolutely” (Melson, IT) probation or less.  Community service was the most frequently 

assigned sanction and community service obligations could be met through multiple on 

and off campus locations.  In partnership with the Service Center,    

they can identify through there are service opportunity anywhere in town; from 

walking dogs to boys and girls club, to go pick up some old lady’s trees that blew 

off today; all of those things.  They can do a combination of things…Or, through 

athletics.  Because there’s always dirt to move, balls to be run down, lines to be 

called at volleyball games; and they can go do their service through athletics.  

Which is probably something distinctly unique, that one of our coaches kind of 

coordinates that and allows, like with baseball season now there’s tons of field 

maintenance to be done…[w]hen volleyball season was going on, there’s always 

line to be called.  So, they can be a line caller.  It’s like great…thanks!  That 

keeps from having to pay somebody or find somebody. (Oswald, IT)     

 Oswald noted that this sanction allowed students to begin to grasp their role in both the 

campus community and as a part of a greater local community.  In working with multiple 

campus partners including athletic coaches, service learning, student athletes, student 
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discipline administrators, and others, students who fell out of good standing with the 

community recognized how their actions can impact others.  She further remarked 

[s]o as individuals who are committed to that teaching and educating people 

about how they live in a global society, it is critical that people understand how 

does that happen.  What are the expectations?  So that when our students go out 

and engage the community, whether that is locally or globally they know what’s 

expected and to be prepared and then be able to manage what happens if they 

make different choices.  So our focus and our discipline is definitely on education 

and learning from your mistakes and moving forward to develop who you are, 

why is this important, how does that negatively impact the community, and then 

how do we make it different, and what do you do the next time, and make a 

different choice; those kinds of things. (Oswald, IT)   

Disciplinary sanctions at Difference College were an intentional part of the education 

within the student discipline process. 

  Alcohol was confirmed as the most common behavior violation at Enhance 

College.  Stewart suggested that alcohol was also at the root of most other violations.  

She reported contract probation as the most common disciplinary sanction assigned.  

Enhance College’s discipline literature listed numerous sanctions, many more than any 

other school in this study.  The sanctions ranged from an injunction against alcohol 

consumption (both legal and illegal), various probations, required counseling, parent 

notification, fines, community service, and removal from campus.  The sanctions were a 

distinct mixture of education, student health-related sanctions (i.e., required counseling 

and counseling assessments, both on and off campus), and punitive (moving housing, 
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calling parents, physical restrictions, etc).  When I asked Stewart about sanctions 

available to students she replied,      

It could be a warning if it’s something really, really minor. It could be a warning, 

but normally Probation I is the first level, and Probation I does stay a part of their 

record while they’re in school, but it doesn’t go on their permanent record.  It 

doesn’t keep them from being able to do things, [and] they still are considered to 

be in good standing with the college. The next level is Probation II. If you’re on 

Probation II, it does go on their permanent record.  They do have to respond to it 

when they apply to grad school or law school, military, federal government, if 

they are asked if they have a discipline record, they have to say, “Yes, it was 

Probation II.”  If they are on Probation II they are considered not to be in good 

standing [with the college], just like academic probation, they can’t be an officer 

in a student org.  We don’t take them out of student organizations, but they can’t 

be an officer in student organizations, and with athletes, they can’t represent the 

team off campus. (Stewart, IT) 

 Service College stated that curfew and visitation violations were their most 

recurrent discipline infractions, with alcohol noted as the most common serious violation.  

SFP’s reported that the most common sanction given to students were either warnings or 

community service / work hours.  Residence life professionals assigned sanctions for 

minor violations, and the CSDO assigned sanctions for more serious offenses.  As 

discussed above, sanctions were assigned to students after personal meetings with 

residence life professionals and/or the CSDO and a determination of responsibility is 
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made.  Fox explained that sanctions were both educational and at times, experiential.  She 

described assigning         

students [to] watch videos or read a certain book and write a reflection paper on 

that, depending on the type of violation it was and the level of magnitude or 

severity of that particular issue for their lives…I’m hoping they’ll watch that 

video or read that book and do some deeper thinking about that and what that 

means for their life, and have a chance to reflect on that in a written work that 

they have to submit to me…sometimes they have to write apology letters if they 

have offended someone and try to set that right. (Fox, IT) 

Further, sanctions were assigned in accordance with what may serve the student as the 

best vehicle for learning.  For example, Gillis noted, 

say a [student’s] caught watching pornography; maybe we’ll have her do some 

research and write something on that.  So it’s not always that manner, or in other 

words I had some people that didn’t make mandatory meetings, so I didn’t have 

them write about meetings, but I had them write kind of a one page paper about a 

quote.  So there are sometimes some other things other than just community 

service, kind of depending on the situation with just kind of the student, or maybe 

if community service isn’t the best thing for that situation or for them, or isn’t 

justified in a situation…and I think it’s more the hope and desire that they grow 

and learn through whatever process they [are assigned].  So the overall outcome 

would be growth, and within whatever that kind of discipline or whatever that 

action that happened, there’s more individual learning outcomes that come from 

that. (Gillis, IT)   
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In other instances, the sanctions were more explicitly faith-oriented. Fox stated that at 

times, she assigned books, videos, or other Christian-based faith materials to expose 

students to ideas and thoughts that relate to the Christian faith.   

Summary 

  This chapter discussed the purpose, philosophy, policy, and procedures of the 

student discipline programs at four small, private colleges.  Here, I discussed the role of 

the campus discipline literature, the community standards and behavior codes, the 

purposes of student discipline, and the philosophical approaches of student discipline on 

each of these four campuses.  Additionally, I offered detailed descriptions of the student 

discipline processes and disciplinary sanctions for each college.  In the following chapter, 

I will discuss the themes that have emerged both within and across the four colleges.  The 

themes include community, student formation, complex relationships, perception and 

reputation, and contradiction and incongruence.      
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Chapter Five 

Themes and Additional Findings  

In this chapter I discuss the themes that emerged from the student discipline 

programs over the course of my inquiry.  Five main themes emerged during my analysis 

of the interviews and campus discipline literature: community, student formation, 

complex relationships, perception and reputation, and contradiction and incongruence.  

Each of these themes contains multiple sub-themes, which I discuss in multiple sub-

sections.  It is important to note that the themes presented here are overlapping and 

interrelated, much like the relationships and roles of the Student Formation Professional.  

Additionally, in this chapter I also discuss additional research findings beyond the five 

main themes.                

Community 

For college students, the idea of community can be messy (Oswald, IT) and 

difficult to define as they live in multiple communities at the same time.  They may be 

members of a home community (which includes factions of family or lack thereof, home 

church or faith group or lack thereof, home friend community or lack thereof, home work 

community or lack thereof, and various former school groups such as sport teams, band, 

social groups, academic groups, and so forth).  Students are concurrently members of a 

home town /state community(s).   Upon arrival to their college, students are thrust into a 

new local municipal (and at times, State) community, an academic community, residence 

hall community, programmatic and/or athletic community, and numerous other potential 

communities.  Each of these new communities comes with its own rules, regulations, 

unspoken currencies, and modalities.  In addition, this is a time of tumultuous identity 
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development for college students.  It is here that each of the four colleges set learning 

stages to assist students in traversing these transitions, making opportunities available to 

pragmatically educate students how to develop, function, and thrive within a new 

community made up of diverse individuals and personalities.  

This communal education was specific to each individual institutional mission.  

For Service College, the educational community was made up of complex relationships, 

formed for the purpose of a Christ-centered experience.  The Difference College 

community actively engaged students in the education of learning how to live and 

participate in a community.  Here, the community functioned as a large classroom or 

laboratory consisting of a small number of learners.  On the other hand, Enhance College 

and Advancement College developed campus communities built upon supporting student 

achievement and the continuation of a purposeful academic community.   

In this section I discuss the individual and collective college communities as 

established by the student discipline program.   This includes sub-sections on Defining 

the Community, Joining the Community, Student Role Within the Community, 

Development of Community Standards, Community Accountability, Community 

Responsibility, Student Voice, Stakeholder Involvement, Faith Affiliation and Influence, 

and Community Education of the Discipline Process.              

Defining Community (The Framework for Community) 

  Difference College. 

The communal framework of the campus discipline process appeared to permeate 

every corner of the student experience, both inside and outside the classroom.  Difference 

College defined violations of college polices as those which divide or injure the personal 
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or community honor of the college or of individual students.  Chartered and registered 

groups were responsible for the same rules, policies, regulations and accountability as 

individual students.  This underscored an important premise for the Difference College 

student.  While an individual had rights, the campus community was ultimately more 

important than the individual.  The literature explicitly prohibited any behavior, both on 

and off campus, that damaged the reputation of the college and that may have reflected 

harmfully on the college or students.  Difference College regents and administrators 

granted students significant input into and influence upon the development and function 

of the campus community.  The Board of Regents held ultimate authority for creating and 

directing the establishment of campus policies, procedures, and community covenants at 

Difference College.  Clearly defined, the board gave full authority to the president of the 

college who in turn gave full authority to the CSAO to direct and manage the student 

conduct violations that occurred outside of the classroom.  These procedures were 

committed to an educational approach towards student discipline and regulation.   

At Difference College the balance of individual rights and responsibilities with 

the good of other individuals and the entire community was paramount.  Both individual 

and community honesty and integrity was to be honored in the discipline process.  

Moreover, violations of community standards consisted of actions that damage individual 

or community integrity.  Students in residence halls (which constituted a significant 

majority of the student body) voted on their community agreement, which established 

residence hall visitation, residential quiet hours, lock-out charges, laundry regulations, 

open wing hours, and so forth.  Students voted on hearing assembly members and when 

they shared representation on hearing assemblies with faculty and staff, students had 
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equal representation with that of college officials.  They recommended faculty members 

for consideration and in the case of quorum, numerically outweighed the college 

representatives.  Furthermore, students were able to pursue their preferred route of 

administrative response to incidents of student misconduct by choosing a disciplinary 

conversation agreement or a board hearing.  This was intended to provide true 

community ownership and representation as “there are choices always invested in the 

[discipline] process for the student” (Melson, IT).  This individual participation in the 

community appeared organically educational because 

our student leaders are real leaders involved in real things and as a result they get 

to know expectations of the college in a way that I think gets transmitted peer to 

peer.  I have not documented that but I feel like they are a part of that network. 

(Melson, IT). 

 The student discipline process at Difference College was intentional in support of the 

campus community.  This community was considered a critical component of outside-of-

the-classroom student learning and the overall student college experience.    

  Advancement College. 

The Advancement College community was characterized by its small size and 

SFPs who were tasked with keeping students in line.  The college’s commitment to 

favorable learning conditions served as the foundation of the campus community.  

Student inclusion into this academic community required conscientious and responsible 

behavior that supported a student learning environment and atmosphere.  Stephens 

suggested that Advancement College concerned itself with student behavior  
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in order to maintain communities…in order to make sure that the student who is 

violating a conduct policy doesn’t affect the educational opportunities of other 

students…It’s all about community. (Stephens, IT)   

 Community was referred to often in the literature and in SFP interviews but was 

never fully illustrated.  Additionally, the governance structure of the college was not 

articulated in either the campus discipline literature nor discussed in the interviews.  The 

SFPs informally developed the student discipline policies and procedures that defined 

and framed the community standards.  The student community was held accountable by 

fellow students who served on hearing assemblies, by SFPs, and by the occasional faculty 

member as a member of a hearing assembly.       

  Enhance College. 

  The Enhance College campus community represented a balance of individual 

rights and community responsibilities.  The campus literature distinguished a two-

pronged student experience consisting of an academic experience (inside-the-classroom) 

and a student life experience that included community living within residential facilities 

and participation in community events and activities.  Similar to Difference and Service 

College, Enhance regents had final authority for the campus community, authority 

subsequently passed from the president down to the SFP.  Senior administrators and 

faculty functioned as the operational authority of the college, with input provided by 

students and staff on various college communities.   

 The college’s student discipline literature established guidelines for a healthy 

community for living and learning.  In the Enhance College community, commonly 

accepted standards and guidelines were necessary to facilitate the learning environment 
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and guaranteed mutual respect and dignity for individuals.  Stewart suggested that the 

college concerned itself with student discipline  

because we live in a community that doesn’t work very well if students don’t go 

by the rules and by student code of conduct and that we know that behavior 

outside the classroom affects…their success.  And, I think that more than 

anything we do have a student code of conduct and we concern our self with the 

discipline that goes with that so that we can live within a community. (Stewart, 

IT)  

Here, the campus community was defined by voluntarily accepted membership, the 

recognition of the adult status of students, and dedication to the pursuit of intellectual and 

personal growth.  Enhance College men and women were expected to conform to high 

standards of adult behavior, consistent with civic and social responsibilities.  The 

residence life literature further defined the campus community as a physical place to live, 

sleep, support students, learn, to be around people who are different (ethically, values), to 

develop friendships, to have fun, and to socialize.   

  Interestingly, a review of the campus discipline literature showed the emergence 

of community in eight out of the ten sections.  The day-to-day interaction with people of 

varying backgrounds and values; the opportunity for developing strong and lasting 

friendships; the balance of individual freedoms with a communal purpose greater than 

oneself; and a framework to guide the function and form of that community surfaced as 

the chief theme of the student discipline process at Enhance College.   
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  Service College.  

 Each of the SFPs of Service College noted the importance of student behavior and 

student discipline accountability to the development and maintenance of the campus 

community.  The community was defined in a relational context, dedicated to a student 

formation experience that incorporated belief in God, student learning, and residential, 

communal living.  Fox suggested that Service College concerned itself with student 

behavior  

for…safeguarding the community and making sure that when students come here, 

they understand the expectations of this community, and that it means something 

to be a part of a community and that there are going to be policies and procedures 

that govern the way that we will all conduct ourselves while we are here…and so 

that we need to strive to uphold those expectations. (Fox, IT)  

Noting the importance of community, Gillis stated that Service College was involved 

with student discipline and behavior: 

 Obviously for the overall living aspect of being in community…it’s pretty hard if 

you don’t have any sort of conduct or code for students to live in community 

together…if you think, if you put [many students] in a residence hall and you 

didn’t have any sort of procedure or process with that, it would be mayhem. 

(Gillis, IT) 

 Within this community, both Meyer and Case noted the importance of individual 

students understanding their role within a larger picture.  Conjuring biblical imagery, 

Case mused, “Every person [who] either goes to school here or works here has their own 

specific role, and…everybody can’t function if one group is missing” (Case, IT).    
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Additionally, Meyer acknowledged that one of the intentions of the discipline process 

was for students 

to realize how their actions could affect a community and how we want them to 

make good decisions and take good actions that affect the college community as a 

whole in better ways. (Meyer, IT) 

This balance of individuals within the context of a community was further extended in 

instances of individual or communal safety.  Fox noted that while there are processes and 

procedures for the exercise of student discipline, there are times when the risk to the 

community is great enough that the college must expedite the discipline process in the 

best interest of the community.  She stated,        

There are obviously some really serious cases where the student might be 

suspended, so that looks a bit different, and if it’s a serious incident where that 

student’s personal health and safety was at risk or other students’ personal health 

and safety, we would move more quickly and proceed with that process in a way 

that’s still fair, and we want to give a student every opportunity to have notice and 

to speak, but we have to do that with some - I think extra protections in place, to 

make sure that nothing could go wrong that would jeopardize them or other 

students in that process.  (Fox, IT)  

 Similar to Advancement College, Service College lacked a clear articulation of the 

governance and authority structure as it was not articulated in the campus discipline 

literature.  The college’s approach to student discipline was strict, yet decentralized 

among multiple SFPs acting in various student life and administrative roles.  Rarely, and 
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at the discretion of the CSDO, a student subgroup of the student senate was called to 

direct a student hearing assembly for group violations of student misconduct.  

 In the chart below (Figure 2), I summarized how the student discipline program at 

each of the institutions characterized community.    

 College Characterization of Community 

Difference College Individual and communal rights, individual 
and collective integrity, personal 
accountability, student choice, relational 

Advancement College Small size, favorable learning conditions, 
administrative control, relational 

Enhance College Individual and communal rights, individual 
and collective integrity, adult status of 
students, high standards of student 
behavior 

Service College Relational, belief in God, individual 
recognition of larger context, de-
centralized 

Figure 2 

Joining the Community 

Three of the four colleges discussed student entry into the respective college 

community.  Joining one of these college communities accorded to the student full rights 

and privileges as provided by the college, as well as the responsibility for maintaining 

accountability to the community standards.    

Service College students were expected to follow the regulations of student 

behavior from the moment they were accepted for enrollment by the college.  The student 

behavior regulations continued to pertain to the student both on and off campus, in both 

college-related pursuits and in their personal lives.  Student understanding of the full 

weight and expectations of community membership was a point of incongruence for 
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Service College.  Meyer was unaware of any lifestyle expectations that students agree to 

when enrolling at the college.  Conversely, Fox emphatically stated that    

from the very moment [students] sign their application of admission to the 

college, they acknowledge and accept a statement that basically says, “I will, 

while I’m a student at Service College, agree to be aware of and abide by the 

policies and procedures of the college.” (Fox, IT)   

Case further noted that when students sign their class schedule or “whatever [a student] 

signs saying [they] are going to go to school here, they have to live up to the expectations 

of the school, too” (Case, IT).  It was suggested that with some degree of regularity, some 

students at Service College enrolled into the college not fully understanding the 

community standards or behavioral expectations.  And although the administration 

seemed to understand that a significant number of students would join the community 

while unaware of the behavior standards to which they were committing, Fox felt that 

ultimately it was the students’ responsibility to ask the right questions or to research the 

community they wanted to join.  She said,  

maybe 15% [of students] might show up each year [who do not know the high 

behavioral expectations of the college]. They might have come for a sport, or a 

certain major that we offered, and really didn’t do their homework or didn’t ask 

the right questions. Hopefully we didn’t not do our job, but as far as explaining 

who we are through the admission process and just through our literature, about 

our college.  I suppose 10-15% may get here and just, they might have had an 

idea, like “I knew about curfew, but I didn’t know…or I knew about chapel, but I 
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didn’t know ya’ll would talk about it everywhere.”  And so there’s a few that 

come each year that it’s an eye opening experience for them.  (Fox, IT) 

As suggested by Fox, the behavior expectations did not appear to make its way to all 

enrolled students, particularly athletes and commuter students.  I asked each 

administrator at Service how many students arrived unaware of the community standards, 

and the responses were remarkably consistent.  Case stated,  

about 100% of [off campus students].  On campus students, I say maybe 10% to 

15%, and those students may be people who come here maybe last minute,  

people who didn’t attend an [Information Session].  Maybe they’re very last 

minute where they’ve arrived after classes have started and missed all the 

meetings and stuff like that.  You know a lot of these, I’m not trying to generalize, 

or you know, what’s the word?...Stereotype…but a lot of students are athletes 

where they’re just coming to play ball, and that’s the only opportunity that they 

really care about.  And we try to work with those students the best way we can, 

but there’s always students who just refuse to accept it. (Case, IT)   

Likewise Meyer suggested that “quite a few” students arrived unaware of the college’s  
 
strict behavioral standards:  
 

I would say a majority of the athletes. And, I would probably, I don’t know, I 

don’t want to say a percentage necessarily, but I would say a majority of the 

athletes and then a few others.  (Meyer, IT) 

Service College students were considered a part of the community from the moment they 

enroll in the college but they may not have been fully informed as to the high standards 

of community behavior they are agreeing to.   
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When joining the community at Enhance College, a student received literature 

consisting of carefully scripted individual rights and highly detailed student 

responsibilities.  Students enrolled at Enhance College voluntarily, informed that respect 

for others was the modus operandi of the campus community.  This voluntary entrance 

into the community implied acceptance of the college’s rules, regulations, and 

community standards which included rational, mature, and integrous behavior.  Clearly 

stated, community members who did not observe these standards could have been subject 

to disciplinary action through established procedures.      

 Difference College students signed a promise in which they agreed to the 

principles, mission, and rules and regulations of the college.  Oswald stated that 

Any incoming new student, as part of their application and everything, has to do a 

code of conduct sign off even before they are admitted, as part of the admission 

process.  In every student’s file, when they “become a student,” even before they 

are ever enrolled in a class or anything, they have signed off on the code of 

student conduct oath, [a] document that is housed in the vice president’s office in 

student records. (Oswald, IT) 

This document served as a covenant of sorts, both contractually and philosophically, 

which aimed to assure that both the college and the student were on the same page as 

they moved towards their new communal relationship.  Again, the Difference College 

community was personified, informing the incoming student what they could expect from 

the college and other students as a privileged member of the community, and what 

behavior the college would expect from students.    
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Advancement College did not specifically designate when students would become 

official members of the community.  As a private college, it can be assumed that students 

voluntarily join the community and that they are responsible for the policies, procedures, 

and community standards upon their enrollment.  However, Advancement College did 

not articulate a community covenant nor campus enrollment agreement.        

Student Role in the Discipline Process 

Each of the four colleges in this study had varying amounts of student 

participation in the development of the community standards and in the student discipline 

process.  Across the four colleges in my study, the student role in the discipline process 

ranged from highly involved to participatory.  In the following section I discuss the role 

of students in community standard policy development and community accountability. 

Community Standards and Policy Development. 

 Difference College reported a well-defined student discipline policy with limited 

student input in the original policy and more notable student involvement in the regular 

policy adjustments that took place as needed.  Although not a regular practice, an 

important instance of student participation in policy development occurred in partnership 

with the academic program.  Over a decade ago in response to student concern as to the 

fairness and clarity of the campus alcohol policy, the CSDO partnered with a policy 

studies course to research, present findings, and make recommendations toward a new, 

updated alcohol policy.  With input and close partnership from the CSDO,  

They studied the alcohol policy from other colleges and universities and ours and 

then brought forth a series of recommendations, did a poster thing and brought 

forth a series of recommendations about what should be the sanctions, you know, 



 Texas Tech University, John Delony, August 2010 

 124 

should they be clear defined sanctions for first, second, or whatever violations.  

What would be the dollar amount for a fine?  How long for community service?  

Those kinds of things. So, the alcohol policy as we know it now is directly related 

to their feedback and their research.  (Oswald, IT)   

I found several other examples of student participation in community standards policy 

development.  Chairs of the hearing assembly, members of the student senate, and 

residence hall student staff made up a housing committee.  When the SFPs considered 

changes to policy, they submitted proposed changes to the housing committee while they 

were still in the “brewing stages” (Mosley, IT).  For example, Mosley explained that 

during recent discussions about proposing changes to student community service 

sanctions, 

you know, we brought that to the [SHC] committee and they kind of gave it their 

seal of approval before we brought it up to the senior committee, you know the 

executives for the college.  So, we do route it through them.  We get their opinion. 

(Mosley, IT) 

Interestingly, as Mosley noted, the committee sent policy change proposals to students 

before being taking them to senior college administrators.  Further, hearing assembly 

members were asked each year for “any feedback or recommendations and they’ve 

shared some things and that helped clarify” policies and procedures (Oswald, IT).  The 

student senate also “has an opportunity to provide feedback” (Oswald, IT) about other 

community standards and processes and finally, Residence Life student staff members 

offered recommendations and ideas about the policies and procedures.  Changes such as 

the aforementioned alcohol policy, adaptations to the community service policy, 
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electronic distribution of the student handbook, and smoke-free building 

recommendations were all attributable to student opinion and participation in policy 

development.      

  On the other hand, student involvement in the development of the discipline 

process was a point of incongruence for Advancement College.  Stephens reported that 

students were not involved in the development of community standards.  She implied that 

students did not have the maturity or context to be involved in the creation of the 

behavioral standards.  She suggested that although student input in this process might 

someday be desirable, student participation would most likely result in the reduction of 

policies down to one or two violations and a complete removal of the alcohol policy 

(Stephens, IT).  Conversely, Pavel suggested that when community standards were being 

developed, residence life staff members were asked about issues they’ve noticed, or 

possible loopholes or missing elements in the current policies and procedures.  Further, 

she noted that when community standards were being developed, the student hearing 

assembly was consulted about possible wording or other changes that might better 

address any student issues that had emerged during the past year.  In describing the 

reactionary development of the Advancement policies, Pavel suggested that community 

standards were developed on a “year-to-year kind of thing [because] there’s always 

something…a new generation comes in and they invent something else, so…if you want 

to say “is the student involved?” – Yeah, because we use their actions (LAUGHS)” 

(Pavel, IT). 

On the whole, it appeared that the role of students in the development of discipline 

processes and community standards at Advancement College was limited at best.     
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There was high incongruence reported as to the input and participation of students in 

these programs.   

  Enhance College students served a prominent role in the student discipline 

process and a limited role in the development of community standards.  Stewart reported 

that students participated not only in the student discipline process, but that “students are 

very much included in the decision making of the college” (Stewart, IT).  Students served 

as voting members of the Board of Regents.  Stewart further explained 

All the councils at the college have student membership on them.  All the search 

committees have students on them.  All the task forces that we do have students 

on them.  There’s not much done around here without student involvement…and 

when we did the [academic policy] task force, when all of this policy was done 

for the [sexual misconduct policy] and the student code of conduct, students were 

on all of those committees.  And, [new policies] go through student senate first 

and then they go through the student life committee.  And the student life 

committee is the committee that oversees most anything that directly involves 

students or student conduct and this kind of thing. (Stewart, IT)   

Students played a prominent role in the student discipline system at Enhance College, 

represented both in the development of community standards and policies as well as with 

the implementation of student discipline procedures.     

 Service College students had “ a place at the [decision making] table, but 

ultimately don’t have the authority to make policy changes” (Fox, IT).  Fox further 

suggested that to “a pretty decent extent,” students were involved in the development of 

community standards, noting 
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in these last couple of years our student senate has really began to take hold of 

their legislative role in helping to shape policy and to really use their voice on 

behalf of the student body to communicate with administration on things that they 

would like to see changed or modified.  [For instance], they helped influence the 

modification of the residence hall visitation policy. They passed a resolution in 

the fall semester of this year to request the modification to the alcohol policy, and 

they are currently working on dissolution, I suppose, of the curfew policy for the 

residence halls. (Fox, IT)     

 However, Service College was the second institution in my study in which large degrees 

of incongruence and discontinuity emerged during my exploration of the student role in 

the development of community standards.  Beyond Fox, all other SFP’s at Service 

College were less sure of the student’s role in policy development.  When I asked if 

student were involved in the policy development, Meyer stated,  

I’m not sure.  I would say that I’m not sure about the original…I know sometimes 

now they are trying to fight a few things, like for example student government is 

trying to get the drinking policy nixed if you’re over 21 and off campus, but I 

would say all in all, students support it for the most part…but if they were 

involved in it I do not know. (Meyer, IT)   

Likewise, Case stated that students rarely participated in policy development, suggesting 

that “maybe senate [assists] at times, but on the whole, not” (Case, IT).  Gillis had a 

similar response, suggesting that students    
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probably [do] not [have a role in policy development].  Well, student senate to 

some extent is involved…typically that’s more of the removing of conduct, 

probably not, which is kind of developing. (Gillis, IT)   

 When Service College SFP interviews were viewed together, it appeared that they 

did not have a clear understanding of student involvement in policy development.  As 

Fox noted, students had a voice and were permitted to bring forth recommendations for 

policy change and development but they did not have voting or decision authority when it 

came to policy implementation or decision.       

  Community Accountability and Responsibility.    

On the small college campus, individual and group actions seemed to affect the 

institution, both positively and negatively, in a personalized way.  All of the colleges in 

this study took a community approach to institutional standards, and at each institution, 

students were individually responsible for abiding by campus regulations, for reporting 

instances of fellow student misconduct, for informally seeking to address minor instances 

of community disagreements, and in three out of the four colleges, for formally hearing 

and responding to individuals and groups who were accused of violating the behavior 

codes of their respective college.  When discussing Difference College’s campus 

community, Oswald suggested,  

We are small, and so someone breaks the door in a residence hall here, well 

everybody is impacted because it’s the access point.  We have community billing, 

so if no one takes responsibility then the entire community is responsible.   When 

a student chooses to come home from a party or somewhere drunk, kick over the 

trash can, the recycling, there is more than one person; or have an argument with 
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his girlfriend in his room, he is not the only person impacted.  Neighbors have 

been woken up and then they are like what the heck is going on.  It disrupts the 

community so, and Difference College is about relationships and the community. 

(Oswald, IT)   

The Service College discipline literature suggested that all students within the residential 

community would be responsible for the physical building, for accountability of 

themselves and others to the community standards, and for the reporting of violations to 

the appropriate college officials when they witnessed violations of the behavior 

standards.  Both Advancement and Difference College implemented community damage 

policies that held entire residential or student communities responsible for the collective 

behavior of individuals within the specific community.  For instance 

if an area say, in a public space, say the lobby of Edwards Hall, if somebody 

decided to just totally trash the lobby, break tables, break chairs, and we couldn’t 

figure out who did that the entire building or the entire community is billed for 

that damage.  Because, again we are trying to take care of our property and we 

feel like everybody in the building is responsible.  (Mosley, IT) 

Likewise, both Advancement College and Difference College noted that in the event of 

residence hall or community damages, if the individual student responsible for the 

damage could not be discovered, the entire community or residential population could be 

fined as a group to cover the cost of damage repairs.   
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Student Reporting and Adjudicating 

 Overview. 

Community accountability required from the four colleges exceeded general 

statements.  Each college in this study presented a distinctive model of community 

accountability related to student reports of student conduct violations, as well as the 

adjudication of fellow student misconduct on their respective campuses.  I found the idea 

of community reporting and students adjudicating other students significant to the 

function, maintenance, and development of a campus community.  In these small campus 

communities, students lived and studied in close proximity, sang in the same choir, went 

to the same few buildings for classes, and played basketball in the same gyms.  The 

choice to file an official complaint against a fellow student was an inherently difficult 

choice to make, potentially wrought with consequences that could put the reporting 

student out of synch with the rest of the community.  This constructed a potential 

adversarial relationship between an individual and her responsibility to the community. 

All four colleges in this study involved students in their respective discipline 

processes.  Additionally all of the colleges in this study had residence life student staff 

(RAs) who lived in and among the residential student communities to assure that college 

and community standards were upheld.  The residence life student staff served an 

important student leadership role in the campus community and was tasked with 

reporting instances of student misconduct.  Nonetheless, they are not the focus of the 

student participants examined here.  The purposes and extent to which the colleges 

utilized general members of the student community varied among the institutions.  In this 
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section, I have explored the expectations and responsibilities of students in each of the 

college communities to report and assist with the adjudication of fellow students.   

  The Colleges.  

 Service College reserved student participation to appeal boards of administrative 

discipline decisions or the occasional adjudication hearing of student groups.  Service 

College did not mention student ownership and responsibility in reporting instances of 

student misconduct.  It is the only one of the four colleges where students serving on the 

conduct assemblies/appeal boards did not equal or outnumber the number of college 

officials serving on the same board.  Additionally, it was the only college in this study 

that did not regularly involve students in the adjudication of either major or minor student 

conduct cases.  There was reported inconsistency in the SFP’s understanding of the 

student role in the discipline of other students.  Fox reported that students were never 

used in the adjudication of individual student misconduct cases but were, on occasion, 

used in the adjudication of student groups.  She mentioned that she had occasionally 

called upon a seldom-used [student senate group] to hear a few cases of student group 

violations.  The other SFA’s were vaguely aware of this procedure, although none were 

able to fully articulate it.  When I asked Meyer about the student senate group, she 

laughed and responded, “Do we even have that?” (Meyer, IT).   

Gillis responded that students are not involved in the adjudication of other students, 

but that there was a student group adjudication process, though she was unsure of its 

make up, purpose, or usage.  She said, 

Yeah, [students are] not [involved] too much on a daily basis in the residence 

halls…More so that I’ve seen has come in with the kind of student group 
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populations as a whole.  So it’s not typically…I wouldn’t say with individual 

students that they’re involved…I don’t know if it’s through student senate or if it’s 

separate from senate, but yeah, through that kind of council that oversees kind of 

some of the judicial affairs with, in regards to student groups…student groups.  But 

they’re not typically involved in say, a kid got caught sneaking a girl into his room, 

or having sex with a girl in his room, or something like that.  They’re not typically 

involved in something like that, but if it was more of involving a group of students 

they probably would be. (Gillis, IT)  

Case responded similarly saying,   

I’ve never been in a case or been in a judicial assembly hearing, so I’m not sure 

what specifically their role is…but…from what I do know if that they, the CSDO 

gets a group of students together and they hear the case and this could be like a first 

meeting, this could be like an appeal meeting too.  And, the students hear the case, 

and they render their decision, whether it be to uphold the sanctions that were laid 

out or to kind of rescind them a little bit.  Like I said, I’ve never been in that, so I 

don’t know how much of a role they have…But, I know that there have been 

students in the past who’ve had the opportunity to hear a case and render a sanction. 

(Case, IT)    

Using a clarifying example, Fox recounted that in a past situation,   

I came in that case as the complainant, so the other [senate] advisor who’s on 

faculty was the advisor for that group.  And that advisor is typically there to make 

sure the process goes well. The [student senate advisor has] an itinerary that they 

follow and the [Chair] runs that meeting and it’s been very successful for us. We 
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don’t use it that often because we don’t have that many cases that would typically 

go to that group. (Fox, IT)            

She also noted that she has forwarded groups to the student senate group in the past for 

two purposes: “because I always think it’s good for students to hold students accountable, 

especially when it comes to organizations,” and for the educational purpose of teaching 

students to investigate and decipher accountability in tough situations.  She commented 

that  

we have had cases that we have forward to [the student senate group] that I can 

think of, one probably three or four years ago, [where] some pretty significant 

vandalism or damage was done in a restroom in the men’s residence hall.  A guy 

just got angry and was breaking things, and there was two or three students that 

were involved, and so I wanted the student [student senate group] to get that 

opportunity to sort that out and to figure out responsibility and to help the students 

that had broken the policies to think through their actions and the consequences, 

and the significance of it. It was a really good outcome.  They’ve done a good job. 

(Fox, IT)   

Despite infrequently using students in this role, it did not appear that a perceived lack of 

trust or maturity of students was at the root of the predominately-administrative model.  I 

asked Fox whether or not she would allow a [student senate group] decision that she did 

not agree with to stand and she replied, 

Yeah, I think I would just probably just live with it and assume that the process 

went well.  I mean I stepped out this last Fall.  I was there for the Q&A, the 

inquiry time, and then I left just like the fraternity members.  In fact, I left even 
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before, I don’t know…it didn’t matter; it was okay with me.  I definitely wasn’t 

there during the deliberation when the [students] were deliberating and deciding if 

the group was responsible or not, so [if they had found them not responsible], I 

would just assume that they didn’t find enough evidence and that they made the 

right decision. (Fox, IT)    

  Enhance College students were “involved in all cases except student sexual 

misconduct” (Stewart, IT) but their participation was generally relegated to hearing 

assemblies.  Interestingly, student violations of the community standards were reported 

by other students more often than by any other staff member or group.  Stewart stated,  

this marijuana thing, when [students] got so upset about it a couple weeks ago and 

then got over it, 90% of the time, when we have reason to go into a student’s 

room and do a room search, when we have reason to suspect that a student is 

smoking marijuana, and when we get concerned, about 90% of the time, it’s 

turned in by other students who simply don’t want to put up with it and live next 

door and smell the smoke all the time.  Most parties [and] most alcohol violations 

result from students calling college police, and RAs calling about noise violations. 

And because…parties are too big or there’s too much drinking is going on, and 

the noise violations are coming in, then a phone call is going to be made. But 

most discipline doesn’t come directly from the RAs, it may come from a student 

to an RA, but most discipline is because another student is complaining about it.  

(Stewart, IT)   

This concept of students holding other student accountable was an integral part of the 

Enhance campus community and the student discipline process.    
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On the other hand, Advancement College remained largely silent on the 

responsibility of students to report on other students, other than noting that it did indeed 

happen.  Students were integrally involved in the adjudication of other students.  The 

student discipline assembly consisted of six students and three faculty members.  The six 

students did a rotation of duty; three students, the chair, and one faculty member were 

necessary for a quorum.  The chair of the discipline assembly was an undergraduate 

student who was appointed by the CSAO and/or SFP and given a scholarship to serve in 

this role.  The chair’s responsibilities included completing all of the requisite paperwork, 

(sending out summons/and notice letters to involved parties), looking up the discipline 

history of the accused student(s), confirming age, date of birth, place of residence, and 

conducting the hearing and tracking the sanctions.  The students and faculty member on 

this assembly heard cases and assigned sanctions.       

Difference College reported involving students in and across their entire 

discipline process.  The college provided an electronic form for students to submit 

complaints of violations of campus policies and regulations.  Depending on the situation, 

students who were accused of misconduct by a fellow student would be notified of who 

lodged the complaint.  However, the college provided anonymity for reporting students 

where possible.  For instance, Mosley explained that in  

the situation where you as the student saw, you know, your neighbor with three 

beers in his hand and maybe you don’t think that’s a good idea because your 

neighbor looked like he was almost alcohol poisoned, but again your neighbor is a 

big guy and you don’t want him to beat you up.  So, we may redact the 
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information before we give it to another student and just say okay I need to talk to 

you about this. (Mosley, IT). 

On the other hand, Mosley continued,   

if it goes to something that has to go to a hearing, then we tell the student  

submitting if you’re going to submit this you need to know that when we go into 

the hearing process you’ll be called as a witness; and we talk to students about 

that. (Mosley, IT) 

Student confidentiality was reportedly not possible after a case progressed to a certain 

administrative level.  Students who may have been forced to decide between personal 

anonymity and community responsibility discovered that there was nowhere to hide 

during the student adjudication of other students.   

  Students composed the majority of the disciplinary hearing assemblies.  One 

hearing assemblies was genuinely student led and run.  Administration only stepped in to 

influence the assembly “if the process [was] being violated in any [way in which case] 

we step in to educate them” (Melson, IT).  Another hearing assembly heard “suspendable 

and expellable offenses” (Mosley, IT).  There was a combination of faculty, staff, and 

students; students held equal representation to the college representatives – a minimum of 

three students, two faculty and one staff member.  The overrepresentation of students on 

this committee and the students’ ability to recommend and request the faculty 

representatives tangibly represented the college’s commitment to the importance of 

students not only being accountable to the community standards but also playing a key 

role in the adherence to them. 
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 Student participation in the adjudication of other students varied across each of 

the colleges in this study.  Students in three of the four colleges small communities 

played an important role in the reporting of student misconduct and in all four of the 

colleges, fellow students assisted in the adjudication of other students.  

Student Voice 

  The concept of student voice in the discipline process emerged as an important 

component of the campus communities in two of the colleges in the study.  To varying 

degrees, student voice across the four colleges was either 1) often referred to as an 

important and integral component of the discipline process, 2) largely absent from 

discipline program descriptions, or 3) quietly ignored.  As I explored the relationship 

between individual students and the college community relating to the student discipline 

process, I found that, whether explicitly stated or inversely absent, student voice emerged 

as a recurring and important theme.  Below, I discussed student voice at Service and 

Difference College.      

 Importance of Student Voice. 

 During my exploration of Difference College, one truth resonated throughout the 

majority of interviews and document reviews: student voice was vital to the function of 

the Difference College community, and more specifically, student voice had a major role 

in the individual and communal function of the student discipline process.  As previously 

noted, students played a vital role in the development, function, and importance of the 

campus community.  Student voice was requested, valued, and utilized in every corner of 

the discipline process.  Difference College was the only college in my study that allowed 

students, in most cases, to decide the route of resolution in the student discipline process.  
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At each of the other colleges, the administrative response for the incident of student 

misconduct was determined either at the discretion of the CSDO or other SFP or by the 

severity of the offense.   

  When an allegation of student misconduct was made towards a Difference 

College student, the student was notified by the appropriate SFP that an intake meeting 

needed to take place in order to determine the facts surrounding the allegation.  The 

process was seen “as two pieces as the discipline conversation [where] a student either 

agrees with the violation and the consequence or they don’t.  If they do we sign off, and 

we are done.  Their learning is in that conversation” (Melson, IT).  If not, a student was 

able to choose to attend a hearing with the appropriate hearing assembly, based on the 

severity of the alleged offense.  The discipline conversation process was simply a 

meeting between the accused student and a SFP.  Approximately 90-98% (depending on 

which SFP I asked) of disciplinary cases were handled through the discipline 

conversation approach.  According to Oswald, this is “mainly because they pretty much 

did” (Oswald, IT) what the accusations stated.  Oswald continued, noting that for the 

discipline conversation approach to be successful,   

two things have to be in agreement.  We have to agree that you violated the 

college policy that we have identified and then we have to agree on the sanction.  

If we in fact do [agree] there is no reason to go to a hearing, because everyone is 

in agreement.  We complete this form.  Whatever the sanctions are going to be 

they walk out of my office or the RLP’s office with their documentation 

understanding what the expectations are for their sanction completion. (Oswald, 

IT)            



 Texas Tech University, John Delony, August 2010 

 139 

The discipline conversation could be completed in a “matter of twenty minutes, (Oswald, 

IT)” and everyone could seemingly go on about her day.  After a discipline conversation 

agreement was signed, “there is no appeal, [the conversation] is private and no one knows 

what goes in their file” (Melson, IT).  In rare cases when the student refused to    

agree with the violation [or] if [the student doesn’t] agree with the consequences, 

they go to a [hearing assembly].  A lot of times what happens there is we 

reeducate them on “a 100 people did this last year and this is a typical 

consequence” and that takes care of it.  But every now and then, someone digs in 

and wants to go to a hearing and we do.  (Melson, IT)    

Additionally, the importance of student voice was not limited to students deciding the 

route of the college’s disciplinary response.  The student voice in the hearing assemblies 

overrode even a confident student discipline administrator.  When discussing this aspect 

of student voice, Mosley remarked, 

I’ve been advising that board for four years now, and there have been times where 

I as a professional staff member and as someone that’s been in this field for so 

many years has been like, “that kid is SO guilty,” but if the students decide that 

they don’t have enough evidence or information to come to that term, they can 

decide that someone is not in violation and we stand by that…The SFP while I 

have been here, she hasn’t overturned them saying, somebody’s not in violation.  

(Mosley, IT) 

I asked Oswald whether she would take it personally if she recommended a student for 

dismissal and a hearing board containing students overrode her decision and found the 

student “un-responsible.”  Incredibly she responded, 
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No, there’s no reason to be personal.  The [hearing board is] the conscience of 

campus; that’s their job. They listen to the student; they have this broad range of 

information, and I am just one perspective.  They’re five, or six, or seven, 

collectively coming together to make that decision.  How is it for me to decide 

that that is not what the community says is acceptable?  I don’t get to do that.  

And that’s not, because it’s the community’s standards, it’s not Oswald’s 

standards.  So, I don’t own the discipline process; I am not in charge.  I am in 

charge of facilitating that fairness and our process is adhered to.  It is not for me 

to demand that certain things happen; this is not a dictatorship. (Oswald, IT).   

Oswald acknowledged her limited perspective and noted that the collective community – 

faculty, staff, and students - had to come together to make an informed decision.  Her 

administrative understanding represented the college’s dedication to an ideal that students 

were not only held accountable by the community standards but that they also had a key 

voice in the development, continuation, and administration of them.  Thus, at Difference 

College, students chose the administrative response to disciplinary infractions, served on 

multiple hearing assemblies that consisted either entirely of students or at the least, of 

equal representation with college representatives (who were recommended by students), 

and offered input into the community standards and disciplinary processes and 

procedures of the college.  Student voice was clearly valued and critical to the function of 

Difference College.   

At Service College, student voice was specified as important, but the concept of 

student voice had a different definition and connotation.  Here, similar to Advancement 

and Enhance Colleges), the discipline processes were determined by the SFP’s, generally 
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based on the severity of the offense.  Student voice and the student’s ability to speak on 

their own behalf in the course of a disciplinary proceeding were repeatedly referenced as 

an important component of the discipline process, but only within the administratively 

decided framework.  For example, Fox stated, 

Obviously, in the course of [a disciplinary] conversation, we want to make sure 

[students] have a chance to tell their story and claim whether or not they were 

responsible for those violations or not. Then we utilize the weight of the evidence 

to make a determination as to their responsibility. (Fox, IT)   

Likewise, Gillis suggested that one of the main functions of the disciplinary process was  

“to give [students] a fair chance to dialogue and just to talk about what happened and 

what’s going on” (Gillis, IT).  She further explained,  

We want to have a process that allows [students] to voice their concerns.  And 

through that, also, grow…Then also like I said earlier, probably an objective is to 

allow a student to voice their concerns or voice their, maybe frustrations, just give 

them a voice in the process, and like I said, not just be like, “Well, we are just 

going to lay down our fist and not talk with you at all about it.  [Additionally], I 

guess via just quality assessment surveys and different surveys like that, students 

are able to voice their opinions on maybe an issue such as curfew will be asked, 

and our visitation policy changed recently because of that.  (Gillis, IT)   

Fox also referenced the importance of student voice in thoughts, student survey opinions, 

as well as in policy revisions.  Referring to the Student Senate, Fox explained that  

the role of [student senate] is just to make recommendations, and knowing that       

administration wants to hear from them, that we care about the student voice, and 
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we want to help make it as great of an experience for them as we can, every 

chance we get. (Fox, IT)  

As seen above, the importance of student voice in the discipline process was an important 

theme across Difference College and Service College.  In each instance, the notion of 

student voice in the discipline program had a unique and different connotation at each 

college.       

Stakeholder Involvement 

Across all four colleges, SFPs discussed the various stakeholders’ involvement 

with their campus discipline processes.  For this study I have defined stakeholders as the 

Board of Regents, General Council, senior administrators of the college, faculty and staff, 

and the parents of students.  Three of the four colleges reported relative-to-high 

autonomy in the student discipline processes.  Enhance College reported high stakeholder 

involvement.  The variations in faculty involvement and parent participation and 

inclusion were found to be distinguishing characteristics among the colleges.  Below I 

explored each institution’s responses to questions regarding stakeholder involvement 

respective to their individual campuses.   

  Difference College’s SFP’s emphatically affirmed that Board of Regents 

members were never involved in specific student discipline cases.  I commented that in 

my professional experience, such a hands-off approach to student discipline was a rare 

and beautiful thing.  Melson stated that at Difference College, a campus culture of high-

trust existed and for a lack of a better description, she remarked,  

that is just Difference College; I mean it’s huge.  We have had two individuals 

related to high-ranking individuals of this institutions history that have been 
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suspended during my term and I have never received a peep from anyone. 

(Melson, IT)   

Other stakeholder participation in and contribution to the Difference College discipline 

process was scarce as well.  General council was rarely involved in student discipline; 

faculty members served on a hearing assembly and served as student advisors, but their 

involvement in the discipline program was minimal at best.  Parents were considered a 

member of the community that simply comes with the territory of educating young 

adults.  Melson stated,  

Every now and then a hearing will come up or someone will ask their parents to 

sit in on it or whatever; we have allowed it but it is really not our procedure…We 

don’t have a lot of hearings, and we don’t have a lot of hearings at that ultimate 

level of suspension or really bad things.  But, when you get there, yeah, parents 

get involved.  We want to talk it through.  We don’t embrace it like they have a 

role, but we have to deal with it.  (Melson, IT)   

In the event that parents and external stakeholders did attempt to involve themselves into 

the processes, the consistent message was that as members of the Difference College 

community, “students have right and responsibilities, [and] there’s a process, [so please] 

let us [student development professionals] work through the process” (Mosley, IT).       

Like Difference College, Service College SFP’s, in particular the CSDO, received 

considerable freedom and autonomy from outside influence and stakeholder involvement 

in the discipline program.  Fox noted that the Board of Regents was involved topically, at 

the philosophical levels of policy development or discussion.  He said,  
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of course the board does set some of the broader policies that govern the college, 

but…I’ve never seen them really necessarily dig into the minutia of our student 

handbook…I think there’s a few hot topics, or big issues that have traditionally 

been big issues in, not just Christian life, but in evangelical higher 

education…whether that’s visitation or curfew, or alcohol, or dancing, or maybe 

swimming, depending on the school.  So there are some of those that in the course 

of changing [the policy] that you are going to have board involvement. (Fox, IT)   

Nonetheless, in specific student situations, Fox stated that she had  

 never had a Board of Regents member really insert themselves into a process, or 

call me, really be involved in any level…I’ve never really seen that happen. (Fox, 

IT) 

She acknowledged that if it ever did happen, the Federal Education Rights and Privacy 

Act would apply.  She assumed that 

if they had a son or daughter, or grandson or granddaughter who violated policies 

[they] would probably be in favor of us holding their loved one, their child or 

grandchild, accountable and making sure that they learned from that. (Fox, IT)     

 The SFP’s reported that on the whole, Service College did not see much 

involvement from the campus community in student discipline.  Meyer said,   

There’s not a whole lot of college or community involvement, unless like you 

know, coaches maybe will say, “Hey, can you check on this girl to make sure 

everything is okay?”  Or you know, maybe a family member may call in just to 

check, but for the most part I would not say there is a lot of involvement from 

different people on campus or the community. (Meyer, IT) 
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Fox noted the trust empowered to the SFP’s by senior college administrators in handling 

incidents of student misconduct.  He said,    

As far as upper administration, the President or Vice Presidents, I have not really 

seen or experienced interference or any kind of heavy handedness with respect to 

how we do what we do. (Fox, IT)   

Case echoed Fox’s statements when she noted,  

I have never heard of a case where [senior administration has been involved in the 

disciplinary process]…I think the highest person that I know of who has you 

know stepped in, would be the CSAO…It was a situation where myself, the 

CSDO, and the CSAO were all on a case and we had a situation where there was a 

fight and it almost got really bad and there was just a huge group of us that were 

involved just to make sure that you know nothing bad happened and you know, 

that there wasn’t any aftermath as a result either.  But other than that, none really 

that I know of.  (Case, IT) 

Faculty involvement at Service College was reported as being limited to reporting 

of classroom conduct, involvement in the rare student appeals assembly, and in the 

occasional student mental health issue.  Case stated that a student situation involving a 

“guy who shot the BB gun out of his window, that was the first time I have actually seen 

any professors have an active role in the discipline process” (Case, IT).  On the other 

hand, Service College did not have a full time mental health professional or counselor, 

and thus a professor served in a dual role as both counselor and professor.  This professor 

had reportedly been involved in isolated disciplinary cases.  Additionally, several SFP’s 

discussed a single incident when a faculty member trained in conflict mediation assisted 
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in the discipline process.  Gillis summed up faculty and staff involvement by stating that 

other than the attempt at student mediation, faculty members were 

not typically super involved [in the discipline process], which I think would be 

kind of a neat thing if they were more involved, considering just the level of 

interaction and stuff that they have.  The other people that sometimes would be 

involved would obviously be one of the coaches.  If one of their athletes gets in 

trouble, they typically want to know about it, so they can handle that, which 

obviously some of them teach courses too.  But typically as a faculty member, my 

biology teacher, they aren’t necessarily involved. (Gillis, IT)     

Additionally, Service College did not have a full time General Council.  Fox explained 

that    

we don’t have an employee that’s our legal council.  We use a firm that several of 

the [colleges and universities] use around the [United States]. That is our general 

council, they are on contract…They are involved with occasionally reviewing our 

student handbook and other policies that we put in print, our catalog, just to be 

sure that we are saying things in the right way and covering our bases from a legal 

standpoint.  (Fox, IT) 

Furthermore, Fox further stated, 

I really can only think of one time that I’ve utilized their services directly, and 

that is when we were working on implementing a drug-testing policy just for the 

general student body to be included in our student handbook, just to make sure we 

were going about that in the right way.  Between their guidance, we just utilized 



 Texas Tech University, John Delony, August 2010 

 147 

other campuses procedures that seemed to have [a] really good policy and 

procedure in place.  (Fox, IT)   

None of the other SFP’s had any further knowledge of General Council involvement in 

the student discipline process.   

Service College reported the least amount of parental involvement in the 

discipline process.  Three of the four SFP’s reported that they had never received a call 

from student’s parents regarding student discipline.  Case said, 

Most of the calls I get about things like that come after the school year, you know, 

“Why was my son charged this?” and that kind of thing.  But, I haven’t, not that I 

recall, I don’t think I have gotten called about, “Why was my son punished for 

this?”  (Case, IT) 

Fox also suggested that parents and guardians were involved in the disciplinary process 

not “terribly often” (Fox, IT), and that Service College did not notify parents of student 

discipline concerns until after a drug related offense or after multiple alcohol violations.  

She did disclose that sometimes “we play [the parent notification] card just to be sure a 

student is being honest with their folks” in an effort to encourage students to contact their 

parents regarding their disciplinary status with the college (Fox, IT).       

 Similar to Service College, Enhance College stated that the Board of Regents only 

became involved in student discipline when they discussed general policy or major policy 

shifts or changes.  They did not involve themselves in specific disciplinary matters.  On 

the other hand, senior administrators and General Council were highly involved in the 

creation of student policies and procedures at the college.  Stewart suggested,  
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Enhance tends to…use our attorneys a lot to be sure.  Because, obviously when 

you’ve got that endowment sitting there, you…don’t want somebody to try to take 

it away from you, so yeah, we want to know we’re doing it right. (Stewart, IT)  

Further, she stated  

All of these policies have been redone and almost changed in the last ten years or 

whatever, but all that happened through a task force that were made up of the 

faculty staff and student.  All of [the policies] are read and reviewed by legal 

council before they ever go in the handbook.  They’re approved by senior staff.  

They’re approved by faculty.  I think it’s a liability issue because if you’re not 

clear you’re going to probably, every time you have a hearing you’re going to end 

up in an appeal if you don’t go by procedure and if it’s not clear what procedure 

is.  (Stewart, IT)   

 Stewart explained that she will “go to senior staff and let them know what’s going on 

when there’s a threat of being sued” (Stewart, IT).  She expressed high administrative 

support for the college discipline rules and regulations, stating that, “our senior staff and 

president of the college, they’ve been very, very supportive” (Stewart, IT).  She 

continued,  

Our previous president said, “Don’t ever back down on policy and always go by 

procedure, because once you [start backing down], there’s no place to stop.”  And 

[in a specific discipline case] the current president said, “No we’re not backing 

down…go for it…and if we get a lawsuit, we get a lawsuit.  We obviously have 

insurance…  (Stewart, IT).   
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In addition to senior staff, Stewart noted that the General Council was involved anytime 

somebody threatened a lawsuit.  She said,  

anytime a parent threatens a law suit, we do turn it over to the attorney.  And I’m 

not going to go in a situation [with a parent].  I mean our legal council very much 

advises us that if a parent shows up with their lawyer, we’re not to meet with 

them…with the parents we can meet, but not with the lawyer…I mean I kind of 

joke about it, and honestly, knock on wood, this is my [deleted for confidentiality] 

year in higher education administration and I have never been sued successfully. 

(Stewart, IT).   

Stewart also passionately discussed parental involvement in the student discipline 

process.  My question to her regarding parental involvement in their children’s discipline 

cases truly touched a nerve.  She asserted that parents are involved 

way too much.  You know what I had to do when I first came here, and it’s not 

just in the discipline process, it’s in everything, but I’d spent [the combined] years 

in state higher ed before I came here and the first year I think I talked to more 

parents than I did in [many] years before.  I think it’s bad everywhere now, and 

from what I hear from other colleagues, I think state schools have gotten about as 

bad as private…plus I think part of it is the day and age we live in.  I mean I know 

when I was in college maybe we would check in with parents once a week on 

Sunday afternoon or whatever, and we have students that talk to their parents five 

or six times a day because of cell phones and texting and everything else.  

And…it does get frustrating to the parents and we so preach to parents when we 

have parent orientation and all, [to] help them to know that [students] can come 
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see us to take care of their own issues and their own problems.  Don’t do it for 

them.  And you still have a certain number of parents who every time some little 

“Mickey Mouse” thing needs to happen they have to pick up the phone and call 

you, rather than having their student come in and talk to you about it…Yeah, I 

think part of it’s a private school thing, but I think part of it is just the day and age 

we live in and all the technology.  Yeah, parents are much more involved.  

(Stewart, IT) 

Noting parents potential for throwing themselves into their child’s discipline situation(s) 

with dramatic effect, she lamented, 

You know, there are always going to be some parents who have that comment 

about well, “You know if you’re going to [put my son or daughter through the 

campus discipline process], then I’m going to file a class action suit, or I’m going 

to do civil suit” or whatever.  And if I were tacky and irresponsible my comment 

would usually be, “Well, get in line!”  But obviously we can’t do that.  

[Additionally she noted that,] our discipline process allows a parent to be a 

character witness.  (Stewart, IT)    

Stewart recounted a particular story in which the college, in an institutional tweaking of 

the traditional response to instances of drug use and possession, articulated that they 

would reserve the right to involve local police authorities in addition to college officials 

in responding.  She remembered:    

We had a fire storm when we put that e-mail out about the drug policy.  We 

absolutely didn’t change our [current drug] policy.  We simply said, and part of it 

was based on a core survey that we did, that our students are using, the percentage 
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of our students who smoke marijuana, the percentage of our students who are 

using illegal drugs, including prescription drugs and almost all of those things, the 

alcohol we were pretty much just like our peers, but on drug usage we were 

higher than almost anyone, or much higher than the national average and we just 

felt like we had to get more on that.  And so that’s really what the e-mail went out 

about that where in the past we’ve handled most of the situations as disciplinary 

issues and in the future they would also be handled legally…Most parents were 

very supportive of it and they were glad that we did it and [sent letters saying] 

“thank you for doing it” and all that.  We had two parents in particular, one was a 

set of parents where it was the dad and the mother, but it ended up with two sets 

of parents, one father who was threatening a class action suit for violating his 

child’s privacy rights…All of this misconception got out that we were going to 

run dogs through the halls, that we were going to search every room, none of 

that’s in [the email]…and so anyway that he was going to file a class action suit.   

He got so legal about it that we had to turn it over to the attorneys.  And then one 

mother was just so hateful about it, and “how dare we get in the privacy of her 

daughter,” you know, thinking about going into her room and all this.  But, what 

was so frustrating about it, those two people, the father is a teacher, the mother is 

a doctor, an MD…How can a teacher and a doctor be opposed to enforcing illegal 

drug policy?...that’s what amazed me.  The two that were most upset, the two 

parents, one is a teacher and one is a doctor.  But yeah with issues like that that’s 

where you sometimes get parents much more involved than you… Oh yeah, if I 

were to give you that packet of e-mails, as far as the kind of responses, I mean the 
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negative, and the mother who’s the doctor, she wanted to know if she could have 

a copy of my job description, resume, and she wanted to know how I was 

qualified to be a SFP.  I said I’ve been doing it for [many] years for one 

thing…Really you know, really nasty.  So, yeah, we’ve had a lot of parents 

involved in that and then this one discipline case we were involved in that the 

parents have been unreal in it…(Stewart, IT). 

Enhance College was characterized by high legal council involvement, high college 

administrative input and involvement, and high parent involvement into the discipline 

process and procedures.     

 Of the four colleges in this study, Advancement College reported operating with 

the most freedom and autonomy within the student discipline process.  Stephens had 

never had campus stakeholders, including board members, faculty members, or senior 

administrators, interject themselves into the student discipline process.  Pavel modified 

Stephens’s statement when she suggested that campus stakeholders become involved in 

the student discipline process when parents become upset and notified “upper 

administrators” (Pavel, IT).  The involvement of faculty in the Advancement College 

discipline process was limited to the three or four members that were considered judicial 

faculty and who rotated one at a time in participating in a hearing.  These faculty 

members appeared to be process-oriented and not philosophically involved or invested in 

the processes and procedures of the total student discipline program or co-curricular 

education.  The participation of judicial faculty members was challenging because, 

according to Pavel, 



 Texas Tech University, John Delony, August 2010 

 153 

its hard to get {faculty members] a little motivated and its understandable.  They 

have classes and they have students and to have the Friday afternoon off5 is 

wonderful, so I understand that.  We are looking to revamp that for next year 

because we are having a little difficulty keeping a member on the board and being 

there every Friday.  (Pavel, IT) 

It appeared that faculty members viewed involvement in the student discipline process as 

“extra work” and not an integral part of the teaching and learning mission of the college.  

Outside of the SFPs, the only other staff reported to be involved at any level of student 

discipline were athletic coaches, who received email results of hearing assemblies when 

it pertained to their athletes.   

The General Council at Advancement College was also reported to be non-

involved in the student discipline arena.  Stephens noted the student discipline literature 

was not subject to legal council review and that it was developed strictly out of the 

Student Affairs office.  In a second diversion from Stephens’s thoughts, Pavel suggested 

that General Council only assisted the student discipline process when it “gets into a 

point that [they] feel like [they] may be crossing a legal boundary…but its never hardly 

been that way” (Pavel, IT).  Similarly, Stephens suggested that she virtually never 

discussed student situations with parents, but she acknowledged the rights of students to 

talk with their parents and encouraged them to do so.  She generally did not involve 

parents in the discipline process because it was not required, and only did so in instances 

of drug violations or after multiple alcohol offenses.    

 

                                                
5 On the whole, Advancement College does not schedule classes on Friday afternoons, apparently leaving 
faculty and staff free to leave campus or pursue personal activities.   
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Faith Affiliation and Community Integration 

  Each of the colleges in my study were found to be faith-affiliated institutions.  

The faith-integration into the mission of each college ranged from an overt, purposeful 

faith affiliated to a rarely-mentioned, faith-heritage or origin.  In this section, I will 

discuss each college’s faith-affiliation and the role it played in community and the 

discipline process.  The comparison of Difference College with other faith-based schools 

frames most of the discussions.   

  On the whole, I generally observed that the Christian heritage and faith tradition 

of Difference College played a minimal role in the minutia of policy details with items 

like designated opposite gender visitation and no cohabitation of students of the opposite 

gender on campus, and more in the philosophical approach to walking alongside and 

interacting with students.  Melson suggested,  

the school starts with a certain mission for education.  We are a church-affiliated 

school; the [Faith Denomination] does not drive it but we are Christian-based in 

terms of dealing with individuals, so I think that it starts from the heart of our 

mission. (Melson, IT)   

Additionally, Oswald noted the uniqueness of Difference College when comparing 

Difference’s approach to alcohol consumption and education with other faith-affiliated 

institutions.  She said, 

first of all, we are very different from church related schools.  We allow alcohol, 

at 21 in your room or in a friend’s room when y’all are both 21.  That’s compared 

to lots of church related institutions, like… and a lot of schools, small schools in 

general who just gone dry because they think it’s easier.  We think the realities are 
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that our students are going to struggle with alcohol decisions and boundaries and 

they need to be able to manage that and you can’t do that if you’re not dealing 

with it now.  What happens when you really grow up? And then with drugs…I 

think if you [are a student and] have smoked marijuana in your room and get 

caught, you’re gonna love [our approach].  We think, okay unless you are dealing 

or doing something really extreme, we want to know why you’re doing it.   

(Oswald, IT). 

 Oswald suggested that Difference College believed in providing a safe environment and 

educational framework whereby students could wrestle with their personal approaches to 

complex issues.  In regards to substance abuse, she inferred that as a faith-affiliated 

institution, Difference College had a responsibility to join these conversations with the 

students and not to put forth an institutional expectation of zero-tolerance that effectively 

ended a student’s ability to engage and explore these topics.  In the discipline literature, 

substance use was noted as a gray theological area for the college.  On one hand the 

literature noted the institutional faith heritage’s support for abstaining from alcohol and 

drug use while on the other hand it articulated a neutral stance to individual choice of 

alcohol consumption.  The community standards permitted of-age students to consume 

alcohol in their residence hall rooms with the door closed while also offering the sale of 

alcohol in designated areas on campus.  I believe that Difference College consciously 

recognized the diverse faith-based interpretations of alcohol consumption and their 

willingness to live and wrestle with the plethora of approaches on this issue transcended 

the customary substance abuse conversations into a discussion on personal and 

community responsibility, and one of moderation and education.             
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Mosley suggested that on the whole, the code of student conduct at Difference 

was “its fairly standard in line with what most [faith-based] colleges are doing” (Mosley, 

IT).  She further compared her experience at Difference with a former internship 

experience she had at a tiny, faith-based institution in the Midwestern United States: 

I did an internship with [Small Christian College], which is very, very, much 

smaller than us, 900 students, and very strongly tied to the [Christian 

Denomination].  So, you know, they had rules like white glove inspections in the 

residence halls.  You didn’t even have co-ed visitation, so you know, if you and I 

were friends, you couldn’t even come into my dorm room, AT ALL, because, you 

know something might happen.  So, you know, we’re not to that extreme at 

all…We do still have things like visitation; we do still have, you know, alcohol 

policy where you know students can’t have alcohol so and we’re not overly 

conservative, but I wouldn’t say that we are overly permissive.  (Mosley, IT) 

Mosley’s assertion that Difference College’s faith affiliation set up a neutral playing field 

whereby students were given permission to explore, learn, test, grow and potentially fail 

within a “scaffolded” (Vygotsky, 1978) framework appeared accurate.  While not highly 

articulated, each SFP noted the faith heritage of Difference College, suggesting it is 

integrated with the experiential, communal student learning philosophy of the college.             

 Advancement College reported a faith influence on specific policies and the 

potential for the faith heritage playing a role in the philosophical approach towards 

student discipline but was ultimately unsure and topically vague.  Stephens was not able 

to articulate the role of faith heritage in the discipline process.  This suggested that either 

knowing or not knowing the integration of the faith affiliation did not affect the function 
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of the student discipline process.  Pavel noted specific policies like visitation, no 

cohabitation or spending the night in the residence hall room of someone of the opposite 

gender as specific to the faith heritage.  There were no references to faith-affiliation in the 

campus discipline literature.      

As the sole evangelical college in the study, Service College’s faith heritage and 

commitment to Christian higher education surfaced as an important theme integral to 

both the student discipline process and the relationship to students.  Fox stated that 

Service College concerned itself with student behavior because as  

a faith based college, we want to make sure, as much as we can, that the things 

that go on here are glorifying to God.  So when students step out of those 

expectations, our goal then would be to try to help them get back in a right 

standing and a good place, if they are a Christian, obviously. And if they’re not, 

then the conversation is a bit different, but hopefully it can still be a time to 

encourage them and talk to them about what it means to be a Christian, or what 

that looks like. (Fox, IT).   

Fox further noted that,  

my experience is, I’ve seen this, they want the student to be restored to that 

community, to go on and do good things, to not have an issue hanging over their 

heads or following them for the rest of their time at the college.  Perhaps for them 

the philosophy behind that at a secular [college or university] might just be good 

will or being charitable somehow, where for us we would look at our faith, and 

what is the message of Christ and why he came and what he accomplished and 

what that means for us as Christians, and that there is this opportunity in our faith 
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where we can be restored to this right relationship with God, initially, but even 

when we sin there is still that opportunity to be restored as we confess and as we 

move forward.   So I think we can use that as a differentiation.  And maybe when 

it’s appropriate, helping a student see that same thing in a conduct process.  I’m 

almost making that a microcosm of let’s look at the small little incident and see 

how this is similar to what the Lord accomplished for us. (Fox, IT)   

The other SFPs noted the faith-heritage influence on policy, procedures, and community 

relationships.  For example, Case suggested that “we’re a faith based institution; that’s 

why we expect a certain expectations of students in terms of behavior” (Case, IT).   

Likewise, according to Gillis, “because we are a faith based institution, that plays a role 

into obviously the policies that are formed and some of the reasons behind why we have 

some of those policies” (Gillis, IT).  Fox suggested that beyond the purpose of the student 

discipline, the disciplinary processes were also a reflection of the integration of faith into 

the outside-of-the-classroom learning at the college.  She reflected that the discipline 

process was not so much an evangelical mission field but was often a place to find 

common ground in the midst of difficult student interactions.  She noted,      

I do hope, and it depends on the student and the situation, I think probably our 

relationship as well, if we have one already, then it makes a spiritual conversation 

a bit more natural and easier…I don’t necessarily want to force one like that when 

it’s not, it doesn’t fit, or it just wouldn’t be the appropriate time…So, there are 

times where I hope a student walks away with a new understanding or insight into 

their Christianity and how they express that, but I don’t want to force that 

conversation just for the sake of being a Christian institution and that’s what we 
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are supposed to do because it could do more harm than good in some instances. 

(Fox, IT) 

More explicitly evangelical in philosophy and practice, Case suggested that, “in a sense, 

every department on campus is a mission field, so, and as a result, we have, you have to 

treat the discipline process the same way” (Case, IT). 

She further noted,  

you know, even though there’s a lot of Christians that are students here, there are 

a lot of students who are not Christians.  And as a result, you know part of our 

mission, and part of our reason for the discipline process is reaching out to those 

people…And even though they may not have belief in God, or any kind of 

religious values, we hope that through the process we can at least instill 

something in those people.  (Case, IT)   

  Additionally, the theme of administrative autonomy and latitude in the discipline 

process emerged from Service College.  It is important to note that Service College 

specifically related the idea of latitude in the discipline process to the religious notion of 

Grace. This theme appeared to carry with it a potential tension in reconciling the 

disciplinary process, which sometimes involves student dismissal or expulsion, with the 

Christian mission of the college and the SFP’s personal ministry.  Gillis’ statement that  

“Christ provided redemption, provided grace, and if we’re gonna call ourselves a 

Christian institution, and then just throw people out on the streets, that would not be 

living up to what we’ve been called to do” (Gillis, IT) called attention to this tension. 

  The faith heritage of Enhance College did not surface in Stewart’s interview, nor 

in the campus discipline literature, save for a tiny statement regarding the faith-heritage 
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of the college and substance abuse.  I found the guiding influence on the discipline 

policies to be personal responsibility, ethical and moral behavior, and integrity.   

The following chart (Figure 3) summarizes the degree of faith affiliation and integration  
 
to the student discipline process I found in the colleges in this study. 
 
   Faith Affiliation  

Difference College Church-affiliated, Christian-based in 
approach to individuals, integrated with 
experiential learning 

Advancement College Heritage with minimal influence, vague 
influence towards rules and regulations 

Enhance College Heritage with minimal influence 

Service College Evangelical, integral to curricular and co-
curricular mission of college, missional, 
Grace 

Figure 3 

Community Education of Discipline Process 

 Across the entire study, the education of the community regarding the disciplinary 

policies, procedures, and processes was practical, confounding, and, on the whole, 

inadequate.  Three of the four colleges in my study suggested that they could do a better 

job informing and educating the student body about the community standards and 

discipline processes.  The lack of assessment or educational measures or outcomes 

emerged as a contradiction as the colleges struggled to articulate the education inherent in 

the community discipline process.       

Because of the small sizes of these colleges and the residency requirements of 

each campus, the majority of their students experienced residence hall living.  Each of the 

colleges mentioned residence halls and the hall staff as primary educational venues and 
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vehicles for community education of the discipline process.  Student orientation sessions 

and formal and informal conversations, specifically with knowledgeable Residence Life 

student staff, served as the other principal means of educating the community.  

Additionally, all four colleges printed student literature in the form of a hardcopy or 

electronic student handbook containing college behavior codes and the student discipline 

philosophies, processes, and procedures.  Students’ refusal to read the campus literature 

emerged as a troubling trend.     

  Within and across the colleges, education on the student discipline programs 

emerged in two distinct categories: passive education and active education.  Passive 

education was non-interactive education such as printed literature, posters, websites, and 

media that students were expected to pick up and experience on their own.  Active 

education included interactional educational mediums such as meetings, peer-to-peer 

discussions, and classroom learning sessions.  In the chart below, I reviewed the modes 

of student discipline education each college reported using to educate the community on 

student discipline (Figure 4). 
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Passive Education Active Education 

Difference College Electronic 
media/student 
handbook 

Student Orientation, residence 
life (including hall meetings), 
peer-to-peer interactions, 
informal discussions with 
faculty, staff, and students 

Advancement College Student handbook, 
website, brochures,  

Mandatory residence hall 
meetings, RAs, Student 
Orientation sessions,  

Enhance College Student Handbook / 
Planner 

First year seminar, residence 
hall meetings, Student 
orientation 

Service College 

Handbook, Bulletin 
Boards in residence 
halls, email series to 
entire campus 
community  

Student orientation, residence 
hall meetings, informed RA 
staff, one-on-one 
conversations with other 
individuals    

Figure 4 

 Individual College Discipline Education. 

The SFPs of Advancement College reported that community education of the 

disciplinary processes was an area where the college needed improvement.  Pavel 

suggested that students were bored by hearing about the policies and procedures and 

Stephens suggested students were generally not educated on the discipline process until 

they were actually going through it.  She noted that, “it’s almost that they wait until it’s 

too late” (Stephens, IT) to be educated on the discipline process.  She further suggested 

that it was difficult to educate them [on the discipline process] because she would have 

had to throw another meeting at them where “they would not be paying attention 

anyway” (Stephens, IT).      

    Copies of the student handbook, printed along with a hand-held day-planner, 

were available to students.  But since they were not picking up a copy, the decision was 
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made to also post the information on-line.  Other educational opportunities included 

mandatory residence hall meetings that took place at the beginning of each school year.  

Additionally, Stephens noted that an important means of education transmission was via 

RAs who were well-versed in the discipline policies and procedures.  RAs were trained in 

an intensive two-week training period before school began and in in-services throughout 

the year.  These RAs educated their residents on the entire discipline process, from 

incident report to final appeal, communicating the discipline process.  Student 

Orientation was also an important means of community education.  In the residence life 

session, Pavel met with students to go over where they were going to live, to go over 

rules such as pets and candles, and to let “[students] know that there is a student code of 

conduct and there are some policies…[but] I don’t try to bore them with them” (Pavel, 

IT).  Advancement College utilized both passive and active methods of education, but in 

the end did not feel that either of them were necessarily effective in educating the student 

community on the disciplinary processes of the college.     

Difference College educated the campus community on the philosophical 

approach to campus student discipline and the community standards through relational 

interactions and conversations, as well as with campus literature.  Like Advancement 

College, students were usually educated about the disciplinary processes after they ended 

up “in trouble” (Melson, IT).  According to Oswald, this education happened through a 

conversation, which beyond campus literature was the chief mode of education of student 

discipline and judicial processes.  The student code of conduct was generally 

communicated “peer-to-peer” (Melson, IT).  She stated, “Expectations of the college…I 

think, gets transmitted peer to peer.  I have not documented that but I feel like they are a 
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part of that network” (Melson, IT).  This grassroots discipline education was less formal 

than Enhance College’s discipline education.     

 Enhance College was the only school that noted the differences in educating 

different classifications of students.  Stewart felt that Enhance College did “a great job 

with orientation and with new students” but that “we don’t do as good of a job as we need 

to each year [with] the reeducation of [current] students” (Stewart, IT).  Stewart said,  

We bring the first-year students in a week early; they come in a week before the 

upper class students and then that is part of the whole process where we go 

through, and hall meetings and [other campus introductions].  They [then] start 

the first year seminar, so they are in class during that week before upper class 

students move in and all.  But, I think we do an excellent job at the beginning.  I 

think the reeducation we don’t do as good of a job as we need to, and we talk 

about and it’s one of those time things.  I think we [have done a] better job the last 

two or three years than we used to do in the sophomore year.  And, I think there is 

more we could do in juniors and seniors, but you also hope that by the time they 

get to be juniors and seniors they pretty well know the rules by that point too.  

(Stewart, IT) 

Additionally, Stewart noted that without the residence hall environment, educating 

returning students was somewhat of a challenge.  For these students, Enhance College 

offered 

a lot of stuff through student organizations, and most students are in student 

organizations [or] are in fraternities and sororities and this kind of thing after 

they’re sophomores.  So a lot of that I think, the reeducation part and especially 
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with alcohol education, sexual conduct, that kind of thing takes place through 

student organizations more than in the resident halls when they’re juniors and 

seniors.  (Stewart, IT)  

While Stewart felt the campus discipline education had room for improvement, Enhance 

College provided several intentional opportunities for students to learn about college 

expectations and discipline processes.         

Service College educated its campus community through a variety of informal, 

relational interactions.  The educational approach was exemplified in a unified campus-

wide approach to community education that was less formal and characteristically 

conversational.  However, as Case noted, “there’s not really a formal education of the 

discipline process” (Case, IT).  Continuing to affirm that the campus community was not 

educated “verbally” about the discipline process, Meyer further stated, “to be quite 

honest, I’m not sure that we talk a lot about student conduct expectations as a whole 

community…at all” (Meyer, IT).  She went onto suggest that campus community wa 

educated about the disciplinary process “mostly through just the conversation, like, the 

in-hall, whole-hall meeting we kind of set that standard, but I think just through 

conversations too” (Meyer, IT).   

  Service College reported that it used student orientation, residence hall meetings, 

campus discipline literature, “basic sinage” (Fox, IT), and individual conversations to 

educate students about the student discipline program and process.  Unique to Service 

College was the CSDO’s email series.  Fox stated,  

We…initiated an email series several years ago that is utilized daily in the first 

three months of the fall semester, and it’s called [Student Affairs Email].  It’s not 
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always about policies and procedures; we also try to feature involvement 

opportunities and we feature student organizations in that daily email series. That 

does go out to all students, faculty, and staff…There are times within that where 

we will feature a certain policy or policy change that is new for that school year. 

So that’s another form of communication that we’ve used.  (Fox, IT)   

The campus-wide responsibility of educating the study body was a critical component of 

the over-all campus discipline education process.  Again, Fox noted, 

When we communicate to students about our policies regarding student conduct, 

lots of other folks help with that process, from the resident directors, to the 

resident assistants, to our student activities director, and I’m sure even beyond 

that there’s folks that do that. Those are probably some of the primary folks that 

do it…There are those also who are coaches in our athletic programs that can be a 

great asset in that because they want to make sure that their students toe the line to 

do well and to be eligible and to not compromise the team or jeopardize the team 

in any way.  (Fox, IT) 

Supporting Fox’s assertions, Meyer noted the informality in the educational 

conversations.  She said,  

Like, if someone is making decisions that aren’t necessarily in alignment with 

those lifestyle expectations or, you know, student conduct, we kind of, I address 

those definitely on an informal level just with conversating with students and then 

when it comes to, when they are part of the disciplinary process.  I honestly still 

think it’s still about conversations though, and knowing each other’s hearts and 
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being there to answer questions, but also hold them accountable for kind of what 

we’ve set before them. (Meyer, IT)  

Service College’s approach to discipline education took place informally, by many 

members of the campus community.  This education was not a set, formal process but 

instead was reported as an on-going, community conversation.     

   Residence Life and Community Discipline Education. 

All of the colleges in this study utilized residence halls and the residence life staff 

in key roles in the informal educational conversations and peer-to-peer student discipline 

education.  Residence hall meetings brought the education of students “outside of the 

classroom” (Mosley, IT) and into their homes.  Resident Assistants (RAs) were trained to 

“explain” (Melson, IT) to students how live within their residential communities.     

At Difference College, the all-hall meeting at the beginning of each semester 

provided a forum for residence life staff to explain the community standards and 

expectations.  Mosley said,   

We get [the hall residents] down in the lobby; they sit there with their RA’s, [a 

residence life professional] is there as the hall director for the building, and you 

know, [they] just outline these are the rules; this is the process.  You know,  

[they] stand there with the [Student Handbook and] hold it up like this [and say], 

“You may not read it but you are responsible for it!” and [they] sit down and 

[they] outline things like the alcohol policy. (Mosley, IT) 

During Orientation, RAs were assigned to [huddle groups] of twenty to forty students, 

and residents met with the their assigned groups so that both the RLP and the RA had 



 Texas Tech University, John Delony, August 2010 

 168 

“those [additional] opportunities to educate them” (Mosley, IT).  During huddle 

meetings,   

Each RA will sit down with their students and kind of outline in a bit more detail 

[the student discipline process and community standards] and then also give them 

an opportunity to ask any questions that they might not want to ask in front of 

me…To say, “Well how does this really work, or is that [Residence Life 

Professional] going to be here at 3:00 in the morning when I’m in my towel. You 

know, and try to work that through with them.  (Mosley, IT)      

The residence life staff, including the RAs, educated “people in their interactions and in 

their [huddle] meetings and things like that on the [residence hall] floors” (Oswald, IT).  

As detailed above, the residence life staff plays an integral role to the community 

discipline education at Difference College.  

Comparable to Difference College, Service College suggested that the residence 

life staff, especially related to the mandatory first-of-the-year meetings, was key to the 

community education process.  Fox said, 

When students move into the residence hall, they have residence hall meetings 

where they’ll meet the staff and they’ll have a chance to hear some of the main 

policies that will govern their behavior while they live in housing. (Fox, IT) 

Gillis further explained,  

At the beginning of the year we have a residence hall wide meeting and just let 

them know the expectations of living here…[and,] say there’s another issue that 

comes up that needs to be talked about, then we may have another residence hall 

wide meeting kind of mid-year.  Or if it’s specifically with a specific hall, [we] 
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have the RA hold a floor meeting or a wing meeting.  [And] continually through 

the semester, there is education, whether it’s from the residence assistants talking 

to them or them talking to me, or whether it’s, you know, especially on a smaller 

policy, we aren’t always like someone drops a swear word, and we’re like, ‘Okay, 

you get 10 hours of community service.’ There is a process along with that of 

education before reaching a point of discipline. (Gillis, IT) 

Similar to both Difference and Service College, Enhance College and Advancement 

College also used their residence halls and residence life staff for the education of student 

discipline processes, procedures, and community standards.  As noted above, this 

education took place through passive and active instruction, including one-on-one 

conversations, all-hall programs, and educational programs.         

  Ultimately, campus community education of the discipline process at the four 

colleges in my study, beyond simply referring to an electronic copy of a student 

handbook or posting posters in a residence hall, was informal, conversational, and 

communicated through a word of mouth, peer-to-peer network.  The continued reliance 

on student campus discipline literature and the expectation SFPs place on students to read 

this material while they readily acknowledged that students did not read the information 

was an important finding. 

The discipline programs in the colleges in this study defined, established, and 

supported a unique campus community.  Within these communities, individual students 

played integral roles in the development, accountability, and support of the discipline 

processes.  In this section I have discussed how the colleges in my study define their 

community, how students join the campus community, the student role within the 
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community, the development of community standards, community accountability, 

community responsibility, student voice in the community, stakeholder involvement in 

the discipline process, the influence and affiliation of faith in the mission of student 

discipline and the community, and the community education of the discipline process.              

Student Formation 

  The focus of education and student learning in the student discipline process 

emerged as a recurring theme throughout the discipline programs of the four colleges in 

this study.  Each SFP spoke either directly or peripherally about their college’s 

educational philosophy of student discipline, the educational nature of sanctions, the 

student discipline context for experiential learning, how student discipline participation 

educates students on citizenship and community membership, future behavior education, 

and used other contextualized student-learning language.   

  Each institution had its own individual definitions of student learning and 

expectations that were valued and promulgated within its campus community.  

Interestingly, the colleges and SFPs in this study were collectively unable to articulate 

student-learning outcomes for their student discipline processes, and none provided a 

particular set of educational or student-learning frameworks that guided their disciplinary 

processes.  Each of the SFPs were able to suggest “walk-aways” which broadly suggested 

educational lessons the colleges hoped students retain from their interaction with the 

student discipline program.  Unfortunately, these “walk-aways” remained conjectural and 

academic, not specifically articulated in the campus literature or easily recalled by any of 

the SFPs.  Despite the collective inability to articulate student learning outcomes, the 

discipline programs did appear to be focused on student growth, development, and 
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learning.  In this section, I will discuss each college’s distinctive approach to student 

formation and development, each college’s student learning and educational philosophy, 

the importance of educating for future behavior and decision making, educational 

autonomy and administrative latitude in the discipline process, and the informal, 

conversational approach to student discipline.     

Distinctive Approaches 

  Each college in my study had a distinctive purpose and approach to student 

formation.  In the chart below (Figure 5), I have recognized the following purposes:  

College Student Formation Approach  

Difference College Student formation for world community 
participation  

Advancement College Student formation for educational 
achievement and real-world success  

Enhance College Student Formation for an educated 
citizenship  

Service College Student formation for future behavior and 
service in God’s kingdom  

Figure 5 

For Service College, student formation through the discipline process was 

described as any type of outcome that would lead to the growth and development of a 

student.  Gillis suggested that Service College concerned itself with student behavior 

because of   

the importance of [the college] being a living, learning environment.  And through 

discipline and through conduct hearings and different things of that nature it 

allows them to learn and grow, and hopefully what we were talking about before, 
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just hopefully they can, their identity and their growth can be formed through that 

process of discipline. (Gillis, IT) 

Difference College suggested student formation was “about respect and understanding 

about living in a community” (Melson, IT).  Oswald believed that formation was about 

developing critical thinkers with a more diverse set of tools for dealing with future 

situations.  She noted that in the discipline process,    

we are just going to have a conversation and try to figure out what happened and 

then move on from there, hoping people have learned what they needed to and 

then we move on to developing better choices and better people…The chief 

objective [of the disciplinary process] is that people are better decision makers 

when they encounter the same situations; that they will consider something more 

broadly than they would have in that situation prior to the interactions. (Oswald, 

IT).     

Much like Service College, the concept of student formation at Advancement College 

was based on the formational premise of influencing future student behavior.  Pavel said 

the discipline process was simply an exercise to  

make students aware of what they’ve done and how they can change that behavior 

before they get out into the real world.  [It is crucial that] they learn that what they 

did was not appropriate and that even though they’re upset and they don’t agree 

with the policy, that they learn that no matter where you go, there are always 

going to be a set of rules or policies that you have to follow and regardless if you 

agree with them or not, you have to live up to those expectations…And they can 

just be good human beings out in the world, you know?  We want them to be able 
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to do their part and say that if they came from Advancement College, that they 

learned.  (Pavel, IT). 

In support of her college’s future-focused behavior philosophy, Pavel suggested that 

Advancement College attempted to keep the rules and policies “the same as what you 

would have out in the real world, if you were living in an apartment complex” (Pavel, 

IT).  Taking a different slightly different focus, Enhance College literature reported that 

the college community was devoted to growing intellectually and personally.  When 

speaking specifically about how the student discipline process related to the college’s 

student formation goals, Stewart suggested that student discipline existed to broaden the 

worldview of the college student, stating 

the educational part [of student discipline seeks], that [students] would learn 

something from it and that they, not only do they get it, and are they not going to 

let it happen again, but they understand why the policy is there. (Stewart, IT)   

The theme of Student Formation specific to each college is discussed below.   

Student Learning and Educational Philosophy 

Advancement College posited that the campus discipline process helped to 

“redevelop” and “redirect” (Stephens, IT) students in a positive way, allowing them to 

continue with their education.  This “redevelopment” and “redirection” (Stephens, IT) 

philosophy sought to teach students that following policies and procedures was not 

specific to campus life at Advancement College, but was instead a reality of living within 

any community.  The campus discipline process attempted to positively redirect students 

to become better citizens upon leaving the college.  This educational approach was 

evolving at the college.  It was deemed necessary because SFPs realized that they were 
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consistently seeing the same students in the discipline process without any positive 

indication that the students were learning from their mistakes.  Additionally, student 

conduct violators claimed ignorance of campus rules and regulations, an excuse, 

according to Pavel, that would not contribute to student success after they leave the 

college.  She said,  

like sometimes we come in…they’ve broken a housing policy where you can’t 

have more than a certain number of people in an apartment and you know, 

everyone that comes in [and says], “We didn’t know how many people were 

in…” So we have them write a paper on being aware of their 

surroundings…knowing what’s going on around you.  Cause this whole, “I was at 

the wrong place at the wrong time” is not going to fly when you’re standing in 

front of a judge in a court…they’re not going to be like, “Oh, OK…” (Pavel, IT)   

The SFPs reported that student formation was facilitated through educational sanctions 

that were additions to more punitive sanctions.  They did not deem traditional sanctions 

such as community service, fines, or probation as educational in nature but instead 

believed newly implemented, specifically educational sanctions such as writing a 

research paper related to the violation or writing an apology letter to an injured 

community member more appropriately instilled the formative behavior changes they 

were seeking.  Pavel reported that student behavior appeared to be improving simply 

because the students lacked the additional time necessary to complete the new, additional 

educational sanctions and therefore they changed their behavior so as to avoid the new 

sanctions.  She pointed to a noticeable reduction in the number of discipline hearings as 
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evidence of the success of the additional sanctions.  For Pavel, the transition from a 

punitive philosophy to a student formation approach had been an adjustment.  She noted, 

At first when I first started, I was like, “Wow!  This just doesn’t make sense [how 

easy the students the were letting off]!”  But I got more into it, I learned, you 

know, [the process] is more to educate them, and we try to give them another 

chance to start over, and to, you know, feed that [positive] behavior.  (Pavel, IT) 

  Service College approached student learning and student development from a 

foundation of personal relationships.  During the interviews, Service College SFPs often 

suggested that in order to educate a student about making better future decisions, it was 

critical to find the root causes of the misconduct.  The spirit behind the act of misconduct 

was deeper than, and went beyond, the violation.  Case suggested that initial contact in 

the discipline process was,  

first of all, trying to understand why the person did what they did.  And that may 

be kind of understanding where they come from. It may be the kind of stuff is 

acceptable where they’re from.  And then trying to find out is it, “you looking for 

attention?  Is there a reason why you’re doing this because you’re not being, 

people aren’t paying attention to you, you don’t have any friends, you know, 

trying to get to the bottom of this. (Case, IT) 

After coming to some type of determination of what was going on the student’s life, the 

SFPs modified the student learning for each particular student situation.  They believed 

that this relational context was essential for student learning to take place in the student 

discipline process.  Gillis noted, 



 Texas Tech University, John Delony, August 2010 

 176 

if you were to be just like, “Here you go, you are being disciplined,” there would 

be no chance for growth and no chance for a dialogue and for conversation to 

happen about what happened and why it happened, and sometimes to get at those 

deeper truths that may be going on in their lives, you know. This guy may be 

doing this and acting in this way because of something much deeper that really is 

more important than actually what happened. They may be acting, you know, 

aggressive or acting out in this manner because in their life something’s going on 

that needs to be dealt with or talked about, so, kind of allow all of those things to 

come forth and come together is why we go with that…I guess almost holistic 

would be a probably a good way to put it too, just in the scale of looking at 

everything from the whole of who a student is, I think we do a good job at that, of 

seeing who the student is and understanding that maybe the student is just going 

through a horrible time in their life, and you know, maybe they still don’t need to 

be here because of that, because maybe they need to deal with that, but maybe 

there’s a chance for them to grow and learn while they are here through that. 

(Gillis, IT).   

The student formation foundation of Service College was based on complex relationships 

and the exploration and determination of the root causes of misaligned student behavior.      

Consistent with the other three colleges in this study, the educational student 

learning philosophy at Enhance College aimed to educate students in order to mold them 

into better future decision makers, successful students, and non-returners to the student 

discipline process.  Stewart said,  



 Texas Tech University, John Delony, August 2010 

 177 

I think more than anything it’s the educational aspect that probably in 95% of the 

cases we’re able to turn a student around, we’re able to keep them in school, and 

they do quite well.  And, it’s unusual that we have to suspend a student from 

school, and even when we do that, hopefully they can understand the reason for 

that and if they’re salvageable.  And if they should be here to begin with, 

normally we’re going to work with them to be able to come back.  And so, I think 

that it’s educational…I think it’s a matter of believing in giving people second 

chances, and I am not disappointed in that very much.  I don’t see many people 

the second time; generally it works the first time.  Whether it’s probation…or 

whatever, there are not too many repeat offenders.  So, you have to hope that if 

you’re not having cases appealed, and if you’re not having repeat offenders, you 

must be doing something right.  (Stewart, IT) 

The Enhance College’s campus discipline literature focused a great deal of attention on 

the behavior students should display in an academic community.  In the event a student 

stepped out of this expected behavior, the discipline processes served to mold students 

into the appropriately mature, adult behavior.  

  Student discipline at Difference College was rooted in an educational approach, 

originating from the college’s desire to develop the whole student.  Melson explained that 

this approach 

has an intentionality based in learning, learning what is right and wrong at times, 

learning new strategies, new approaches, different strategies, different 

approaches, and, you know, strategies [for living in a community]…So, there is a 

spectrum, but it’s most often invested in just learning opportunity.  We have very 
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few repeat violations by individuals, so one could assume that what we do deal 

with, we do rather effectively in that conversation. (Melson, IT)   

Further, she stated,  

In student affairs my belief has always been about learning experiences and 

growing from that, and so that is kind of where it starts from…[student 

discipline]; it is probably one of the most immediate things one can learn from.   

You know, we have a big belief here about experience and experiential learning 

and behavior is based in experience one way or another, and…bad behavior or 

uninformed behavior leads to opportunities for education and learning and things 

of that sort.  (Melson, IT) 

Moreover, the discipline approach at Difference College sought to grow, develop, and 

comprehensively and holistically shape students to “be responsible citizens” (Mosley, IT) 

after they leave Difference.  This formative approach went 

from [the]classroom experience, from programming in the residence halls, and it 

also goes back to, you know, if we were in a disciplinary situation. (Mosley, IT)   

Throughout this study, Difference College’s commitment to educating students about 

how to construct a community, how to live within the agreed upon living framework, 

how to work together towards resolution when individuals or groups act outside of that 

framework, and how to educate students to make better decisions in the future permeated 

the student discipline process.  Simply put, Difference College took seriously the 

business of teaching how to live in a community.  This formation was intended to carry 

students beyond the walls of Difference, for, as Mosley explained,   
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whether that’s as a member of our campus community; whether that’s as a 

member of the Small Town community, and sometimes living-off campus, and 

sometimes things happen, or that’s when they leave us and going out into the real 

world…[Students] know there’re certain things you’ve gotta deal with in life and 

you need to learn to be a responsible adult…and we are part of the [formation] 

process.  (Mosley, IT) 

Future Behavior and Decision Making: Living in the Real World 

The theme of forming students to make better decisions in the future and 

preparation for life after college (in the real world) emerged as a prominent domain in 

three of the colleges in the study.  This section provides insight into each institution’s 

intentionality surrounding student formation in the discipline process beyond the initial 

instance of student misconduct.    

  Advancement College’s disciplinary philosophy was rooted in future behavior 

and citizen formation.  As Pavel noted, the college constructed discipline policies that 

were generally similar to rules and regulations that students would face in communities 

after life at the college; moreover, she suggested that students in the discipline process   

will learn that what they did was not appropriate and that even though they’re 

upset and they don’t agree with the policy, that they learn that no matter where 

you go, there are always going to be a set of rules or policies that you have to 

follow and regardless if you agree with them or not, you have to live up to those 

expectations.  (Pavel, IT)   

Stephens further explained that a common theme of her discussions with students was the 

idea that decisions and behavior choices made while a student at Advancement College 
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could follow a student beyond the walls of the college into the “real world.”  She stated 

that a student’s ability to think beyond their current situation and to view the potential 

future ramifications of behaviors and/or actions was one of the chief objectives of the 

campus disciplinary process.  She stated,  

You know, a lot of times we have students in here that…well, I have students in 

here that say, “Hey, I want to be a doctor…I want to be a chemist or a 

lawyer,”…and they don’t realize that their actions, the things that they do here are 

going to affect their possibilities of getting those positions.  ‘Cause…you know, I 

explain to a lot of students that when those employers call me, I have to tell them 

what’s in your file.  And they don’t understand that.  And that has really been 

working for me lately, because they’re like, “Oh…I thought that this was just an 

on-campus thing…” Well, yeah, it’s an on-campus thing; we don’t always call 

law enforcement or get those people involved, depending on the situation.  Now 

there’s some situations, like drugs, we don’t have any choice on that.  But there 

are other situations like multiple alcohol violations; we don’t always get them, we 

don’t always get the authorities involved.  But when that school district calls me 

and asks me, “What kind of student was Jane Doe,” I have to tell them exactly 

what is in their file, and they don’t realize that...they think, you know, once I take 

care of it here, it’s done. (Stephens, IT)             

This emphasis on future behavior and future consequences also instilled in students “what 

they can do” (Pavel, IT) to not break the same policy in the future.   

Likewise, Service College placed a strong emphasis on educating and preparing 

students for future citizenship and living in the real world.  Case stated,  
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the concern is, you know, to make sure these young men and women become 

respectful citizens in whatever their professions want to be.  You know, the real 

world doesn’t put up with a lot of stuff, and I think the purpose of our discipline 

process, our code of conduct, so to speak, is to help prepare those students for the 

real world life, where you know, where if you skip out on work you’re probably 

going to get fired…where if you skip class, you can make up work or get notes 

from fellow students.  The real world doesn’t, you know, take too kindly to the 

college mentality of being a slacker and doing whatever you want. (Case, IT)   

Fox suggested that she hoped that after they had gone through the discipline process, 

students would “have learned from that and will continue to learn from that and that 

learning will direct their decision making in the future” (Fox, IT).  Gillis expanded on 

Case and Fox’s ideas, suggesting that 

overall, [the student discipline process] allows people to reenter and to grow and 

to learn, and to, after four years, leave and say, “Man, when I came as a freshman, 

I was just this kid that was doing whatever he wanted, and just rag tag and 

whatever…” and to say, “I’ve matured, you know…I’ve learned when I screwed 

up that first semester, I’ve learned through that. And now that I see myself, now 

graduating and leaving, I’m a different person because of the experience that I 

have had here…and I’m prepared and I’m ready for the ‘real world’ now that I’ve 

gone through that” (Gillis, IT).  

The SFPs of Difference College spoke directly to the idea of responding and 

educating students in the present to positively affect behavior in the future.  Oswald noted 

the importance of formation – of correcting and addressing behavior,  



 Texas Tech University, John Delony, August 2010 

 182 

making sure this doesn’t either happen again, how we learn from this mistake and 

move on, how do we make better decisions next time...we are just going to have a 

conversation and try to figure out what happened and then move on from there 

hoping people have learned what they needed to and then we move on to 

developing better choices and better people…The chief objective is that people 

are better decision makers when they encounter the same situations…that they 

will consider something more broadly than they would have in that situation prior 

to the interactions. (Oswald, IT) 

 This idea of forming students, scaffolding their development, and influencing future 

behaviors was a great responsibility, contextualized through intentionality and highly 

personal and complex relationships.  These future decisions invoked critical thinking, 

internalizing for a student 

why wouldn’t somebody think that [a student’s poor decision choice] wasn’t a 

good choice, and why did “X” results happen from “Y” occurrence, and just 

trying to get [students] to work through that and make a better choice the next 

time. (Mosley, IT)  

Educating students for future behavior and for making better decisions was a key 

principle behind the discipline processes at Service, Difference, and Advancement 

College.        

Educational Autonomy (Administrative Latitude) 

 Without a doubt, one of the most consistent findings of my study was the 

administrative autonomy SFPs had in responding to student behavior in three of the four 

colleges.  Further, all ten SFPs commented on their perceived freedom in student 
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discipline meetings.  Specifically, three of the four colleges lauded their wide sense of 

latitude and autonomy in responding and crafting individual student learning and 

formation responses to student misconduct, individually shaped for each individual 

student and situation.  The discipline processes at these colleges revealed that disciplinary 

consistency was less routine in institutional disciplinary responses for each situation 

(automatic violations receiving automatic sanctions), replaced by relational, personal 

approaches to student discipline.    

Advancement College often observed that each discipline situation required an 

intentional examination of the incident, the student(s) involved, and a specifically crafted 

response in order to create a learning opportunity for the student.  Stephens noted that 

Advancement provided “a lot more latitude in what [SFPs] are able to sanction a student 

with” (Stephens, IT) when compared to a public institution.  She suggested that on the 

whole, public institutions have to adhere to more standard guidelines in the student 

discipline process than does Advancement College.  In both policy development and 

sanctioning, the SFPs “have a lot of leeway about what [they] can and cannot do” 

(Stephens, IT).  The code of conduct prescribed a standard framework for institutional 

response and sanctioning guidelines for two code violations:  alcohol and drugs.  Even in 

these situations, the student hearing assembly was able recommend deviations from the 

guidelines to be approved by Stephens or the CSAO.  In all other circumstances outside 

of residence hall fines (i.e., violation of the pet policy, etc.), SFPs decided sanctions 

based upon the merits of each individual case.  Stephens explained that sanctions were 

“left up to creativity…or after meeting with the students, what [they] think will help 

develop the student best.” (Stephens, IT).  Consistency in assigned sanctions across 
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students was recognized as a minor goal; due to the intended student learning nature of 

student discipline cases, it was not the driving force in responses.  Stephens said,     

Now we do try to be as consistent as possible, but each case is individual as is 

each set of circumstances…And again, that’s where I really like that because 

that’s where you have the opportunity to look for those teachable moments, you 

know, really try to educate and redevelop the student [in the discipline process]. 

(Stephens, IT) 

Broadly viewed, the SFPs at Advancement College appeared to wield a considerable 

amount of administrative influence over student discipline.  Stephens reiterated,  

It’s just case-by-case because every case is different and every reasoning behind 

the case is different and some cases are just more severe than others. (Stephens, 

IT)   

  Beginning with the campus literature, Difference College stated a commitment to 

comprehensively examining each student conduct situation for a variety of factors.  The 

college noted that in recommending and determining a sanction, student conduct hearing 

assemblies or administrators were permitted to consider a student’s attitude, the offense, 

the student’s disciplinary history, and other related factors of related substance.  The 

informal, conversational approach to student discipline at Difference College allowed for 

the student voice to be heard in disciplinary hearings and to allow contextualized, 

personalized, and individualized learning to take place in each situation.  SFPs believed 

that true learning took place during this conversation.  Oswald stated,  

everything isn’t scriptive.  There are some scripts; there’re some boundaries, but 

it’s not scripted.  It allows for more individualized dialogue during an intake 
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interview and appreciation for the circumstances that [a] particular student is in.  

And, so it’s more efficient…in a matter of 20 minutes I can be done.  Because I 

can just go find the kid in the dining hall and go “hey you need to come talk to 

me.  It’s very efficient. (Oswald, IT)    

Oswald further noted that the authors of the behavior codes carefully crafted prohibited 

behaviors to provide as much latitude as possible, pointing out that in the discipline 

literature,   

we don’t have a thing called [combat]; we have [aggravation], if you notice.  It’s 

very scripted that way.  We don’t have stealing; it’s [about protecting 

possessions].  [The policies are scripted in specific ways] because there is a lot of 

gray, and this allows us to work with all the gray. (Oswald, IT)    

 Melson elaborated further, suggesting that although policies and procedures were 

specifically documented within the campus literature, specific situations may call for 

adaptations to the established policy.  She said,  

while we have a process in the handbook, assembly chairs, and a discipline 

assembly, as I always say at the end of the day, don’t leave until everybody has 

had their say.  Follow the procedure, but let everybody have their say…[And in 

certain situations], the [SFP] may not have the authority to bend a policy like I do, 

so they usually come in here and we talk through what I am going to give so the 

[student] can give, and we all avoid a hearing.  Because, basically we all agree on 

what happened; we are just trying to work out what’s best. (Melson, IT)   
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   Beyond latitude and freedom in the investigation and sanctioning of student 

misconduct, there was also considerable latitude in policy development at Difference 

College.  For instance, a policy may be developed in the following informal way:   

A [SFP] may come to us as the [Residence Life] staff saying, “This is what we’re 

thinking about doing.  What is y’alls opinion?”  And so, we would say, “oh yeah, 

that may work or, ugh, that sounds like a bad idea.”  And then, she’ll take that 

information and go to the CSDO and they kind of suss it out.   You know, she as 

the head and our senior administrator for the division will get in a room and kind 

of “pow-wow” and come up with, “Okay this is kind of where we want to go with 

the process,” and then senior administrator has to take that to senior staff and see 

if that’ll be approved or not. (Mosley, IT) 

Difference had a discipline process that was scripted in such a way to allow for flexibility 

in the discipline process.   

  At Service College, with CSDO oversight, the scope and nature of the student’s 

specific offense invited a specific, articulated disciplinary route.  Thus stated, Service 

College SFPs reported the most latitude in addressing student matters and individual and 

group instances of student misconduct, noting that in all discipline matters, student 

discipline administrators reserved the right to craft the disciplinary response to the 

individual discipline cases.  In discussing the freedom to address individual discipline 

situations, Case said, 

 I would say it’s flexible because I definitely think you can, it could be like a same 

violation, but depending on the person the discipline may have to fit the person 

instead of the crime so to speak. (Case, IT)   
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He further noted that when determining sanctions for minor infractions, the resulting 

sanction 

depends mostly on, you know, like their attitude towards it, and if they’re 

remorseful for it and things like that, not that you can always judge that. (Case, 

IT)  

Service College had an established student discipline matrix that was provided to students 

to notify them of a general estimated response for specific behaviors.  As there was 

established freedom to alter sanctions for particular situations, Fox remarked in reference 

to the discipline matrix, 

I kind of came into that. I don’t really use it; to me it’s almost too open-ended.  I 

mean, I know somehow we need to give students a notice of possible outcomes, 

but that thing, it’s so broad.  I mean it goes all the way from warnings to 

expulsions sometimes.  I’m probably exaggerating, but it’s a pretty wide 

range….But I really, in the course of meeting with students, I don’t really pull out 

that chart or look at it and say, “Now this is a Violation A, you understand.” It’s 

probably something that I will dispense with next time around and come up with a 

different way to give students notice of possible sanctions.  I do want to be up 

front about that, and fair, and make sure they’ve got an understanding on the way 

in of what they may be facing.  But I don’t know if that chart is getting it done as 

well as it could. (Fox, IT)   

Gills further elaborated on SFP’s latitude in choosing sanctions, saying,  

Say a [student is] caught watching pornography.  Maybe we’ll have her do some 

research and write something on that, so it’s not always that manner.   Or, I had 
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some people that didn’t make mandatory meetings, so she didn’t have to write 

about meetings, but she had them write kind of a one-page paper about a quote.  

So there are sometimes some other things other than just community service, kind 

of depending on the situation with just kind of the student, or maybe if 

community service isn’t the best thing for that situation or for them, or isn’t 

justified in a situation. (Gillis, IT)   

 At Service College, educational autonomy in the discipline process combined 

with complex student relationships and a strong faith heritage attached additional 

importance to seeing each situation as individual and situational.  SFPs referred to this 

latitude as the faith-affiliated concept of Grace.  Additionally, Service College discipline 

literature referenced a non-disciplinary response policy that offered help and assistance to 

students who came forward with struggles or who admitted to actions that violated the 

behavior codes.  This policy was not specifically known or espoused by any SFPs and my 

questions related to this policy led to rich contemplations and personal SFP introspection.   

  In discussing the biblical concepts of Grace and student admission and confiding 

of guilt in a student discipline context, Meyer paradoxically displayed both doubt and 

emergent confidence in her thoughts.  She suggested,    

you know, to be quite honest with you, self-disclosure and the person have 

always, so far this year, overrode the process of disciplinary actions.  Is that right 

or wrong?  “I don’t even know” (laughs)!  I mean I have some students come to 

be with pretty hard things that usually would go through the process, but because 

I don’t know, I feel like as a SFP, and as the person I am, I feel like I have the 

responsibility to talk with them and work with them on an individual basis, and I 
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think in some aspects the [student discipline] process would hurt, you know?  And 

I think if I got too over my head, I would obviously seek counsel through the 

CSDO or a school counselor, but for the most part, if someone has self-disclosed 

to me, I have done nothing outside of myself and my own listening 

ears…hopefully as Christians we can be more forgiving of, not more forgiving, 

but we can accept that people make poor decisions and have faults and have sins, 

and if they can bring those to the table themselves, I believe that it wouldn’t be 

something that would necessarily go through the student disciplinary process, 

depending on what it is.  If they were like alcoholics or something like that, but if 

they kind of brought that up, by themselves, in my mind, I can see us not 

worrying about the discipline side of things as much as the development side of 

things.  (Meyer, IT) 

Coming back to the importance of relationships and individual attention, Meyer noted,  

I know I have a lot of [students] coming to me telling me a lot of different things 

and if I was to find that out about them, I think my reaction would be much 

different, though I would hope it would not be…I would hope that if someone 

was caught and was considered an alcoholic that we would still work with the 

development side of things, and maybe some discipline, but maybe hopefully the 

educational aspect is working on the development of them, and caring about them 

as a person, and watching them grow through that process.  (Meyer, IT)    

Gillis also weighed in on the notion of Grace, suggesting,  

I think luckily, a lot of, there’s typically a fair amount of grace offered [in student 

discipline at Service College], especially if people are seeking to grow and 
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change, I feel that they, if they’re wanting to make that step then, you know… 

And I don’t know exactly what the CSDO would do to be honest…but I think 

overall the concern wouldn’t be the discipline, the concern would be to help the 

student and to…see the student grow as we’ve talked about. And it’s more a 

concern for the student and not for…not the discipline. The student comes first 

before the discipline if that makes sense.  (Gillis, IT)  

Service College, by both policy and practice, strongly valued the relational and personal 

response of student discipline for individual student situations.  This relational approach 

appeared to be an intentional, faith-influenced response to students who found themselves 

in trouble.  Conversely, SFPs wrestled with the balance of working with individual 

students through difficult circumstances and putting students through the discipline 

process.  The wide autonomy here proved both intentional and confusing.   

  Enhance College displayed the least amount of institutional autonomy in the 

student discipline process.  The campus literature was very specific, with seemingly 

every detail of institutional response detailed, from lists of student rights and privileges to 

scripts of discipline and appeal scripts.  I asked Stewart about the level of autonomy 

afforded to her in light of a highly scripted disciplinary process and she suggested,    

In a way…our policy looks so legalistic and step, by step, by step, and yet, we 

still, or I have quite a bit of flexibility the way I do it.  And attitude means a 

tremendous amount to me what a student’s attitude is and students here, if you 

had to ask them one thing I think they would say “you better not lie to her!”  I 

don’t think any of us like to be lied to, but I make that real clear with students.  I 

will work with them a long way down the path, unless they are lying to me, and 
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unless I have to dig everything out as compared to them being honest and up 

front. (Stewart, IT)   

Stewart suggested that the reason for the specific, detailed approach to student discipline 

was due to liability     

because if you’re not clear you’re going to probably, every time you have a 

hearing, you’re going to end up in an appeal if you don’t go by procedure and if 

it’s not clear what procedure is…Now that is part of the responsibility I have,  

when I sit down with students and prepare them for a hearing, is to go through the 

process step by step, so that they know what their rights are, that they can have an 

advisor, that they can appeal, that they can have character witnesses, all of this 

kind of thing but really being very specific with them and kind of a step one 

through twenty or whatever it may be.  But, yeah I think they’re specific. 

(Stewart, IT)   

Enhance had seemingly little autonomy and freedom in the discipline process.  This strict 

consistency served to keep the processes and procedures clear, consistent, and to protect 

the college for liability purposes.   

Akin to the graduate professor who offers guided research studies tailored to the 

needs of her students, the discipline process at these small colleges, although diverse in 

specific policy and practice, served a larger educational mission beyond simply dealing 

with troublemakers.  They were about forming students for life within a community and 

life after college.  This required a degree of specificity that rigorously prescribed 

behavior codes and institutional responses may not have been able to meet.  The 
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discipline processes at the four small colleges was also defined by their informal, 

relational approaches.    

Informal, Conversational Approach 

All four colleges presented philosophical language, detailed, legally scripted 

behavior codes, lists of disciplinary infractions, lists of possible sanctions, and legal 

jargon.  Enhance College had the most detailed codes, made up of multiple sections 

related to the student discipline process.  Difference College and Enhance College also 

provided highly detailed scripts that detailed hearing assemblies.  Service College, 

Enhance College, and Advancement College offered student discipline matrices or 

outlines, which designated approximate disciplinary responses for particular violations of 

student misconduct.  On the whole, the literature across all four colleges in this study 

suggested a legal, formal student discipline process.  Comparatively, the presentation of 

the campus literature stood in stark contrast to the informal, autonomous, and relational 

approach espoused by each of the ten SFPs.  This informal approach to the student 

discipline process emerged as a significant student formation theme. 

  When discussing the initial student discipline meetings, Oswald lauded this 

approach as it  

allows for more individualized dialogue during an intake interview and 

appreciation for the circumstances that particular student is in.  And, so I think 

that is one of those, and it’s more efficient…in a matter of 20 minutes I can be 

done.  Because I can just go find the kid in the dining hall and go, “Hey, you need 

to come talk to me.”  It’s very efficient.  (Oswald, IT)   
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 Melson suggested that in this communal, collegial environment, student discipline could 

become a negotiation with both the student and the college working toward an agreeable 

compromise.  As both students and Difference wanted to avoid a hearing assembly 

process, the SFP might have informally sought her council during a student a discipline 

conversation.  She stated    

the SFP may not have the authority to bend a policy like I do, so they usually 

come in here and we talk through what I am going to give so [the student] can 

give and we all avoid a hearing.  (Melson, IT)   

A considerable amount of campus literature discussed and outlined hearing policies and 

procedures.  Yet despite the appearance of procedural formality,         

while we have a process in the handbook,…as I always say, at the end of the day, 

don’t leave until everybody has had their say.  Follow the procedure, but let 

everybody have their say.  (Melson, IT).    

Service College reported that the vast majority of student discipline program was 

built upon the conversational, informal, relational approach.  Meyer noted that educating 

the campus community was accomplished  

mostly through just the conversation, like, the in-hall whole hall meeting we kind of 

set that standard, but I think just through conversations too…It’s not like we go 

before a group of students [and teach them] how the disciplinary process will go, but 

it’s really just I think through informal and formal conversations with professionals. 

(Meyer, IT)   

Regarding disciplinary hearings, Meyer suggested that in handling minor incidents, she 

“deal[t] with more on just a conversational basis, and I might just mention something to 
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[the student]” (Meyer, IT).  However, in more serious situations that required the 

intervention of a senior administrator, SFPs still approached the student incidents using a 

conversational model.  Meyer stated,  

I’ve only sat through one meeting with CSDO, but still it was just a conversation 

really…I guess anything is just a conversation, so it was a little more formal 

meeting, we sent out letters after that, kind of stating what kind of new expectations 

we would hold them to because of, you know, how their lifestyle was going at that 

time, but all in all, it’s just about conversations and talking. (Meyer, IT)    

And although seemingly thoroughly scripted, Stewart noted the relative freedom she felt 

in meeting and conversing with students: 

really the part of my job that I like the best is sitting one on one with students and 

whether it’s in a counseling mode, whether it’s in a discipline mode, whether it’s 

trying to help them out, I would much rather do that and feeling like I can make a 

difference.  (Stewart, IT).   

 This conversational approach to student formation, as extolled by all of the colleges in 

this study, used student discipline as a tool to engage a student or group of students in a 

deeper, developmental relationship.  Student formation at these small, private colleges 

allowed for a great deal freedom to educate students for citizenship, future behavior, and 

life in a community both inside and outside the walls of the college.  In this section I have 

discussed the colleges unique and collective approaches to student formation and 

development, to student learning and educational philosophy, to future behavior and 

decision making, to educational autonomy and administrative latitude in the discipline 

process, and to the informal, conversational approach to student discipline.              
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Complex Relationships 

   A third significant theme emerged among the four colleges in my study: 

complex relationships.  Undergirding the emergent themes of policies and procedures, 

community development, and student formation I found a myriad of overlapping, 

complex, and intricate relationships within each of the colleges.  These complex 

relationships simultaneously facilitated the learning in these environments and served as 

a facet of the learning in and of themselves.  These complex relationships were 

particularly intertwined in the student discipline programs at each of these colleges.  In 

this section I will discuss the complex relationships inherent among students, faculty, and 

staff at these four small colleges, particularly focusing on the intersection of the student 

discipline processes and the roles they play in their respective campus communities.  

Specifically, I will provide an overview of the intricate relationships found in and across 

the four colleges, the importance of non-adversarial relationships, the multiple roles of 

student formation professionals, the complex relationships between faculty, staff, peers, 

and the particularly complex roles and relationships of residence life staff.  

Relationships 

When discussing the student discipline meeting, Oswald matter-of-factly stated:  

We are going to have a conversation and we are going to agree or whatever on 

what should be; where do we end up, and then that’s all about the relationship.  A 

student’s poor decision and poor action in this particular situation doesn’t 

negatively impact my interaction with them later.  I don’t assume that they are 

bad people because they made a poor choice. 
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Fox further similarly stated that the student discipline meeting was highly relational.  She 

said, 

I hope that through the course of our [student discipline] meeting together we 

have gotten to know one another a bit better, that it’s a time also of building 

relationship, and that [students] don’t walk away thinking that they now have to 

walk around campus with this cloud of shame hanging over their head, but rather 

that when I see them in two days or two months, I am not going to think any 

different of them or less of them…I try to tell them sometimes that over the 

course of time, I won’t even remember it, I move on, and I want them to move on 

as well, just to go on and do great things. (Fox, IT) 

 The SFP’s in this study suggested that student relationships were at the core of 

every co-curricular program on campus.  At times, they suggested that this relationship 

and desire to support students required SFPs to intercede in a student’s life and call them 

to a higher accountability.  Oswald recounted a student interaction with a student caught 

using illegal drugs:    

I was like, we’re going to try to get you to graduation.  I said, “but you are, you 

are your own worst enemy because you don’t know how to tell your friends you 

are not going to smoke out with them tonight.”  I said, “Unlike them, you don’t 

know how to manage you.  They are still doing whatever they are doing and 

smoking out off campus, you can’t because you get stupid.  So guess what, let’s 

work through this, and here’s the deal: whenever I call you I want you to go over 

there and [take a drug test] and bring it back.”  That’s whatever day I would feel 

like it.  Now the fact of the matter is, he signed off on that.  Because his other 
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choice was he would get suspended.  He didn’t want to be suspended.  He wanted 

to make it.  He wanted to graduate from Difference College.  He loves the place.  

So [I told him], you’re not helping yourself so we’re going to help you, help you 

until you can get to that point where you are strong enough to tell your friends, “I 

just don’t want to smoke out” or just acknowledge the fact that you have a 

psychological dependency on marijuana and it needs to be dealt with. (Oswald, 

IT)   

Stewart declared that  

really the part of my job that I like the best is sitting one on one with students and 

whether it’s in a counseling mode, whether it’s in a discipline mode, whether it’s 

trying to help them out, I would much rather do that and feeling like I can make a 

difference than sitting in a meeting all the time, of you know sitting in hour long 

meetings all the time. (Stewart, IT) 

  Relationships and the “small school spirit” (Stephens, IT) were the foundation of 

the student discipline programs.  Stephens noted this “small school spirit is a personal, 

one-on-one type of thing – a mentor kind of scenario” (Stephens, IT).  The “small school 

spirit” was evident in that [SFPs] see the students everyday in a variety of settings, 

including the academic classroom, campus activities, intramural sports, residence halls 

and so forth.  Here, the relationships formed in times of difficult conversations, in 

addition to those formed in other venues on campus, created a unique bond between the 

SFPs assigning sanctions and the students involved in the process.  Stephens said,   

You know, I have some students from my first semester here that I adjudicated 

because it was during the summer time – the assembly doesn’t meet in the 
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summer time – that who are here in my office, talking to me on a regular basis. 

(Stephens, IT)   

 Service College discussed the relational aspects of Student Affairs professionals 

and within the student discipline process more than any other college in the study.  Gillis 

remarked that the uniqueness of the small college and specifically, Service College, 

began with relationships from the top down.  She said,   

The CSDO knows the majority of the students here on campus, and knows their 

faces and knows a lot of their names and has interacted a lot with a lot of them.  

So I think that takes a personal level with the discipline, where at a bigger 

school…I would think it would be kind of hard to achieve that personal level of 

knowing students. (Gillis, IT)   

Further, she remarked that students 

come by my office; they come hang out here, come play Xbox in here, come 

distract me when I’m trying to get work done sometimes, but you know overall 

you know I very much so view my job as just a ministry and getting to know the 

students, and so I’m going to know them on a different level.  One: they’re going 

to be disciplined…so I can say that; I can talk with a student about something, or 

even, there’s a student that did something really stupid a few years ago, and I’ll 

still just mess with her a little about it.  Now, you know there is that level of, and 

I’ve known her, we had done kind of a pilot mentoring program, and she was in 

my group, and I knew her from that, and I knew her from being in a residence 

hall. So just knew her all on these different levels, and I think that’s probably the 

key thing is you know them as a person before you know them just as someone 
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who you’re going to be disciplining, and I think that just changes the approach to 

discipline, and changes hopefully their perspective and approach.  When it’s the 

CSDO that I see and hang out with at the basketball games, or the CSDO who 

was at the roller skating event dressed in eighties attire, not this random [person] 

that they just have to walk into their office.  That completely changes I think 

everything in regards to just who they’re interacting with on a different level. 

(Gillis, IT). 

Meyer suggested that the relationships forged with the students can actually be more 

important that the discipline process.  She suggested that one of the chief objectives for 

an SFP was “for [students] to appreciate the process in the fact that we do care about 

them and want them to learn something” (Meyer, IT).  She noted that in most discipline 

cases, when a strong relationship with the student is present,   

I feel like, [the rules] made them feel like what they’re doing is, well what they 

are doing is wrong, but I feel like they don’t need a process to tell them that…[So 

the discipline response] can be just like working through this with me and they 

can reflect, and they can realize what they are doing is wrong by themselves 

without having the CSDO or the process tell them it’s wrong.  Does that make 

sense? So, if it was me, I would love to just live life with someone who is going 

through the process and really build a relationship with them and have 

conversations because I think those type of things are giving them so much more 

than a specific sanction. (Meyer, IT) 
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She further suggested, 

I mean I wouldn’t even say there is even a process like, “Here you’re wrong; Here 

your right.”  But it’s really just a process of…grow[ing] a relationship with 

[students]…and we have those conversations and dialogue about it so that we can 

all be on the same page, and they can know that we really do care about them and 

we want them to learn and to grow and to develop in who they are as a person, so 

that later on in life when they’re thinking about that they can look back and say, 

“well, that did change my life, or going through that process, you know, really did 

help me. (Meyer, IT)    

The SFPs at Service College genuinely cared for the students they worked with.  I found 

them to be absolutely invested in the personal success of their students, both 

academically and more importantly, in life.  At one point in our interview, Case 

mentioned that removing a student through expulsion or suspension was a very heart-

wrenching task.  She said,      

I mean obviously kicking someone out of school would like, be a very last resort 

and it takes something very serious to do that.  We are not looking to kick anyone 

out…It just has to happen sometimes and you know I have been at an institution 

where we had to do that.  So, I mean it stinks, but you know sometimes that’s 

what they need. (Case, IT) 

She further remarked,  

And I hope, you know part of our job, you know, my job and the role of the [SFP] 

is building relationships.  And, through those building relationships it makes those 

awkward times hopefully less awkward.  And you know I want to treat that 
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[student]’s willingness to open up more than I want to treat the violation itself. 

Because I think, to me, that person being open about it is more important than 

whatever they did wrong.  You know, contrary to popular belief, I think a lot of 

student think we’re out, when we do room checks, or you know, when we’re 

scanning cards for chapel, a lot students think we’re out to get them.  And that’s 

not the case at all.  You know, we want everybody to grow in this living, learning 

environment the same way everyone else does.  But in order to do that sometimes 

we kind of have to kind of come down on some people about things they have 

done.  And it’s only meant to help that person learn, not to, to put them in a 

situation where they’re belittled. (Case, IT) 

The care here was not described in some broad and overly generalized way.  Above, Case 

described dismissing a student for the benefit of the student needs.  Upon leaving Service 

College, the individual student was someone whom Case will remember and still wish to 

be successful.     

Non-adversarial Relationships 

 Two SFP’s noted the importance of non-adversarial relationship approaches to 

student discipline processes, discussing the importance of enjoying the relationships 

rather than the power dynamics of the relationships.  By the nature of their role, student 

discipline administrators wielded considerable power in the minds of students similar to 

that of their former K-12 principles.  As the person(s) who were responsible for “getting 

students in trouble,” discipline administrators could impart an aura of fear or authority.   
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Oswald commented, 

it’s funny because I think overall once a student has gone through the process 

they’re usually not freaked out.  But, I do think there’s kind of an aura of, “Oh my 

God,” you’ve got to go see Oswald because they think, “Oh my God!”  One of 

our student employees who’s a senior, he’s actually about to go off to law school 

at [Research University], he was like, “I don’t exactly understand it Oswald.”  I 

go “What?” And he goes, “How is it that they go in your office looking like 

[terrified expression], and they come out, and they’re laughing, y’all are talking 

and joking…” he goes, “How does that happen?”  He goes, “All the time that 

happens.”  And, I go, “I said we are having a conversation.  I am not in an 

adversarial relationship with students.”  This is a situation that has to be 

addressed.  I’m not mad at them; we just have a problem that needs to be 

resolved. [Oswald, IT] 

 Stewart believed strongly in working on behalf of students and that an ability to partner 

and form relationships with them was critical to maintaining non-adversarial 

relationships.  She felt that a SPF has to truly love seeing students succeed.  In regards to 

her personal career, she mused,   

and I always said, and I thought it would happen a long time ago, that if I ever got to 

a place where I couldn’t relate to students anymore and I felt they couldn’t relate to 

me, I should retire, or I should write books, or teach or whatever, and I really thought 

that would have happened [many] years ago probably, and for the most part I feel that 

it still hasn’t happened. There are some things I don’t enjoy as much as I used to, but 

for as far as one-on-one relationships with students, and [Stewart’s mentor] always 
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felt exactly that way, and the day that he retired and he was 65, 68 or whatever I don’t 

think there was any difference than when he was 40 as far as the way he related to 

students. And so I think it depends on what your personality is and this kind of thing. 

And you better like to work with people, and you better like to work with young 

people.  (Stewart, IT)  

Non-adversarial relationships were an important dynamic in the complex relationships 

that informed the student discipline process.   

Multiple Roles 

 No student discipline administrators at any of the four colleges held a professional 

position dealing solely with student discipline.  Among the ten administrators I 

interviewed, in addition to student discipline, the administrators’ additional 

responsibilities included the Director of Residence Life (including housing assignments, 

custodial and maintenance), food service and campus dining, athletics, full-time, live-in 

residence director, club or organization sponsor, and/or classroom instructor.  Other 

student discipline administrators who were not interviewed also served in enrollment 

management positions, various residence life positions, and career services capacities, 

respectively.  Additionally, the faculty who served on the hearing assemblies also 

functioned as classroom professors, as formal and informal student mentors, and as 

student group advisors.  At Difference, Advancement, and Enhance College, faculty were 

permitted to attend hearing assemblies to support students in the hearings.  They were not 

permitted to address the assembly or speak on behalf of the student, but they were 

permitted to speak with, council, and support the student.  These small campuses were 

defined by these multi-tiered, formal and informal relationships.   
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The layered relationships were viewed as critical to the support of a student.  

Stephens noted,    

If you’re at Research Institution A or Research Institution B, you may run into the 

same student once in the four or five years that they’re there.  Here, we see these 

students everyday in different aspects…we see them in the classroom, we see ‘em 

at campus activities, you know, we see ‘em in the res halls, and you know, its 

more of that personal, one-on-one type thing.  So its more of a mentor, kind of 

scenario situation going on” (Stephens, IT).   

And through that common interaction and mentorship, the college officials were able to 

interact with the students in a more authentic, personal way.  For student discipline 

administrators, this allowed beneficial relationships to serve students beyond official 

responsibilities.  Mosley noted,     

I like being able to know my students.  I like being able to see their transition.  I 

like them to be able to know me and I’m not just somebody in an office with a 

title, but you know I’m Mosley.  You know, and students know that even though 

I’ve met with them in a disciplinary situation, three-weeks later if they have a 

problem that’s not disciplinary-related, they know they can come talk to me.  

Where as at a state school, even though [the administrators concern for the 

students] wasn’t any different, I think sometimes if you’re in a big office with a 

bunch of different people, and [students] don’t see you everyday, that disconnects 

for them and it’s just like, “oh they’re just there if I get in trouble.” (Mosley, IT)    

 These multiple roles created complex campus relationships that when viewed in a 

student discipline context, generated fascinating interactive dynamics.  At Difference 
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College, students voted on the faculty who they wanted to serve on the hearing boards. 

Student involvement in this process implies a relational complexity.  Enhance College 

discipline assembly students were selected from a group of students accepted by Student 

Affairs, and the faculty and staff members were chosen from a group of faculty suggested 

by the academic administration.  At both Service College and Advancement College, the 

CSDO, in conjunction with academic administration, appointed faculty and staff 

members to serve on the student appeal assembly and the hearing assembly, respectively.  

Student non-involvement at these colleges suggested another type of relational 

complexity.  And while further exploration of these relationships further was outside of 

the scope of this study, acknowledging them was an important aspect of understanding 

the complexities and intricacies of the student discipline programs at these small colleges.    

Faculty and Staff 

 Faculty and staff across the four colleges in my study who were involved in the 

discipline process were also reported as being involved in many complex relationships.  

Faculty and staff at these institutions may have been called to serve on hearing 

assemblies of former or current students, as friends of students, and as professors in their 

classes (however, there was a removal process for conflicts of interest at all four 

colleges).  In three of the four colleges, a student could request the assistance of a faculty 

member for support and mentorship during a hearing assembly discipline process.  None 

of the three colleges allowed the faculty support advisor to speak on behalf of a student at 

the hearing.  Additionally, at Enhance College the campus discipline literature had an 

approval process that went through a faculty committee.   
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Difference College assigned a faculty advisor to all incoming students upon 

arrival to the campus community.  Oswald said, 

Each student, when they come to Difference College is assigned a faculty advisor. 

The faculty member gets a chance to evaluate their writing skills, their 

understanding, their preparation, so they can start; as they advise them 

academically it allows them to understand they have these needs, those kinds of 

things.  So, that person is their academic advisor…But, they can also be that 

person they go to when, “I’m confused, I don’t know what I want to do with my 

life,” to, “my girlfriend is pregnant, and I am trying to decide if I am going to stay 

in college or not…[When their students find themselves in trouble] sometimes the 

faculty members [will] call me and say, “Hey, one of my students just said that 

they [may be in trouble]… so what really happens?” And, I explain it’s not that 

stressful, just tell them to come over here and talk to me.  Here’s what the options 

are, blah, blah, blah, blah.  And they are like, “oh, okay, great thanks!”  And 

sometimes I will call the advisor with a student’s permission and say okay and we 

talk about it. (Oswald, IT)  

Advancement, Difference, and Service Colleges also identified athletic coaches 

who were actively involved in the student discipline process.  In coordinating community 

service, Oswald noted that coaches played a large role  

because there’s always dirt to move, balls to be run down, lines to be called at 

volleyball games; and [students] can go do their service through athletics…  

Which is probably something distinctly unique, that one of our coaches kind of 

coordinates that and allows, like with baseball season now, there’s tons of field 
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maintenance to be done.   And, a student could actually get five, six, seven, hours 

done in a weekend or on a Saturday afternoon.  (Oswald, IT)   

At Enhance College, even the custodial staff was intricately involved in the life of a 

student.  Stewart said,  

I always tell prospective student parents that if your son or daughter doesn’t want 

people to be in their business, this probably isn’t the right place to be.  Because 

when you come to a small school people tend to know your business and even to 

the extent we have faculty who call students if they miss class.  We have 

housekeepers who know their schedule so well that if they go in and empty their 

trash at 9:00 in the morning and they are still in bed, they tell them to get out of 

bed and go to class.  And so, you know that’s part of the benefit of being at a 

small school and this kind of thing. (Stewart, IT)   

Over the course of my study, I found that the faculty and staff of the four small 

colleges often found themselves in relationships far beyond their discipline, role, or core 

competency.  They served as professors and classroom instructors, academic advisors, 

counselors, club and organization advisors, coaches, and friends.  As noted with the 

residence life professionals, this appeared to be both a unique selling point of the college 

experience and a point of high relational complexity.      

Peer Relationships   

 Students also had highly complex relationships with their peers, college officials 

(including administrators, faculty, and staff), and other college community members.  

Residence Life student staff served in various capacities.  Depending on the situation, 

Resident Assistants may have served as peer mentors, trackers, investigators, reporters, 
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and jury members of student violations of misconduct.  Additionally, RAs acted as 

liaisons between students and peers to administrators in policy development; advocates 

for their hall or other student peers; fellow classmates, team members, boyfriends or 

girlfriends, roommates, high school buddies, tutors; and in a host of other roles.  Students 

on hearing assemblies at these small schools had the unenviable task of hearing 

confidential situations, life stories, and incident details with other students fully aware of 

their role in the assemblies.  Pavel acknowledged that in the small college environment, 

students personally know the students who will be judging them to be responsible or not 

responsible for an alleged violation of a campus policy.   She noted that Advancement 

[like the other colleges in this study],    

is a small college [and] that person who comes before the board…what they try to 

do, they try to go to the different board members or to the [student] chair person and 

try to tell their story before the hearing.  (Pavel, IT) 

As noted by the professional staff members, the relational tension of navigating the 

various personal and professional relationships with students can be difficult and may 

suggest an even greater pressure and communal strain for students as they steer through 

roommate, living community, and peer-to-peer disciplinary interactions.     

Residence Life Professional Staff  

 Residence Life Professionals at the four colleges disclosed that they often find 

themselves in situations that challenge their student/staff friendships and professional 

responsibilities due to the multiple professional hats they wear on behalf of the college 

and due to the nature of the relationships they formed with students and other 

professionals.  Residence Life professionals at these four small colleges served in varying 
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capacities as landlords, roommates, employers and supervisors, advocates, friends, 

mentors, brothers or sisters (in a faith context), evangelists, ministers, disciplinarians, 

professionals, and peacekeepers.  Each residence life professional spoke to the 

complexities of balancing their relationships and their professional roles.  Appropriately 

stated, when talking about simultaneously wearing multiple hats, Mosley remarked, “I’m 

kind of in a weird position with it” (Mosley, IT).  Residence Life professionals noted an 

additional tension in disciplinary matters because at the end of the day, they returned 

home and lived with these students they adjudicated.  In many instances, the RLP served 

as both the assembly advisor and as a witness in a student discipline case.       

 Each of the colleges in my study also discussed the importance of the residence 

life staff in the community education of student conduct expectations and the discipline 

process.  Additionally, each of the colleges extolled the importance of the Residence Life 

hall meetings, formal and informal RA conversations and interactions with students, 

insight into policies and procedure development, and community development.  

Residence Life staff and on-campus housing emerged as a cornerstone underlying 

campus community development, outside-of-the-classroom learning, education, 

application, stability, and connection in the campus discipline process, and as interlaced 

with a multifarious network of relationships that both distinguish and complicated the 

student discipline process. 

As briefly mentioned above, Service College held a policy which functioned as a 

non-disciplinary response plan whereby students who may be struggling or violating the 

behavioral code of the college could approach the student discipline administrators and 

receive help and assistance with their issues, to the limit of the college’s resources.  As a 
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policy that could only exist in a high-trust, highly relational environment, Service College 

residence life staff candidly discussed the challenge with this policy and the discussions 

they had off the record where students disclosed past or current behaviors that if caught, 

would have been in violation of the code of conduct.  But, they believed, in the context of 

a mentoring relationship, the formational end-result of the conversations could serve the 

same, if not greater, educational purposes as a sanction.  Wrestling with her thoughts on 

this policy, Meyer suggested,  

If [a student comes to me and] it’s just something, “Hey, I’m really struggling 

with this, you know” whether that’s like, you know, drinking, or sexual 

promiscuity, or like the pornography thing, or different things like that, I would 

only handle that by myself [and not put the student through the disciplinary 

process].  Whether that’s right or wrong I’m not sure, but I feel like I have their 

trust and I have their friendship, and I think that keeping that and working with 

them is way better that putting them through a process that could really hurt their 

development…and their trust in me. (Meyer, IT)      

Although she was unable to recount a specific experience, Gillis suggested, 

It’s more a concern for the student and not for, not the discipline. The student 

comes first before the discipline if that makes sense…[and] students need to know 

that they can’t just walk around and do whatever they want and just come in and 

be like “well you know I’m sorry…” But I think that also comes from hopefully 

having an understanding and a knowing from the students prior to discipline, and 

having a relationship with them as much as possible [that suggests] it’s okay to 

come talk with people about crap that’s going on in your life, and that they, that 
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we, are more concerned about them as students than the discipline process. 

(Gillis, IT)          

  The colleges in this study were characterized by complex and “collegial” 

relationships.  These relationships involved and influenced many different stakeholders 

within the campus community, engaging many different college administrators, faculty, 

staff, and students, in a multitude of ways.  These complex relationships, in combination 

with a conversational approach to student discipline, were reported as cornerstones to the 

holistic education of students.   

  In this section I have discussed the complex relationships found within and among 

the four colleges in the study.  Additionally, I have addressed the importance of non-

adversarial relationships, the multiple roles of student formation professionals, the 

complex relationships between faculty, staff, peers, and the importance of the highly 

complex roles of residence life staff.         

Perceptions and Reputation 

 The concepts of perception and reputation emerged as particularly complex and 

important themes in and across the four colleges in this study.  Four different components 

of perception and reputation emerged: each college’s administrative perception of its 

students and the influence that perception has on the student discipline policies and 

procedures, the SFP’s perception of their code of student conduct, the SFP’s view of 

students’ perception of the discipline processes, and the internal and external perception 

or reputation of the college.  The college’s perception of its students was drawn from the 

campus discipline literature and SFP interviews.  The perceptions of the code of conduct 

and view of student perceptions were collected from interview questions, while each 
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college spoke to varying degrees regarding reputation and external perception.  In this 

section I will discuss administrative perception of students, individual college perceptions 

of students, the community perception of the behavior codes and the student perception 

of the discipline processes, and the institutional reputations and appearances.     

Administrative Perception of Students 

In varying degrees, all four colleges perceived that their students needed to be 

protected or sheltered in the discipline process.  The three colleges that had students 

regularly adjudicating other students mentioned a sense of responsibility in protecting 

them from handling difficult situations that could be emotionally heavy or burdensome, 

specifically in cases such as sexual misconduct or harassment.  At all four colleges, 

students were not involved in discipline cases that were thought to be developmentally 

beyond student capability and understanding.  Additionally, these campuses were all very 

small, and the students accused of student misconduct would most likely know the 

students on the hearing assemblies.  They may live down the hall from each other, eat 

lunch in the same dining hall, or share an English class.  The colleges seemed to 

appreciate the challenge students who serve in these capacities face.  By removing 

students from the more difficult cases, Pavel said 

[we’re] not trying to put too much of a burden on students because we understand 

this stuff…[that]after they walk out of the hearings, this stuff does follow them.  

They do have to live with their peers. (Pavel, IT)       

In the following sections, I will discuss the individual college’s perception(s) of students.     
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Individual College Perceptions  

  Difference College espoused both explicitly and implicitly, a particular perception 

of the students who make up their campus community and of college students in general.  

As I mentioned in the previous section, I found student voice to be a treasured and 

significant element of the Difference College community’s development, operation, and 

function and a significant indicator of the administrative perception its students.  

However, while this perception was straightforward at times, it was contradictory at 

others.   

  Difference believed, on the whole, that students were young adults who, within an 

established framework, were capable of leading a community (student leadership); 

wrestling with difficult decisions and standing in judgment of their peers (hearing 

assemblies); developing policies and informing the community standards (policy input, 

residence hall community voting policies); and of learning experientially through guided 

instruction and feedback.  Yet despite this granted responsibility, Difference College also 

viewed students as “kids.”  Throughout the interviews, several SFPs referred to students 

as “kids,” one noting  

[a] lot of DC’s students are traditional college age students (18-21/22) and 

sometimes people will roll their eyes about me saying this, but especially as I 

have gotten older, you know they are still kids. (Confidential, IT)  

Interestingly, however, moments later the same SFP stated, 

You know, if just an average parent calls me and is like “I heard my son was in 

trouble?” [I respond,] “Well, I need to talk to your son, and your son can explain 

that to you… but your son’s an adult, and he and I are going to have a 
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conversation and what he decides to share with you and doesn’t share with you is 

kind of your son’s business until it gets a little bit more severe.  (Confidential, IT)  

I concluded that the Difference College community was driven by a somewhat 

contradictory philosophy, whereby students were simultaneously perceived as both adults 

and kids, identifiable as such as it was convenient for the college.  Developmentally, this 

perception of college students may be the most realistic and developmentally appropriate 

as college students are indeed both emerging adolescents and young adults.     

  Difference College perceived their students to be responsible, trusting students, 

and allowed them to serve on hearing assemblies, to provide input to the college, and to 

select peers and serve in leadership roles.  Mosley noted that students were trusted to 

select their leaders and that these leaders represented    

students that the student body as a whole have said to us, these are level-headed 

people; these are people that are  going to be responsible.  These are people that 

we’re going to trust to do the job.  (Mosley, IT)    

 Furthermore, she explained,  

Now, that could be a mistake in some instances, like [when] you elect an elected 

official in the state, sometimes they look good on paper and then they get into 

office and things aren’t exactly how we envisioned it.  But, we trust that the 

student body knows each other and knows who they’re electing. (Mosley, IT) 

This trusting, partnership view of students emerged from the significant roles students 

play within the discipline process.  Conversely, Advancement College displayed a more 

paternal and pessimistic view of students.   
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 Advancement College protected its students from what was perceived as 

developmentally advanced or inappropriate situations.  At the college, SPF’s determined, 

on a case-by-case basis, whether specific cases would be heard by the student hearing 

assembly or whether they would hear the case administratively without outside student 

input.  This determination did not follow any predetermined criteria other than whether or 

not the SFPs thought “that the assembly [wa]s equipped to handle” (Pavel, IT) certain 

cases.  The SFPs further supported and protected student assembly members by letting  

them know that if there is any situation that after a hearing someone is harassing 

them or taking it to that next level that they’ve seen, that it gets too severe that 

they need to contact us, and we will handle it. (Pavel, IT)   

On the whole, the feeling of responsibility towards protecting students was less about the 

developmental appropriateness, and instead seemed to emanate from an authoritative 

stance and pessimistic attitude towards the current and/or potential maturity of the 

students.  For instance, Stephens suggested that students generally were not fully 

educated on the disciplinary processes because it would have required an additional 

group meeting, and she did not believe that students would not pay attention at 

educational sessions if they indeed tried to hold them.  Further, Stephens noted that 

students were not utilized in the development of community standards because it would 

result in the reduction of policies down to one or two violations and a complete removal 

of the alcohol policy.  Conceptually, Stephens inferred that students were unable to use 

good judgment in these areas or to develop appropriate community standards.    

Beyond the negative view of students, Advancement College presented a 

somewhat dismissive perception of student ideas and voice as well.  When discussing a 
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student survey conducted on the student perceptions of the discipline process, Stephens 

noted that students had reported that “the judicial process is too strict” and that “it sucks” 

(Stephens, IT).  She suggested that students who made such statements were probably 

“the ones who are the repeat offenders [and who] just don’t get it” (Stephens, IT).   

Service College perceived students through a thick in loco parentis lens, at times 

believing that their students were highly capable young adults, able to live out the 

elevated behavioral expectations of the college.  This view was contrasted with policies 

that suggested a general untrustworthiness6 of students, present in certain community 

policies.  Fox suggested that students of Service College understood the high behavior 

standards of the college and on the whole, appreciated them.  She noted that, 

I think most students understand where they are, and they understand that we have 

pretty high expectations.  And many of them, I’ve even seen this in surveys or 

things that I’ve heard or seen, many of them want us to hold the student body 

accountable.  They want this to be a good place, a place they can enjoy and feel 

safe, and feel like there is a Christian community here that’s being protected and 

its valued.  I would say by and large, most students are on board with it and 

supportive of it. (Fox, IT)  

For those students who did not support the behavior codes, she acknowledged they may 

simply be uninformed or uneducated as to the world outside of Service College, stating,    

There are some [students] who feel that we’ve got too many rules…I see that in 

exit surveys as one of the criticisms of the college, “too many rules” they’ll say. 

                                                
6 Obviously, the label “untrustworthy” generally carries a negative connotation.  There was never a word 
of ill will spoken of the students by SFPs.  In this context, the label of “untrustworthy” refers to the practice 
of random room searches, which showed a general distrust for student behavior and/or the belief that 
students will adjust their behavior to the level of monitoring and accountability offered.  
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So there are definitely those who don’t favor the level of expectations that we 

have, although I think that probably they don’t understand that most anywhere 

they go they are going to have rules.  Ours may be a little bit more conservative, 

the expectations a bit higher.  We don’t make any bones about that, that’s just 

who we are.  (Fox, IT)   

The perception of student untrustworthiness emerged from a policy involving random 

student room checks within residence halls.  Two different Service College SFP’s 

mentioned the use of room checks in their interviews.  As this was a practice I had never 

witnessed before, I inquired further with a SFP. She explained,  

Yeah…[RAs] just go, and…pretty much they just go in [student rooms].  We do 

notify them at the beginning of the semester that we are going to have room 

checks, [but] we don’t let them know before when we are going to have them 

because obviously, “We’re going to come check your room!” So, [the residents 

would say,] “Okay, well let’s get rid of everything.” But we schedule [random] 

room checks [with the staff], I give them a sheet to kind of follow through on the 

rooms, you know they knock on the door, or they’re supposed to.  Hopefully they 

always do.  And then go in and look through things.  Now it’s not like they’re 

tearing apart everything, and just throwing their clothes on the ground or anything 

like that. You know, kind of a glance in the closets, and in the drawers, and kind 

of look around.  I tell the RAs to try and use that as a time they connect with 

students also, so it’s not like this, we’re barging in, banging down the doors, 

needing to talk with them.  But, “Hey, we’re doing room checks…” And you 

know that some guys, I don’t know if this is good or bad, but some guys will open 
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up the drawers all ready for [the RAs], you know just as kind of a joke, and stuff 

like that.  And overall for the most part, I think it’s a process, which students 

don’t mind.  Now, over in the apartments we instituted room checks when I first 

got here, and actually it was not something that I actually instituted, it was my 

RAs that were in that building that year were like, “Hey, we should do room 

checks.” It’s fine with me. It adds more accountability for them.  Some people 

over there had a little bit more of a problem with it, [noted on the] quality of life 

survey stuff.  But I think as a whole, the majority [of students] don’t really mind it 

because we try and be as non-invasive as we can while still checking things out. 

And like I said, if something’s found, the RAs will take a picture of that, then 

kind of depending on what it is, remove it or not remove it.  Obviously if it’s 

drugs or something like that, we don’t really want them touching it.  And if it’s 

something serious in that nature they obviously will try to give me a phone call.  

But that’s why we also have two people, so if someone needs to go back to the 

office also, we can leave someone.  And it’s happened before, where both of them 

have left, you know after finding something, well then when you come back it’s a 

lot of times going to be removed. And the evidence isn’t there.  But overall, I 

really don’t think, I don’t have students complain about it too often.  And I think a 

lot of it comes from, hopefully that the RAs just handle it in a positive manner.  

And also, they know their residents well, I mean they know the guys on the hall, 

and so hopefully, it shouldn’t be, that shouldn’t be the only time that they’re 

coming into the room is during room checks, and they should be comfortable 

enough that they’ve interacted with them enough that they see them on a daily 
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basis.  I mean most of my [RAs] do, so it’s not that weird for them to be coming 

in a looking though things because they’re around, and they’ve built that 

relationship with them. (Gillis, IT) 

Service College showed deep care and worth for their students.  They perceived them as 

young adults worth relationally investing in and worth upholding strong, consistent, 

Christian behavior standards.  Additionally, the college viewed young adults as an age 

group requiring close behavioral monitoring and supervision.  Through this lens, Service 

College proactively performed regular random room searches in residence halls and on-

campus student apartments for prohibited items and behaviors, seemingly because it did 

not trust its young adult students.          

Enhance College believed that students were capable of mature, adult behavior 

that honored individual uniqueness and community covenants, and also assumed that 

certain cases of student misconduct were simply developmentally beyond the 

undergraduate students who served on hearing assemblies.  Stewart said that while the 

college valued student voice in the student discipline process,    

Sexual misconduct [cases are] the only ones that [don’t] have students.  And we 

made that decision because there are too many things that are simply to heavy and 

to confidential to have students sitting on the cases. (Stewart, IT)  

The idea of student confidentiality was also suggested as a college-wide concern with 

student trust in serious discipline cases, but as it was only peripherally mentioned, I did 

not feel it emerged from the data as a theme.  On the whole, Enhance College espoused 

high student expectations of moralistic and critical thinking, while also assuming that its 

students were a entitled, legalistic, and individualistic.  
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SFP Perception of Code of Conduct and Student Perception of Discipline Processes 

 The student and SFP perception of student discipline provided a rich and 

intriguing source of data across all four of the colleges in my study.  As part of the 

interview process, I asked each SFP to provide adjectives and/or describe their respective 

student code of conduct at their college.  The following matrix charts their responses 

(Figure 6):   

     
Difference College 

1.  “Educational”   
2. “Filled with student choices”  
3. “Black and white” 

 
Advancement College 

1. “Fair”  
2. “Moral”  
3. “Based on state statutes”  
4. “Educational”  
5.  “Students get it Easy” 

Enhance College “Fair” 

Service College 

1. “Judicial”  
2. “Redemptive”                       
3. “Dialogue”  
4. “Full of Grace”                   
5. “Holistic  
6. “Flexible”  
7. “Fair”                
8. “Broad”  
9. “Philosophical                        
10. “Examples of forbidden behavior”   
11. “Striving to be consistent and not       
arbitrary”  
12. “Expectations”  
13. “Very Strict”  
14. “Slow to Respond” 

Figure 6 
 
 These code of conduct descriptions provide an administrative insight into the 

broad approach, purpose, and opinion of the community standards.  Each college 
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displayed positive sentiment towards the code (Educational, Fair, Redemptive, Full of 

Grace) while three colleges also declared negative affect (Students get it Easy, Judicial, 

Very Strict, Slow to Respond) towards the student codes.  Likewise, three of the four 

colleges showed contradiction in their responses: 

Difference College:    Filled with Choices vs. Black and White 
 
Advancement College:  Fair vs. Students get it Easy  
 
Service College:  Flexible vs. Very Strict / Judicial vs. Redemptive 
 

Despite these incongruities, across the four institutions, SFPs perceived their codes of 

conduct to be fair, educational, and straight-forward.      

  Coupled with SFP’s perception of their own behavioral codes, I also asked SFPs 

how they believed the students viewed the disciplinary processes of their respective 

colleges.  The perceived student responses were more negatively expressed but the 

responses, on the whole across the four colleges, were varied and incongruent.  The 

following matrix charts their responses (Figure 7):     
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Difference College 
1. “Very good”  
2. “Consistent and informative”  
3. “Pretty clear”   

Advancement College 

1. “Strict”  
2. “Harsh”  
3. “They have been screwed”  
4. “Understand and apologetic 

Enhance College 1.  “Fair”  

Service College 

1.  “Good and reasonable” 
2. “A little childish and mundane” 
3. “…that’s a good question.  I honestly 
don’t know” 
4.  “Supportive” 
5.  “Too many rules” 
6.  “Apathetic” (“I don’t think a lot of 
students find the need to care or really 
recognize the student conduct process”) 
7. “Rules are part of living in community” 
8. “Very negative” 

Figure 7 
 
  The idea of community living, student interaction, and relational collegiality was 

evident in and across all of the colleges.  Interestingly, the institutions had varying levels 

of congruence between their perceptions of the student behavior codes and the students’ 

perception of the discipline processes.   

  Difference College perceived their code of conduct to be straight forward and 

educational.  As there were no formal assessments of student discipline at Difference 

College, I asked Melson why she believed that they were doing well in the area of student 

discipline.  She responded: 

No one is complaining.  I mean, you know when I first came here the process was 

a mess.  The pieces were the same, but the implementation and execution were 

terrible.  The kids who run the process don’t complain because they are the ones 
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on the inside.  We bring stuff to them every now and then at the beginning of they 

year and kind of talk through some things; maybe we should reconsider this or 

that out of the process of consequences.  And, the kids who are in it don’t 

complain.  So, there has been very little complaint about it.  Again, 90% of it is 

discipline conversations of kids that say, “Yes, I did that, yes I am sorry.”  So we 

are fortunate that we’re not at a place that has a lot of bad circumstances involved 

with it.  The one or two cases you might have a year that are considering 

suspension; those get a little more feedback about whether it’s right or wrong or 

good or bad, but by and large there is just no noise about it and that may not be 

the best way to assess it, but we just seem to see kids coming out of those 

meetings with their administrative conversations being fine, and the kids who 

carry out process of hearings that might take place.  (Melson, IT)   

Additionally, students at Difference College were perceived to understand their role 

within the community, the function of the community, and maintained a sense of mutual 

trust in that the college isn’t out to ruin their experience, but that ultimately, these 

standards and processes were necessary for their success.  Mosley stated that the student 

perception of the disciplinary processes  

falls more on the side of, it’s the college, it’s the rule, the college has a job to do, 

instead of the college is out to get me.  I think it’s more on the side of this is 

inconvenient for me and how I want to live my life, but I understand the rules for 

a reason.  I may not like them, but, you know, the college is just doing what the 

college needs to do.  So I think most, most students, especially once they get out 

of their freshman year, they get that, they understand that better.  Because they 
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know us, they know this community.  They know that we’re not trying to stifle 

them; we’re just trying to take care of them whether it’s what they think they need 

or not. (Mosley, IT)  

SFPs at Difference College reported a sense of congruence between the code of conduct, 

the college’s response to such violations, and student awareness that community 

boundaries were important.     

   On the other hand, Service College had noted incongruence in the SFPs’ 

perceived student views of the discipline processes but a bit more consistency across their 

personal perceptions of the behavior codes.  I was unable to draw clear consensus as to a 

student’s true perception of the disciplinary process because they were characterized by a 

wide range of responses that include: “Good and Reasonable”; “A little childish and 

mundane”; “I honestly don’t know”; “Apathetic”; “Supportive”; “Very negative.”  

Interestingly, the SFPs trended toward more positive descriptions that acknowledged the 

college’s faith heritage (i.e., “Redemptive” / “Full of Grace”), individual and communal 

attention and fairness (“Dialogue” / “Holistic” / “Flexible” / “Broad” / “Striving to be 

Consistent and not Arbitrary”) and accountability (“Examples of forbidden behavior” / 

“Expectations”).  Only two of the fourteen responses were classified as negative, 

suggesting a belief that Service College had established the appropriate community 

discipline framework for their students but that the students may be entirely in favor of, 

in disagreement with, or neutral to the discipline processes.  Further inquiry and 

assessment by Service College into these perceptions may be a good way to begin to 

more accurately portray the student perceptions of its community standards processes.     

  Advancement College believed that its processes were fair and set the moral tone 
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for the campus while they also articulated general accountability for the students.  

Consistent with their perception and view of undergraduate students, they perceived the 

majority of students as at odds with the institutional standards with only a single mention 

of students being repentant for poor behavior and, indeed, supportive of the college’s 

processes.  Again, consistent with the college’s perception of students, the SFPs appeared 

to believe in the appropriateness of the disciplinary codes and a belief that students, in 

general, had a very negative attitude towards the response of the college to matters of 

misconduct.       

  Stewart of Enhance College described the student perception as one of fairness, 

based in a relational context.  When describing, she suggested,  

I think the word fairness comes in, I think [students] think it’s fair. And it’s very 

seldom that I put a student on probation that we don’t leave under good terms, 

that we don’t shake hands and again, we have very few appeals.  I think if you are 

running a lousy system or if you are being unfair to students, if you are overdoing 

it or whatever, you are probably going to have a lot of appeals, and we do not 

have, so I believe that our students say that it’s fair. (Stewart, IT)  

Stewart’s perception of fairness could not be generalized as she was the only SFP 

interviewed at Enhance College.     

   The possibility exists that in dealing with individual students, these perceptions 

have emerged in formal and informal conversations.  The qualitative responses above 

cannot be generalized as true student perceptions of the disciplinary process.  But more 

importantly, for this study, I believe they provided insight into what the SFPs believed 

their students thought of the college’s process, and as such, further provided a holistic 
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view of the college’s perception of its students.  There is the distinct chance that these 

SFPs are off base in gauging student perceptions.  Nonetheless, based on the perceptions 

of their own behavior codes and of their students’ perceptions, Difference College and 

Enhance College appeared to have reached a level of comfort and homeostasis with their 

discipline programs and their function within the community.   Conversely, there 

appeared to be strong indications of incongruence and thought misalignment within the 

Advancement College and Service College student discipline programs and their relation 

to their individual campus communities.       

Institutional Reputation / Appearances 

 Each college mentioned the importance of institutional reputation and 

appearances and the role student behavior, student discipline policies, behavior codes, 

and discipline literature plays in the overall character and repute of the campus 

community and institution.  Specifically, the idea of the faith affiliation surfaced as it 

became important for Service College to communicate to the community and 

stakeholders at large their rules, policies, and procedures.  Each college (at least 

peripherally) mentioned reputation and external appearance at least one time; Service 

College mentioned it the most often. 

Advancement College stated that the college’s reputation, at times, dictated the 

college’s disciplinary response.  The campus literature noted that although the student 

code of conduct was used for enforcing student misbehavior on campus property, the 

college reserved the right to attend to off-campus student conduct when the college 

decided that the behavior could interfere with the college’s function or mission.  I asked 

Stephens if Advancement College would enforce a student DWI received while the 
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student was out of town at home during their Winter Break.  She suggested that if a 

student broke a law at home over a break, the college would probably not address the 

situation.  But, she noted if the same student were to break the same law in [the college’s] 

town and it ended up in the newspaper as Advancement College Student Receives a DWI, 

the college may decide to address the situation with the student.  In short, Stephens stated 

that off-campus student violations of the code of conduct applied when they were 

associated with the college or reflect poorly on the college.  The reputation of the college 

superseded that of individual students and their behavior.     

Service College SFP’s stated that the reputation of the college, presented in print 

by policies and procedures, and the reputation of the college community behavior as 

perceived by outsiders, was important.  Fox said,     

It’s probably the lowest for me on the priority order, but that doesn’t diminish its 

importance, is just the more external perception, and making sure our college has 

a good reputation out in the community, and so when our students are out in the 

community they are reflecting back on their college, and we want to make sure 

that’s a good reflection.  And if they, in the course of their conduct, do something 

that offends someone out in the community, that we want to take steps to make, to 

rectify that, so students will somehow give back, or apologize, or do whatever is 

necessary to fix or help repair those relationships and that image. (Fox, IT)      

Likewise, Meyer stated that the purpose of the campus literature related to the 

disciplinary process was to communicate to those both inside the Service College 

community and those outside the community so that both students and administrators 

were  
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held accountable with those rules, [and] also how we want to be portrayed as a 

community….That literature is not just looked at by students, but also it’s 

available online to either perspective students, or parents, or the board, or the 

community, and our city as a whole, so I think that through that, we’re showing 

that we really do expect a lot from our students and that we’ll do the same in 

return. (Meyer, IT) 

As shown, the discipline response served to protect both the internal stakeholder 

reputation, as well as the external community’s view and perception of the colleges. 

 In this section I have discusses research findings related to four different 

components of the theme Perception and Reputation.  I have shown each college’s 

perception of their students, discussed the SFP’s perception of their community standards 

and compared them with their perceptions of student beliefs about the discipline process.  

Additionally, I have discussed findings regarding the external perception or reputation of 

the colleges and the role of the community standards and discipline process in upholding 

that reputation.      

Incongruence and Contradiction 

 The final theme that emerged over the course of my study was incongruence and 

contradiction.  In many instances, SFPs from the same college provided contrasting, 

differing, or conflicting responses to similar interview questions.  Additionally, at times 

interview answers conflicted with published campus discipline literature.  Finally, on 

occasion, a philosophical or practical student discipline principle simply did not 

correspond with interview answers or campus literature.   
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  In this section, I will explore and examine incongruence and contradictions across 

the four colleges, defining Incongruence and Contradiction in two ways: 1) as differing 

messaging within a particular college, generally among SFPs, but also between 

interviews and campus discipline literature and 2) as opposing philosophical concepts 

that emerged within and across the four colleges in this study, including between SFP’s 

and their campus literature.  Specifically, I will discuss student discipline literature, legal 

terminology in discipline literature, the lack of student learning outcomes in the student 

discipline process, and general contradictions across the colleges.   

Student Discipline Literature: A Lesson in Futility 

 Each of the colleges in my study suggested that despite requiring students to read 

campus discipline literature and holding students accountable for the contents of the 

student behavior codes, they recognized that students rarely, if ever, read the available 

literature.  This acknowledgment sharply contrasted with the espoused importance of the 

campus literature as an educational, community framework and tool.  Pavel noted the 

purpose of the campus literature was related to the disciplinary process “so everyone can 

live together, you know, perfectly in the community and not have any issues” (Pavel, IT).  

Stephens suggested that despite its importance, utilizing the campus literature as an 

educational tool was difficult because even though it is handed out in several formats 

(i.e., electronic, hard copy), students didn’t read it.  Fox concurred, saying, “We just 

make these documents available, and we encourage students to read them, but understand 

that they will not all avail themselves to that opportunity” (Fox, IT).  Difference College 

also noted that students generally didn’t take advantage of reading the campus literature.  

Mosley suggested that during the all-hall meeting,  
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I stand there with the [Student Handbook] hold it up like this, [and say to the 

students], “You may not read it but you are responsible for it,” and we sit down 

and we outline things like our alcohol policy. (Mosley, IT)   

 One SFP recognized that knowing students do not read campus discipline literature 

suggested that it might not be appropriate for colleges to hold students to behavior 

standards that the students were not be aware of.  Stewart noted that students  

don’t know a lot of the other policies and procedures about the expectations  and 

building community and why we have quiet hours, and why we have courtesy 

hours in the residence halls and all this kind of thing.  So, I think it’s kind of 

unfair to expect a new student an 18-year-old to go by all the rules if they don’t 

even know what they are.  (Stewart, IT)     

The SFP’s admission that students did not read the campus discipline and that 

improvements in the campus education of the discipline processes and procedures were 

needed, in combination with the importance of the campus student discipline programs, 

suggested a responsibility of the college to explore more effective educational avenues 

regarding student discipline.   

Legal Terminology 

 Each of the colleges in my study published behavior codes with a statement 

noting that the college’s disciplinary processes function independently from civil and 

criminal court.  Two colleges specifically stated that their processes were not legal 

proceedings.  Stephens noted,  

Well, being that [the student discipline process] is not a legal system, the students 

are not allowed to have legal council.  They can have an advisor, but the advisor 
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can’t speak on their behalf…but they can basically be in there for moral support.  

And that advisor has to be a college official…like they couldn’t bring in a lawyer 

to sit in there with them because we’re not a legal system. (Stephens, IT)  

This statement was the general consensus across the four colleges in my study.  

 Surprisingly, all of the colleges in this study relied heavily on legal terminology to 

define and describe their student discipline processes.  Legal terms and phrases included: 

Plea, Witnesses, Opportunity to Make Statements, Hearing, File an Appeal, Opening 

Statement, Summary Statements (i.e. closing arguments), Testify, Testimony, Case, and 

Jurisdiction, among others.  This overtly legal terminology appeared to contrast with 

Stewart’s reflection:     

Our discipline process allows [students to have an] advisor [that] has to be a 

member of the college [but who] can’t be a lawyer.  And we have had several just 

throwing fits, “Well how can they be represented, how can they, how is that fair 

for an 18-year-old and a 19-year-old to represent themselves before faculty and 

students?  They need to have legal council.”  Well, no they don’t.  And the other 

thing with all of our judicial procedures; it’s all based on the preponderance of 

evidence.  It’s not guilty beyond a reasonable doubt.  In a preponderance of 

evidence you simply have to get to 51% and whereas you know, guilt beyond a 

reasonable doubt, you’ve got to get to that 95%, so it’s a very different level of 

proof. (Stewart, IT)   

 As evidenced by Stewart’s thoughts, lawyers and parents of students may have identified 

the colleges’ uses of legal terminology to infer that the discipline processes were legal 

court proceedings.  Additionally, the conversational, informal educational discipline 
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process referenced by the SFPs in their interviews sharply contrasted the legal terms and 

processes of the college’s campus discipline literature.  Each of the colleges in this study 

inferred, though the use of overly legal terminology, a highly rigid, legal, legislative 

student discipline process.  In three of the four colleges, this strongly contrasted the 

existing student discipline program.         

Lack of Articulated Student Learning Outcomes 

 As mentioned above, each of the colleges in my study described its student 

discipline process as an educational exercise rooted in student learning and student 

formation.  Unfortunately, none of the SFPs interviewed for this study were able to 

articulate student-learning outcomes for the discipline process.  Additionally, other than 

rarely mentioned student surveys, there appeared to be no formal assessment of student 

learning in the discipline process. 

 Advancement College noted that while they do not have specific student-learning 

outcomes for the discipline process, there were some “entwined with [the] residence life” 

(Stephens, IT) learning outcomes.  She suggested that separating the learning outcomes 

out may “actually [be] a good thing to do” (Stephens, IT).  She was able to articulate the 

closest thing to a student discipline-learning outcome as: “Every student that is 

sanctioned through the student judicial process will have at least one educational 

component” (Stephens, IT).  This objective was clearly related to the discipline process 

and not actual student learning as a result of interaction with the student discipline 

program.  Pavel did not know of any student learning outcomes and recommended that I 

check with Stephens to find out if any outcomes existed for Service College.   
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   When I asked Fox about the existence of student discipline learning outcomes at 

Service College, she introspectively admitted 

No, we don’t [have learning outcomes of the discipline process]…Well, yes we 

do; they’re just not very good.  [She further noted] I want to take a look at that for 

next assessment period, next school year, and do some more meaningful learning 

goals and more meaningful means of assessment to measure that.  Right now they 

are something like, “All students will receive and comply with the policies of the 

college.” Well, that’s not practical, and so it’s basic stuff.  It meets the 

requirements that we have to do but it’s not really tapping into student learning 

like I want to.  (Fox, IT)   

The other three Service College SFPs stated that they did not know of any student 

learning outcomes in the discipline process.  Gillis suggested that while none were 

explicitly articulated, she had her own interpretation of the outcomes.  She stated,    

I think my interpretation of the outcomes are one: 1) you’re not like a social 

invalid because of what you’ve done; 2) we want you to, we want to give you a 

second chance, be redemptive with that person; 3) it’s about educating the person 

on what their infraction has done to affect the whole campus community.  

Meyer suggested that while no student learning outcomes for student discipline exist at 

the college, it  

would be really awesome if there was, though, I feel like…Because I feel like it 

would hold us to higher standards of how to work with students…I feel like 

[student discipline] is educational and that would be our purpose, but then what 

are we doing that is educational about it if we’re just giving them community 
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service, in some aspects?  I feel like having learning outcomes, and it’s so hard 

because I think it depends on the situation and what the action was, or why 

they’re in that process, that definitely makes a difference.  But I feel as if that 

would help [students] through the process, like, “This is our goal of why we are 

meeting with you and this is what we want to see from you, or this is what we 

want you to accomplish”…But…we have no standard or precedent…of how we 

should be meeting with them or conversating with them either informally or 

formally.  But I think that would help the process.  (Meyer, IT)   

Stewart suggested that Enhance College had performed well on national Student Affairs  

surveys and that as a college, “I think we are very aware of what the outcomes should be, 

whether it’s a change in behavior or whatever it may be” (Stewart, IT).  Nonetheless, 

Stewart did not specifically articulate any learning outcomes for the student discipline 

process. 

General Contradictions 

General contradictions emerged within specific colleges, between the interviews 

and within the campus discipline literature.  This section notes some of the more evident 

contradictions.   

One such instance of contradiction occurred at Service College.  Throughout the 

interviews, Service College SFPs often noted that they did not assign fines for violations 

of community misbehavior.  Community service, along with written warnings, was the 

most commonly assigned sanction.  There was never an explanation given for why the 

college was not in favor of fines, but it was mentioned in several SFP interviews.  

Interestingly, Case pointed out that Service College,  
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actually in the last two weeks of school, doubled all community service (hours 

requirements), because we were noticing, there was a big trend, students are 

stressed or not stressed or whatever, or students are you know maybe some are 

leaving, just they do stupid things at that time, so we doubled community service 

during then…Say a student wanted a release of transcript, and had a community 

service hold, they are allowed to pay off that hold if they are not here, and they 

have to pay whatever minimum wage is, times the hours. (Case, IT)  

This idea of students being able to purchase their way out of community service did, in 

fact, suggest a punitive fine for student misconduct.    

Additionally, Service College presented a general incongruence across SFPs in 

regards to certain policies, rules, and regulations, a lack of general knowledge and 

departmental consistency about the discipline processes and procedures, and personal 

convictions that conflicted with the behavior codes of the college.  Two of the SFPs 

stated their general conflict with using counseling as a discipline sanction.  Fox noted, 

“We’ve done it a couple of times in the past, and for me, I make no bones about that 

mandatory counseling may not be that effective” (Fox, IT).  Meyer elaborated, stating,  

“I’m not really big into sending students to counseling because of discipline 

process because I think again, counseling can be a really good healthy thing, and 

we are sending a negative connotation to it if we are sending students there.  I’m 

just not really a big advocate of sending people to counseling…for discipline as 

one of their sanctions.  So like maybe if it’s a drinking thing they come from a 

life-line of drinkers, or something like that.  Obviously you can kind of work 
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through in counseling. But I think those two need to be separated in some aspect, 

counseling versus disciplinary action or sanction.  (Meyer, IT)  

  Additionally, there was general vagueness communicated in regards to the 

ranking of student misconduct offenses as outlined in the discipline literature.  Here, 

every SFP gave a qualitatively different answer.  Further, three of the four SFP’s were 

unable to discuss how or why a student case would be referred to the student senate group 

for a hearing.  Case offered that she did not know why a case would be referred to the 

student senate.  She stated,  

I know sometimes they’re given a case because they haven’t done anything yet, 

and sometimes it’s maybe just a unique situation, where’s it’s not clear cut what 

the person did.  Or it may be a situation where a person committed a violation at a 

school activity instead of in a residence hall.  Or maybe, it was on a school trip or 

something like that.  I don’t know if there’s any guidelines about, you know this 

goes to [student senate group] because of this.  (Case, IT)   

 An SFP at Difference College also displayed personal incongruence to the visitation 

policy.  Mosley said,     

You know, I’ll come and talk to a student about visitation a student that’s 22 and 

lives in the apartment, and they have their girlfriend over 30 minutes past 

midnight, and I have to bring that student in, and, you know, when I was in 

college would I have agreed with that, No!, but that’s just where we are with the 

college.  (Mosley, IT).       
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Additionally, a bifurcation emerged in the SFP’s perception of students, at times referring 

to them both as “kids” and “young adults.”  Discussing parent involvement in the 

discipline process, Mosley remarked,  

You know if just an average parent calls me and is like “I heard my son was in 

trouble?” [I respond] “Well, I need to talk to your son, and your son can explain 

that to you but your son’s an adult, and he and I are going to have a conversation 

and what he decides to share with you and doesn’t share with you is kind of your 

sons business until it gets a little bit more severe.  (Mosley, IT)   

Contrastingly, she suggested that    

a lot of Difference College’s students are traditional college age students (18- 

21/22) and sometimes people will roll their eyes about me saying this, but 

especially as I have gotten older, you know they are still kids.  (Mosley, IT) 

This divided view of students may allow the college to hold different standards of 

accountability, depending on the situation, rather than maintaining a consistent standard 

of response to all discipline cases.    

Additional Findings 

 Additional findings emerged during the analysis of data.  In this section I will 

briefly discuss retention, the notion of well-behaved students, recycled behavior codes, 

and alcohol.   

Retention 

 Student retention in the student discipline process emerged as a small finding in 

the study.  As student discipline is generally the vehicle for removing students from the 

institution for various reasons, the idea of being a bit more flexible in the enforcement of 
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community standards in order to improve student retention was mentioned.  Regarding 

retention, Stewart noted,    

You know if you can keep people at a school for two years, then you’re pretty 

well going to graduate them.  But there is in most institutions more drop-out 

between the first year and the second year than we would like for it to be, and the 

retention is not as good between the first year and the second year, and so we’ve 

worked on that a lot.  And, what we have especially worked on is with the 

sophomores because normally once you get to be a junior you’re pretty well 

ingrained, and you’re well on your way to your degree, and not many people 

leave after their sophomore year.  (Stewart, IT)   

Other SFPs noted the importance of working with students so that they could remain in 

the institution and acknowledged that there is a fiscal reality to Student Affairs positions 

inherent at all institutions.  Discussing a potential relationship between student discipline 

and retention, O’Reilly and Evans (2007) suggested “it is…obvious that fiscal realities 

exert heavy pressure on private institutions to retain more students for the tuition support 

they supply” (O’Reilly & Evans, p. 128).  The idea of student retention influencing 

student discipline and campus codes of conduct is an intriguing finding in this study and 

should be examined further in future research.   

Well-Behaved Students  

 Several SFPs across the four colleges in my study noted that they were fortunate 

or “lucky” to have students on their campuses who, one the whole, were well-behaved 

and plugged in to the campus community.  Meyer suggested that,  
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luckily we haven’t had a lot of issues, besides a few, but I think in my job then, 

it’s almost all through informal conversations…It’s really nice. I would love to be 

challenged through like a disciplinary process, but I just, I’m okay with not, too 

(laughs).  (Meyer, IT)   

Through the mutual, complex relationships, students and SFPs were able to grow in 

appreciate and understanding with each other, possibly resulting in a better-behaved 

student body.   

Recycled Behavior Codes 

 All four of the colleges in this study mentioned that their chief source of policies 

and procedures originated from other colleges’ codes of conduct.  Only Difference 

College noted use of any form of published student discipline literature (CAS Standards; 

student discipline authors Meeks and Pavela).  Two of the colleges mentioned attending 

national, regional, or sister institution conferences, but most noted using other colleges 

behavior codes as their primary source for updating and adding new policies and 

procedures.  Fox suggested,  

If there’s ever a time where we need to write a new policy, I do try to look around 

at what other universities are doing and how they’ve addressed that in a policy.  

Often times I’ll be like, “You’ve got a great policy here; do you mind if we 

borrow this, and implement it here on our campus?” Typically folks are very 

amenable to that.  (Fox, IT)  

Similarly, Stephens stated,  

You know, I actually have been looking at a lot of other universities and similar 

sized to us and even some of the bigger universities to see what their processes 
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are.  And of course, we’re not just going to cut and paste from those other 

universities and just put it into our handbook.  You know, we’re going to take 

their idea, take their policy and kind of mold it and make it what’s going to fit our 

environment here…Mainly I’ve been doing a lot of mine, just mainly drawing 

from other universities, seeing what their processes are…just really thinking 

about how to implement that here and if will work.  (Stephens, IT).   

The use of other college and university behavior codes is worthy of further exploration 

and research.  While this can ensure institutions keeping up with best practices, it can 

also perpetuate cookie-cutter student discipline programs that are not designed around the 

college mission.       

Alcohol 

 Each of the four colleges noted alcohol as one of the top student misconduct 

violations, with most of the colleges reporting it as their number one student violation.  

This is peripheral and consistent with Howell’s findings of student conduct violations 

across three large, research Universities (Howell, 2006).  Concerns related to alcohol use 

in colleges and universities have been widely researched and far exceed the scope of my 

study.       

Summary 

 In this chapter I have examined the themes that emerged in and across the five 

colleges student discipline programs:  Community, Student Formation, Complex 

Relationships, Perception & Reputation, Incongruence & Contradiction, as well as 

additional findings.   
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In the following chapter, I will discuss the findings in relation to the research 

questions that guided this study.  Additionally, I will explore the additional findings in 

the research, as well as make recommendations for student discipline programs at small, 

private colleges based on contradictions and other findings from this study.  Finally, I 

will offer ideas and recommendations for areas of future research.               
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Chapter Six 

Discussion and Implications 

  Colleges and universities have always concerned themselves with student 

behavior.  Student discipline programs and processes serve to protect the persons and 

property of the college or university community, to develop and educate students in 

community living, citizenship, and future behavior, and to create and maintain an overall 

campus community conducive to the learning mission of the institution.  Thus, colleges 

and universities hire staff, develop programs, and craft community standards, policies, 

and procedures that respond, investigate, determine responsibility, and sanction students 

who violate the established community standards of the institution.  In this way, the 

discipline program or process establishes and maintains the campus ethos and culture, 

outlining behavior that is acceptable on a particular college campus and responding to 

behavior that is deemed not acceptable for right standing within the community.     

  Small colleges and universities make up the majority of the institutions of higher 

education in the United States.  Seventy-seven percent of the colleges and universities in 

the United States enroll less than 5,000 students while sixty-two percent of the 

institutions enroll less than 2,500 students (NCES, 2008).  Additionally, “small colleges 

constitute a decidedly diverse group of institutions” (Westfall, 2006).  They are highly 

relational, involved, human-intensive educational communities with distinct educational 

and missional philosophies.      

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to explore the philosophies and purposes that guide 

the student discipline process within small college and university environments; to 
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identify the specific discipline processes and procedures and their relationship to the 

discipline philosophy and perception of college students; and to explore the perceived 

student learning that happens through the discipline process.  I conducted a naturalistic 

qualitative inquiry into the student discipline processes at four, small, private colleges 

and universities within a nine-state region in the Southwestern United States.  The three 

research questions that guided and directed this study were:  

1) What is the purpose(s) of the campus disciplinary process at four small, private 

 institutions of higher education?   

2) What is the nature of the campus disciplinary process at these same  

 institutions?  

3) What are the intended and perceived student learning outcomes of the campus  

 disciplinary process? 

Methodology 

  In this study, I used a naturalistic, qualitative inquiry methodology to explore the 

student discipline processes at four small, private colleges and universities.  I examined 

the study through a constructivist lens, allowing the interview participants and colleges 

themselves to construct truth and their own realities, thus providing a holistic picture of 

the student discipline programs at each of the colleges.  I interviewed ten student 

discipline administrators from four different colleges and universities within a nine-state 

area of the Southwestern United States.  

  I utilized several sources of data in this study including in-person interviews and 

document analysis.  I interviewed each discipline administrator at their home campus 

with the majority of the interviews taking place in the administrator’s personal office.  I 
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used semi-structured interviews with questions [Appendix A] adapted from closely 

related student discipline literature (Dannells, 1990, 1997) and with permission from a 

related study (Moran, Garrison, & Shirkey, 2008) into religious colleges in the Midwest.  

Additionally, upon an initial reading of each institutions discipline literature before 

arriving to the campus, I included between one and six additional interview questions, 

specific to each campus.  Each interview was recorded and transcribed.  I constantly 

compared (Schwandt, 2007; Glaser & Strauss, 1967) the data as I received it employing a 

blend of techniques to analyze the data.  Using a combination of electronic and by-hand 

methods, I reduced the data by looking for emergent themes, concepts, as well as 

universal and familiar words and phrases, reducing each set of data into a single format 

that allowed for comparative analysis.  Within this simultaneous and recursive approach, 

I first analyzed and coded each institution’s individual disciplinary process as a program 

that stood on its own merit (Merriam, 1988).  I then looked across data collected from all 

four institutions for further emerging themes.   

Confidentiality was critical in this study.  As such, in the reporting of the findings 

I took the following steps to assure both interview participant and institutional 

confidentiality: 

• I assigned pseudonyms or generic descriptions to all individuals, institutions, 

and campus-specific titles (i.e. name of Welcome Week, name of the Student 

Handbook, name of specific Residence Hall, etc.). 

• I removed all identifying personal information (i.e. undergraduate/graduate 

school alma mater, terminal degree status, number of children, etc.) from each 
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interview participant and referred to each student formation professional, 

peripheral colleague, or student as female.     

• I provided very broad descriptions of the colleges as research participants.  

Additionally, I did not directly quote from the campus discipline literature, 

instead paraphrasing all references.          

• I used the term college throughout the study in reference to all institutions.   

• I removed all reference to geographical location, sister institutions, or 

comparison institutions.   

I utilized member checks and emailed each transcribed interview to the participant for 

review to make sure they were comfortable with moving forward with the content of their 

interview.  I made each of the changes recommended by the participants.  Additionally, I 

employed student affairs and student discipline professionals, professors from various 

fields, and individuals outside of the field of higher education as peer debriefers in order 

to gain a broad and collaborative perspective of the data results.  These peer debriefing 

sessions and formal/informal reviews allowed me to talk through my data with other 

knowledgeable professionals, to discuss research methods and data interpretations, and to 

receive third-party recommendations to strengthen the study.   

Research Findings  

  The findings of this exploratory study into the small, private college student 

discipline process produced many exciting insights and areas for further inquiry.  The 

purpose of this study was not to discover large, widely generalizable characteristics of 

small, private college discipline processes but to deeply explore a single program at four  

similar, yet distinctively different colleges.  These findings add to the body of research on 
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small colleges and universities, student discipline, and Student Affairs programs.  

Additionally, institutions of all sizes may use these findings to examine and refine their 

discipline processes, to examine their campus communities, and to align student 

discipline programs or other co-curricular educational programs with the preeminent 

academic mission of the college or university.  Finally, it is my hope that these findings 

will spur and encourage further research into small college and universities, co-curricular 

student learning, and student discipline.    

Each of the four colleges in this study had student discipline programs and 

processes, individual and unique purposes and philosophies purposed for the educational 

mission of each campus, and student formation professionals who led or informed the 

development and student accountability of community standards, the student discipline 

process, and who also performed a myriad of other student development responsibilities.  

On the whole, the student discipline programs were similar in structure, personnel, 

sanctions, and approach; however, distinctive, institution-specific features and 

perceptions of students differentiated each college’s discipline programs from each other 

and provided the specific context for the college’s particular discipline philosophy.  

These findings were consistent with Westfall’s understanding that “many small colleges 

of a certain type may look similar in terms of enrollment, age, campus location, and size, 

student body characteristics, and faculty characteristics…but it is certain that each 

institution has characteristics that make it unique” (Westfall, 2006). 

When examining the data, I found a great deal of overlap across the research 

questions.  The purposes of the student discipline processes were enmeshed in the 

processes, community development philosophies, and overall nature of the disciplinary 
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processes.  The perceived learning outcomes, purposes, and philosophies of the discipline 

processes were, in most cases, intertwined with the overall educational missions of the 

colleges.  Despite the overlap that emerged across the original research questions, in this 

chapter I have used the research questions to organize and discuss the results of my study.  

Within the context of these findings, I also addressed additional findings, including 

perceptions and reputation, and offer recommendations for student discipline 

practitioners based on the implications of this study, as well as contradictions and 

incongruencies found throughout this study.  Finally, I provide suggestions for future 

research.     

Here, I specifically address each of the research questions and the subsequent 

findings.     

What is the purpose(s) of the campus disciplinary process? 

  The discipline program at these four colleges served four interdependent 

purposes.  At each of the campuses, the process existed to address issues of student 

behavior that fell out of bounds with the agreed-upon community standards of the 

campus community; it assisted in the development of deep, personal relationships; it 

served to frame, develop, and sustain community; and it sought to form, develop, and 

educate students on the role of the individual within a community, on future behavior, 

and citizenship.  On each of these campuses, student discipline represented a formational 

tool that allowed these colleges wide latitude and autonomy to educate students for 

citizenship, future behavior, and life in community both inside and beyond the walls of 

the academy.  Below I address each college’s unique philosophical purpose of student 
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discipline, followed by general purposes of student disicpline found across the four 

colleges.   

Overview: Unique Campus Approach 

  Individually, each of the colleges in my study espoused philosophical purposes 

for concerning themselves with student discipline and the management of student 

behavior.  Difference College sought to produce students who thought critically about 

their personal behavior, their community, and their personal approaches to decision-

making.  The college’s purpose for the student discipline program was to educate 

students toward responsible community behavior in an effort to develop “responsible 

citizens” (Mosley, IT).  Additionally, the student discipline program was purposed to 

provide a safe living and learning environment for students, stakeholders, and college 

property.  Service College’s philosophical purpose for student discipline was designed to 

frame a relational, restorative, and God-focused student formation encounter.  The 

philosophical approach here had deep roots in redemption and the Christian mission of 

the college.  Meyer suggested the purpose of student discipline was “to educate students 

[through] conversations or disciplinary actions,” (Meyer, IT), in order to positively 

change their future behavior.  Advancement College stated its philosophical purpose of 

discipline was education and student learning and student support for college persistence 

and success.  At Advancement, student discipline aimed to help students grow, develop, 

and mature as they were challenged to think about their future behavior and their impact 

as a citizen.   The philosophical purpose of student discipline at Enhance College was to 

develop and support a fair and consistent educational community so that individual 

students could safely and successfully pursue their goals and educational ambitions.  The 
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discipline process was characterized by formality, a legalistic approach, and fairness.  

The student discipline program reviewed allegations of student misconduct, reacted to 

community violations, used fair processes to determine guilt or innocence, and assigned 

sanctions as needed.   

Addressing Issues of student misconduct. 

 Functionally, the student discipline programs at the four colleges in my study 

served to attend to allegations of student misconduct, to investigate allegations, make 

judgments based on a preponderance of evidence, to assign accountability if necessary, 

and recommend appropriate sanctions as needed.  The discipline process served to stop, 

respond to, and/or change a particular student(s) behavior or pattern of behaviors that 

violated the community standards.  Additionally, the process protected the campus 

community from behavior that was outside of the established, agreed-upon codes so that 

each student was free to explore their education in a safe, established campus community.  

Interestingly, among the ten interviews, this behavioral function was the least mentioned 

purpose of the discipline process.      

Community. 

Bogue (2002) suggested that  

Community is a laboratory of discovery in which we come to value the 

possibilities found in mistake and error and serendipitous moments.  [And] 

community is a venture in human learning and association, where moral meaning 

– concepts of justice and fairness, of human goodness and depravity, of rights and 

responsibility – may be factored from moments that can be both elevating and 

wrenching to the human spirit. (p. 6)     
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Each of the colleges in my study suggested that the student discipline processes played a 

key role in the establishment, framework, development, protection, support, and 

maintenance of the campus community.  The theme of community was woven within and 

throughout each interview and each college’s campus discipline literature.  All of my 

campus visits were communal affairs.  In every college, the significance--and almost 

reverence--of the campus community was continually mentioned and revisited.  Boyer 

(1990) illustrated college and university campus communities as purposeful, open, just, 

disciplined, caring, and celebrative.  These discipline programs played a role in 

establishing varying degrees of these characteristics, uniquely calling every member of 

these campus communities, especially faculty, staff, and students together “in common 

cause” (Boyer, 1990, p. 3) and “in a shared vision of its central mission” (Boyer, 1990, p. 

3).          

Campus communities at these colleges were a unique, interwoven mix of college-

controlled, student-directed, teacher/educator, and landlord/tenant connections that are 

both relationally simple and unmistakably complex.  These communities were made up 

of many different roles and relationships–where Residence Life professionals served in 

such varying capacities as friends, mentors, advisors, landlords, disciplinarians, and 

where Deans of Students served as advocates, investigators, judge, juries, mentors, 

friends, confidants, and in some cases, brothers/sisters in their respective faith 

communities.  Faculty members served as professors, mentors, advisors, and advocates.  

Each campus community was made up of multiple sub-communities, including residence 

hall communities, academic communities, faith communities, and student clubs and 
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organizations.  Each college defined and framed their community in similar yet 

distinctive ways.            

The community of Difference College was personified: a living, breathing 

collective body with philosophies, actions, property, and feelings, framed by the 

principles of individual and communal rights and responsibilities, individual and 

collective integrity, and personal accountability. Difference College gave students 

function, role, and purpose in the campus community.  On the other hand, Advancement 

College’s commitment to favorable learning conditions served as the foundation of the 

campus community, characterized by its small size and SFPs who were tasked with 

keeping students in line.  The Enhance College campus community represented a balance 

of individual rights and community responsibilities.  Stewart noted, “I think that more 

than anything, we do have a student code of conduct and we concern our self with the 

discipline that goes with that so that we can live within a community. (Stewart, IT).  

Likewise, within Service College, each of the SFPs noted the importance of student 

behavior and student discipline accountability to the development and maintenance of the 

campus community.  At Service College, community was defined in a relational context, 

dedicated to a student formation experience that incorporated belief in God, student 

learning, and residential, communal living.  At these small colleges, the student discipline 

process existed to frame, uphold, and serve the greater campus community.   

Student Formation and Learning. 

  Widely viewed, the idea of student learning within these small, collegial, 

relationship-focused institutions created an educational context that could not be 

observed through the lone lens of a campus student discipline program.  Outside-of-the 
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classroom education on these campuses was interwoven throughout a larger relational, 

co-curricular educational experience of living in community, participating in athletics or 

student recreation, engagement through student clubs, groups, activities, organizations, 

and extra-curricular activities.  Meyer noted,  

I think that student behavior and student conduct is just another aspect of 

development, and I feel as student affairs professionals we have the responsibility 

to work with students in that process of development, and so student behavior is 

just one of those aspects, and I feel like through either conversations we have or 

different disciplinary procedures that we go through, we’re able to helping 

growing the student to allowing them to learn, and reflect on what they’ve done, 

and hopefully learn to make wiser choices in the future.  (Meyer, IT)  

In the four colleges in this study, student discipline programs formed an integral-- but not 

separate--part of the overall campus mission for student formation and learning.  Beyond 

simply asking students to stop a particular behavior or punishing a student for violating 

community standards, these four colleges intended to positively change the futures of 

students involved in student discipline.  Here, the colleges’ perspective on formation was 

much greater than specific, episodic learning, referring instead to student learning that 

transcended an isolated incident or occurrence, to how students and their behavior related 

to and engaged with the entire college community.  For these colleges, student formation 

was influenced by complex student relationships with professors, administrators, and 

peers.  Additionally, they desired to affect a paradigm shift in the way these students 

approached and lived their lives, and particularly in the way they made both current and 

future decisions.  Most importantly, student formation had to do with their lives outside 
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and beyond the college campus.  Who were they going to be after they leave the college?  

How would the college experience help students create or recreate their value 

frameworks and citizenship?  When viewed through these principles, student formation 

was the cornerstone of the Difference, Advancement, Enhance, and Service College 

student discipline processes.  No college had administrators or offices committed solely 

to student discipline; instead across all of the colleges, student discipline was but one tool 

in a comprehensive outside-of-the-classroom student learning tool chest.        

Complex Relationship Development. 

Beginning with recognized student on-campus residency requirements in campus 

residence halls, each of the colleges in my study educated students within an established 

framework on specific elements of community living within the residential communities.  

This framework was specific to each college pursuant to its institutional mission, faith 

heritage, and served to educate students on how to live and participate in a community.  It 

was here, in the heart of these four college’s student formation approach to student 

discipline – a learning, growth, mentoring, and development approach – that students 

were educated on multiple fronts in and across the disciplinary process.  Hoekema (1994) 

suggested that this type of multi-faceted learning can only truly happen at    

the liberal arts colleges and small universities, where the classical model of 

college life still prevails.  These are institutions where many students spend every 

moment on campus for days and even weeks at a time, institutions in which a 

student’s entire life is to be part of the college…Small-to-medium sized colleges 

are probably the ideal environment for the nurturing of complex interpersonal 

relationships involving mentoring and modeling.  (Hoekema, 1996, p. 14)   
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These colleges were characterized by complex and “collegial” relationships, engaging 

many different college administrators, faculty, staff, and students in a myriad of ways.  

Eight of these ten administrators specifically noted student relationships as the crux or 

cornerstone to the authenticity of their educational responsibilities in student discipline.  

In short, SFPs perceived that they were able to fully educate students – to influence and 

transform student ability to critically think through difficult future situations and 

behavioral responses – due to the complex and multilayered relationships they had with 

the students.  These relationships happened outside of, as well as in combination, with the 

student discipline conversation(s). 

   For the SFPs in my study, the student discipline process exceeded simply 

responding to bad student behavior.  In fact, in most cases, student behavior was viewed 

as a primer, or a way to open a door into a deeper understanding and relationship with a 

student.  There was a belief that student misbehavior may exist only on the surface and 

that the demons that resided in those deeper waters are what need to be explored.  

Viewed through this relational lens, the entire college community was a classroom, 

serving as a safe place to learn about decision-making, consequences, and future 

decision-making.  This learning environment was made possible by these highly complex 

relationships.  The student discipline process opened the door and “spoke” to the 

discipline administrators where the student could not or did not speak.    

  To a person not familiar with the small, private college, these relationships 

suggested strong enmeshment, at times bordering on unethical interaction, and they could 

appear borderless.  Yet these relationships also characterized and distinguished the small 

college from other educational institutions and were at the heart of why these SFPs 
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served students.  During an interview, Mosley told the story of a student who had 

suffered from a psychological addiction to marijuana, as well as depression.  The college 

intervened through the student disciplinary process, the residence life, and the student 

affairs staff.  Mosley recounted,    

You know I’d see her [and], I made a point to say hello.  She’d come in and talk 

to me, and just that relationship was able to be built because, you know, I had 200 

students [in the hall and], yes, it’s still a lot of people for me to know, but I’m 

there, and I’m in the building, and I’m with them, and I’m at programs, and I see 

them, and I see her and build that relationship.  She, you know, ended up living in 

the building another year with me, and then junior year, and she’s going to 

graduate this year.  She loves Difference College, and she, I don’t know what her 

habits are off campus now, but on campus she never had a problem with [drugs 

and depression] again, and she knew that we were there, we cared about her, and I 

could see kind of the seeds of that relationship and how it grew through her from 

her freshman to her senior year, and how she changed and how the college was 

able to impact that.  (Mosley, IT)   

This testimony represented the student discipline process across these small, private 

colleges and explained why the administrators in my study worked multiple positions 

across multiple departments, developing relationships with students and other staff 

members.  It explained why they stand up in front of a new class of freshmen year after 

year and begin the student formation process again with a new generation of young 

adults.  It explained why many of them (six of the ten administrators interviewed for this 

study) moved themselves and their families into residence halls filled with hundreds of 
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college students.  The SFPs believed the purpose of these relationships was not only 

specific to, but critical to the educational mission of their college.  These communities 

found their identity in the “in-between,” where SFPs felt called to hold students to a 

higher standard and yet also be in relationship; where they served as educators and 

adjudicators; and where they delicately balanced student accountability to the college and 

college accountability to the student in a mutually supportive educational environment.  

Forming students within a community for life during and after the college experience was 

the call of the small college student discipline administrator.          

What is the nature of the campus disciplinary process at these same institutions? 

The purpose of exploring the nature of the discipline programs and processes at the 

four small colleges was to describe the operations, actions, campus responses, and overall 

mechanics of the campus discipline programs.  Specifically, how did the colleges respond 

to student misbehavior?  What were the discipline policies and procedures at each of 

these small colleges?  How did the colleges develop the campus frameworks of campus 

discipline, the community standards, and the discipline policies and procedures?  How 

were the campus communities educated on the code of conduct and student discipline 

process and what was the role of the campus discipline literature on each of these 

campuses?  These questions constituted the nature of the student discipline processes at 

each of the colleges in this study. 

 Overview: Unique Campus Approach 

At Difference College, the entire student discipline program including policies, 

procedures, hearing assemblies, training, and student staffing, was focused on educating 

students about how to be functioning members of a community.  Conversely, 



 Texas Tech University, John Delony, August 2010 

 257 

Advancement College was much less educationally intentional in its student discipline 

approach.  As such, the student development component within the student discipline 

process was less obvious and deliberate and was secondary to the act of punitively 

addressing a violation.  Service College was intentional about forming Christ-centered 

relationships with students; however, it was much less intentional about forming a 

coherent, deliberate student discipline program.  At Service College, the SFPs seemed 

unsure of the philosophical underpinnings of student discipline, uneven in their 

implementation of the student discipline processes, and generally disconnected from the 

CSDO.  Unlike the other colleges in my study, Enhance College, although highly 

intentional about consistency in the discipline process and the avoidance of liability, 

removed the informal, relational elements of the discipline program by using a scripted 

and rigid process.  Here, the process was very intentional, but the student learning 

component in the process was less evident.  The intentionality of the student discipline 

process proved to be key difference across the four colleges in my study. 

 Collective Nature of the Discipline Process            

The college discipline programs I explored in this study could be characterized by 

using the same general descriptions.  All of the colleges had policies and procedures, both 

published and explained, including community statements, philosophical foundations, 

detailed descriptions of prohibited behaviors, descriptions of their sanctions, descriptions 

of their hearing processes, and descriptions of their appeal processes.  Additionally, all 

the student discipline administrators interviewed for my study served in multiple campus 

roles and positions, including various arrangements of residence life professional, student 

discipline officer, athletics, student activities, Dean of Students, and/or senior 
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administrator.  None of the colleges designated a single administrator or college official 

position solely dedicated to the work of student discipline.  Each of the professionals 

interviewed at the colleges in my study held additional teaching, student development, 

and co-curricular responsibilities including and beyond that of student discipline.  

Consistent with the understanding that student discipline processes involving faculty, 

staff, and peers have been found to be the most effective (O’Reilly & Evans, 2007), all 

four of the colleges had students involved in the adjudication of other students, to varying 

degrees.     

  Three of the four student discipline programs functioned in what I have termed a 

Co-Curricular Silo, whereby the student discipline program served as an essential, yet 

isolated campus function, separate, and apart from the rest of the campus community.  

Within these silos, SFP’s created, decided, reacted to, and administered student discipline 

with relative “freedom” (Moran, et. al, 2008, p. 22) and autonomy.  The fourth college’s 

SFP also noted feeling considerable freedom and autonomy in the discipline process, 

despite campus literature to the contrary.  Two colleges in my study exhibited discipline 

processes that were intentional, direct, and interwoven with the educational mission of 

the college.  SFPs from both of these colleges provided similar answers to interview 

questions that corresponded with the overall learning mission of college, as well as what 

appeared to be more consistent campus discipline processes.  The remaining two colleges 

reported highly silo’d student discipline programs, and seemed free to adjust policies 

and/or procedures as they felt necessary.  I found the SFPs at these two schools exhibited 

greater inconsistency and incongruence among themselves in their responses to interview 

questions, as well as at times, a disregard or uninformed alignment with the campus 
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literature and student discipline policies.  These factors led to the appearance of a 

potentially inconsistent or disorganized student discipline program and/or student 

discipline experience. 

All of the colleges in this study reported alcohol violations and residential living 

violations (i.e., visitation and/or curfew) as the most common student conduct infractions.  

They reported warnings, community service, and some form of probation as the most 

common disciplinary sanctions assigned to students.  Stakeholder involvement across all 

colleges was reported as minimal in the discipline programs except at Enhance College, 

which reported a high level of involvement.  Senior administrator trust and support of the 

SFPs in this study was reported as extremely high.      

   Each college has unique campus cultures that viewed together, were qualitatively 

similar.  However, I discovered a distinct “vibe” on each campus as I visited the personal 

offices of the SFPs and Student Affairs office complexes, and as I met fellow Student 

Affairs supervisors, coworkers and students during campus visits.  This “vibe” could be 

identified as a distinctive campus feel.  Additionally, at three of the four colleges I visited 

the Student Affairs conference room used for larger student discipline meetings.  Each 

college had their own campus ethos that influenced a distinctive student discipline 

culture, despite their commonalities of form, structure, and content.   

What are the intended and perceived student learning outcomes of the campus 

disciplinary process?  

 No administrators in this study articulated student-learning outcomes of the 

student discipline process.  Two SFPs referenced accreditation reports with very general 

references to student discipline learning outcomes, but on the whole, no one was able to 



 Texas Tech University, John Delony, August 2010 

 260 

say, “Students who go through the student discipline process will learn…”  However, 

despite SFPs inability to formally state student learning outcomes in the interviews, each 

of the colleges anticipated the student discipline process to be a purposeful formative and 

educational student experience.  Collectively, the colleges trusted that through the student 

discipline program, students learned to understand community living and the need to live 

within an established behavioral framework.  Additionally, all four colleges specifically 

aimed to influence future student behavior and to prepare students to be good citizens 

after they left the college.         

 Overview: Unique Campus Approach 

   Service College approached student learning and student development from a 

foundation of personal relationships.  During the interviews, Service College SFPs often 

suggested that in order to educate a student about making better future decisions, it was 

critical to find the root causes of the misconduct, believing that the act of misconduct was 

deeper than the violation.  Using a relational and conversational approach, Service 

College viewed student discipline as a symptom of greater personal incongruence.  

Through their conversational, relational approach, they called students to address issues 

that may put them out of relationship with the campus community, with God, and with 

each other.   

The discipline approach at Difference College sought to grow, develop, and 

comprehensively and holistically shape students to “be responsible citizens” (Mosley, IT) 

after they graduated from the Difference College community.  Difference College’s 

commitment to educating students about how to construct a community, how to live 

within the agreed-upon living framework, how to work together towards resolution when 
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individuals or groups act outside of that framework, and how to educate students to make 

better decisions in the future permeated the student discipline process.  Simply put, 

Difference College took seriously the business of teaching how to live in a community. 

  Advancement College was based on the formational premise of influencing future 

student behavior.  In support of her college’s future-focused behavior philosophy, Pavel 

suggested that Advancement College attempted to keep the rules and policies “the same 

as what you would have out in the real world, if you were living in an apartment 

complex” (Pavel, IT).  This “redevelopment” and “redirection” philosophy was purposed 

to teach students that following policies and procedures was not specific to campus life at 

Advancement College, but was instead a reality of living within any community.  The 

campus discipline process attempted to positively redirect students to become better 

citizens. 

  Enhance College discipline literature reported that the college community was 

devoted to growing students intellectually and personally.  When speaking specifically 

about how the student discipline process related to the college’s student formation goals, 

Stewart suggested that student discipline existed to broaden the worldview of the college 

student, stating 

the educational part [of student discipline seeks], that [students] would learn 

something from it and that they, not only do they get it, and are they not going to 

let it happen again, but they understand why the policy is there. (Stewart, IT)   

Consistent with the other three colleges in this study, the educational student learning 

philosophy at Enhance College aimed to educate students into better future decision 

makers, successful students, and non-returners to the student discipline process.  
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 Collective Intended Student Learning Outcomes of the Discipline Process             

 All of the colleges in my study suggested that they intended students to leave their 

interaction with the student discipline process understanding that their individual actions 

affected an entire community.  As Oswald noted, students should learn that when they 

live in a community, “it’s not just about you, it’s about this bigger picture.”  This bigger 

picture was the community, and living within an agreed upon framework of community 

standards.  The colleges also aimed for students to learn to make better decisions in the 

future.  Future decision making included decisions related to college community 

standards, learning strategies for decision making outside the walls of the academy, and 

making decisions as citizens and servant leaders out in the world, after leaving the 

college.  Finally, Service College discussed the student discipline process as intended to 

teach students about the nature of Christ’s relationship to them and the redemptive nature 

of his calling and community.    

 Individualized Student Learning 

One of the most consistent findings of my study was the administrative autonomy 

SFPs had in responding to student behavior in three of the four colleges.  All ten SFPs 

commented on their freedom in student discipline meetings.  Specifically, three of the 

four colleges lauded their wide sense of latitude and autonomy in responding and crafting 

individual student learning and formation responses to student misconduct, individually 

shaped for each individual student and situation.  The discipline processes at these 

colleges revealed that disciplinary consistency was less routine in institutional 

disciplinary responses for each situation (automatic violations receiving automatic 

sanctions), and was in turn characterized by a relational, personal approach to student 
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discipline.  This finding was consistent with Moran, et. al.’s (2008) study of eight 

religiously-affiliated colleges and universities where they found that the discipline 

processes at these faith-affiliated institutions served to support the Christian college 

community, that there was significant administrator “freedom” (Moran, et. al., p. 22) in 

the discipline process, and that there was significant care of the students in the campus 

community.   

Student Learning Throughout the Discipline Process 

  The colleges in this study each had, to varying degrees, multiple points of 

learning in their discipline process, including various combinations of student staff 

training and student participation within hearing assemblies, sanctioning, and policy 

development.  Multiple learning opportunities and possible learning outcomes were 

characteristic of these small college student discipline processes.  Students were educated 

as they worked along side faculty and staff during hearings, by observing faculty and 

staff interactions among colleagues and other students, as well as by their treatment of 

fellow campus community members.  Likewise, community standards violators were 

educated through their conversations with SFPs and the intake process, by educational 

sanctions, by facing their fellow students and faculty in hearing assemblies, and by 

completing punitive tasks or reparations.  Though not articulated, each student discipline 

program provided student-learning opportunities throughout the process. 

Additional Findings 

 In addition to answering my specific research questions, several other important 

findings emerged throughout the study.  These additional findings are addressed below 

under the heading of Perception and Reputation.   
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Perception and Reputation 

  The administrative perceptions of students emerged as an important indicator as 

to the student/administrator relationship and the development and execution of the 

discipline process.  Difference College believed that students were simultaneously kids 

and young adults who were capable of leading a community, of wrestling with difficult 

decisions and standing in judgment of their peers, of informing the community standards, 

of acting immaturely, and of learning experientially.  As mentioned, they referred to 

students as both kids and young adults, showing some signs of perceptual incongruence.  

On the other hand, Advancement College projected an authoritative stance and 

pessimistic attitude towards the current and/or potential maturity of the students, 

suggesting that students were unable to utilize good judgment and would be unable to 

develop appropriate community standards.  However, they incorporated students in their 

discipline processes and trusted them, in partnership with a faculty member, to make 

decisions regarding student discipline matters.  Additionally, Advancement College 

presented a somewhat dismissive perception of student ideas and voice as well.  Enhance 

College believed that students were capable of mature, adult behavior that honored 

individual uniqueness and community covenants, and also assumed that certain cases of 

student misconduct were simply developmentally beyond the abilities of undergraduate 

students.  Service College showed a trifurcated perception of students:  a deep care of 

individuals built on a Christ-centered approach to relationships; a belief that students 

were young adults, able to live out the high behavioral expectations of the college; and an 

untrustworthiness that emerged through a policy involving random student room checks 

in residence halls where students rooms were randomly searched for prohibited items.  



 Texas Tech University, John Delony, August 2010 

 265 

Students were highly trusted in rare participation in student group discipline and also to 

“sit at the table” (Fox, IT) of policy discussions.        

 The colleges had varying levels of congruence among their perceptions of the 

student behavior codes and the students’ perception of the discipline processes.  In 

describing their own code of student conduct, the SFPs displayed positive attitudes 

towards their behavior codes (Educational, Fair, Redemptive, Full of Grace) while three 

colleges also had negative feelings (Students get it Easy, Judicial, Very Strict, Slow to 

Respond) towards the student codes.  When describing their ideas regarding student 

perceptions of the code of conduct, Difference College and Enhance College had 

generally positive statements; conversely three our of the four thoughts at Advancement 

College were negative, and Service College had an even mixture of positive, negative, 

and neutral comments.  These perceptions aligned with the administrative perceptions as 

espoused by the SFP interviews.         

  Most of the colleges in this study noted the importance of institutional reputation 

and appearances and the role student discipline literature played in the overall character 

and repute of the campus community and institution.  Three of the colleges (at least 

peripherally) mentioned reputation and external appearance at least once; Service College 

mentioned it the most often. 

Contradictions and Recommendations for Practitioners 

 In the small colleges in my study, student discipline was integrated into an 

outside-of-the-classroom learning mission and philosophy.  The SFPs viewed the student 

discipline arena as their classroom where they taught students important and critical life 

lessons that would translate well beyond the walls of the academy.  In relation to the 
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greater body of scholarship on campus discipline, they were insular and used outdated 

language to describe processes and programs.  Incredibly, each college’s approach to a 

community focused student discipline program projected ideals of community restoration 

and restorative justice, both of which are on the forefront of student discipline models at 

advanced universities.  This paradox of being both cutting edge and outdated was but one 

of the incongruencies and contradictions that emerged throughout this study in and across 

the four colleges.           

 Each of the colleges in my study suggested that despite requiring students to read 

campus discipline literature and holding students accountable for the contents of the 

student behavior codes, they recognized that students rarely, if ever, read the available 

literature.  This acknowledgment sharply contrasted with the stated importance of the 

campus literature as an educational, community framework and tool.  Three of the four 

colleges in my study suggested that they could do a better job informing and educating 

the student body about the discipline processes and community standards.  Several SFPs 

posed potential barriers to effectively communicating this information to the student and 

campus community.  No real metric or qualitative inquiry existed to gauge the current 

educational effectiveness of the community standards and disciplinary processes.  Two of 

the colleges mentioned conducting student surveys but also disregarded or explained 

away negative student responses.  I could not help but wonder how any of the four 

colleges in this study would define more effective education or better education of the 

campus community on the discipline policies and procedures.  Would it be through fewer 

student violations of the code of conduct, or more students reporting understanding of the 

discipline processes?  On the whole, the colleges reported feeling that they should be 
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doing better in this regard, but they do not seem to have a clear picture as to what better 

community education of the student discipline process would look like.      

  Further, each of the colleges in my study described its student discipline process 

as an educational exercise rooted in student learning and student formation.  

Unfortunately, none of the SFPs interviewed for this study were able to articulate student-

learning outcomes for the discipline process.  Additionally, other than twice mentioned 

student surveys (which presumably measured satisfaction and not student learning and 

where the student voice was all but dismissed), there appeared to be no formal 

assessment of student learning in the discipline process.  The colleges reported that they 

felt that they were doing well in areas of student discipline due to lack of recidivism, lack 

of student appeals, and a lack of student complaints about the process.  Stewart of 

Enhance College said,  

I don’t see many people the second time; generally it works the first time.  

Whether it’s contract probation, disciplinary probation, or whatever there are not 

too many repeat offenders.  So, you have to hope that if you’re not having cases 

appealed, and if you’re not having repeat offenders, you must be doing something 

right.  (Stewart, IT)   

This lack of formal assessment may suggested that while the student discipline processes 

at each of these campuses were thought to be going well, there were no real indicators as 

to the student learning that was taking place in the student discipline processes.  It is 

critical that colleges assess the campus discipline processes for both philosophical and 

procedural congruence and student learning (Howell, 2005; Zacker, 1996; Kuh & 

Andreas, 1991).  As resources across student development areas are under constant and 
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ever-increasing scrutiny, the assessment of co-curricular programs, including student 

discipline programs (Zacker, 1996), is an increasingly critical necessity.       

All of the colleges in this study relied heavily on legal terminology to describe 

their student discipline processes.  Legal terms and phrases included: Plea, Witnesses, 

Opportunity to Make Statements, Hearing Board, File an Appeal, Opening Statement, 

Summary Statements (i.e. closing arguments), Testify, Testimony, Case, and Jurisdiction, 

among others.  As suggested by one SFP, lawyers and parents of students may infer from 

the colleges’ uses of legal terminology that the discipline processes are legal court 

proceedings.  The conversational, relational, and at times, informal discipline process 

referenced by the SFPs in their interviews sharply contrasted the legal terms and 

processes of the college’s campus discipline literature.  Nationally, it has been recognized 

as a best practice to remove the legal, judicial language from campus codes and 

disciplinary processes (Martin & Janosik, 2004).  In a symbolic move, even the 

previously titled national student discipline organization Association for Student Judicial 

Affairs recently changed their name to the more aptly titled The Association for Student 

Conduct Administration.  It is important that these small colleges examine their language 

and make it compatible with their practices and philosophical approaches to student 

formation and community development and develop less adversarial, legalese community 

standards.     

  Finally, there was considerable discontinuity in colleges as to the origin of the 

student behavior codes and the discipline processes.  All four of the colleges noted that 

they either had in the past or currently engaged in the practice of borrowing discipline 

policies and frameworks from other colleges and universities.  Additionally, only one 
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discipline administrator acknowledged the use of student discipline literature in the 

development of policies and procedures.  It is important that discipline administrators 

understand the discipline heritages of the programs, policies, and procedures of their 

institutions, especially if the institutional faith or philosophical heritage has played an 

important role in the framing of community standards.  I would strongly recommend 

mentor programs and student discipline education programs for all Student Affairs 

professionals, and specifically those who engage with students in these difficult 

conversations on behalf of the educational mission of the institution.  Additionally, I 

recommend that student formation professionals use current campus discipline literature 

and research to inform campus policies, procedures, and best practices.     

Further Research 

 One of the chief purposes of this study was to develop further avenues of research 

into the campus discipline process, into small, private college co-curriculum programs, 

and into other related areas.  This section details several important areas for further 

research.    

  Moran, et. al (2008) found that within eight faith-affiliated colleges and 

universities, the discipline programs existed to “develop and maintain” (p. 28) campus 

communities and that they were “characterized by freedom” (p. 31) in the disciplinary 

process.  Further, the researchers suggested that religiously affiliated colleges and 

universities “may serve as a model for all types of higher education institution” (Moran, 

et. al, 2008, p. 37).  As this study focused solely on small, private colleges and 

universities, a characteristic that emerged among all of the institutions was that they all 

claimed, to various degrees, a faith heritage.  In related research, Mullane (1999) 
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suggested that students profited from a personalized approach to the disciplinary process.  

As the small, private colleges in this study were also characterized by latitude and 

autonomy in the discipline process and the development and support for community, 

further research should be conducted into the intersection of small, private, religiously 

affiliated colleges and universities and their inherent characteristics – to determine 

whether size or faith-heritage and affiliation plays a more important / dominant role in the 

student discipline process.  This research could prove critical in applications of 

community development at larger, public institutions of higher education.  Another 

important area of further inquiry surrounds the importance of student formation 

professionals knowing and understanding their institution’s philosophical approach to 

student discipline, as well as their institution’s history, approach, and student learning 

philosophy.  Dannells (1988) stated that “one’s view of the origin of student misconduct 

and one’s philosophy of discipline were the primary determinants in forming the 

corrective action to be take in any given disciplinary situation” (Dannells, 1988, p. 131).  

My study found a great disconnect between discipline philosophy and practice and 

further research in this area is important.  Future research should explore the relationship 

between co-curricular student learning programs and the preeminent academic missions 

of colleges and universities of all sizes, staff and faculty understanding of the educational 

mission of both co-curricular and curricular learning within their particular institution, 

and the practical and philosophical integration of both curricular and co-curricular 

learning.            

Each of the colleges in my study mentioned alcohol violations as the most 

common major student discipline violation.  Three of the colleges permitted responsible, 
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legal alcohol consumption on campus; one college prohibited student alcohol 

consumption, regardless of age, both on-or-off campus.  Stewart noted that the most 

common discipline violation at Enhance College was alcohol or alcohol related.  She 

suggested,  

I can’t remember when [there] was sexual misconduct that didn’t involve alcohol, 

and most every time you deal with those, both the male and the female had so 

much to drink that neither one of them remember what happened. And most of the 

time when you have a student, when you have an assault of one student on 

another,…[students] get into a fight or whatever, it’s very unusual that alcohol is 

not involved, and that they wouldn’t say “if we’d have been sober this wouldn’t 

have happened.” Or quite often with theft, or, we deal very little with fraternity 

hazing or anything, but anytime you deal with those things, alcohol is almost 

always involved.”    

In his 2006 qualitative study of perceived student learning outcomes at three large 

research institutions, Howell found that seven of the ten students he interviewed had 

entered the student discipline process as a result of incidents involving alcohol.  Contrary 

to the recent national attention focused on college student drinking, Smith (1994) noted 

that “in a 1903 investigation of eastern universities, it was determined that 90% of 

freshmen and 95% of seniors drank alcohol and that 15% of these students became 

[alcoholics]” (p. 82), suggesting that student alcohol consumption has actually decreased 

over the last century (Smith, 1994).  So while student drinking has been a concern for 

colleges and universities for over a century, it is important for colleges to continue to 
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examine student alcohol consumption, alcohol education, and the campus approach and 

response to alcohol, education, and student discipline. 

 Another interesting finding in this study was the emergence of personal 

confliction between SFP’s values and the values they were asked to uphold as student 

discipline administrators on behalf of the college.  Further exploration into value 

congruence between individual administrators and espoused institutional values may 

provide insight into employee retention, self-efficacy, and overall campus mission 

congruency.       

 Additional areas of future research include further explorations of student 

discipline programs of various campus types, populations, and communities.  

Additionally, given the dearth of research done on specific programs within small, private 

colleges, it is important that further research be conducted in other areas of small college 

student affairs, including residence life, counseling centers, campus safety departments, 

campus recreation and athletics, among others.   Other areas for future research include 

exploration into the complex relationships on small, private college and university 

campuses, confidentiality in qualitative research, and student learning in the student 

discipline process.  Finally, exploration should be performed on the application of 

complex relationships and residential community ratios that are successful at the small, 

private college transferred to large, public universities.  The findings would be significant 

if the communal aspects of the small college could be successfully recreated in large 

university settings. 
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Conclusions 

The student discipline process at these small colleges was part of a greater co-

curricular, holistic approach to educating the whole student.  This education happened in 

intentional campus communities through deep, complex relationships within and across 

faculty, staff, students, and outside communities.  I believe that this holistic approach to 

educating the whole student was predicated on a single institutional characteristic: the 

small size of the campus community.  SFP’s repeatedly referred to knowing and caring 

about the students they disciplined, engaging students in other campus contexts, and 

approaching student support and learning from a relational approach.  For example, 

Mosley noted that the caring relationships form 

because we have such a small population that we have the privilege of knowing our 

students more and [are] able to interact with them on a greater level and it’s not just 

numbers; it’s Jim, it’s Tim, it’s Susan…whereas at bigger schools, it’s not that the 

people in the bigger schools and upper roles don’t care, they do care… I’ve been 

that person; I know they care, but there’s a big difference between we have [less 

than 2500] total [students], [a larger university may] have [less than 2500] in your 

building.  It’s a big difference. (Mosley, IT) 

Similarly, Stephens noted,    

We see these kids everyday.  I mean, like if you’re at [Large State University] or 

[Giant Research University], you may run into the same student once in the four or 

five years that they’re there.  Here, we see these students everyday in different 

aspects…we see them in the classroom, we see ‘em at campus activities, you know, 
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we see ‘em in the res halls, and its more of that personal, one-on-one type thing.  So 

its more of a mentor, kind of scenario situation going on. (Stephens, IT)    

The small size of the schools in my study allowed for more frequent, personal, and deep 

relationships with students and the campus community.  Westfall (2009) suggested that 

“the learning community movement that gained so much momentum in the mid-1990’s 

was in many ways an attempt at creating arguably small college-like characteristics on 

large college campuses” (p. 9).  These “small college characteristics” (Westfall, 2009) 

emerged in this study and were perceived by discipline administrators as foundational to 

the development of students across a wide spectrum of student learning and formation.  

These relationships informed the campus communities that ultimately depended on the 

student discipline processes for development and support.  Thus, the student discipline 

process was a critical component of community development and student formation at the 

small, private college or university. 

 The study has been transformative in both my personal and professional life.  My 

sincerest wish is that other student discipline administrators and Student Formation 

Professionals who are seeking to develop cohesive, integrated, and formational campus 

communities and student discipline programs will find this study informative and 

beneficial in their journey.  The small, private college campus is truly a unique place of 

relationally informed student development.          



 Texas Tech University, John Delony, August 2010 

 275 

Bibliography 

Astin, A.W. & Lee, C.B.T. (1974).  The invisible colleges: A profile of small, private 
 colleges with limited resources.  New York, NY: McGraw-Hill.     
 
Benne, R. (2001). Quality with soul.  Grand Rapids, MI: Wm. B. Eerdmans.    
 
Birnbaum, R. (1991).  How colleges work: The cybernetics of academic organization and 
 leadership.  San Fransico, CA: Jossey-Bass.    
 
Bloland, Paul (1992).  Qualitative research in student affairs. ERIC DOCUMENT N0. 
 ED347487.    
 
Bogue, E.G. (2002).  An agenda of common caring:  The call for community in higher  
 education.  In W. M. McDonald (Ed.), Creating campus community: In search of 
 Ernest Boyer’s legacy (pp. 1-20).  San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.   
 
Bostic, D., & Gonzalez, G.  (1999). Practices, opinions, knowledge, and 
 recommendations from judicial officers in public higher education.  NASPA 
 Journal, 63 (3), 166-183. 
 
Boyer, E. (1987).  College: The undergraduate experience.  New York: Harper-Collins.   
 
Boyer, E. (1990).  Campus life: In search of community.  San Francisco: The Carnegie 
 Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching.   
 
Bracewell, W.R. (1997).  Student judicial programs and institutional research: Three 
 critical questions.  New Directions for Institutional Research. 96, 45-50.  
 
Bryan, W.A. & Mullendore, R.H. (Eds.). (1992).  Rights, freedoms, and responsibilities 
 for students. New Directions for Student Services, No. 59. San Francisco: Jossey-
 Bass.     
 
Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, Classification Description.  
 http://classifications.carnegiefoundation.org/descriptions/size_setting.php.  
 Retrieved 08/08/2009.     
 
Cohen, A.M. (1998).  The Shaping of American higher education.  San Francisco, CA: 
 Jossey-Bass.  
 
Consolvo, C., & Dannells, M.  (2000). Disciplinary counseling: Implications for policy 
 and practice.  NASPA Journal, 38 (1), 44-57.   
 
Creswell, J.W. (1998).  Qualitative inquiry and research design: Choosing among five 
 traditions.  Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage 
 



 Texas Tech University, John Delony, August 2010 

 276 

Creswell, J.W. (2003).  Research design: qualitative, quantitative, and mixed method 
 approaches (2nd ed).  Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 
 
Creswell, J.W. & Miller, D. L. (2000).  Determining validity in qualitative inquiry. 
 Theory Into Practice, 39, 124-130. 
 
Dalton, J.C. & Healy, M.A. (1984) Using values education activities to confront student 
 conduct issues.  NASPA Journal, 22(2), 19-25.   
 
Dannels, M. (1997).  From discipline to development: Rethinking student conduct in 
 higher education.  ASHE-ERIC Higher Education Report 25 (2).  Washington 
 DC: The George Washington University Graduate School of Education and 
 Human Development.    
 
Dannells, M. (1990). Changes in disciplinary policies and practices over 10 years.  
 Journal of College Student Development, 31, 408-414.   
 
Dannells, M. (1991). Changes in student misconduct and institutional response over 10 
 years.  Journal of College Student Development, 32, 166-170.     
 
Dannells, M. (1988). Discipline. In A. L. Rentz & G. L. Saddlemire (Eds.), Student   
 affairs functions in higher education (pp. 127-154). Springfield, IL: Thomas. 
 
Denzin, N.K. & Lincoln, Y.S. (1994).  Handbook of qualitative research (Eds).  
 Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.  
 
Dixon v. Alabama State Board of Education, 294 F. 2d 150 (5th Cir. 1961). 
 
Eisner, E. & Peshkin, A. (1990).  Qualitative inquiry in education: The continuing  
 debate (Eds).  New York, NY: Teachers College Press 
 
Esteban v. Central Missouri State College, 415, F. 2d 1077 (8th Cir. 1969). 
 
Fitch, E.E. & Murray, J.W. (2001).  Classifying and assessing the effectiveness of student 
 judicial systems in doctoral-granting universities.  NASPA Journal. 38 (2), 2001.  
 
Floyd, D. L.  (1986).  A community college reaction.  Journal of College Student 
 Personnel, 27, 10-12.   
 
Footer, N.S. (1996).  Achieving fundamental fairness:  The code of conduct.  New  
 Directions For Student Services.  73, 19-35.       
 
Geertz, C.  (1973).  The interpretation of cultures.  New York: Basic Books 
 
Gehring, Donald D.  (2001). The objectives of student discipline and the process that’s 
 due: Are they compatible?  NASPA Journal, 38 (4), 466-481.    



 Texas Tech University, John Delony, August 2010 

 277 

 
Glaser, BG. & Strauss, AL. (1967). The discovery of grounded theory: Strategies for  
 qualitative research. New York: Aldine De Gruyter. 
 
Glesne, C. & Peshkin, A. (1992).  Becoming qualitative researchers: An introduction. 
 White Plains, NY: Longman.   
 
Glesne, C. (2006).  Becoming qualitative researchers: An introduction.  3rd Ed. Boston, 
 MA: Pearson.   
 
Gregory, D.E. & Janosik, S. M. (2003).  The effect of the Clery Act on campus judicial 
 practices. Journal of College Student Development, 44 (6), 763-778.   
 
Guba  E.G. & Lincoln Y.S. (1981).  Naturalistic Inquiry. Newbury Park, CA: Sage.    
 
Harper, S. R., Harris III, F., & Mmeje, Kenechukwu (KC).  (2005).  A theoretical  model 
 to explain the overrepresentation of college men among campus judicial 
 offenders:  Implications for campus administrators.  NASPA Journal, 42 (4), 
 565-588. 
 
Healea, Christopher D. (2006).  Character education with resident assistants: A model for 
 developing character on college campuses.  The Journal of Education, 186 (1), 
 65-77.   
 
Hirt, J.B., Amelink, C.T., & Schneiter, S. (2004).  The nature of student affairs work in  
 the liberal arts college.  NASPA Journal, 42 (1), 94-110).   
 
Hodges, M.W. (1996). First amendment issues and judicial affairs.  New Directions For 
 Student Services.  73, 53-66.   
 
Hoekema, D.A.  (1996).  College life in America: Historical context and legal issues.   
 New Directions For Student Services.  73, 3-19.       
 
Hoekema, D.A. (1994).  Campus rules and moral community: In place of in loco 
 parentis.  Lanham, MA: Rowan & Littlefield. 
 
Howell, M.T. (2005).  Students perceived learning and anticipated future behaviors as a 
 result of participation in the student judicial process.  Journal of College Student 
 Development.  46 (4), pp. 374-392.  
 
Huberman, A.M. & Miles, M.B. (1994). Data management and analysis methods.  In 
 N.K. Denzin & Y.S. Lincoln (Eds.), Handbook of Qualitative Research (pp. 428-
 444).  Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.   
 
Hughes & Adrian (Eds) (1997). Models for Christian higher education: Strategies for 
 success in the 21st century.  Grand Rapids, MI: Wm. B. Eerdmans.   



 Texas Tech University, John Delony, August 2010 

 278 

  
Janosik, S. M., Creamer, Don G., & Humphrey, E.  (2004). An analysis of ethical 
 problems facing student affairs administrators.  NASPA Journal, 41 (2), 356-
 374.  
 
Kaplain W.A. & Lee, B.A. (1995).  The law of higher education: Third Edition.  San 
 Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass   
 
Komives, S. R.  (1986).  Each small college has a story to tell.  Journal of College 
 Student Personnel, 27, 13-15.   
 
Kuh, G.D. & Andreas, R.E (1991).  It’s about time: Using qualitative methods in student 
 life studies.  Journal of College Student Development. 32, 397-407. 
 
Kuh, G.D. (2000).  Do environments matter? A comparative analysis on the importance  
 of different types of college and universities on character. Journal of College and 
 Character, 2.   
 
Kuh, G.D. (2000). Understanding campus environments. In M. Barr, M. Desler, &  
 Associates (Eds.), The handbook of student affairs administration (2nd ed.). San 
 Francisco: Jossey Bass.    
 
Kuh, G.D. & Gonyea, R.M. (2006).  Spirituality, liberal learning, and college student  
 engagement.  Liberal Education, 40-47.   
  
Lau, Brad A.  (2005). Reasons for student behavior codes: A qualitative study at two 
 Christian Liberal Arts institutions.  NASPA Journal, 42 (4), 549-564. 
 
Lincoln, Y. and Guba, E. (1985). Naturalistic Inquiry.  Newbury Park, CA: Sage. 
 
Litizzette Mixon, S., Lyon, L., & Beaty, M.  (2004). Secularization and National 
 Universities:  The effect of religious identity on academic reputation.  The 
 Journal of Higher Education, 75 (4), 400-419. 
 
Ludeman, Randal B.  (2004).  Arrested emotional development: Connecting college men, 
 emotions, and misconduct.  New Directions for Student Services, 107, 75-86.  
 
Marsden G. & Longfield, B. (Eds) (1992).  The secularization of the academy. New 
 York: Oxford University Press.   
 
Martin, Janice, E., & Janosik, Steven M. (2004).  The use of legal terminology in  student 
 conduct codes: A content analysis.  NASPA Journal (Online), 42 (1), 1-8. 
 
Merriam, S.B. (1988).  Case study research in education (2nd ed). San Francisco: Jossey-
 Bass. 
 



 Texas Tech University, John Delony, August 2010 

 279 

Merriam, S. (1998).  Qualitative research and case study applications in education.  San 
 Francisco: Jossey-Bass.    
 
Moran, C.D., Garrison, J., & Shirkey, D.  (2008).  Community, freedom, and 
 commitment: Student discipline at religiously-affiliated colleges and universities. 
 Religion &Education, 35 (1), 22-42.   
 
Mullane, S. P. (1999). Fairness, educational value, and moral development in the student 
 disciplinary process.  NASPA Journal. 36 (2), 86-95. 
 
National Association of Student Personnel Administrators (NASPA) (2009), Website.  
 http://www.naspa.org/pubs/his.cfm. Retrieved 5/30/10 

National Center for Educational Statistics (2008), Digest for Education Statistics; 
 http://nces.ed.gov/programs/digest/d08/tables/dt08_234.asp?referrer=report.  
 Retrieved 11/13/09  
 
Oblander, D. A. (2006).  Student affairs staffing in the small college.  New Directions for 
 Student Services, 116, 31-44.   
 
Olsen, M.A., & Mittler, M.L.  (1996). Dealing with difference: Competing cultures, 
 singular codes.  New Directions for Student Services, 73, 89-98. 
 
Ostroth, D.D., Armstrong, M.R., & Campbell III, T.J. (1978).  A nationwide survey of 
 judicial  systems in large institutions of higher education.  Journal of College 
 Student Personnel, 19, 21-27.  
 
Ostroth, D.D. & Hill, D. E. (1978).  The helping relationship in student discipline.   
 NASPA Journal, 16(2), 33-39.    
 
O’Reilly, F.L. & Evans, R.D. (2007).  The effectiveness of discipline/judicial processes 
 on Catholic campuses as measured by the rate of recidivism.  Christian Higher  
 Education, (6), 119-130.   
 
Palm, R.L. 1985.  Student personnel administration at the small college.  NASPA 
 Journal.  22, 48-54.  
 
Parker, J., Beaty, M., Mencken, C.F., & Lyon, L. (2007).  The professionalization of 
 faculty at religious colleges and universities.  Journal for the Scientific Study of 
 Religion, 46(1), 87-100.    
       
Pavela, Gary.  (1995).  The power of association: Defining our relationship with 
 students in the 21st century.  1995 NASPA White Paper.  1995.  
 
Pavela, G. (1996).  Judicial affairs and the future.  New Directions for Student Services.  
 73, 107-113.   



 Texas Tech University, John Delony, August 2010 

 280 

 
Riley, N. S. (2005).  God on the quad.  New York, NY: St. Martin’s Press.   
 
Rossman, G.B. & Rallis, S.F. (1998). Learning in the field: An introduction to qualitative 
 research.  Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 
 
Rudolph, F. (1990).  The American college and university: A history.  Athens, GA: The 
 University of Georgia Press.   
 
Schwandt, T.A. (2007).  The Sage dictionary of qualitative inquiry.  Thousand Oaks, CA: 
 Sage.   
 
Schwandt, (1994).  Constructivist, interpretivist approaches to human inquiry. In N.K. 
 Denzin &  Y.S. Lincoln (Eds.), Handbook of Qualitative Research.  Thousand 
 Oaks, CA:  Sage Publications.  
 
Serr R.L. & Taber R.S. (1987).  Mediation: A judicial affairs alternative. In R. Caruso &  
 W.W. Travelstead (Eds.) Enhancing campus judicial systems.  New Directions  
 for Student Services, 39, (pp. 73-84).  San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.      
 
Sizemore, D.R. & Spilka, B.S. (1973).  Christian higher education: Consensus and 
 dissensus in student behavior codes.  Review of Religious Research, 15 (1), 10-
 15.   
 
Smith, D. B. (1994). Student discipline in American colleges and universities: A 
 historical overview.  Educational Horizons, 78-85.   
 
Stake, R. E. (2003). Case studies. In N.K. Denzin & Y.S. Lincoln (Eds.), Strategies of 
 qualitative inquiry.  (pp. 134-164).  Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 
 
Thelin, John.R.  (2004). A History of American Higher Education.  Baltimore, 
 Maryland: The John Hopkins Univeristy Press.   
 
Travelstead, W.W. (1987).  Introduction and historical context.  In R. Caruso & W.W.  
 Travelstead (Eds.) Enhancing campus judicial systems.  New Directions for 
 Student Services, 39, (pp 3-16).    
 
Vygotsky, L. (1978).  Interactions between learning and development.  Mind in Society 
 (Trans. M. Cole). Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.   
 
Wannamaker, C.M. (2005).  A study of the need for emotional intelligence in university 
 judicial officers.  Unpublished doctoral thesis, Drexel University.   
 
Westfall, S. B. (2006).  Charting the territory: The small college dean.  New Directions in 
 Student Services, 116, 5-13.   
 



 Texas Tech University, John Delony, August 2010 

 281 

Yin, R.K. (1994).  Case study research: Design and methods.  Thousand Oaks, CA: 
 Sage.     
 
Young, R. B. (1986).  The small college point of view: An ideology of student affairs.  
 Journal of College Student Personnel (27), 4-9.   
 
Zacker, J. (1996).  Evaluation in judicial affairs.  New directions for student services, 73, 
 99-106.    



 Texas Tech University, John Delony, August 2010 

 282 

Appendices 

Appendix A 

 
Interview Questions for Student Formation Professionals* 
 
I.  What is the purpose(s) of the campus disciplinary process?  

1. Why does your institution concern itself with student behavior?  
2. What is the purpose of the campus disciplinary process? 
3. What is the philosophical approach to student discipline and student judicial affairs? 

a. Where does this philosophical approach originate? 
4. What are the chief objectives of the campus disciplinary process? 
5. What is the purpose of the campus literature (i.e. student code of conduct, residence life 

guide, etc.) related to the campus disciplinary process? 
 
II.  What is the nature of the campus disciplinary process at these same institutions?  

1. How is the campus community educated on the expectations of student conduct? 
2. Do you educate the campus community about the discipline process? 
3. Please describe the student code of conduct used at your institution. 

a. Are students involved in the development of community standards and the code 
of conduct? 

4. Please describe the entire discipline process at your institution.   
a. To what extent are students involved in the adjudication of other students’ cases? 
b. To what extent do campus stakeholders (i.e. board members and senior 

administrators) interject themselves into the discipline process? 
c. What is the involvement of the following stakeholders in the disciplinary 

process: 
i. faculty members 

ii. legal counsel 
iii. parents/guardians 

5. What are the most common discipline problems at this institution? 
6. What disciplinary sanctions are available to students? 

a. The most common? 
7. Are their particular resources from which you draw your disciplinary processes?   
8. From where does the disciplinary processes originate? 
9. How would you describe the student perception of the student discipline process? 
10. How is your discipline process different than the processes at large, research institutions? 

 
III.  What are the intended student learning outcomes of the campus disciplinary 
process? 
 

1. What does the [instititution] hope students “get” from the disciplinary process? 
2. Specifically, what are the student learning outcomes of the disciplinary process? 
3. Please describe the intended learning outcomes of the disciplinary process.   
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Appendix B 

Informed Consent Letter  
 
January 1, 2009 
 
Dear [NAME of Student Disciplinary Administrator], 
 
As a doctoral student in Higher Education Administration at Texas Tech University, I am 
researching student disciplinary processes at small, private colleges and universities.  For 
my study, I am going to explore the purpose, the nature, and the anticipated educational 
outcomes of the student disciplinary process.  I will be conducting a naturalistic 
qualitative inquiry at four small, private institutions in the Southwestern United States.  
Here, I will be conducting semi-guided interviews with the student disciplinary 
administrators.  Additionally, I will be examining institutions codes of conduct, residence 
life guides, and other pertinent campus literature.  I am inviting you and requesting your 
permission to participate in my study.    
 
Your participation will consist of a single (approximately 45-90 minutes), in-person 
interview conducted at or near your campus, with the remote possibility of a follow up 
interview approximately one month later, and access to minimal student discipline 
documents.  The interview(s) will be audio recorded on a digital recorder.  Additionally, I 
will take handwritten notes of our conversation(s).  As the data is collected, I will change 
you and your institution’s name to pseudonyms (made-up names) to keep you and your 
institution’s identity confidential.  A professional transcriptionist will transcribe all 
interviews and you will have the opportunity to review the transcript(s) of your 
interview(s) before I analyze them.  After the conclusion of my study the digital recorder 
will be cleared and after the conclusion of the study, all documents will be destroyed 
(shredded).  Until then, the data I collect will be stored in a locked file in my home office. 
 
Participation in the study is completely voluntary.   At any point, you may withdraw from 
the study with no negative consequences. 
 
Because studies such as this one are often used to help educate current and future student 
affairs administrators, I would like your permission to share important findings with other 
higher education professionals who may be interested in learning more about the 
findings.  I will be publishing this study as my dissertation.  Additionally, I may share 
findings for presentations at national conferences or through contributions to articles or 
books written about the study.   
 
Dr. Stacy Jacob, PhD, who will monitor the research as the principle investigator, has 
approved the project.  I will be able to answer any specific questions you have about the 
study and Dr. Jacob will also be able for additional questions.  For questions about your 
rights as a subject or about injuries caused by this research, contact the Texas Tech 
University Institutional Review Board for the Protection of Human Subjects, Office of 
Research Service, Texas Tech University, Lubbock, Texas 79409.  Or you can email the 
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Texas Tech University IRB Coordinator at donna.peters@ttu.edu.  You may also feel free 
to contact me with further questions. 
 
If you are willing to participate, please send me an email to let me know. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
John Delony, M.Ed.     Dr. Stacy Jacob, Ph.D. 
Doctoral Student     Assistant Professor 
Texas Tech University    Texas Tech University 
C: 325-513-4931     Principle Investigator 
       742-1998 ext. 474 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 


