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Abstract:

Background:

Decision making is critical to each organization and it requires the ability to find a possible balance between risky and cautious decisions. The
Kenyan secondary schools are mandated by the Ministry of Education to manage students’ misbehaviors by the disciplinary panels.

Aim:

The present study investigated the choice shifts in disciplinary decision making in Kenyan secondary schools based on age groups of the panel
members.

Methods:

The Quasi-Experimental Pretest-Posttest Design was adopted. The study targeted 360 teachers- members of disciplinary panels in 45 secondary
schools in the Rongo sub-county of Kenya. A sample size of 78 members of disciplinary panels in 10 secondary schools was involved. This was
22% of the target population of members of disciplinary panels in the Rongo district. The choice shift in decisions was ascertained using the
Modified Choice Dilemma Questionnaire. The validity of the tools was ensured by the expert judgment by two Kenyan psychologists, while the
reliability was determined using the internal consistency method and an alpha of 0.695 was reported.

Results:

The results of the Multivariate Analysis Of Variance indicated that there were differences in choice shifts from the pre to post-disciplinary hearing
decisions among the members of selected school disciplinary panels on the basis of their age groups (Wilk’s Lambda (λ) test: F (12, 188) = 7.40, P
= 0.000, P < 0.05).

Conclusion:

It was concluded that the age of the members of disciplinary panels influenced the nature of choice shifts in decisions. It was recommended that
principals should ensure that the membership of school disciplinary panels is broad-based.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Decision making involves making a choice from a number
of alternatives to achieve the desired result [1]. Duze CO [2]
described  decision  making  as  the  process  by  which  leaders
choose  the  best  action  or  most  preferred  course  of  action
among alternative sources of action with the purpose of solving
the problem and achieving set goals effectively and efficiently.
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Van Leijenhorst et al. [3] emphasized that decision making is
the process of choosing between competing courses of action.
Gulkan  MG  [4]  emphasized  that  decision  making  is  very
important in successful organizational management. Pashiardis
P  [5]  added  that  there  is  an  increasing  level  of  teacher
participation in decision making which makes schools respond
to  societal  needs.  Owens  RG  [6]  emphasized  that  for
participative decision-making to be effective, there is a need to
bring  the  power  and  influence  of  both  employees  and  the
managers  in  an  organization.  Legesse  D  [7]  highlighted  the
importance  of  groups  in  making  decisions  since  groups  can
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make  higher-quality  decisions  than  individuals  because
different  ideas  come  together  from  different  groups  and  the
best from the given alternatives can be selected. Invancevich et
al.  [8]  also  emphasized  that  for  groups  to  make  effective
decisions, the leadership must be effective in order to provide
guidance in taking the best decisions. Mullins LJ [9] added that
staff participation in organizational decision making increases
the  performance.  Wilkinso  A  [10]  summarized  that  the
involvement  of  employees  in  decision  making  enhances  the
empowerment  of  employees  with  knowledge,  skills  and
experience.  Therefore,  school  principals  need  to  embrace
collective decision making in school management to enhance
effective job performance.

1.1. Group Decision Making in Schools

Schools  are  organizations  that  are  meant  to  provide  the
environment to ensure the education of students [11]. Caldwell
and  Spinks  [12]  emphasized  that  teachers  need  to  be
empowered by the various school boards of management in the
acquisition  of  decision-making  skills.  Gemechu  A  [13]
emphasized that school principals and teachers work together
to implement decisions that affect the management of schools.
Lightfoot SL [14] also indicated that teachers need to recognize
their rights in effective decision making about students' issues
in schools. According to Bullock A [15], young teachers could
gain experience in decision making from the more experienced
colleagues  in  school.  Caldwell  and  Spinks  [12]  emphasized
that  school  principals  have  the  responsibility  of  supporting
teachers in making quality decisions. Richardson and Placier
[16]  agreed  that  by  encouraging  teachers’  participation  in
decision making in the manner of school restructuring, schools
became more democratic organizations.

1.2. Choice Shifts in Groups

Group  decisions  are  generally  considered  to  be  more
beneficial as compared to decisions made by individuals. The
dynamic interactions among group members always lead to a
choice shift in decisions. The shifts in decisions could be either
“risky” or “cautious” ones. Stoner JAF [17] defined risky shift
as  a  situation  where  group  members  begin  at  a  risk-averse
level,  and  then  finally  become  less  risk-averse  in  their
decisions.  On  the  other  hand,  a  cautious  shift  is  a  situation
when  group  members  begin  with  an  average  level  of  risk-
taking and then finally become more risk- averse in their final
decisions.  Stoner  JAF  [17];  and  Kogan  and  Wallach  [18]
investigated  the  risky  shift  phenomenon,  which  changes  in
decisions  when  an  individual  is  in  a  group  as  compared  to
when  alone.  The  choice  shift  phenomenon  explains  that
individuals in a group would make risky decisions which they
cannot make as individuals [19]. Studies have also reported a
cautious shift in decisions in groups. Nordøy F [20] indicated
that  group  members  were  more  cautious  in  their  decisions.
Other studies carried out by Fraser et al. [21]; and by Clement
and Sullivan [22], have all reported that groups mostly make
more  cautious  decisions  as  compared  to  individually  made
decisions.  Holt  and Laury [23] also agreed that groups make
risk aversive decisions.

1.3. Kenyan School Disciplinary Panels.

Students’  behavior  problems  have  been  on  the  rise  in
Kenyan schools. Schools are mandated by the Kenyan Ministry
of  Education  to  manage  students’  misbehaviors  by  the
disciplinary  panels  which  comprise  of  selected  teachers
depending  on  years  of  experience  and  departments  [24].The
school  disciplinary  panels  operate  as  small  social  groups  in
order  to  arrive  at  consensus  decisions.  School  disciplinary
decisions are believed to be collective in nature and are thus
believed to be more superior to individually made decisions. In
addition,  group  decision  making  makes  the  most  of  the
combined individual abilities, knowledge and expertise of the
group  members  [25].  The  dynamic  interactions  result  into
panel  decisions  that  are  employed  to  manage  students’
behaviour  problems.  The  disciplinary  panel  decisions
concerning behaviour problems of students are made after the
panel members have studied the case at hand well enough and
sought the opinions of other group members, considering the
factors  including  the  professional  demands  and  school
management expectations [24]. The school disciplinary panels
operate as small social groups. Do the dynamics in the panels
lead to choice shifts in decisions on the basis of the age of the
panel members? Thus, the study investigated the choice shifts
in disciplinary decision making in Kenyan secondary schools
on the basis of the age of the panel members.

2. Literature Review

This study was guided by the Socioemotional Selectivity
Theory (SST).  According to  this  theory,  in  most  cases  when
there  is  limited  time  in  performing  a  task,  people  are  more
likely to pursue goals that are emotion-orientated rather than
knowledge-orientated.  Charles  et  al.  [26],  reiterated  that  the
theory  of  the  study  of  emotion  and  aging  argues  that  people
prioritize different kinds of goals as they perceive future time
differently.  The  older  adults  may  maintain  their  emotional
well-being  by  selectively  pursuing  emotionally  meaningful
goals  and  downplaying  knowledge-related  goals  as  they
perceive their future time as increasingly limited. Such a shift
in goals has impact on value, preference, and decision making
[27]. For example, compared with younger adults, older adults
prefer  to  interact  with  emotionally  close  partners  over
peripheral social partners. Previous studies have been done on
the  influence  of  age  on  choice  shifts  in  decision  making  in
experimental  setups  and  other  natural  settings.  The  study  by
Defoe  et  al.  [28]  reported  age  differences  in  choice  shifts  in
decision making as the adolescents made risks decisions while
the adults were risk aversive in their decisions. Sproten et al.
[29] revealed that the adults being more risk-averse while the
youths are always risky in their decisions. On the contrary, the
study by Mata et al. [30] reported that older adults were more
risk-seeking  as  compared  to  younger  adults  who  were  more
risk-averse  when  making  decisions.  Cavanagh  et  al.  [31]
indicated  that  among  seniors,  increasing  age  was  associated
with  greater  reward-related  risk  taking  hence  most  decisions
were risky. Wood MM [32] reported that older adults are more
cautious in their decisions as compared to the younger adults
who  make  riskier  decisions.  Defoe  IN,  SemonDubas  J  and
Romer D [28] indicated that adolescents engage in more risky
decision-making than adults who tend to be more risk aversive
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in their decisions. On the other hand, Pollock J [33]. reported
that age was not a significant predictor of any of the domains
of risky decision making. Neeltje et al. [34] indicated that there
were  no  age  differences  in  risk-attitude  in  decision  making.
The study by Van Leijenhorst et al. [3] reported that adults had
increased  risk-taking  in  their  decisions  when  there  was  a
reward.

The study by Levin et al. [35] also reported that children
made more risky choices as compared to the adults when risky
choices  were  disadvantageous.  Watanabe  and  Shibutani  [36]
indicated  that  there  were  no  age  differences  in  decision
making.  Thus,  both  the  young  and  adults  showed  an
increasingly higher  risk‐aversive tendency corresponding to
the  monotonically  increased  number  of  human  lives  at  risk.
Westbrook et al. [37] reported that there were no differences in
choice shifts in decisions on the basis of ages of participants.
The  study  by  Rolison  et  al.  [38]  revealed  that  risk-taking
reduces  in  older  age,  but  it  increases  slightly  from young  to
middle age. Rolison et al. [39] also agreed that younger adults
were more willing to take greater risks, while older adults were
more cautious. In their study of lottery, Albert and Duffy [40]
indicated that older adults were more risk-averse than young
people. Weller et al.  [41] reported that older adults are more
risk-averse in their decisions as compared to the youths.

Bonem et al.  [42] reported that,  in the health and ethical
domains, youths make more risky decisions as compared with
adults  who  make  cautious  decisions.  However,  on  the  social
domains, the adults make cautious decisions while the youths
are risky in their decisions. In an experimental study of lottery-
pair types, Kellen et al. [43] reported that older adults appear to
be more risk- seeking than younger adults in making decisions.
In  Nigeria  [44],  study  reported  age  differences  in  risky
decisions. The study reported that younger women were more
risky in their decisions on choice of contraceptive as compared
to older women. Most of the previous studies reviewed have
been done on choice shifts  in decisions in other settings like
hospitals, experimental setups and lottery games but none was
found  to  have  been  carried  out  in  educational  settings.  The
studies indicated the evidence of choice shifts in the decisions
of  small  groups.  The  school  disciplinary  panels  operate  as
small  groups  and  are  thus  prone  to  dynamics  within  small
groups.  Therefore,  the  present  study  investigated  the  choice
shifts  in  disciplinary  decision  making  in  Kenyan  secondary
schools on the basis of the age of the panel members.

The null hypothesis was thus stated as follows:

Ho:There are no statistically significant age differences, in
the  choice  shifts  from  pre  to  post-disciplinary  hearing
decisions among members of the disciplinary panels in Kenyan
secondary schools

3. MATERIALS AND METHODS

3.1. Research Design & Participants

The study was guided by the Quasi-Experimental Pretest-
Posttest Design. According to Harris et al. [45], in this design,
the dependent variable is measured once before the treatment is
implemented and once after it is implemented. In this design,
the subjects involved are given a pretest measurement before

the  disciplinary  hearing,  followed  by  an  intervention  and
finally, a posttest measurement after deliberations. The study
population  comprised  of  360  teachers  who  are  members  of
disciplinary panels in 45 secondary schools in the Rongo sub-
county  of  Kenya.  A  sample  size  of  78  members  of  the
disciplinary  panels  was  obtained  from  10  secondary  schools
using the stratified random sampling. Each of the disciplinary
panels had an average of between 7-8 members. This was 22%
of  the  target  population  of  the  members  of  the  disciplinary
panels  in  the  district.  The  sample  size  was  considered
appropriate because power analysis which recommended that
at least 20% of the target population to be taken as the sample
of the study was used in the selection of the sample size.

3.2. Tools

Quantitative data was obtained from the Modified Choice
Dilemma Questionnaire (MCDQ) which was adapted from the
original Choice Dilemma Questionnaire developed by Stoner
in  1961  [Ronay  and  Kim]  [46].  According  to  Wallach  et  al.
[47],  the  Choice  Dilemma  Questionnaire  is  a  research
instrument  used  to  measure  an  individual’s  choice  of  either
risky or cautious decisions. Respondents are presented with a
series of scenarios involving a course of action that might or
might  not  have  certain  benefits;  they  then  indicate  what  the
odds  of  success  would  have  to  be  before  they  would
recommend the choice of their decisions. According to Stoner
JAF [17], the CDQ is a self-administered questionnaire which
can be used with participants aged eight years old to adult age
(21 years and above). The responses to MCDQ are coded along
a continuum scale of acceptable probabilities adapted from the
Stoner’s choice dilemmas [17, 48]. Each Choice-Dilemma was
accompanied  by  the  standard  instructions  to  choose  between
odds of 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8 or 9 chances in the lowest odds of
success  acceptable  in  order  to  recommend  an  opinion
concerning  an  offending  behavior  or  violation  [48].  The
selection of 7 or 9 in 10 chances option in a decision suggests
the  more  likely  risky  decision.  The  selection  of  1  or  3  in  10
chances option in a decision suggests the more likely cautious
decision. Thus, the MCDQ helped to assess the choice shifts
from pre-post disciplinary hearing decisions among the panel
members. The face and content validity of the Modified Choice
Dilemma Questionnaire was ensured by the expert judgment by
two Kenyan psychologists who are experts in group dynamics.
The reliability of the Modified Choice Dilemma Questionnaire
was determined using the internal consistency method and an
alpha  of  0.695  was  reported.  This  was  acceptable  because  a
minimum of 0.6 is recommended [49].

3.3. Procedure

Permission to carry out the study was first obtained from
the National  Council  for  Science,  Technology & Innovation,
Kenya.  Thereafter,  the  researcher  obtained  permission  from
Rongo  Sub-county  Education  and  then  proceeded  to  the  10
selected secondary schools. The researcher upon reaching the
selected school made a request to the school principal to give
permission to collect data during a disciplinary panel meeting
handling  students'  behavior  problems.  On  the  day  of  the
disciplinary hearing meeting, the researcher was introduced to
the panel  members  by the deputy principal  who assumes the
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chair  position  of  the  group  in  the  Kenyan  context.  The
researcher explained the purpose of the study and assured the
respondents that the data would be used for research purposes
only. The researcher then issued the Modified Choice Dilemma
Questionnaire  to  the  panel  members.  The  questionnaire  was
completed  twice  by  the  same participants.  The  first  one  was
just  before  the  disciplinary  hearing  meeting  to  obtain  each
panel member's decision on the disciplinary case presented to
them  each  of  the  four  factors  associated  with  the  discipline
problem. This helped to obtain pre-group response scores from
each  respondent.  The  second  one  was  after  the  disciplinary
hearing,  where  the  participants  were  issued  with  fresh  but
similar Modified Choice Dilemma Questionnaires to complete
again  to  indicate  the  decision  after  the  disciplinary  hearing.
This helped to obtain the post-group response scores of each
respondent. The disciplinary meetings took an average of one
hour for each case presented.

3.4. Data Analysis

Data analysis involved comparing the pre-group and post-
group  response  scores  for  each  of  the  study  participants  to
ascertain the shifts  in decisions.  Since the study investigated
the  age  differences  in  the  choice  shifts;  the  Multivariate
Analysis Of Variance (MANOVA) was used. The Multivariate
analysis  of  variance  is  used  when  there  are  two  or  more
dependent  variables  in  the  study.  There  were  four  aspects  in
which  school  disciplinary  decisions  were  made.  From  the
MANOVA results,  the  Wilk’s  lambda  test  results  were  used
because of  its  strength among the other  tests  such as  Pillai’s
trace  test,  Hotellings,  and  Roy’s  largest  root  test  [50].  The
Multivariate  analysis  of  variance  was  used  to  analyze  data
because  the  age  of  disciplinary  panel  members  was  grouped

into  four  categories  and  the  dependent  variables  were  four
aspects  on  which  disciplinary  decisions  were  made.  The
multiple analyses of variance (MANOVA) is a statistical test
that captures the effects of multiple independent variables on
more than one dependent variable.

4. RESULTS

The null hypothesis was stated as follows:

Ho:There are no statistically significant age differences, in
the  choice  shifts  from  pre  to  post-  disciplinary  hearing
decisions among members of the disciplinary panels in Kenyan
secondary schools.

The age of members of disciplinary panel was categorized
into four groups (20-29 years (n = 21), 30-39 years (n = 28),
40-49 years (n = 14), and 50-59 years (n = 15). The pre-group
and  post-group  disciplinary  hearing  response  scores  on  the
MCDQ were obtained for each participant in the different age
groups. Thereafter, the estimated mean differences in response
scores  for  each  age  group  of  participants  were  found.  The
results are presented in Fig. (1-4). The results from descriptive
statistics presented in Table 1 indicate that the panel members
of the age group 20-29 years had the greatest shifts from pre to
post-disciplinary  hearing  decisions  as  compared  to  the  other
panel  members  in  the  other  age  groups.  Most  of  the
participants in the age group 50-59 years had the least choice
shift  in  the  pre  and  post-disciplinary  hearing  decisions.  The
greatest shift was with respect to the Behaviour characteristics
of  the  offender  (Fig.  2).  Therefore,  from  the  descriptive
statistical  analysis,  it  was  evident  that  there  were  age
differences in the choice shifts from the pre to post-disciplinary
hearing decisions.

Fig. (1). Pre and Post group Response Scores on the Type of Disciplinary Problem based on Age of Panel Members.
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Fig. (2). Pre and Post group Response Scores on the Behaviour characteristics of the offender based on Age of Panel Members.

Fig. (3). Pre and Post group Response Scores on the Effect on the Disciplinary Tone of the School based on Age of Panel Members.
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Fig. (4). Pre and Post group Response Scores on the effects of Disciplinary Problem on the Victim based on Age of Panel Members.

Table 1. Pre and Post group response scores and estimated choice shifts in decisions on the bases of the age of panel members.

Factors Associated With The Problems Age Groups (yrs) N Pre- Group Response
Score

Post- Group Response
Score

Estimated Differences
Between the

Pre and Post – Group
Scores

Std
Error

The type of disciplinary problem 20-29 21 7.41 3.56 4.45 0.412
30-39 28 6.95 2.05 4.90 0.520
40-49 14 5.11 3.55 1.56 0.245
50-59 15 2.30 3.65 1.35 0.212

Behaviour characteristics of the offender 20-29 21 7.87 2.56 5.31 0.754
30-39 28 5.54 1.95 3.59 0.652
40-49 14 2.58 5.56 2.40 0.562
50-59 15 2.21 4.10 1.89 0.423

The effect of the problem on the
disciplinary tone of the school

20-29 21 7.54 2.36 5.18 0.785
30-39 28 7.87 3.81 4.06 0.654
40-49 14 6.10 3.42 2.60 0.524
50-59 15 2.55 3.14 0.59 0.230

The effects of the disciplinary problem on
the victim

20-29 21 6.98 3.32 3.66 0.575
30-39 28 6.58 4.27 2.31 0.533
40-49 14 1.69 3.69 2.00 0.521
50-59 15 1.22 3.26 2.04 0.458

To  ascertain  whether  or  not  there  were  significant  age
differences  in  choice  shifts  on  the  basis  of  age  groups,  a
Multivariate  Analysis  of  Variance  (MANOVA)  test  was
performed. The Wilk’s Lambda (λ) test: F (12, 188) = 7.40, P
= 0.000, P < 0.05) was reported from the results presented in
Table 2. Since the p-value obtained (0.05) was less than the p-
value 0.00, the null hypothesis which stated that “there are no
statistically  age  significant  differences,  in  the  choice  shifts

from pre to post-disciplinary hearing decisions among panel
members”,  was  rejected.  Therefore,  it  can  be  concluded that
there are significant age differences in choice shifts from the
pre to post-disciplinary hearing decisions among the members
of selected school disciplinary panels.

Since  the  MANOVA  results  (Wilk’s  Lambda  (λ)  test)
reported significant age differences in the choice shifts among
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disciplinary  panel  members;  further  data  analysis  was
performed to  locate  exactly  where  the  differences  lie.  To  do
this,  the  Scheffe’s  Post  Hoc  Multiple  Comparisons  test  was
used.  The  Scheffe’s  Post  Hoc  results  presented  in  Table  3
indicated  that  panel  members  of  the  age  groups  40-49  years
and 50-59 years experienced little choice shifts in their pre to
post-disciplinary  hearing  decisions,  as  compared  to  those  in
20-29 years and 30-39 years of age categories who experienced
large choice shifts in their decisions. Thus, it can be concluded
that young panel members were influenced significantly by the
factors  in  the  dynamic  interactions  among  members  of  the
panels during a disciplinary hearing, while the older ones were
to  a  little  extent.  Therefore,  it  meant  that  the  age  of  panel
members influenced choice shifts in decisions.

5. DISCUSSION

The aim of the study was to investigate age differences of
the panel members in the choice shift in disciplinary decision
making in Kenyan secondary schools. The findings indicated
that there were significant age differences in the choice shifts
from the pre to post-disciplinary hearing decisions among the
members of selected school disciplinary panels. Older teachers
experienced little choice shifts in their disciplinary decisions;
an indication that they made cautious decisions. On the other
hand, younger teachers had larger choice shifts in their pre-post
group disciplinary decisions; an indication that they made risky
decisions on the disciplinary problems presented. This finding
agrees with the study by Defoe et al. [51], which reported that
adolescents  made  risks  decisions  while  the  adults  were  risk
aversive  in  their  decisions.  Similarly,  Sproten  et  al.  [29]
revealed  that  the  adults  being  more  risk-averse  while  the

youths are always risky in their decisions. In addition, Wood
MM [32]. reported that older adults are more cautious in their
decisions as compared to the younger adults who made riskier
decisions. The study by Rolison et al. [38] revealed that risk-
taking reduces in older age, but it increases slightly from young
to  middle  age.  Rolison  et  al  [39]  also  agreed  that  younger
adults  were  more  willing  to  take  greater  risks,  while  older
adults were more cautious. In their study of lottery, Albert and
Duffy  [40]  indicated  that  older  adults  were  more  risk-averse
than young people. Weller et al. [41] reported that older adults
are  more  risk-averse  in  their  decisions  as  compared  to  the
youths.  Bonem et  al.  [42]  study  concurred  that  youths  make
more  risky  decisions  as  compared  with  adults  who  make
cautious  decisions.

On the contrary, Mata et al. [30] study reported that older
adults were more risk-seeking as compared to younger adults
who were more risk-averse when making decisions. Similarly,
Van  Leijenhorst  et  al.  [3]  also  reported  that  adults  had
increased  risk-taking  in  their  decisions  when  there  was  a
reward.  Cavanagh  et  al.  [31]  indicated  that  among  seniors,
increasing age was associated with greater reward-related risk-
taking  hence  most  decisions  were  risky.  On  the  other  hand,
Pollock J [33] reported that age was not a significant predictor
of any of the domains of risky decision making. The study by
Watanabe and Shibutani [36] also indicated that there were no
age differences in decision making. Neeltje et al. [34] indicated
that there were no age differences in risk-attitude in decision
making.  Westbrook  et  al.  [37]  reported  that  there  were  no
differences in choice shifts in decisions on the basis of the age
of participants.

Table 2. MANOVA results of the pre and post-disciplinary hearing shifts in decisions among panel members on the basis of
age groups.

Effect Value F Hypotheses Df Error Df Sig.
Pillai’s Trace 0.718 5.738 12.00 219.00 0.000*

Hotelling’s Trace 1.570 9.117 12.00 209.00 0.000*
Roy’s Largest Root 1.247 2.605 4.00 73.00 0.000*

Wilk’s Lamda 0.360 7.400 12.00 188.00 0.000*

Table  3.  Scheffe’s  Post  Hoc  results  on  pre  and  post-disciplinary  hearing  choice  shifts  in  decisions  on  the  basis  of  panel
members ’ age groups.

Dependent Variable (I)Age Groups (J) Age Groups Mean Differences in Choice Shifts
in Decisions

Std. Error Sig.

20-29 years 30-39 0.45 0.422 0.365
40-49 2.89 0.526 0.000*
50-59 3.10 0.722 0.000*

Behaviour characteristics of the offender 30-39
years

20-29 1.72 0.263 0.019*
40-49 2.91 0.422 0.000*
50-59 1.70 0.652 0.023*

The effect of the problem on the disciplinary tone of the
school

40-49 years 20-29 1.66 0.563 0.035
30-39 0.31 0.524 0.754
50-59 0.04 0.632 0.958
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The effects of the disciplinary problem on the victim 50-59 years 20-29 4.59 0.410 0.000*
30-39 3.47 0.220 0.000*
40-49 1.01 0.426 0.065

CONCLUSION

The  study  concludes  that  the  age  of  panel  members
determines  the  nature  of  disciplinary  decisions  in  group
deliberations.  Older  panel  members  tend  to  make  more
cautious  decisions  while  the  young  teachers  who  are  panel
members  shifted towards  risky decisions.  The implication of
this finding is that young teachers were not tolerant of certain
students’  behaviour  tendencies  and  that  probably  they  were
more  responsive  to  the  dynamics  of  the  disciplinary  panel
group  deliberations.  The  older  teachers  were  tolerant  of  the
students’ behaviour tendencies or were not very responsive to
the  dynamics  of  the  panel  group  meetings.  Concerning
students’ disciplinary problems, some cases might require risky
decisions  due  to  their  effect  on  school  tone,  while  there  are
disciplinary  problems  that  might  need  cautious  decisions.
Therefore,  it  is  recommended  that  school  principals  should
ensure  that  the  school  disciplinary panels  are  broad-based in
their composition to have members of different age categories.
This is because there are disciplinary issues that would require
risky  decisions  from  young  panel  members  and  at  the  same
time  certain  students’  behavior  problems  might  require
cautious decisions from the older panel members. One of the
study  limitations  was  that  the  Modified  Choice  Dilemma
Questionnaire  was  adapted  to  the  Kenyan  context  and,  no
doubt, yielded valuable information for the study. However, a
wholly  Kenyan  constructed  instrument  probably  would  have
yielded  different  information  and  by  doing  so,  improve  the
findings  of  the  study.  Future  research  could  look  into  the
effects  of  cautious  and  risky  decisions  on  the  behaviour  of
students who appear at disciplinary hearings.
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