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ABSTRACT
A STUDY OF THE INFLUENCE OF SELECTED FACTORS ON
CORPORAL PUNISHMENT ATTITUDES AND PRACTICES
OF EDUCATORS IN THE STATE OF MICHIGAN
By

Alan Gonick

Regearch has shown that physical punishment increases aggression
and has suggested its receipt during childhood is a factor that
influences corporal punishment attitudes and practices of adults.

The purpose of this study was to examine: 1} the relationship
between educators’ attitude toward corporal punishment in school and the
physical punishment they experienced as children; 2) the relationship
between educators” corporal punishment practices and the physical
punishment they experienced as children; and 3) the influence of other
selected factors on educators’ corporal punishment attitudes and
practices.

Fifteen hundred Michigan educators were surveyed on their
corporal punishment attitudes and practices and on eleven background
factors. The significance of relationships was tested by using both the
chi square and one-way analysis of variance. The strength of these
relationships was determined by using the correlation ratio squared.

The results indicated that significantly more educators who
received corporal punishment as children favored and used corporal
punishment in school than educators who did not receive it as children,
with one exception. The exception was educators who received corporal

punishment at school as teenagers. These educators did not differ
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significantly in their attitude toward corporal punishment from educators
who did not receive corporal punishment at school as teenagers.

Significantly more educators who observed corporal punishment at
school as children favored and used corporal punishment in school than
those who did not observe it. These relationships were not significant
for educators who observed corporal punishment at home as children.

Educators who favored corporal punishment in school were
typically males, teachers, younger educators, teachers of shop, physical
education or coaches and those who use it on their own children.
Educators who used corporal punishment in school were typically males,
principals and those who use it on their own children.

The strength of the associations found in this study was weak.
However, this finding is not surprising given the considerable time
separation between childhood exposure to corporal punishment and adult
corporal punishment attitudes and practices.

Based on the study’s results, implications for decreasing and
abolishing the use of corporal punishment in schools were suggested.

Recommendations for future research were also discussed.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

The Problem

The use of corporal punishment as a ferm of discipline has been a
controversial issue in American education for more than a hundred years.
A great deal of writing on educaticnal and psychological issues per-
taining to corporal punishment presently exists that generally opposes
its use. Most opponents of corporal punishment contend corporal
punishment in the schools is ineffective in providing lasting changes
in behavior and has the potential of producing a number of undesirable
side-effects such as aggression.

A common defense of corporal punishment is that it is used only

1 Research indicates

rarely, and then only with thoughtful discretion.
the use of corporal punishment to be much more extensive than many
people believe.? One national study found that corporal punishment was

applied in seventy-four percent of the school districts that were

ladan Maurer, All In The Name bf The 'Last Resort' (Proceedings
Conference on Corporal Punishment in the Scheools: A National Debate,
The National Institute of Education, February, 1977), p. 43.

2Irwin Hyman, Ellen McDowell, and Barbara Raines, Corporal Punishment
and Alternatives in the Scheools: An Overview of Theoretical and Practical
Issues (Proceedings Conference on Corporal Punishment in the Schools:
A National Debate, The National Institute of Education, February, 1977),
p. L.




polled.1 Dallas, Texas, recorded over 24,000 paddlings in 1972,2 and
during a two-month period of the same year, the Houston Public
Schools reported 8,279 paddlings.3
Many cases exist in which little discretion can be evidenced
from the manner and degree in which physical pain was inflicted.
In fact, there has been a number of reports of considerable bodily
harm resulting from corporal punishment. A child in Florida
suffered an cozing hematoma as a result of being paddled.4 An
Iowa boy was permanently disabled as a result of having his
face slammed down onto his desk,5 and a Wisconsin boy had his
eardrum punctured as a result of being thrown against a wall.6
Despite a great deal of theoretical and related research
evidence contraindicating the use of corporal punishment in the
schools, currently no known hard data exists to support its

elimination. To date, research on corporal punishment has been

limited and has primarily involved surveys of incidence and

1"Ccrporal Punishment OK if uwsed gparingly: School Administrators
opinion pell," Nations Schools, 87 (May, 1971), p. 39.

20T¢'s time to hang up the hickory stick," Naticns Schools, 90
(November, 1972), p. 9.

3. Elardo, '"'Implementing Behavior Modification Procedures in an
Elementary School: Problems and Issues," quoted in Hyman et al, Corporal
Punishment and Alternatives in the Schools: An Overview of Theoretical
and Practical Issues, p. 1.

zlM. Nussbaum, L. Hilmer, and R. Precap, "Brief of the National Education
Association as Amicus Curial in Support of Petitiomers," quoted in Hyman
et al, Corporal Punishment and Alternatives in the Schools: An Overview
of Theoretical and Practical Issues, p. l.

50skaloosa Herald (Iowa), 23 October, 1976, quated in Maurer, All In
The Name Of The 'Last Resort, p. 45.

bEau Claire {(Wisconsin) Leader-Telegram, 20 November, 1976, quoted in
Maurer, All In The Name Of The 'Last Resort, p. 45.




attitudes.l Research on punishment, to include laboratory studies
with animals and applied studies with humans, has been extensive.
Since corporal punishment in the schools is a form of punishment,
findings from punishment investigations can contribute to our
understanding of corporal punishment.

Bongiovanni, of the National Center for the Study of Corporal
Punishment and Alternatives in the Schools, has conducted an
extensive review of punishment research during the past ten years.
Bongiovanni concludes:

The implication for school personnel is that the
use of corporal punishment may provide a living model of
aggresslon which may be imitated by the classroom
children. Such a model may provide a problem solving
method which can be utilized by the child in various
settings. 1In addition, by wisibly punishing a child in
the presence of others, the other children may become
fearful and anxious. Such conditions are not conducilve
te socialization or learning.

The available research on punishment, when applied
to schools, suggests that it 1s ineffective in producing
durable behavior change, is potentially harmful to
students and personnel, and is highly dimpractical in the
light of the controls necessary for maximal effective-
ness. The maximal effectiveness of corporal punishment
can only be achieved by close adherence to the basic
principals and factors which have been shown to in-
fluence its ultimate effectiveness as a behavior reducing
method. In light of the role of school personnel in
education, and the welfare for the student, corporal
punishment appears to be impractical, time consuming,
and contrary to the goals of education.

A number of field studies indicate that severe parental punishment

is a precursor of aggression in humans. Eron, Walder, and Lefkowitz

lHyman et al., Corporal Punishment and Alternatives in the
Schools: An Overview of Theoretical and Practical Issues, p. 9.

2Anthony F. Bongiovanni, A Review of Research on the Effects of
Punishment: Implications for Corporal Punishment in the Schools
(Proceedings Conference on Corporal Punishment in the Schools: A
National Debate, The Natlonal Institute of Education, February, 1977),
p. 40.




found that the higher the intensity of punishment at home, the higher

the level of aggression exhibited by the child, as rated by his own

peers.l Sears, Maccoby, and Levin found that mothers who severely

punished aggressive behavior, had more aggressive children than

mothers who lightly punished aggression.2 Climent, Rollins, and

Plutchick investigating medical and psychiatric variables related

to violent behavior, found five non-medical variables related to

violence, one of which was severe parental punishment.3
Studies of antecedents of delinquent behavior support the

notion that violence breeds violence. Button found a disproportionate

number of juvenile delinquents were the recipients of severe

parental punishment during their developmental years. The thesis

of the above research, as stated by Button, was '"viclence begets

violence."® Welsh has developed a developmental theory of juvenile

delinquency that he refers to as his "belt theory of juvenile

delinquency." Welsh states, "I was astounded to find that the

recidivist male delinquent who had never been exposed to belt,

board, extension cord, or fist, was virtually non-existent."”

lp.conard Eron, Leopold Walder and Monroe Lefkowitz, Learning of
Aggression in Children (Boston: Little, Brown and Co., 1971), p. 91.

2Robert R. Sears, Eleanor E. Macceby and Harry Levin, Patterns
of Child Rearing (New York: Harper, 1957), p. 262.

3garlos E. Climent, Ann Rollins, Frank R. Ervin and Robert Plutchik,
"Epidemiological Studies of Woman Prisoners, I: Medical and Psychiatric
Variables Related to Violent Behavior," American Journal of Psychiatry,
130 (September, 1973), p. 987,

4plan Button, "Some Antecedents of Felonious and Delinquent
Behavior,” Journal of Clinical Child Psychology, 11 (Fall, 1973), p. 35.

5Ra1ph Welsh, "Severe Parental Punishment and Delinquency: A
Developmental Theory," Journal of Clinical Child Psychology (Spring,
1976), p. 17.




Research on disciplinary practices of different cultures show a
strong relationship between a culture's childhood disciplinary
practices and the level of aggression in the particular culture.
Whiting has shown that cultures with a high crime rate invariably
use corporal punishment as thelr chief mevhod of soclalizatioen,
but in cultures with a low crime rate, corporal punishment is de-
emphasized.l Sollenberger? and Porteus> report two cultures that
are practically crime free, both of which are virtually free of
severe parental punishment.

Previously cited research has shown physical punishment in-
creases aggression. The use of physical aggression in punishing
children teaches them, through imitation, that it is appropriate to
use physical force in the future to control the behavior of others.
These findings suggest the receipt of physical punishment during
childhood may be a factor that influences the corporal punishment
practices and attitudes of adults. It is possible that educators
who use or advocate the use of corporal punishment do so simply
because they themselves were corporally punished as children.

A number of other factors appear to be related to educators'’

practices or attitudes regarding corporal punishment. Roberts' study

1Beatrice Whiting, (ed.). Six Cultures (New York: Wilery, 1963),
p. 7.

2Richard T. Sollenberger, '"Chinese-American Child Rearing
Practices and Juvenile Delinguency," Journal of Social Psychology, 74
(February, 1968), p. 17.

3s. p. Porteus, Annual report, the Juvenile Court, Honolulu.
Quoted in R, Welsh, "Severe Parental Punishment and Delinquency: A
Developmental Theory," Journal of Clinical Child Psychology (Spring,
1976), p. 17.




of corporal punishment in Michigan Middle Schools found a higher
percentage of principals in small schools (less than five hundred
students) paddle students than principals in schools with five
hundred and one, or more, students.1 This study also found a
higher percentage of youngef principals (age thirty-five or less)
paddle students than principals over age thirty-five.2 Reardon

and Reynolds' study of corporal punishment in Pennsylvannia

found more male teachers and principals favor corporal punishment
than their female counterparts.3 This study also found differences
in corporal punishment attitudes of principals to be related to
theilr years of teaching experience. A greater number of principals
with seven or more years of teaching experience favored the use

of corporal punishment than principals with fewer years of

teaching experience.4 Thomas's study of attitudes toward

corporal punishment found attitudes of teachers to be related to
the level and area at which they work, and to their marital
status.5 Elementary and Senior High teachers were less in favor

of using corporal punishment than Junior Hipgh teachers. Attitudes
of special area teachers (counselors, nurses, etc...) were in

general more opposed to the use of corporal punishment than Elementary,

1Robert Roberts, "The Use of Paddling in Michigan Middle Schools,"
(Unpublished paper, Michigan State University, 1976), p. 16.

21bid., p. 26.
3Francis Reardon and Robert Reynolds, Corporal Punishment in

Pennsylvannia (Department of Education, Division of Research, Bureau
of Information Systems, November, 1975), p. 28,

41bid., p. 30.

SBruce Thomas, "A Study of the Attitudes of Educators Relative to
the Use and Value of Corporal Punishment," (Ph.D. Dissertation,
University of Pittsburg: 1973), pp. 49-50.



Junior High, or Senior High teachers. Single teachers were more
opposed to the use of corporal punishment than married or divorced
teachers.

Whether or not educators use corporal punishment on thelr
own children is another factor that would likely be related to
their use of corporal punishment in the public schools. The
position educators (i.e., teachers or principals) hold would also
likely influence thelr corporal punishment attitudes or practices
as a result of differences in training and responsilbilities associated
with these positions.

What relationship exists between educators who use or advocate
the use of corporal punishment in the public schools and the physical
punishment they sustained as children? Do educators differ
significantly in thelr corporal punishment practices or attitudes
on the basis of such factors as their marital status, sex, age,
level and area in which they work, vears of teaching experience, role,
size of school they work in, and practice of corporal punishment on
their own children?

Clearly, a need exists for research on corporal punishment that
is designed to answer these questions. This investigation will
obtain information on factors that influence educators' corporal
punishment attitudes and practices. This study should contribute to
the understanding of corporal punishment and its dynamics. This
study should also help make decisions regarding the use of corporal
punishment that are beneficial to children, and the learning

environment.



Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study is to iﬁvestigate: 1) the relationship
between educators' corporal punishment attitudes and the physical
punishment they experienced as children; 2)the relationship between
educators' corporal punishment practices and the physical punishment
they experienced as children; and 3)the influence of other
selected factors on educatérs' corporal punishment attitudes and

practices.
Hypotheses

Hypothesis I: A positive relationship exists between educators'

attitudes regarding the use of corporal punishment in school and the
educators' receipt of corporal punishment during thelr childhood.

Hypothesig II: A positive relatilonship exists between educators'

attitudes regarding the use of corporal punishment in school and the
educators' observation of corporal punishment during their childhood.

Hypothesis IIIL: A positive relationship exists between educators’

use of corporal punishment in school and the educators' receipt of
corporal punishment during their childhood.

Hypothesis IV: A positive relationship exists between educators’

use of corporal punishment in school and the educators' observation
of corporal punishment during their childhood.

Hypothesis V: Educators who favor the use of corporal punishment

in school will differ from educators who oppose the use of corporal
punishment in school on the following factors:
1. Sex

2, Age



3. Marital Status

4. Years of teaching experilence

5. Educator's position (i.e., teacher or principal)
6. Size of school educator works in

7. Level of educator's major teaching assignment

8. Area of educator's current teaching assignment
9. Use of corporal punishment on thelr own children

Hypothesls VI: Educators who use corporal punishment in school

will differ from educators who do not use corporal punishment in
school on the following factors:

1. S8Sex

2, Age

3. Marital Status

4, Years of teaching experience

5. Educator's position (i.e., teacher or principal)

6. Size of school educator works in

7. Level of educator's major teaching assignment

8. Area of educator's current teaching assignment

9. Use of corporal punishment on their own children

Limitations

This study will be limited to the characteristics of the educators
being studied. Further limitations wlll exist as a result of the
following:

1. The respondants' ability to accurately recall the

amount of corporal punishment they experienced during
their childhood.

2. ‘The degree of frankness and sincerity of responses

to the instruments administered.
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3. The type of students with which the educator is
currently working.
4. Current policies, procedures, and regulations,

both state and local presently in exdstence.
Definition of Terms

Corporal Punishment-—-A form of discipline characterized by the use
of physical force such as paddling or spanking.

Educators' Attitudes---Actual feelings toward the use of corporal
punishment.

Imitative Learning---"TImitation is a process by which matched or
similar acts are evoked in two people, and connected to
appropriate cues."l "Imitative learning can be clearly
demonstrated 1f a subject performs sufficiently novel
patterns of responses which are unlikely to occur inde-
pendently of the observations of the behavior of a model,
and if a subject reproduces these behaviors in sub-
stantially didentical form.2

Public Schools~==Public Schools refers to Michigan public, elemen-—
tary, and secondary schools in school districts which maintain
grades of kindergarten through twelvth grade, or one to
twelvth grade. Any school which receives full support of

its program from state or federal sources will be excluded.

ly. E. Miller and J. Dollard, Social learning and imitation
(New Haven: Yale University Press, 1941), p. 10.

2plbert Bandura, Dorothea Ross, and Sheila A. Ross, "Transmission
of Aggression Through Imitation of Aggressive Models," Journal of
Abnormal and Social Psychology, 63 (1961), p. 576.
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Punishment—--""The presentation of an aversive stimulus contingent
upon a response."l

School District--~A school district is a legal entity created by the
Michigan State Legislature for the purpose of operating and
maintaining public education within the boundariles established
by law.

Elementary School Educator=~~A teacher or principal employed in a
Michigan Public Elementary School and listed as such in the
Michigan Department of Education 1978-79 professicnal register.

Middle School Educator-~--A teacher or principal employed in a
Michigan Public Middle School and listed as such in the
Michigan Department of Education 1978-79 professional register.

Junior High School Educator---A teacher or principal employed in a

Michigan Public Junior High School and listed as such in the

Michigan Department of Education 1978-79 professional register,

An Overview of the Study

Chapter II contains a review of the pertinent literature and

addresses; the history; legality and prevalence of corporal punishment;

the case for and against the use of corporal punishment; and related
research findings on punishment and aggression.

A deseription of the design of this study is given in Chapter III

which covers the research sample, the development and administration of

the survey instrument, the hypotheses, and the data analysis methods.

In Chapter IV the results of thils study are presented and analyzed

to determine the relationships between each of the factors that are

1C. Myers, Punishment: Problems in definition (Paper presented at
the American Educational Research Association's Annual Meeting (60th),
Washington, D.C., March - April, 1975), p. 4.
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investigated and the corporal punishment attitudes and practices
of educators.
Chapter V contains a summary of the study, conclusions, a

discussion of the findings and implications for future research.



CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

The History of Corporal Punishment

The use of corporal punishment in the public schools represents
a traditilonal practice which has, for some time, remained a subject
of increasing contraversy. A historical overview of corporal
punishment will help to explain how violence, in the form of inflicting
physical pain on children, has become a widely used disciplinary

approach in today's public schools.

Corporal punishment in ancient times

Since the beginning of recorded histery, corporal punishment has
been a universally popular form of chastisement. The Ancient Egyptilans
used the rod or strap as a synonym for instruction. Throth, the
god of learning, supposedly placed the rod on earth to educate the
stubborn. The Egyptilans further justified the use of severe
physical punishment on the grounds that people must be educated by
the same methods that are used to train animals.1

The Hebrews also likened children to animals to be trained by

physical blows. Thelr religious dogma justified and preseribed the

liames Mulhern, A History of Education (New York: The Ronald Press
Company, 1959), p. 74.

13
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use of barbaric punishments. To insure proper conduct, the 01d
Testament advised: "Chasten thy son while there is hope; and let
not the soul spare for his crying,'" and "He that spareth the rod
hateth the son: but he that loves him chastises him betimes." If
all else failed, for the treatment of a stubborn and rebellious
son, the book of Deuteronomy prescribed: ''stone him to death!"

In ancient China, corporal punishment was practiced In every
school, until Confucius put an end to it. The Chinese used a rod
of split bamboo that cut the flesh causing terrible wounds.l The
Russians educated peasants and scldiers with a stick before they
abolished corporal punishment.2

In anclent Greece, schoolmasters regarded the rod as an in-
dispensible instrument of correction.3 And in Rome, to heold out
the hand for the cane was a Latin way of saying, 'to study."4

The use of severe and often brutal corporal punishment in the
schools of antiquity extended through medieval times. During the
middle ages, the church dominated educational theory and practice.
In accordance with the christian doctrine of 'original sin' children
were believed to be dinherently evil and possessed by the devil who
had to be beaten out of them. Medieval schoolmasters did not hesitate

to use severe physical punishment to drive the evil out of children.

lGeorge Ryley Scott, The History of Corporal Punishment (London:
Torch Stream Bocks, 1949}, p. 95.

2Wm. W. Cooper, Flagellatlion and the Flagellants. A History of
the Rod (London: William Reeves, 1910), p. 243.

34, 1. Marrou, A History of Education in Antiquity (New York:
Sheed and Ward, 1956), p. 159.

41bid., p. 272.
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In sixteenth century Europe,t the rod was considered such an
important part of education that princes were provided whipping boys
to be physically punished for the offenses committed by their
royal masters. !

Corporal punishment was so severe that occasionally death would
result. In Scotland, for the murder of one of his students, a
schoolmaster was sentenced to seven stripes and banishment from
Scotland for 1ife.2 In Germany, children up to the ages of
eighteen or twenty years were subjected to the rod. One German

schoolmaster kept a record of the corporal punishment he inflicted

during his fifty~one years of teaching. The totals were:

Blows with a cane 911,527
Blows with a rod 124,010
Blows with a ruler 20,989
Blows with the hand 136,715
Blows with a book 22,763
Blows over the mouth 10,235
Blows over the ears 7,905
Raps on the head 1,115,800

The same man had punished pupils 613 times by making them kneel on
small triangles of wood.3
Corporal punishment was not only used on boyg. Up to one hundred

years ago, gilrls were regularly birched. The birching (corporal

1Cooper, Flagellation and the Flagellants, p. 428,
2

Scott, The History of Corporal Punishment, p. 98.

3Luella Cole, A History of Education (New York: Reinhart and
CD., 1959)’ p- 447.
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punishment) of girls was abandoned in the middle of the ninteenth

century due to the growth of Victorian prudery.1

Corporal punishment an American tradition

During the colonial period, American education was, as in

Europe, predominantly influenced by the church. Paul Nash in his

article "Corporal Punishment in an Age of Violence,' states the

following about the Puritians and corporal punishment:

In America, the spirit of Puritianism has been a
continuing influence in this respect. Seventeenth
century New England provided the archetypical example
of the fruits of this spirit. Since adults were
compelled to adhere to orthodoxy by the most rigorous
and e¢ruel repression, it is not surprising that
¢hildren were punished in a variety of brutal ways.
Faults and sins were smelled out with fanatdical
zeal. The Puritian was not interested in the cause
of the wrongdoing and the possible reformation of
the miscreant, His theological view of life as an
unremitting struggle between God and the Devil,
drove him to a concern only with the attribution
of blame and the subsequent administration of
punishment., It is important for us to examine our
attitudes to see how far we retain the incrustations
of this Puritian tradition.?2

Thus, America embraced the age-old tradition of the rod as a
necessary instrument of restraint upon sin and ilmmorality, and as
an ald to learning. One schoolhouse in Massachusetts, built
around 1793, had embedded in the floor an ominous whipping post to
which erring children were tied and whipped by their master in the
presence of their classmates.3 A school in North Caroclina, a

century ago, enforced the following disciplinary code:

1Scott, The History of Corpoval Punishment, p. 104.

Zpaul Nash, "Corporal Punishment in an Age of Violence,"
Educational Theory (October, 1963), p. 296.

3j0hn Manning, "Discipline in the Good 01d Days," Phi Delta
Kappan (December, 1959), p. 94.
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For boys and girls playing together, four lashes;
for falling to bow at the entrance of strangers, three
lashes; for blotting copy book, two lashesj for scuffling,
four lashes; for calling each other names, three lashes;
and so on.!

Disciplinary measures during the colonial period were also influenced
by the character of the teachers. Most of the teachers that were
hired were untrained. In many localities, the poverty of the times
made it a common practice to secure indentured servants as teachers.
Servants who were accustomed to being beaten by theilr masters,
exercised their authority as teachers with a liberal application of
the rod. Falk gquotes Johnson in his book on old-time schools and
school-books for a description of punishment in the eighteenth
century:

The ferule was the standard implement for reforming
the erring pupil, but some masters used a ratton or a
cowhide. Even a cat-o'-nine tails were not unknown. It
was a time when young men were publicly whipped in
colleges, and the severity of the treatment meted out
to the puplls in the minor schools is not surprising.
One New York master had a short ladder besilde his desk,
and when he called forth a culprit for punishment,
the boy had to step on the ladder to receive his
caning. It is related of a certain rustic schoolmaster
that he kept a long birch rod with the butt-end resting
on his chalr, so that he could use it without raising.
Another master would sit with his feet on the table
and call on all the boys to march arcund the table in
single file. As they passed in front of him, he hit
them each in turn with his ruler. 1In this way, though,
some of the innccent may have suffered, he made sure
that none of the gullty escaped. But not all the
discipline in the old schools was muscular. Instances
are recorded of an offender being ordered out to cut
a small branch from a tree, and when he returned with
it, the teacher squared and partially split the larger
end and fitted the cleft on the culprits nose. Pinched
and ridiculous, the boy was forced to stand in Eull
sight of the school until the teacher relented.

lihid., p. 95.

2prnold Falk, Corporal Punishment (New York: Columbia University
Press, 1941), p. 47.
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Corporal punishment remained a major disciplinary approach from
the colonial period through the end of the ninteenth century. The
results of a questionnaire that was sent to twenty Massachusetts
school superintendents in 1900, revealed that corporal punishment
was used in almost all of their schools.l

When objections were raised to the brutality of school discipline,
chureh authorities accused those who raised the objections of
attempting to discredit the "doctrine of original sin." In one
instance for example, Horace Mann, editor of the "Common School
Journal," and members of the Massachusetts Board of Education, were
accused of belng anti-religious and of trying to remove all religious
instruction from the school.

Although Mann attacked the practice of indiscriminant and often
brutal use of corporal punishment, he did not favoer its abolishment
from the schools. Horace Mann felt that teachers should have the
authority to use corporal punishment in moderation, should other
methods fail.

Mann, however, did oppose the use of physical punishment as a
means of obtaining abselute authority and unconditional subordination.
In his attempt to obtain reform respecting the use of corporal punishment,
Mann notes that in one school, to which he ascribed the metto, fear,

force, and pain, 250 students recelved 328 separate floggings in

2
one week.

Yorris Jones, "Legal Status of Corporal Punishment," California
Journal of Adult Research (May, 1964), p. 142.

2Arnold Falk, Corporal Punishment, p. 67.
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In the last half of the ninteenth century, growing opposition
toward the use of corporal punishment, as a means of discipline, was
noticeable in a number of areas. Editorial comment on the practice,
controversies among educators, and the increase In the number of
court cases and decisions reflecting a more human interpretation
of the law, were indicative of the growing opposition.1 Progress
in the educaticnal thinking of the judiciary was evidenced in the
1853 case of Cooper v. Mr. Junkin. The Supreme Court of Indiana
commented:

The husband can no longer moderately chastise

his wife, nor, according to more recent authorities,

the master his servant or apprentice. Even the

degrading cruelties of the naval service have been

arrested. Why the person of the schoclboy should

be less sacred in the eye of the law than that of

the apprentice or the sailor is not easily

explained.2

In practice, corporal punishment became less frequent and
subject to greater limitations. An emerging trend to use corporal
punishment as a last resort, the elimination of its use for girls,
and the requirement that whenever corporal punishment was used,
it must be recorded, reflected the change in sentiment toward
this disciplinary practice.

Further progress in limiting or abolishing corporal punishment
during the ninteenth century is found in the report of the United
States Commission of Education in 1900. This report indicates the

abolishment of corporal punishment in Manhatton, Richmond, the Bronx,

and Philadelphia. In Chicago, Baltimore, Cleveland, and St. Paul,

l1bid., p. 79.

21bid., p. 89.
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corporal punishment was virtually abolished through restricting
its use to actual or threatened violence on the part of the
student. In Syracuse, Toledo, and Providance, it was eliminated
in grades above primary, and the state of New Jersey abolished
corporal punishment from all of its schoals.l

It must be noted that while the above represents a general
trend toward abolishing corporal punishment, in actuality the
rod remained a primary instrument of governing children in
ninteenth century American schools. Falk summarizes this period
as follows:

Corporal punishment, however, remained a definite
part of school procedure. That it remalned so was due
to the tacit consent of the majority, who were still
rooted in the traditions exploded by the newer
scientific attitude and completely out of harmony
with the new social demands. Added to this was the
inability of the teacher, whose intellectual and
profeasional perspective did not reach very far,
to conceive of orderly conduct on the part of
pupils unless regtrained by the easy availability
of the rod as a disciplinary agency. While for the
most part, corporal punishment was rooted in the
tacit consent of the public, there also emerged from
time to time, eloquent defenses of the use of the rod.
Such defenses reiterated the authoritarian conception
of society, the religlous sanction of the use of
the rod, and the conception of retributive justice
as part of the divine plan.

It 1s interesting to note that those who
shaped the theory and practice of teaching through
textbooks were, for the most part, committed to
the use of the rod and defended it on the basis of
the bellefs just indicated. Progress towards the
elimination of corporal punishment was not due to
the initiative of the teaching profession. It came
rather as a result of a changed socilal situatieon
and the pressure of groups outside the school.

bid., p. 91.

27pid., p. 107.
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By the end of the ninteenth century, the practice of corporal
punishment had been abolished in many countries. Corporal punishment
was banned in Poland since 1783, in the Netherlands since 1850,
in France since 1887, in Finland since 1890, and in Sweden since
1958. Other countries that have abolished corporal punishment
include: Luxemburg, Austria, Denmark, Belgium, Cyprus, Japan,
Ecuador, Ireland, Italy, Jordan, Qatar, Mauritius, Norway, Israel,
the Phillipines, Portugel, and all Communist Block countries.

In the United States, during the present century, opposition
to the use of corporal punishment has increased considerably.
Bernard Bard in his 1973 article, "The Shocking Facts About
Corporal Punishment In The Schools,' points out that over sixty
groups are working to eliminate the practice of corporal punishment.l
Some of the major groups include the National Educatlion Association,
the American Civil Liberties Union, the American Orthropsychiatrie
Association, the Commission on Administrative Behavior Supportive
of Human Rightse of Phi Delta Kappa, and the American Psychological
Assoclation, to name a few.

In spite of the growing oppositicon to corporal punishment in
2

the schools, 1ts incidence has increased in the last twenty years.

An artiele which appeared in a Michigan newspaper on February 13, 1980,

lBernard Bard, "The Shocking Facts About Cerporal Punishment In
The Schools,' Parents' Magazine (February, 1973), p. 44.

2yalter G. Hapkiewics, Regearch on Corporal Punishment Effective-
ness Contributions and Limitations (Paper presented at the Annual
Meeting of the American Educational Research Association, 60th,
Washington D.C., March - April, 1975), p. 6.
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lends support to thils conclusion. The title of the article is:

"Union City Board Lifts Ban on Paddling."1

The Law and Corporal Punishment

Legal foundations of corporal punishment

Fundamental legal principles governing many aspects of public
school operation in the United States exists by virtue of the
common law., The common law of a country is a body of legal
principles which derive its authority from the customs of the
people and the judgements of the courts. In the absence of
statutory provisions, common law provides guidance to jurists in
reaching decisions.

' meaning in

The common law doctrine of "in loco parentis,’
place of the parent, has traditionally provided American courts the
legal basis for permitting the use of corporal punishment in the
schools. Sir William Blackstone, an eighteenth century English
jurist, iz believed to have been the first to have applied this
doctrine. Blackstone reasoned that when a private tutor contracts
to teach the child of a landowner, he has the legal right to deal
with an infractious child as the parent would in the same situationm,

including, the use of reascnable corporal punishment.2

lpattle Creek (Michigan) Enquirer and News, 13 February, 1980,
pl B—sn

2plan Reitman, Judith Follman, and Edward Ladd, Corporal
Punishment in the Public Schools: The Use of Forece in Controlling
Student Behavior, (New York: American Civil Liberties Union, 1972),
p. 10,
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Over the years, the use of corporal punishment In schools has
generated considerable activity in American courts. Much of this
activity has involved two major issues - the reasonableness of the
punishment Inflicted, and the constitutionality of corporal
punishment in the public school.

A case heard by the Supreme Court of Indiana, in 1888,
agsgisted in establishing standards for judging the reasonableness
of a punishment. In this case, a Clrcuit Court found a teacher
guilty of assault and battery for whipping a student. The
Supreme Court of Indiana indicated punishment should be neither
cruel or excessive, should be in proportion "to the gravity of
the offense and within the bounds of moderation." The Supreme
Court felt the punishment that the teacher inflicted was neither
cruel or excessive and reversed the Circuilt Court's judpement.

"...when complaint is made,

In doing so, the Supreme Court stated,
the calm and honest judpement of the teacher as to what the
situation required should have weight as in the case of a parent
under similar circumstances." Therefore, what a parent would do
under similar circumstances is considered an important element in
judging the reasonableness of a punishment.1

No precise rule has been established as to what is to be
considered excessive or unreasonable punishment. The courts have
stated that each case must depend on its own circumstances. In

judging the reasonableness of punishment, the courts have taken into

consideration a number of factors in addition to those previously

lyanvactor v. State, 15 N.E. 341 (1888).
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stated. These factors include the apparent motive and disposition
of the offender,l the influence of his example and conduct on
otheré, the sex, the age, size, and physical strength of the
pupil that is punished,2 and the Instrument used to inflict
the punishment.3
A teacher who administers unreasonable corperal punishment
can be held personally liable on civil and/or criminal charges
of assault and battery. However, the law presumes that any
punishment Inflicted is necessary, reasonable, and proper and
that the teacher who administers 1t is presumed innocent and to
have done his duty.4 Accordingly, the burden of proving that
a punishment was unreasonable rests with the complaintant.
Therefore, it is not surprising that most corporal punishment cases
heard by Appellate Courts have been decided in favor of the
teacher.?
Two examples serve to 1llusatrate judicial decisions regarding
the reasonableness of punishment inflicted. In Danenhoffer v.
State, an eleven year old boy was whipped by a school superintendent,

the appellant, for disobedience. The superintendent was prosecuted

and found gullty of assault and battery. The Supreme Court of

1Calway v. Williamson, 130 Conn. 575 (1944).

21ander v. Seaver, 32 Vt. 114 (1859).

3yanvactor v. State, 15 N.E. 341 (1888).

41hid.

5Edmund Reuter, Jr., and Robert Hamilton, The Law of Public
Education (New York: The Foundation Press, Inc., 1976), p. 557.
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Indiana in reversing the judgement of the lower court indicated

that the boy deserved the punishment and the superintendent

had the right under the law to administer it. The Court stated,

"...we do not think that the evidence shows that the boy was

whipped by the appellant with that unreasonable severity which

would or ought to subject him to punishment for assault and battery."1
In Boyd v. State, a teacher beat an elghteen year old boy

for using objectionable language. The punishment included striking

the boy with a stick, striking him three times in the face with

the fist, and hitting him several times over the head with the

butt end of a switch. The teacher was tried and convicted of an

assault and battery charge. The Court noted, '"There was ample

room for the inference of legal malice, in connection with

unreasonable and immoderate correction."?
The second major issue that has generated considerable judicial

activity has been the constitutionality of corporal punishment in the

public schools. There are two primary areas in which the constitu-

tionality of corporal punishment has been argued, One is hased on

the Eighth Améndment's prohibition against cruel and unusual punish-

ment. This argument considers the application of physical punishment

to children to be cruel and unusual on several grounds. The most

important of these being the contention that corporal punishment of

children violates thelr democratic freedom and their dignity.3

-

lpanenhoffer v. State, 69 Ind. 295 (1879).

2Boyd v. State, 7 So. 268 (1890).

3Reitman, Follman, and Ladd, Corporal Punishment in the Public
Schools: The Use of Force in Controlling Student Behavior, p. 9.
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The other argument is based on the Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments
to the Constitution which provide that no cone shall be deprived life,
liberty, or property, without due process of the law. "Implicit
in these provisicons is the right to bodily integrity, the violation
of which must be interpreted as a deprivation of liberty. The
preservation of physical inteprity against i1llegal intrusion has well
established legal precedents. It is the motivating concept behind
our criminal law statutes dealing with assault, battery, and
murder. These statutes provide that duly constituted authorities
may deprive a person of life, liberty, or property only in accordance
with due process of the law."l By extention, this argument contends
that the right of an educator to administer bodily punishment
without due process constitutes a violation of the Federal
Constitution's due process provisions.

A review of some cases that involve constitutional issues
reveals agreement among the courts that corporal punishment in the
schools does not violate the Federal Constitution.

In Sims v. Board of Education, a craft teacher gave a student
three blows for violating school rules after a template belonging
to the school was found in his possession. The U.S, District Court
of New Mexico ruled that neither due process, equal protection
privileges, and immunities, free speech, or cruel and unusual
punishment clauses of the Constitution invalidated the New Mexico

School Board policy of administering corporal punishment to students.2

l1pid., p. 7.

254ms v. Board of Education, 329 F. Supp. 678 (1971).
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In Simms v. Schoel Pistrict No. 1, a suit was brought against
a teacher and school district for the use of physical force in
removing a student from the classroom. The plaintiff, while being
physically removed from the room for disruptive behavior, was
shoved by the teacher intc the classroom door. The above resulted
in the plaintiff's arm going through the glass window resulting
in injuries to his arm. The plaintiff brought action to recover
from agssault and battery. The plaintiff contended the use of
physical force constituted corporal punishment which is forbidden
by the Constitution, sound educational policy, Oregon statute
and school distriet policy. The Court said that the common law
rule authorizing corporal punishment had not been modified by
the state statute or the school district policy., The Court held
that no violation of state or federal prohibitions to cruel and
unusual punishment had occurred. The Court ruled in favor of the
school district and teacher.!l

In Ingraham v. Wright, the United States Supreme Court granted
certiorari on two gquestions regarding the use of corporal punishment
in public schools: First, whether paddling school children to
maintain discipline constitutes cruel and unusual punishment in
violation of the Eighth Amendment; and seccond, if paddling is con-
stitutlionally permissable does the due process provisions of the
Fourteenth Amendment require prior notice and an opportunity to be

heard.2

lgimms v. School District No. 1, Oregon, App., 508P.2d.236 (1973).

2Ingraham v. Wright, 45 U.S.L.W. 4364 (April 9, 1977).
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In this punishment suit, two teenage boys from Florida were
spanked by school officilals, so severely that they required medical
attention. One was struck twenty times with a wooden paddle for
disrupting the class. The paddiing caused a hematoma which re-
quired medical treatment and kept the student out of school for
eleven days. The other plaintiff was paddled on the arms for
minor misdeeds causing him to loose the use of his arm for a
week.

In considering the Eighth Amendment question, the five judge
majority held that the constitutional bar against cruel and unusual
punishment was designed to protect only those convicted of crimes.
"We adhere to this long standing limitation and hold that the

Eighth Amendment does not apply to the paddling of children as

lll

a means of maintaining discipline in public schools, wrote

Justice Powell.

The petitioners arpgued that the Eighth Amendment should be
extended to ban corporal punishment in the public schools because
it would make little sense 1f school children could be beaten
without constitutional redress, while hardened criminals suffering
beatings by their jailors, have a valid claim under the Eighth
Amendment.

Powell stated, we find this claim an "...ilnadequate basis for
wrenching the Eighth Amendment from its historical context and

extending it to traditional disciplinary practices in the public

l1pid.
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schools...the school child has little need for the protection of
the Eighth Amendment...the openess of the public scheols...affords
significant safeguards against the kind of abuse from which the
Eighth Amendment protects the prisoner."1

In delivering the minority opinion, Justice White said, "the
Eighth Amendment places a flat prohibition against the infliction
of cruel and unusual punishment. This reflects a soclety judgement
that there are some punishments that are so barbaric and inhumane,
that we will not permit them to be imposed on anyone, no matter
how opprobrious the ocffense... therefore ...similar punishments
should...not be imposed on persons for less culpable acts, such
as breaches of school discipline. Thus, if it 1s constitutilonally
impermissable to cut off someone's ear for the commission of murder,
it must be unconstitutional to cut off a child's ear for being
late to class."?

In ruling on the question of due process, the majority dismissed
the need for procedural safeguards of prior notice and a formal hearing
as burdensome and time consuming. Justice Powell stated, '"Hearings -—
aven informal hearings - require time, personnel and a diversion of
attention from normal school pursuits." The court held that existing
common law remedies provide sufficient safeguards in that children
can always initiate civil or eriminal action if they have been

punished unnecessarily or excessively.3

l1pid.
21pbid.

31bid.
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The minority objected to the dismissal of due process pro-
cedures prior to the infliction of corporal punishment. Justice
White stated, "The infliction of physical pain is final and
irreparable; 1t cannot be undone in a subsequent proceeding.

The logic of this theory would permit a state that punished speeding
with a one day jall sentence to make a driver serve his sentence
first without a trial and then sue to recover damages for wrongful

imprisonment.”!

Laws governing the use of corporal punishment

The Tenth Amendment of the United States Constitution empowers
the states with the responsibility for education. Accordingly,
statutory legislation and board of education policies are the
primary sources of regulation for the operation of public schools.
Federal intervention concerns only those areas of public education
which address constitutionally protected rights, One such con-
stitutional issue is the administration of corporal punishment. To
date, interpretation of the common law by the Federal courts has
resulted in no constitutional barriers to the use of corporal punish-
ment. Therefore, states have been free to develop statutes concerning
corporal punishment in their schools.

Currently, most states have statutes that either explicitly or

indirectly deal with corporal punishment. A 1970 research bulletin

lyphid.
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of the National Education Association (N.E.A.) had this to say
about state corporal punishment statutes:

About one—-third of the states expressly provide
by statute that one of the teachers' duties 1s to
maintain order and discipline among pupils.

The N.E.A. concluded: While most states lack
statutes that expressively extend to teachers the
privilege of disciplining pupils by corporal
punishment, indirect statutory restrictions or
sanctions on corporal punishment may exist apart
from the school laws. The restrictions to be
noted are those in the laws forbildding cruelty
to children. Such laws exist in virtually all
states and under them the teacher would be liable
if the physical chastisement used to correct a
pupil's conduct is excessive or administered by a
dangerous instrument, or in an improper manner.

Also noteworthy is the recognitrion of the

authority of the teacher to apply corporal punish-

ment in the penal codes of some states. This re-

cognition appears through the exclusion from the

definition of the crime of assault and battery of

the exercise by the teacher of force, reasonable

in manner and moderate in degree, to restrain and

correct a pupil.l

The statutes of forty-seven states either allow or endorse
the use of corporal punishment. Only two states, Massachusetts and
New Jersey, have statutes that specifically prohibit the use of
corporal punishment.2 The statute of Massachusetts reads, ''The
power of the school committee or of any teacher or other employee

or agent of the school committee to maintain discipline upon

school property shall not include the right to inflict corporal

1"Corporal Punishment and the Law," N.E.A. Research Bulletin, 43
(May, 1970), p. 47.

2Friedman and Hyman, An Analysis of the Legislation Regarding
Corporal Punishment in the Schools (Proceedings Conference on
Corporal Punishment in the Schools: A Natlonal Debate, The Naticnal
Institute of Education, February, 1977), p. 16.
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punishment upon any pupil."l The New Jersey statute reads, "No

persons...shall inflict or cause to be inflicted corporal punishment

2 Maine's statute is ambiguous and Maryland's

upon a pupil..."
statute limits the use of corporal punishment. However, due to
contradictory by-laws in Maryland's statute, corporal punishment
is left to local discretion. Notably, the municipal legislation
in several cities in the United States also enjoins corporal
punishment in public schoels. Among these municipalities are
Chicago, Baltimore, New York City, Philadelphia, and the District
of Columbia.3

In Michigan, School Code Act No. 269 of the Public Acts of
1955, as amended authorizes the use of corporal punishment in
Michigan schools. This act reads as follows:

Section 755. Any teacher or superintendent may
use such physical force as may be necessary to take
possession from any pupll of any dangerous weapon
carried by him.

Section 756. Any teacher or superintendent may use
such physical force as is necessary on the person of any
pupll for the purpose of maintaining proper discipline
over the pupils in attendance at any school.

Section 757. No teacher or superintendent shall
be liable to any pupil, his parent or guardian in any
c¢ivil action for the use of physical force on the
person of any pupil for the purposes prescribed in
Sections 755 and 756 of this Act, as amended, except

in case of gross abuse and disregard for the health
and safety of the pupill,

1Massachusetts, c. 71, 5. 37 G.

ZNew Jersey, 18A: 6 - 1.

3Reitman, Follman, and Ladd, Corporal Punishment in the Public
Schools: The Use of Force in Controlling Student Behavior, p. 32.
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Twalve states make no mention of physical punishment of school
children. A New Jersey Department of Education survey (1976) re-—
veals that only one of these states, West Virginia, fails to
practice corporal punishment. Thirty-two of the remaining thirty-
three states explicitly authorize the use of corporal punishment.
In the remaining state, Hawaii, permission to use corporal punish-
ment has been temporarily suspended pending investigation of an
ambiguous statute.1

A majority of the states grant authority to administrators
and teachers to inflict physical punishment. Statutes In seven
states, however, extend thils autheority to other employees, at
times Including non-certified employees such as bus drivers.
Thirteen states do not designate whe may infliet corporal punishment.2

Limitations on the authority appear in the legislation of
some states. The most predominant restriction, found in ten state
statutes, i1s that the punishment be "reasonable.” Statutes in
nine states provide for various other restrictions such as: approval
of the principal, parent notification and/or approval, the presence
of another person, administering of the punishment without "undue
anger,'" and the absence of other students. Seventeen states permit
physical punishment without any state legislated restrictions.?

The statutes of nineteen states specify those purposes for which
physical discipline may be utilized; "maintenance of discipline" is

the most commonly used raticnale, found in fourteen of these states.

1Friedman and Hyman, An Analvsis of the Legislation Regarding
Corporal Punishment in the Schools, p. 16.

21bid., p. 16.

31bid., p. 16.
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Additionally, justifications for corporal punishment include:
purposes of restraint, correction, promoting the welfare of the
child, quelling misbehavior, and Inereasing obedience. TFourteen
states fail to define what is and what is not a "proper'" purpose

for the use of corporal punishment.1
The Prevalence of Corporal Punishment

In the absence of laws prohibiting corporal punishment, school
boards can make whatever regulations they wish regarding its use,
Falk's early study of corporal punishment suggested only a small
minority of school boards prohibit its use, and Nash in his
article in Education Theory, believes this still to be true.?

Recent research indicates that the use of corporal punishment in
the United States is extensive. One national survey of 100 school
districts in 1976, found ninety percent cof the large districts
(over 10,000 students) and sixty-nine percent of the small districts
(under 10,000), have used corporal punishment. This study also
found regional differences in the use of corporal punishment.
Regionally, the use of corporal punishment ranged from a high of
100% (18 districts) in the south to a low of 50% in both the

north and east., In the west, 18% of the 21 distriets reported

administering corporal punishment.3

1bid., p. 16.
2Nash, "Corporal Punishment in an Age of Violence,'" p. 296.

3Richard Musemeche and Charles Sauls, '"Policies and Attitudes
on Corporal Punishment,' Phi Delta Kappan (November, 1976), p. 283.
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Another study analyzed survey data from 116 schools from the
states of Pennsylvania, Maryland, West Virginia, Virginia, and
Delaware. Of the 76,643 students enrolled in the schools surveyed,
there were 4,335 incidents of corporal punishment; that dis, one
in every 17 students recelved corporal punishment. The authors
note that this figure assumes that each incident of corporal
punishment was applied to a different student. Therefore, the data
do not take dinto account the number of corporal punishments that
may have been administered to a single student. This study also
found considerable differences in the use of corporal punishment in
respect to the students' race and sex. Minority group children,
particularly males, were corporally punished far more than their
white peers, sometimes at a rate of &4 to 1. Male students received
4 to 5 times as many corporal punishments as females. The
authors stated that the differences found in respect to race and
sex, seems to raise definite civil rights issues.l

A number of other studies have also shown that a large number
of children are corporally punished each year in the United States.
A survey commissioned by the Pittsburg Board of Education in 1968,
found that 60% of the respondant teachers hit children at least once
during the year. Most of the above corporal punishment occurred in

grades one through four.2

lGlackman, Martin, Hyman, MecDowell, Berv, and Spino, "Corporal
Punishment, School Suspension, and the Civil Rights of Students:
An Analysis of Office for Civil Rights School Surveys," Inequality in
FEducation, no. 23 (1978), p. 6l.

2Irw:l.n Hyman, Eileen McDowell and Barbara Raines, Corporal
Punishment and Alternatives in the Schools: An Overview of Theoretical
and Practiecal Issues (Proceedings Conference on Corporal Punishment in
the Schools: A National Debate, The Nationmal Institute of Education,
February, 1977), p. 6.
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A report mandated by the state of California, which covered
92% of the state's school districts, revealed 46,022 cases of
corporal punishment in the 1972~73 school year.l

A survey conducted by the Vermont State Department of
Education in 1975, obtained responses from 415 school districts
with a total of 109,294 children. While the data did not
reveal the frequency of corporal punishment per child, the
reported figures indicated that one child out of every 379 could
have been the recipient of corporal punishment. 1In contrast
with the Pittsburg study, previously discussed, this study found
41% of the paddlings occurred in grades one through four and 51%
in grades five through eight.2

In Michigan, an unpublished study conducted by Roberts at
Michigan State University, found of the 92 Middle School Principals
surveyed, only thirty-four percent did not paddle any students in
the 1975-76 school Year.3 This study also found a higher percentage
of principals in small schools (less than five hundred students)
paddled students than principals in schools with five hundred and
one, or more students. Eighty-three percent of the principals in
small schools paddled students as opposed to fifty-six percent of

the principals in the larger schools.4 In addition, this study

ladah Maurer, "All in the Name of the Name of the 'Last Resort:’
The Abuse of Children in American Schools,” Inequality in Education,
no. 23 (1978), p. 22,

2Hyman, McDowell, and Raines, Corporal Punilshment and Alternatives
in the Schools: An Overview of Theoretical and Practical Issues, p. 6.

3Robert T. Roberts, "The Use of Paddling in Michigan Middle
Schools" (Unpublished paper, Michigan State University, 1976), p. 10.

41bid., p. 16.
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found a higher percentage of younger principals (age thirty-five
or less) paddled students than principals over age thirty-five.
Eighty-six percent of the ycunger principals paddled students as
opposed to sixty percent of the principals In the thirty-six to
forty-five year old bracket and sixty-two percent of the principals
in the forty~-six and older classificat:ion.1
Another investigation of the prevalence of corporal punishment
in Michigan's schools surveyed 100 Middle School and 100 Junior
High School principals. An analysis of the 149 respondants found
that 71.8% of the Middle School Principals and 72.5% of the Junior
High School Principals administered corporal punishment to some
extent to boys. In addition, 45.1% of the Middle School Principals
and 38.1% of the Junior High School Principals administered
corporal punishment to girls.2
Gliven the magnitude of corporal punishment In the United States,
it is not surprising that many arguments have been ralsed both for

and against the infliction of pain as a disciplinary apprcach. A

look at some of these arguments follows.
The Case For Corporal Punishment

The public in 10 of 11 Gallup Polls taken to date, declared

school discipline as the number one problem in Amerdican Education.3

1bid., p. 26.

2fvan Diamond, "A Study of the Use of Corporal Punishment in
Selected Middie Schools and Junlior High Schools in the State of
Michigan" (Ph.D. Dissertation, University of Michigan, 1976), pp 173-174.

3Thomas R. MecDaniel, "Exploring Alternatives to Punlshment: The
Keys to Effective Discipline,'" Phi Pelta Kappan, 61 (March, 1980}, p. 455.
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For many, discipline means the use of corporal punishment in
response to a child's misbehavior. One nation-wide survey found
that half of all American adults approve of =2chool teachers
striking students, given proper cause.1 An even greater percentage
of teachers favor the use of corporal punishment than that found
among the general public. A 1969 teacher opinion poll taken by
the National Education Association found that almost two thirds
{65.7 percent) of the Elementary School teachers and almest one
half (47.5 percent) of the Secondary School teachers favored
the use of corporal punishment in the schools.2

Among those who favor the use of corporal punishment, reasons
given in support of 1ts.use have varied. Perry, in 19153, wrote,
"a painful experlence is sometimes the only thing to impress a
dull mind."3 1In 1950, English and Foster said a little spanking
given in early childhood might have been far more preferable
than severe punishment at the hands of an impersonal world at a
later age.4

Most of the reasons that favor corporal punishment are
specifications of the following propositions:

It's necessary to protect teachers and

maintain a functioning learning environment.
It's good for students.

lRodney Stark and James McEvoy III, "Middle-Class Violence,"
Psychology Today, 4 (November, 1970), p. 54.

2N.E.A. Task Force on Corporal Punishment, Report of the Task
Force on Corporal Punishment (Washington, D.C.: N.E.A., 1972), p. 49.

3Arthur C. Perry, Jr., Discipline as a School Problem (New
York: Houghton Mifflin Co., 1915), p. 192.

43purgeon 0. English and Constance J. Foster, "How Bad Is It
To Spank Your Kids?" Better Homes and Gardens, 28 (June, 1950}, p. 253.
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The school's clients favor it.
It isn't used much anyway.
It's legal.l
John Wilson, in his article, '"Sometimes Teachers Should
Spank Students,' believes the purpose of corporal punishment is
to help a student in the future to think before doing something
that he knows is wrong. Wilson feels that corporal punishment,
when preperly used, can be an effective learning experience that
helps students grow mentally and emotionally.2
Wilson points out that for corporal punishment to be
effective, 1t should not be used out of anger, but should be
administered in a calm and judieial setting. He believes that the
punishment should be sufficiently severe to set up a barrier to
further misbehavior of a similar type. Wilson, also believes
that the punishment episode should be followed by a definite
positive acceptance of the student .3
Wilson feels that corporal punishment can separate a basically
good student from his inappropriate actions. He also feels that
corporal punishment should be used as a reformative tool. Wilson
points out that In most cases, corporal punishment provides a
second last resort that should be used with students who would,

in its absence, be subject to expul:aic:m."'I

lN.E.A. Report of the Task Force on Corporal Punishment, p. 8.

2John A. R. Wilson, "Sometimes Teachers Should Spank Students,"
The Educational Forum, XXIV (January, 1960), p. 218.

31pid., p. 218.

41bid., p. 219.
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Lansing Reinholz, in his article, "A Practical Defense of
Corporal Punishment,” believes that corporal punishment is a
necessary tool for educators and a desirable alternative to
permanent suspension. Reinholz also believes that corporal
punishment provides a deterent to the disruption of the
educational process.1

Reinholz points out a number of restrictions that must be
placed on the use of corporal punishment for it to be beneficial
and not harmful. One restriction is to use punishment that is
reasonable in force, so that the child is not physically harmed.2
To further prevent injury, a child should not be restralned in
order to recelve corporal punishment. Another restrictilon is
that the grievant should not do the punishing since he or she is
probably angry at the time of the incident.> Other restrictions
include using corporal punishment only as a last resort and
giving the student a choice between it and permanent suspension.4

The final restriction given is that corporal punishment
should be used no more than once with a child. In this regard,
Reinholz notes that 1f corporal punishment is tried and found to
be unsuccessful with a child, chances are it will not work in the

future with the same child.5

lLansing K. Reinholz, A Practical Defense of Corporal Punishment
(Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the American Psychological
Association, 84th, Washington, D.C., September 3-7, 1976), p. 6.

21bid., p. 3.
31bid., p. 3.
4Ipid., p. 4.

31bid., p. 5.
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Frank Howard, attorney for the defendants in the famous
Supreme Court case of Ingraham v. Wright (1977); provides the legal
rationale for the use of corporal punishment by school personnel.
In his article entitled, "A Legal Defense for Corporal Punishment
in the Schools," Howard points out two traditional justifications
for using corporal punishment, First it helps correct misbehavior
and instills durable behavior in children; and secend, it i1s
needed to maintain an orderly climate for learning.l

Howard believes that the case against corporal punishment
faces several obstaeles. These obstacles include its historical
acceptance, which dates back to biblical times, its widespread
use among parents and educators, and the official sanction that
it has received in most states of this country. Other obstacles
to the case against corporal punishment include the rising concern
over violence in the schools and the fact that experts disagree
on the utility of corporal punishment.2

Howard points out a number of theories that have been advanced
in federal cases which have challenged the use of corporal punishment;
and legal arguments given in opposition to these theories. The
theorias discussed by Howard involve constitutional issues. They

are based on the Eighth Amendment's prescription against cruel and

unusual punishment and the Fourteenth Amendment rights for due

lFrank A. Howard, Jr., A Legal Defense for Corporal Punishment in
the Schools, (Proceedings Conference on Corporal Punishment in the
Schools: A National Debate, The National Institute of Education,
February, 1977), p. 25.

21p4d., p. 25.
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process and for parents to control the rearing and upbringing of
their children.l Howard's legal arguments pertaining to all but
the last constitutional issue, are reflected in the Supreme
Court's decision In the case of Ingraham v. Wright (1977), which
has been discussed earlier. On the. issue of parental right,
Howard points out that this issue was settled by the Supreme
Court in the case of Baker v. Owen in 1975. In that case, the
lower court held that, "while the child is in the public school,
the state's interest in correcting misconduct and maintaining
order prevails over the parental point of view."?2 The Supreme
Court affirmed that decision.

The Supreme Court's decision in the case of Ingraham v. Wright
(1977) provides further justification for the continued use of
corporal punishment in the schools. In denying that the use of
corporal punishment violates children's constitutional rights, the
opinion of the courts' majority, written by Justice Powell, assumes
that corporal punishment is an effective disciplinary approach and
that it is needed to maintain an orderly learning climate.3 Powell
cites the lower courts' contention that, "Paddling of recalcitrant
children has long been an acceptable method of promoting good

behavior and instilling notions of responsibility and decorum into

11bid., p. 26.
21bid., p. 26.

3Arnold C. Farley, Karole J. Kreutter, Richard R. Russell,
Sheryl Blackwell, Harris Finkelstein, and Irwin A. Hyman, "The Effects
of Eliminating Corporal Punishment in Schools: A Preliminary Survey,"
Inequality in Education, no. 23 (1978), p. 57.
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the mischievous heads of school children."1

Owen, Blount and Moscow, in their book, "Educational Psychology,"”
point ocut a number of frequently stated arguments given by
educators and psychologists both for and against the use of
corporal punishment. The authors state that defenders of corporal
punishment make the following points:

1. Most children are aware of thelr own need for
control and recognize the justice of being
punished for their misbehavior.

2. There are some clircumstances in which
psychological punishment does not work as
well as corporal punishment. In addition,
some children prefer corporal punishment
as opposed to psycholegical punishment.

3. There 1is little evidence that corporal
punishment increases aggression.

4., There is little evidence that alter-
natives to corperal punishment are more
effective in all situations.

5. Teachers who avold behavior problems
through the use of techniques that are
more time consuming than corporal punish-
ment do so at the expense of the other
students in the class. The use of time
consuming alternatives tec corporal
punishment reduces the time that is
available for instruction. 1In additionm,
since the world outside the school
punishes misbehavior, the school provides
a good place for students to learn this
fact.

6. In almost all cases, corporal punishment
is not administered in the school out
of vengence.

lingraham v. Wright, 45 U.S.L.W. (April, 1977), p. 4366.
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7. The availability of corporal punishment
deters misbehavior, and therefore, it
should not be prohibited.1

Robert Ebel in his article, "The Case For Corporal Punishment,"
believes that the possibility of being corporally punished with
a rubber tube, in his elementary school days, had a desirable
afifect on his behavior. Ebel also believes that progress in
educational development would seriously suffer if approaches like
corporal punishment were totally eliminated.Z

In discussing teachers who successfully aveid behavior
problems, Ebel believes that these educators may not necessarily
be the most effective. Ebel notes that the occasilonal use of
punishment can help pupils learn that the world punishes mis-
behavior. >

Ebel maintains that corporal punishment research is unlikely
to provide definite answers regarding the case for or against its
use, He believes that the results of corporal punishment research
should be viewed with considerable skeptism due to the difficulty
of conducting sound research on this subject. Ebel notes that
experimental research using physical punishment will not be permitted
in the schools. He questions whether experimental or retrospective

research designs could isolate the effects of corporal punishment

from other variables. Ebel also questions whether the results of

1Steven Owen, H. Parker Blount, and Harry Moscow, Educatjonal
Psychology (Boston: Little Brown and C6., 1978), p. 314,

2Robert L. Ebel, "The Case For Corporal Punishment," Michigan
School Board Journal, (September, 1976), p. 13.

31bid., p. 14.



45

punishment research could be generalized to other settings. He
points out that the characteristics of students and teachers in
schools that allow corporal punishment could be different from
those in schools that prohibit its use. 1

Ebel also points out that seldom is evidence presented to
support the claim that punishment teaches children aggression
or that more effective disciplinary approaches than corporal
punishment exist. Furthermore, he maintains that mwost young
people need and prefer firm authoritive guidance to indecisive
or unpredictable parent or teacher reactions.?

In ending his article, Ebel presents thirteen propositions
which summarize his case for corporal punishment. Many of the
beliefs that are reflected by these propeositions are held in
common by other writers who support the use of corporal punishment
in the schools. Ebel's thirteen propositions follow:

"1, To punish is to impose a penalty for a fault,
offense, or violation.

2, Socially sanctioned contrels on individual
behavior are necessary to group living, and
punishment is one effective means of sccial
control.

3. The need for punishment cannot be avoided by the
use of rewards since withholding of a reward
becomes automatically a form of punishment.

4, When punishment 1s administered by one with the
authority and power to do sco, it is almost
always in response to an offense by the one
punished. Seldom is it an expresslon of the
punisher's "need to punish."

11pid., p. 14.

21pid., p. l4.
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5. Punishment is intended more often and more
directly to serve the needs of the group
than to serve the needs of the individual,

6. The use of punishment is necessary to develop
the child's sense of personal responsibility.

7. Habits of behavior established under threat
of punishment may disappear once the threat
i3 removed, unless as is usually the case,
other good reasons for maintaining the
behavicr assume the behavior contrel function.

8. Punishment, judiclously applied, can strengthen
the bonds of respect and affection between
child and adult.

9. There are no good reasons to believe that
psychelogical stress is less harmful or more
lasting in its effects than physical pain.

10. Any form of punishment can be used wisSely
or abused,

11. As the child grows older, the effectiveness
of physical punishment 1s likely to diminish,
and the effectiveness of psychological punish-
ment is likely to increase.

12, There are no good reasons to believe that
unwise adults are more likely to misuse
physical than psychological punishment.

13. The focus of an experimental research study
on the effects of punishment is likely to be
so nmarrow, so unlque, so artifical, that the

generalizability of the finding will be
severely limited.!}

The Case Against Corporal Punishment

Numerous papers on corporal punishment have appeared that
generally oppose 1ts use. Most authors agree that corporal

punishment in the schools 1s ineffective in producing durable

1b1d., p. 4.
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changes in behavior and has the potential of producing a number of
undesirable side-effects.

A 1973 article in the American School Board Journal entitled,
"Beating School Children: A practice that doesn't improve their

behavior or their learning,'" reflects the opinion of many

psychologists and researchers regarding the effectiveness of

1 The first sentence of this article states,

corporal punishment.
"Corporal punishment doesn't work.'" To illustrate this point,
the article raises this question, if corporal punishment is
effective, why does it have to be used over and over? To further
make this point, the article quotes the following statement from
Morris Bigge and Maurice Hunts' book entitled, "Psychological
Foundations of Education:"
Through reward, behavior may be stamped in; but

the converse - that through punishment it can be

stamped out - Hoes not hold. Whereas reinforcement

can be controlled to good advantage, in the long run

punishment works to the disadvantage of both the

punished organism and the punishing agency. Its

results are neither predictable nor dependable.

Extinction - permitting a behavior to die out by not

reinforeing it - and not punishment is the appropriate

response for breaking habits.?

The experimental literature on punishment points cut a number
of principles about physical punishment. These principles can
increase our understanding of the effects of corporal punishment,

the circumstances that determine its effectiveness, and its potential

to produce harmful side-effects,

lgeating School Children: A practice that doesn't improve
their behavior or their learning,'" The American School Board Journal
(June, 1973), p. 19.

2Tbid., p. 19.
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Animal research on the effects of physical punishment has shown
that punishment has, in general, the effect of depressing a response
that has been previously conditioned through some kind of positive

1 One of the best known experiments is that of

reinforcement.
Estes who trained a group of rats to press a lever for food. Estes
then divided the trained rats into an experimental group and a
control group. With the experimental group, Estes stopped the
delivery of food for each bar press and also punished each
bar press with an electric shock. With the control group, Estes
stopped the delivery of food for bar pressing but did not punish
this group through the delivery shock. Estes found that the bar
pressing response extinquished more rapidly in the experimental
group than the control group. However, when Estes stopped shocking
the experimental group, the bar pressing returned to about the
game level as that of the control group. Estes concluded that
physical punishment does not permanently change behavior, but
merely suppresses the punished response during the period that
the punishment procedure remains in affect.?
The duration of the suppreasion effect and the extent of the
suppression effect appears to be primarily a function of the
punishment intensity. The greater the intensity of the punishment,

3

the greater 1s the duration” and extent of the suppression. In

lRobert W. Lundin, Personality an Experimental Approach (New
York: The MacMillan Company, 1961), p. 248.

21, K. Estes, "An Experimental Study of Punishment," Psychological

Monographs, 57 (1944}, p. l4.

3N. H. Azrin and W. C. Holtz, "Punishment.' In W. K. Honig
(Ed.), Operant Behavior: Areas of Research and Application (New York:
Appleton - Century - Crofts, 1966), p. 410.
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fact, extremely severe punishment can produce a total and enduring
suppression of behavior that will prevent a return of the punished
behavior even after the punishment is no lenger present.1
In an education setting, punishment intensity poses a sericus
problem for school personnel. To maximize the effectiveness of
corporal punishment each blow would have to be very intense.
As the intensity of corporal punishment increases, the danger
of injurying the child also increases. Therefore, schocl personnel
would have to administer corporal punishment that is limited in
intensity and effectiveness or run the risk of inflicting
physical damage through the use of intense punishment.
In addition to the intensity of the punishing stimulus
many other factors have been found to determine the effectiveness
of punishment. In their review of punishment research, Azrin and

Holtz in 1966 described a variety of these circumstances:

Let us summarize briefly some of the circumstances
which have been found to maximize its effectiveness:

1. The punishing stimulus should be arranged
i1 suech a manner that no unauthorized
escape 1s possible.

2. The punishing stimulus should be as intense
as possible.

3. The frequency of punishment should be
as high as possible.

4, The punishing stimulus should be delivered
immediately after the response.

5. The punishing stimulus should not be
increased gradually but intreduced at
maximum Intensity.

l1bid., p. 396.
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Extended periods of punishment should
be avoided, especially where low
intensitlies of punishment are con-
cerned, since the recovery effect may
thereby cccur. Where mild intensities
are used, it is best to use them for
only a brief period of time.

Great care should be taken to see that

the delivery of the punishing stimulus

is not differentially associlated with

the delivery of relnforcement. Otherwise,
the punishing stimulus may acquire
conditioned reinforcing properties.

The dellvery of the punishing stimulus
should be made a signal or discriminative
stimulus that a perilod of extinetion is
in progress.

The degree of motivation to emit the
punished response should be reduced.

The frequency of positive reinforcement
for the punished response should
similarly be reduced.

An alternative respeonse should be
avallabie which will produce the same

or greater reinforcement as the punished
response. For example, punishment of
criminal behavior can be expected to

be more effective if non-criminal
behaviecr, which will result in the

same advantages as the criminal
behavior, is available.

If ne alternatlve response is availlable,
the subject should have access to a
different situation in which he obtains
the same reinforcement without being
punished.

If it 1s not possible to deliver the punish-
ing stimulus itself after a response, then
an effective method of punishment is

still available. A conditioned stimulus
may be associated with the aversive
stimulus, and this conditlioned stimulus

may be delivered following a response to
achieve conditioned punishment.
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14. A reduction of positive reinforcement

may be used as punishment when the

use of physical punishment is neot

possible for practical, legal, or

moral reasons.

In light of the numerous factors that influence the effectiveness
of punishment, corporal punishment cannot be applied effectively
in the schools. This coneclusion was reached by Anthony Bongiovanni
in his article, "A Review of Research on the Effects of Punishment:
Implications for Corporal Punishment in the Schools."2
To support his conclusion, Bongiovanni used the circumstances
that maximize the effectiveness cf the punishment procedure,
described above by Azrin and Holtz, to create a hypothetical procedure
for using corporal punishment most effectively in the schools.
Bonglovanni points out that his purpose 1in creating the hypothetical
procedure was to show how impractical and inappropriate such a
procedure would be in an educational setting. Bongiovanni's punish-
ment procedure follows:
1. The individual administering the punishment sheould
arrange the environment in such a manner as to

prevent the student from escaping.

2. The individual administering the punishment
should use as intense a blow as possible.

3. The same form of punishment should be applied
each and every time the undesired behavior occurs.

4, The punishment should be delivered immediately,
preferably during the preparatory stages of
the undesired behavior.

livid., pp. 426-427.

2Bongiovanni, A Review of Research on the Effects of Punishment:
Implications for Corporal Punishment in the Schools, p. 36.
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5. The punishment should not be introduced
gradually, but quickly and with the
element of surprise.
6. Extended periods of punishment should
be avoided, s0 as to curtail any
compensatory recovery.
7. The punishment should not be associated
with any forthcoming pleasure or rein-
forcement in order to avoid the punish-
ment becoming a discriminative stimulus
for reinforcement.
8. S8trict control over sources of rein-
forcement of the undesired behavior
should be exercised at all times.
9. Alternmative behaviors which are capable
of earning the same reinforcement as
the undesired behavior should be made
available.l
Bongiovannil also peints out that the successful use of corporal
punishment could involve even more factors than those included in
his hypothetical procedure. He states, "each case is unique
and requires individual analysis of the behavior in question.
Te the extent that a comprehensive analysis of the behavior cannot
be made, the ultimate effectiveness of punishment will decrease.'?2
Punishment research has also shown that punishment has the
potential of producing a number of harmful side-effects. These
include generalization, anxiety and stress, a negative self-image,
ascape or avoldance, and aggression.

Punishment has the effect of generalizing its surpressing

characteristics to other related behaviors that the socializing

l1bid., pp. 38-39.

21pigd., p. 39.
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agent may not wish to surpress, In school, punishing a child for
a specific behavior could result in the temporary suppression of

other related behaviors.1

For example, a child who is verbally
chastised for an inappropriate remark may remain silent on all
subjects. Or he may stop responding altogether for a time, to
include not writing, reading or working. Likewise, spanking an
active child for being out of his seat could temporarily reduce
his activity leval in other areas as well,

The use of punishment has also been shown to produce strong
emotional concomitants.2 Conditions such as aroused anxiety,
tension and stress can impailr the intellectual thought processes.
Brian Gilmartin in his article, "The Case Agailnst Spanking,' points
out that people who are nervous do not learn as well as they do
when they are relaxed. BHe further notes that the ability of people
to think clearly is particularly impaired when they are in the
presence of the punishing agent. Gilmartin belleves that parents
and teachers who spank children to facllitate learning in effect
slow down learning as a result of the anxiety that is produced.3

Research evidence on the effects of teacher behavior on learning

indirectly supports this condition.4

1eth Sulzer and G. Roy Mayer, Behavior Modification Procedures
For School Personnel (Illinois: The Dryden Press Inc., 1972), p. 180.

2Bongiovanni, A Review of Research on the Effects of Punishment:
Implications for Corporal Punishment in the Schools, p. 39.

3Brian G. Gilmartin, "The Case Against Spanking," Human
Behavior, (February, 1979), p. 20.

thman et al., Corporal Punishment and Alternatives in the
Schools: An Overview of Theoretical and Practical Issues, p. 5.
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Adequate studies on the effects of corperal punishment on
learning could not be identified. However, the literature contains
a number of studies of the effects of teacher disapproval and
criticism on achievement. Since corporal punishment can be
considered an ultimate form of teacher disappraval, these studies
provide information on the possible effects of corporal punishment
on achievement.

Rosenshein and Furst reviewed 17 studies on the effects of
teacher use of criticism. Practically all of the studies reviewed
reported negative corralations between teacher criticism and student
achievement. Rosenshein and Furst concluded that, "teachers who
use extreme amounts and forms of criticism usually have classes
which achieve less in most subject areas."l

Another undesirable side-effect of physical punishment is its
influence in the development of a low self-image in children.
Gilmartin states that it has been sclentifically established that
a strong relationship exists between the frequent use of physical
punishment and the development of a low self--image in children.?2
In this regard, Sulzer and Mayer in their book, "Behavior Modification
Procedures for School Personnel,'" point out that after children

are punished, their statements about themselves or about school

are more likely to be negative.3 This is particularly important

lg. Rosenshein and N. Furst, '"Research in Teacher ?erformance
criteria.” In B.0O. Smith (Ed.), Research in Teacher Education {(New
Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1971), p. 51.

2G11lmartin, "The Case Apainst Spanking," p. 21.

3sulzer and Mayer, Behavior Modification Procedures for School
Personnel, p. 182.




35

since research has shown that what a student says about himself
1s related to school achievement.1

Still another undesirable side-effect of punishment is its
potential to produce socially disruptive behavior. Azrin and Holtz
note, "It is in the area of social disruption that punishment does
appear to be capable of producing behavioral changes that are far-~
reaching in terms of producing an incapacity for an effective life."2
When we punish a response, we usually desire a reduction in the
punished response while desiring other behavicrs to remain relatively
unchanged. However, cne side—effect of the punishment process is
its tendency to reinforce behavior that is successful in escaping
or avolding the punishment. As a result, any behavior of a child
that succeeds in terminating or avoiding punishment would be
strengthened. This effect of punishment could increase the liklihood
of tardiness, truancy, and dropping out of achool.? 1In this regard,
Azrin and Holtz state:

The end result would be termination of the social

relationship, which would make any further social

control of the individual's behavior impossible.

This side-effect of punishment appears to be one uf

the most undesirable aspects of having punishment

delivered by one individual against another

individual since the socilalization process must

necessarily depend upon continued interaction with
other individuals.®

ly. W. Wattenburg and C. Clifford, "Relation of Self-Concepts to
Baginning Achievement in Reading," Child Development, 35 (1964), p. 464,

2pzrin and Holtz, "Punishment,” p. 439.
31pid., p. 440.

b1pid., p. 440.
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Cne of the strengest arguments against the use of physical
punishment 1s its potential to produce aggression. This harmful
side-effect of physical punishment will be discussed in detail
later. For now, it 1s important to note that aggression, which
results from the use of physical punishment, is a major source of
the social disruption discussed above. !

Turning now to the literature on corporal punishment, the
majority of writers agree that the potential benefits of corporal
punlshment are outweighed by its potential to do harm,

In 1972, the Task Force on Corporal Punishment of the National
Educatlon Association conducted one of the most thorough investigations
of this subject to date. After reviewing the literature, conducting
site visits to schools, interviewing parents, teachers, studenés
and administrators, and examining and evaluating all of the reasons
identified both for and against the use of corporal punishment,
the Task Force reached the following conclusions:

1. Physical punishment is an inefficient way to
maintain order; it usually has to be repeated

aver and over.

2. Physical punishment may increase disruptive
behavior.

3. Physical punishment hinders learning.

4. Physical punishment is not suitable for any
children, regardless of thelr socio-economlc status.

5. Physical punishment is most often used on students
who are physically weaker and smaller than the
teacher.

6. Physical punishment is often a symptom of
frustration rather than a disciplinary procedure.

11pid., p. 442.



10.

11.

12.

13.

14‘

15.

16.

57

Infliction of physical punishment is
detrimental to the educator.

Physical punishment does not develop
self-discipline.

Physical punishment develops aggressive
hostility.

Physical punishment teaches that might 1s
right.

Physical punishment by educators is not
comparable to that inflicted by parents.

Students may prefer physical punishment
to other alternatives offered them.

Limitations on the way physical punishment
is to be used are often regularly ignored.

Physical punishment is legal in many places,
but its constitutionality is being challenged
in several court suits.

The availability of physical punishment
discourages teachers from seeking more
effectlve means of discipline.

The use of physical punishment inclines
everyone in the school community to regard
students as less than human and the

school as dehumanizing.l

Based on these conclusions, the Task Force recommended the

elimination of corporal punishment from all schools in the Nation

by 1973. To assist in this effort, the Task Force proposed a model

statute to outlaw corporal punishment in the schools, but allow

the use of physical restraint to protect teachers or pupils from

injury, to obtain possession of a weapon, or to protect property.

2

1N.E.A., Report of the Task Force on Corporal Punishment,

P 7.

21bid., p. 29.
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The N.E.A. task force also prepared a list of 30 alternatives
to corporal punishment for maintaining discipline in the schools.1

The report of the American Civil Liberties Union on
Corporal Punishment also contains several strong arguments against
the use of physical pain to discipline school children.

The report contends that the use of corporal punishment in
the public schools is illegal. The A.C.L.U. believes the use of
corporal punishment denies students their civil liberties and
raises constitutional questlons regarding the rights of students and
the use of authority in educational institutions.?

The A.C.L.U. also believes that corporal punishment is an
ineffective disciplinary apprecach and that its use is unnecessary
in light of the availability of alternative approaches. The report
quotes from Dr. Charles T. McElvaney's testimony to abolish corporal
punishment in the state of Maryland:

There are today means of sustaining desirable

behavior or modifying undesirable behavior which are

precise, specific, predictable, and effective. The

methods have been demonstrated, supported by research

findings, and are continuing to be developed. Materials,

procedures, and personnel are available to make these

methods available to educators who do not already have

them, A reinforcement system relying primardily on a

reward system is used. There are ways of making un-

desirable behavior unrewarding and it disappears.

The A.C.L.U. further believes that the practice of corporal

punishment is psychologically and educationally damaging to young

libid., pp. 27-28.

2pl1an Reutman, Judith Follman-and Edward T. Ladd, Corporal
Punishment in the Public Schools (New York: A.C.L.U., 1972), p. 1.

31bid., p. 4.
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people. The report states:
The most Important fact about violent bodily

punishment is the high prebability of its doing

the victim an affirmative injury, psychologically,

educationally, or both. While the kind of injury

may vary conslderably, depending on the age and

emotional condition of the victim, it is likely

to be serious.

The A.C.L.U. report points out that corporal punishment can
produce fear and anxiety which can interfere significantly with the
learning process. Fear and anxiety can block the development of
emotional strength and maturity that is needed teo achieve self-
discipline, the report notes. 2

There are other characteristics of corporal punishment that the
A.C.L.U. believes makes its practice in the public schools a threat
to the welfare of children.3 First, when harsh treatment is used
on small children, a ripple effect results which produces emotional
disturbance and anxlety in the entire group.

A second characteristic of corporal punishment is that its use
is more tempting to frustrated or angry educators than any other
option, and it can be enormously satisfying to use.

A third characteristic has to do with violence. The authors
believe that the administration of corporal punishment provides
children with a model of violence which can contribute to violent
tendencies later in their life,

The fourth and final characteristic of corporal punishment, that

the A.C.L.U. believes can be harmful, is its effect on the development

l1pid., p. 15.
21pid., p. 16.

31bid., p. 16.
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of sexual behavior. The authors maintain that their is sufficient
evidence to suggest that the receipt of violent bodily punishment
during childhood, particularly on the buttocks, strengthens
tendencies toward sexual aberrations in later 1life.

Harvey Clarizio in his 1975 article, "Some Myths Regarding
the Use of Corporal Punishment in the Schools,'" explores four
of the most common myths surrounding corporal punishment. The
first wyth is that physical puﬁishment is a "trled and true"
method. "It is good for students. It helps them develop a sense
of personal responsibility, learn self-discipline, and develop

moral character."1

The punishment literature disproves the premise
that punishment is a '"tried and true" appreoach. Bonglovanni, in his
review of the 1iterature points out that the numerous conditions
that are necessary for physical punishment to be effective are often
not met in the school.2 Clarizio notes Feshbach and Feshbach's
contention that Fhe degree of physical punishment used by parents is
positively correlated with various forms of psychopathology,
especially delinquency and acting-out behavior,?

The second myth discussed by Clarizio is that '"occasional

paddling contributes substantially to the child's 