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Chapzter 1

THE PROBLEM AND DEFINITICNS CF ToRigs UL

An introduction aund hackgreund cof the study, the
statenznt of the nproblan, tre parpese cof tae stooy . the
reseaprci hypothase

the definitions of

the remainder of b

Punisnment has for agzes been the nost widely vaed

inelhiod of orohlems of children,  For

centucries the ase ol pandstment went almeet usnguesiloucd,
and later only corporal was Jeubted, Certainly,

-1 o e 1y - o - - Ay e B S B T I . . - . L T ..
those whio did not spavw thelr childraen were considered by

many to be doing their chiidren ivreparapvle harm, as can be

— 4. o , e P IN R T S T [OPR I S N S
seen xn the onece populer statewmanty, 1o tnat sparetn nis
7
J

rod bateth his son. . . " and "Spawre the rod and spoil

', More recently in history, punistment bzs been
praised and blam=zd,
the last few decades seen the pendulum ewing from strictness

. -

to perpisciveness and baclk again,

e 4
Jarmes Versicn.
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THE PROBLEM

One of the most controversial aspects of education

is the use of punishment, Many educetors beliove punisbi-

e Jncentive to leaynin

>

- \ N '14:“ yre
g. According

@]

'D
cr

;._a

ment to be a desirab

an opinion poll of superintendents, seventy-iwo parcent wera

k4

avor of uveing corporal pun LSUTGY? te contvol studant

,

Tt

N

behavior,  In a similer but more recent study it was found

that more than ning out of iten administratcrs balieved thal

e paddling was necessary to put mis
in line.” A majority of parents ware also convinced that
. I

punishucent was a necessary ingredient Tor good discipiine,

One scurvey of parents reported fifiy-five pevcent in favoer

.
& S R SE VNI - oY . } . o P TR

of perultting ‘HJLHV]Q to spank students, These figures
indicated that there was disagreenment over the use of

cerporal punishment. But during the last £3ifty yeacs a small
amount of experimentaticn has been done concerning tha

effectiveness of punishment. Some scientilic exparimencation

2
’_

studying the effect of punlvhmati cn the individual has heen

O

conducted, Other research has been in tue neture of experi-

mental schools that used little or no punishment.

2A. H. Rice, "Most Sup=
Cerporal Punichment Nations Q*hoolu. LVITS (Ju]v 1986), 57,

-» ~

rintendents Favor the Use of
.
\.

3vgwat Students Who Misbehave Say 9 out of 16,
Nations Schools, IXXITI (July, 1964), 28,

47illiam W. Brickman, “Leadership, !
Education," School Society, LXXXI (¥Febraary,
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The result has been to place the wisdem of using eny punish-

rent in serious deubt. This doubt was further supvorked

when it was found that nuwercus psychcologists held & pasi
gsimilar to Lane who wrete, "All punishrent, all fear, fouces

the child into deever forms of irmorality than the one we

[
ve?

try to cure.” Apparvently there is a coulroversy over the

gse of nunishment. The present study has etvempted to belp

resolve the issue regarding its effectiveness as a detecrent

of the Problem

~

cvaluate

T

The purpose of this study was: (1 he

ot

s
-
(&)

effectivencss of punishinant as a wmethod of maintaining

clagsroow discipline ard correcting behavicor problems,

(2) to investigate the evidence from thosc scieptiiic studies
that have tested the eflfect punishument has ou the indivic

(3), to describe the attewpts al mainitaining discipline

attenpts, (4) to consider auny psycholegical evidence
concerning the emctional stapility of individuels who

administer punishment, (5) to study the phenomenon of s

®

[

4
'

destructive impulscs of students and to interpret the

Fo
L,
s}
[aF)
e
!
o

[hal
tn

and their implicaticns on using punishment in educatiorn,
(6) to draw tentaiive conclusions that are suggested by an

E— o i e 7 et 8 1t e

s and FD%I“'P" (New York

SHomen Lane, alks to Pare
Herwitage Press, Inc., 1949) 3



enalysis of the data, and (7) to make specific recownnnd
ticns for further research. Cenzralle, then, this study
~can be explained by the question: Should the usge of punish-

ment in education be retained?

Statement of the Hypotheses

Four hypotheses were chosen because it appearad to
the writer that insufficient study had been devoted
problems to enahle a defiuite educational policy to be

stablished, An inftdial investigation of the 11
O
ndicated that there may be a relationship between the mental
y 2

h

alth of students and the methods used in treating thedie

m

behavior preblems,  Hence, the [irst bypothesis was developed.
This exenination of punishment vevesled that there are meny
nonpunitive techniques aveiletle for maiuvtaining discipline

but that they are rot in cowwon use, There did not secm to
J 7

be an auswer immediately evailable to the quacstion: Ave

=
<
¢}
ct
-
(]
,:
/\

punitive and noupuniti es equaily effective in
controlling bahavior problems? Thus, the second hypothesis

ed, Neill wrote thet "In the act of punishing

was formulal
the teacher cor parent ls hating
Altaough this statement was only a partially supported asser-

tion, the writer believed thalt it did pose a question of

significant importance, which should be answered. The third

:  Hart Publishing

|
S L,
Company, 1960), p. 165.



rpothesis was developed from Neill's stutement. Like the
irst three, the fourth hypothesis was constructed after an
initial survey cf the literature. It was found that some
studies had linked self-destructive tendencies to the éeeking
of punishment. The writer felt that if there were sufficient
evidence ic¢ warrvant such a cennccetion, it weuld have impor-

tant dmpl

ons for the use of punishment in education.

:«'.

i—’-

cat
Althousgh research has been done in each ares respeciively,
very little has been done to interprel the data as fhev
applied to educaiilon,

The fellowing hypotheses were formad:

1. There 3is no difference b

Y

tween the mental health of

students whe have been punished ard those who have

had behsvior probleme corrected by cther means

2. There is no difference in the eflfectiverness of school

scipline thet is maintained by tue uvse of punish-

)—Jo

di
ment and school discipnline maintained
of punishuent,

3. There is no differsnce in the emotional stsbility of

educators who use punishment and cducators

<
e
~
A

refrain from panishing.

in

4, There ig no Adifference in the way punichment is
received by students who have strong self-destructive

tendencies and those who d¢o nol have strong self-



METHODS AND TROCLEDUEES

The primery methed used te accumvlate the dato in
this study was bibliographical research. The literature

inciuded reports of scientific experimentation and the

o

writings of educational and psychological authorities,
Besides this primary technique in gathering Jdata, a
sceondary technique was empleyed., A short questicanaire was
designed, evaluated, and sent to a smell nuwber of selected

psychcolegists and psychilatriste., The reasou for the

questionnaive was not to accunulate statistical data buot

-

rather te supplement the data compiled hy bhiblicgraphical
rescarcts,

. . e Lo 0 - -1 [ S I S P
The qucL,_“01p.9i1"c was construciad by the wioiter afitex

a careful examination of literature conceruning questionneires

and punishment in education. It was then cubmitted to all

members of the cormitbes for critique. Alter a revised

('D

ctionmaire was developed, it was

qu

authoritias for answering and further suggestions. A finsl

questicimnaire was then designed apd sent to szlected
psychivlogists and psychiatrists., A list of those to whon
questiomaires were mailed has been included in the Appendix.
The evidence found which concernced each of the four hypothoses
has beer repoitaed in the fourth chapter. To verify or

reject the hypotheses, the evidence was evaluated ccneerning

the amount cof evidence supnorting a given position, the



snificance of the evidence, the specific implications

siy
of the evidence, and the nature of the evidence.
DEFINITIONS OF TERMS USED
In this study it has becrn neccssary to define tha
terms and to establish clear differences hetween related
terws. It i3 important to polrt cut ab tuis time that many
of the authors quoted uscd the terme Ypunishment™ and
Ydigeinline” dinterchangeanly., However, in an attempi to
avoid confusion, it was decided to define "punishment' as
a forceful precedure and "discipline' as orderly behavior
{g¢ee below for complete definition).
it

This terwm referred to an unpleasa

FPu mi

experience which was self-induced or administe

person for the purpose of retr:
7

individual to ffey for his

Suriey
Restraint. Restraint is by another
(1) to prevent the individual from infringing upon

and (2) to prevernt

the individuval from hariing

of others,

himself.
to the oxderly

Discipiiuve. pline
the rights and

£ others and to his prior agreements, whether such

behavior was self-initiated or forced by another authority

Edvearicn
D. 451

(New Vorl:

/(‘arl_e*r V. Good, D](," ww:‘“y of
9ill Bosk Compary, Inc., LG




LIMITATTON AND SIGHIFICANCL CF STUDY

Liwitation of Study

This study has made ne attempt to conduct experi-
mental research concerning the hypothescs., Nor hasg the
wriier tried specifically to cbserve conseguences of punish-
ment or reward in education for the purpose of gathering
data for this study. The infornation was collected by
bibiiographical research. Litcerature concerning experimenital
verating with the use of little or no
wen zxamined, The study has wade use of past scientific

research that has studied the effect of punishment., Careful

attention has also been given teo the writings snd copinions
of psycholegists onn the subject of punishment. This study

was concerned with the education of 'mormal' students,

leaving it to other studies to investigate how punishwent

related to the needs of children with special problems, It

was recognized that publiic schools deal with many iudividieals

who have special neads, such ag juvezulle delinguents,

5

enotiomally disturbad or mentally retarded children. Aay

]
4%
[
)
=
m
—
o
0
&)
-
[w)
ot

ese specizl cases was included because of the

implications for all public school edvcation.

ficance of the Siudy
Several factors have contributed to the significence
of this study. Tirst, controveirsy over the issue of punish-

ment indicated the need for wore yesearvch in the area,


http:L..,,_~�

Secondly, because this study has attempted

oseibi general iloso

o}

{‘\

h'

p 1lity of developing a ph

to the topic of punishment, it h expoze

8

o

po

wcaknesses of the arguments concerning puiii

to exhaust the
rhical approach

“he strengths and

shoent.

this study has shown that additional research and experi-
mentation is needed by the progeornents of both sides of the
controversy. The writer also attenrnpled 1o present an
interpretation of the regearch that has bheen done, of the
opinions held by several prominent psychologists and
psychiatriets across the couniry, and to relate theg2
interpretations to the edfucationsl situetion, Therefore, it
cann be said that the priwvary eignificance of this study has
beenn at the philosophical, intevpretutive level rather than
the level of cexperimental research.
ORGANTZATION CF REMATNDIR OF TEE THISTIS

The remainder of the thesis hes heen organized Inbo
five chapters. Chapter two precents a review of related
literature. The third chapter is concerned with devaloprent

PN

and results of the questionnaire.

bibliographical

>

research

gathered by

». 1t ws livided intoe four szactions so
four It was divided in our ssctic S

four hypotheses cculd be considered

five encompassed an interpretation ol the d

of the data

topic of Chapter
that each of the
Chapter

ata and the

verificaticn or rejection of the four hypotheses, respec-
tively. fThe sixth and finral chastar inclvdes the

conclusions, and rocommendations.

SUMNAry .,

Thereiore,



Chapter 2
REVIEW OF THE REIATED LITERATURE

Tois chapter reviews the ligeratuvre that is cleosely
related in content and procedure to the present study,
surveys the experimental research on punishing, considevs
selected material concerning the punishment of priscners, and

reviews evidence regarding the punishment of childrer in the

home .
LITERATURE REIATED ]h CONTENT AND FROCEDURI

Murphy, in a study dene at Ohic State University,
used a questionnaire to determine the opinicns of teachears,

counselors, and administratoers on the management of spemcific

o
e
o
r
o

behavior problems. He recommended that studies sh
made to compare and evaluate various methods educatore use
. o .1 \
handling student misbehavior. The proesent study has
been developed partially from that suggesti

Another study, completed at Eastern New Mexico

n

University, was similar to the present study. Collie

rm e a—

lihomas P. Murphy,'Attitudes and Practices for
Handling Behavior Problems" (unpublished Master's thesis,
Ohio State University, 1963), p. 76.

10
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wrote that the purpose of her study was to compile
"suggestions made by authorities concerning the treatment
cf problem children who display some of the most common
unfavorable behavior patterns.”2 Collie indicated that
punishment should be used only with great care:

Punishment is soimzthing to be administered with
the futuvre-~-not the past--in mind. It should be
considered from the standpoint of its effect on the
child, not from the standpgint of the Aunoyance or
expense causzd by the act.-”
She recommended that punishment should be avoided in cases
such as temper tancrume, fighting, stealing, end lying.
An understanding, counseling approach, combined with
preventive measures, was considered superior for these
behavior problems.4
Bauer conducted an experimental study using sixth
grade situdents as subjects. They were divided into low,
medium, and high ability groups with four sub-groups for
each level. One sub-group received reward and punishment,
the second reward and no punishment, the third punishment

but no reward, and the fourth served as a control group,

receiving no punishment or reward. Each group and sub-grcup

2Blanche Collie, "Behavior Problems and Treatment of
the Priwmary Child' (unpublished Master's thesis, Eastern
New Mexico University, 1960), p. 2.

3Collie, p. 30.

4collie, pp. 34-46.
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was given a discriminative learning task. Bauer found that,
"Reward had a greater effect than punishment, or no incentive,
on directing the attention of low and average ability as to
the relevant stimuli in the learning experiment."5 He also
found that, if punishment were used in combination with reward,
it would cause average and low abilily students to perform

6

more poorly than the group that received only reward. This
was in support of Thorndike, who indicated that positive
reinforcement was superiocr to punishment for promoting
learning.7 However, contrary to Thorndike, Bauer found that
punishueni was equally effective as veward for high ability
students.8

In & study coaducted at Western Kentuclky University,
Stevenson found three categories of current disciplinary
trends. She collected her data from six periodicals, which
a previous study had determined to be widely read by public

- school teachers. The periodicals were Instructor, N.E.A,

4

Journal, Grade Teacher, English Journal, Mathematics

-

\C

Teacher, and Reading Teacher,

——

Categories that che

Spavid H. Bauer, "An Initial Investigation into the
Motivation Options Available to the Classroom Teacher!
(unpublished Master's thesis, Bucknell University, 1967), p. 6C.

6Bauer, p. 69.

7Ernest R. Hilgard and Gordon H. Bower, Theories of
Learning (New York: Appleton-Century-Crofts, 1966), p. 206,

8Bauer, p. 60.

9Jane Stevenson, "Trends in Fducational Thinking
Respecting Classroom Contrel as Revealed Through Professional
Periodicals 1962-1¢65" (unpublished Master's thesis, Western
Kentucky Univercity, 1967), p. 3. .
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13
identified were, ".. . . Self-Contrcl vs. Extermal Control;
Cause of Misbehavior vs. Symptom; and Student-Teacher
Participation in Classroom Planning vs. Teacher-Dominated

. 10 : . .
Ciassroon, " In each case she reported the trend woved
toward the first of each paired set. Finally, she counciuded
that the movement to self-control was of greatest importance

11 . . . .
Jaution ehould be erxercised 1n inter-

for education.
preting these data. The data did indicate that the trend was
to eliminate punishment as an cxternal conirol in favor of
helping the student accept respensibility for his own behavior.
However, the data did wot indicate that thrre was a

corresponding movement to eliminate positive reinforcement

as an external control.
GENERAL DATA ON PUNISHING

Most of the evidence supporting punishment as a
valuable technique in controlling behavior has come from
experimental research. Solomon summarized some cf the
factors concerning the use of punishment. In bis suamary
he indicated that scientific research has shown that
punishment inflicted immediately and with sufficient
intensity will dissuade a person from the specific punished

behavice». However, it does not serve as a deterrent to those

lOStevcnson, p. 56.

1‘]‘Stevenson, p. 56.



individuals who may have witnessed punishment of others,
1 > . . LIS TS . 1.2
but who were not directly treated by punishment.
Research studies have been conducted on what
effact varying degrees of punishment intensity have on
behavior. "Preliminary studies in cur Laboratery . . .
support Azrin's findings that recovery of a punistied
response 1is dependent on Lhe inteusity of the shock, "L3
Other evperiments have supported and explained the use of
punishment. Whiting and Mowrer studied the use of punish-
ment on rats. They found that punishment was superior to
both a physical barrier and non-reward in teaching rate
to ' . . . abandon the shorter of two routes to a goal and
L. 14
accept the longer as a substitute , . "
For education, one of the most important contribu-

tions concerning the use of punishment was made by Estes.

He stated:

lZRlcha“d 1. Solomon, "Punishwent,'" American
Psv<00L ogist, XIX (April, 1964), 251, T

Ligary (. Walters and Judith V. Rogers, "Aversive
Stimulation of the Rat: Long Term Effects on Subsequernt
Behavior," Punisbment- Issues and Experiments, eds. Erling
E. Boe and Russell M, Church (New York: ApyLe ton-Century -
Crofts, 1968), p. 230.

Y400 w, Whiting and 0. . Mowrer, ‘'Habit
Progression and Regression--a Laboratory Study of Some
Factors Relevant to Human Socialization,’ Punishment:
Issuves and Experiments, eds. Erling E. Roe ard Russell M.

Church (New York: Appleton Century-Crofts , 1968), p. 83




In many instanes ne inte
actuolly eliminatifg'a revpouse a
undesired response teea situstion
acceptable one. Punibhm@ut can b
as a means of temperadily suppres
response while_some oLl:r respona:

J

/

reinforcement.

He indicated that teachérb/could choo
to be changed. The teach r would

’&
every time it occurrcd iv & certain s

L

punish

£

1F
pot 50 much in
3 ")t_)]-ullt 1.L;
ad [ore
fully employed
the O.:'.:E‘.L.ﬂu.l
strengthencd by

21

1

A

se a particular behavior

that behavior

a

Ct

~
3

his would

ituation;

hold the wrong behavior ot a low Lovel of cccurrence,

Durirg tbis same {ime, the teacher world vateh clcesely for

an acdeceptable behavior to occur In the same situvation; when
! 3

such bezhavior did occur, it would be veintoroced.  The

reinforced behavior will occur more frecuently while b
punicshed behavior will occur less ofiten, Fventually, (he
acceptable behavior will replace the unacceptable one.
However, according to Estes, one must be careful usiing
punisiment in this way. If the original punishment is too
severe, the wrong behavior may not recur in that situation.
If the individual does not behave inapprepriately again in
front of the teacher, it may meén that he has not learned a

better behavior but has learned to avoid get

L5%illiam K. Estes,

Punishment,’ Punishment: Tssues and
Erling E. Boe and Russell M. Cnurch (Wew Yoi

Century-Crofts, 1968), p. 165,

.6
Estes, 164.

P.

ting c

"An Experimental Study of

Experiments, eds.

Appleton-
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Suthrie viewed puuisbment somewhat differentily

then the other psychologists mentioned:

. . « It is not the feeling caused by punishment,
but the specific action caused by punL”hment that
determines what will be learned. To train a dog to
jump through a hoop, the effectiveness of punishment
depends on where it is applied, front or rear. It
is what the punishmz=nt makes him feel.

Skinner did not completely concur with Guthrie

rding punishment. Skinner called punishment a poor

,'D

regar

ethod for controlling behavicr., The first effect cf

3

punisbment is to temporarily suppress behavior, making it
appear suvccessful when it is not. Secondly, punishment
produces emotional behavior such as anger or crving.
Replacing undesirable behavier with emotional behavior is
not: a goed solution. Thirdly, the emoticnal response may
become conditioned to some other stimulus, possibly the
stimulus of the punisher himself, Therefore, punishment is

ann unreliable technique for controlling behavior and could

cause undecirable side effects.l8
PUNISHMENT OF CRIMINALS

Despite the evidence that behavior can be controlled
if punishment is administered immediately and severely,
Menuninger covcluded that human beings cannot be controlled

by punishuent;

Y7g. Rr. Guthrie, The Psychology of Learning (New
York: Harper and Row, ]93J), p. L1538, I
18, F. Skinner, Scienco of Human Behavior (New York:

The MacMillan Company, 1953), pr. 1684190,
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It is facile and fallacious *to assume from this
fact that human beings in general can be conditicned
by threate of punishment: o by the dalayed infliction
of penalties of atlenuated pplnfulnoss from yloldlno
to the temptation of iwpulsive crimes. If society
were able to catch most offenders, and then if it
were willing te punish them promptly without any
discrimination, inflicting the pernaltics fairly but 1
ruthlessly, as it were, most crime could be prevented,

Menninger was writing about criminals, not students, but

what he said may have relevance to the use of punishment in
education.

There was a long list of psychologiste end social

[

ntists who advocated abonlishing much or all of the

)

scie

{

punishment of criminals in favor of psychoelegical treatment,

Singron and Playlair criticized impriscnmenc as & forn of

punishment. '"Nearly 211 the worst crimes are committed

120

by graduates of penal establishuments, This idea was

further supported by Bernard who wrote, "A study of the
history of penal methods indicates that punishment has
nifoermly been a failure as far as improved behavior

. 21 .
control is concerned." Bernard goes on to claim thav

punishtment has an even less secure basis in schocl than it

does in dealing with criminals: "The control is external

“

and does nothing to secure the internal directicn that is

L9%arl Meuninger, The Crime of Punishmanrt (Kew York:
The Viking Press, 1968), p. 208.

20perrick Sington and Giles Playfair, pfjme,
Punishment, and Cure (London: The Camelot Press Limited,

15657, p. A%,

,

Z]-Hmﬂold Bernard, Mcntal vaane for Classroom
(lew York: MLGLdW—Pl]l Book Co., iInc., 19617,
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desirable in our society.’ In close agreement with the
other writers cited in this chapter, Kessler supported
psychological treatment for juvenile offenders:

Too many peoble feel that the psychological

approach to Juvanlle delinguency will only result

in molly coddling the offender and speeding the day
when society's barricade against crime will mno
longer svand. Stern punishment is still viewed by
some as the only sclution for badness, despite over-
whelming evidence to the contrary.

There was a great deal of support rrom the various
branches of the social scientists for wminimizing the use of
punishment in the treatwant of criminals. Although this
provided 1o evidence for the elimination of punishment in
school, it suggested the possibility that if criminals were
most successfully treated without the use of punishment

students might also be treated successfully without punish-

ment: .,
PUNISHMENT IN THE HOME

The use of punishment as a means of maintaining
discipline in the home has been used throughout history.
Many specific punishments such as spanking, citting in the
cortier, or going without supper are among the first to come

to one's mind. Parents have relied primarily on common sense

22
2 Bernard, p. 231,

233ane W, Kessler, Psychopathology of Childhood
(Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1966),
p. 328.
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0

in vsing punishment. It is trve that when a child associates

{

a particular act with an unpleasant punishment, he refrains
from the objectional behavier., 1In psychological terms, this
is called the pleasure-pain principle and logically is sound
reasoning. Not only did it make sense, but there was always
a plentiful supply of adults who were ready to offer testi-

menials claiming that it was punishment that got thewm on the

Freguently, parents resort to punislurent in an
effort to protect their children from scme danger in the
environment such as a hot furnace or a busy street. However,
conivary te this position, Neill wrote that punishment ie
not even nmecessary in those circumstances:

Scme years ago, I visited my friernd Wilhelm Reich

in Maine. His son, Peter, was three years old. The
lake at the doorstep was deep. Reich and his wife
simply told Peter that he should not go near the water.
Haviig bhad no nateful training and therefore having e
trust in his parents, Peter did not go near the water.<™
The example showed that in one case the child was protected

from danger without the use of punishment.

Ginott in his book, Between Parenl and Child, wrote

of the possible dangers involved in spanking a child. He
stated:
Frequent spankings, too, may have a negative impact

on sex development. Because of the proximity of the
crgans, a child may get sexually aroused when spanked.

247, 8. Neill, Summerhill (New York: Hart Publishing
Company, 1960), p. 159.
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01 he may so enjoy the making-up that follows the
unishment that he will come to seek suffering as a
ecessary prelude Lo love .29

:jrv-

The evidence presented in this chapter has been
concerned with the use of punishment in various settings of
our culture, This review of literatvre indicated that the
controversy which exists over the use of punishment in
edacation extends to every aspect of ovr culture. The data
has shown punishient (good or bad) te be an ingrained
characterictic of our society that will not easily be
changed.

In conducting this survey cof related literature,
the writer became aware that excellent material existed on
the tepic of punishment which was not directly concerned
with the use of punishwment in education., In an attempt to
discover the opinions on punishment»in education of those
who had expressed themselves concerning punishment in
related areas, a questionnairz was designed and sent to
selected professionais. The following chapter will pertain

to the results of that questionnaire.

25, - - ‘ : '
25Hian Ginott, Between Parent and Child (New York:
Macuillan Company, L1965Y, p. L50. ‘
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Chapter 3
DEVELOPMENT AND RESULTS OF THE QUESTIONNATRE

This chapter is concerned with the rcasons for
using a questionnaire; the methods and procedures used in
dev=lopiug and sendlng the questionnaire, and the results

ohtained from 1t.
REASCNS BOR T4 QU[STION‘\WJPF

Ferly ir the investigeaticn of the topic, it became

apparvent that many of the leading psycholegists and

psychnletriste in this country had not »ecently writzen abou
their pesition on the use of punishment in education. Many

had ewpressed their views earlier; others had written about

shment of criminals or children in the home but had

}-—l-

thie pun
not expressed themselves on the use of punishment in educa-
tion., Recognizing that prore8klond]s may change their
views over the years, the writer thought that it might be
valuable to assess their present position. Also, it was
thdhght that those who had expressed their views on the
punishiment of criminals or children in the home would also
have valusble opinions on tH@ use of puunishment in school.
Finally, it was theought that ocutstanding professionals in

psychology may nave important insight into a given topic,

21
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even though they had never published material. on that
tepic. Therefore, in an effort tc research thoroughly the
professicnal opinions, as well as the empirical evidence,
it was considered important to poll a selected group of
outstanding psychologists and psychiatriste in various

areas of professional practice.

DEVELOPMENT OF THE QUESTIONIAT

]
o~
et

In the development of the questionnaire, ii was

decided that a list of punichments frequently used by

A‘l

teachers would be provided with a scale so that the individuaal
could indicate whether he would suggest the use of a partic-
ular punishment freguently, regularlv, seldom, or never,
According to Laycock, in his bock Meutal hv0'91e in th

bt 5 b . !
School, there are some twelve phul%hmpn‘u that are frequently
used in the school, His list was employed in constructing

the first page of the questionnaire, A 1list of these
punishments can be found in Table 1, page 26:

On the second page of the questiennaire, seven
questions were asked, in an effort to determine the position

of these professionals on fic issues concerning punish-

0
o
O
rn

ment in education. A list of the questions can be found in

the Appendix on page 98.

lsamuel R. Laycock, Mental Hygiene in the School
(Montre2l: The Copp Clark Publlthng Co. Limited, 1960),
pp. 99-102.
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in the development of the questionnaire, the writer
desigpred an original plan, which was shown to the committec
and to two other professors of psychology for critigue.
After conferences with each c¢f the five professors concerning
their suggestions for iluproeving the gquestionnaire, it was
revised and submitted to the committee for final approval.
The next step was to compile a selected list of
forty well known psychologists and psychiatrists, to whom the
gquestionnaire would be cent. The list was compiled with the
help of the committes and a pey~bolegy professor. An effort
was mede to select a balanced list from the four histor-
ical-traciticnal schools of thought: peychoanalytic,

phencmenclogical, behavioral, and bio-physical. 0f the

"

Forly on the oviginal iist, the questiocnnaire resched

ot
oy
1 da

rty-sisx of them, One was deceased, one was in failing

-

1zalth, and two were out of the country on extended leaves
and were not available at the time. Of the remaining
thirty-six questionnaires that were sent, twenty-three were
returned, or sixty-four percent.

The two-page questionnaire was mailed with a self-
addressed, stamped envelope and a short cover letter which
explained the purposce and use of the questionnaire. Two
weelks later a follow-up letter was sent to those who had
not yet returned the questionnaire; after two additional

weeks a second follow-up letter was sent.
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RESULTS OF THE QUESTIONNATIRE

0f those who returned questionnaires, six considered

themselves psychoanalytic, two phenomenological, ten
behavioral, cne bio-phyvsical, one psychobiological, and thiree
eclectic. Although it was unfoeortunate that only two
phenomenological peychologists returned their gquestionnaires
the writer believed that the response was good. The
discrepancy in the total number tallied for the varions

mishmerts in the table on page 26, can be accounted for by
punishmerts in the table on page 206, can bhe accovnved i by
the decision of som: not to indicate their positions on
certain punishments.

In regard to the first

o
=x
o
i
o
,J

puntishments listed,

name calling, sarcasm and 1ic

jan

dicule, end nagging, the
respondents rejected overwhelmingly the use of these punish-
ments. Eigbty-six perecent of these responding indicated
that they would never recommend sarcasm or ridicule, and
seventy-seven percent would never suggest nagging. The
only other punishments which received unfavorable
recommendations from the respondents were corporal punish-
ment, with seventy-two percent answering "never,' and
expulsion, with sixty-three percent reporting "never.,"

Other punishments that were marginally approved to be used

"seldow' were scolding, group punishment, and detentiomn. Just

over fifty percent of those polled indicated that they would
seldom suggest scolding, group punishment, and deterition for

~ <

use in correcting classroom behavior problems. It was

.y

recoimended by sixity-three percent thsat suspension be used



sparvingly. The remaining three-mild verbal disapproval,
deprivation of privileges, and rectifiication--received clear

support for moderate use,
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Table 1

Tabulated Results of Questionnaire, Page 1

Types of Punishments Frequently Regularlyl|Seldom INever

1., Name Calling 3 16

2. Sarcesm and Ridicule 4 i9

3. Nagging 5 17

e e e e g . e . N oy —— ottt - 4 ek f i m s et - mmam e 4 s 1o Aaar am Kh e B e am Ry e o

4. Scolding : i1 10

L L (A L e o A o 4 8 Yt Y e e e o e BT 1% & b S ooy - Nt a4 R M e L # 5 TR i e e b8 e 4 s

5. Mild Verbal Disapproval 1 9 1c 1

6. Group Punishment 1 2 3.0 8

7. Detention : 1 11 -9

8. Deprivation of Privileges

L
O
Ne
=

@, Rectification 4 7 4 1

€ r———r. o 8 e o e 8 1 s £ A Sl S5 e SRRt & et AP

163]
=
(=)

10. Corporal Punishment 1
p

e o P e i = o DL 3.8 L AL 30 Bl e et . e € bl A8 A it B b ~ . o e

11. Suspension 14 8

- e e ———— ——i o b o S .




As

indicated in Chapter one, and supporied by the

Wi

first part of the questionnajire, there are various positions
conccrnihg the use of punishment in education, As a result
of these differences, questions were designed in an effert
te determine the position c¢f these proefessionals on the
various aspects of punishment. The first question, which
seemed to be the crux of disagreemeni, was, '"Do you believe
that behavior problems of students can be coriccted without
the use of punishment?'" TFourteen answered "yes," siw
answered '"no," and three reported "usually," 'Scmetimes," and
often" as their responses., Therefore, it can be concluded

that using tecaniques othier than punishmern: received strong
support from those polled. Sowme of the evidence the writer
reviewed indicated that punishment may actually serve asg a
cavte of hehavior problems. Hence, the secend guestion, "is
punichment an important cause of behavior problems in yveuth?'
Once again the question received strong 'yes'" suppor: with
fifteen responding 'yes,'" six responding '"no,'" one indicating

"sometimes," and another saying he did not know. According

to the answvers on the first two estions of the questiounaire,

~
wd

hu

many professional psychologists apparently bLzlieve that
punishment is both unnecessary and harmfui.

The third question to be asked was, '"Do you believe
that punishment is a useful tool in correcting bchavior
problems?'" Fourteen answered 'yes" and nine '"mo." The

answers to this question indicate cleer support for punishment

as a tool in correcting behavicr.
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8
Question four refers directly to the third hypothesis
concerning the emotional stability of teachers who use punish-
ment. The question, "Is there any r\Latlonsth between the
erotional stability of a teacher and the severity and

frequency of the punishments he administers?," received

eighteen 'yes' responses and three '"no'" respcnses, One

individual indicated that he did not know.
Questious five and six were asked in an cffort to
determwine if thege professionals believed teaches training to

be partially responsible for the use of punishment in educa-

A

¢

)

tion., TFifteen of those returning guestionnaires indicarn

¢

s

that, with proper training, teachers.could deal effective

D

y
with behavior problems without resorting to punishwment,
Six indicated that teachers could not, and onc wrotc in "more

]

often.'" Question six asked, '"Do you believe it would be
praccinal and realistic to implement such training in
teacher preparation programs?'" An overwheliming majority of
seventeen responded "'yes,'" while one said 'mo,'" and another
indicated that the teacher should consult with a counselor.
The response to the last two questions indicated that the
professionals consulted in this study sirongly supported
further training for teachers in dealing with bLehavior
problems of students. When one considers the answers given
to all the questions on the second page of the questionnaire

it must be concluded that many psycho] gists belleve that
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methods superior to punishment could be utilized by teachers
if they were properly trained in how to correct behavior
problems.

It is believed that the questionnaire has been
useful in providing professional opinions on the varicus
topics to be considered throughout the study. The informa-
tion reported in this chapter is usad further in supporting
or negating the four hypotheses ezamined in the following

chapter.



Chapter &
ANATLYSIS CF THE DATA

This chapter is concerned with an analysis of the
data as they pertained to each of the four hypoctheces

respectively.,

PUNISHMENT AND MENTAT, HEALT:

The first hypothesis was: There ie no ditference
between the mental health of students whce have bLeen punished
and those who have had behavior problems corrented by otbev
means,

It was no easy task to define mental bealth, but
seme authorities in the field have given fairly clear
guidelines as to what counstitutes mental heslth. Redl and

Wattenberg held that there are three criteria for good mental

jon
[

alth: adjustment, maturity, and normality. "AdJustment
reprezents the ability of an individual to live harmoniocusly
with his enviroument and with hinself and to keep intact his
) VT | e T p
personal integrity. An individual should be abkle to

ad just himself nvironment and the enviromnment to
ad jugt himself to the environment and the environment t

1=

h

1

n

elf in such a way that his behavior is bolth tolearable to
others and to his own conscience,

1. . .

Fritz Redl and Williawm Wattenberg,
in Teaching (New Yerk: Harcourt, Brace and
p. L82.

30



"Maturity is relative to age and environment.

Behavior is mature when it is appropriate to the age level,

. . . 2 .
he individual.. ™ This

r

the problems, and the setting of t

should not be interpreted as a periect standard to be
attained but instead as a level of development.

Norimality, as we have scen, can have three meanings,
Behavior is normal when it is tyvpical of the group,
when a great many others in similar circumstaunces act
the same way. We can also regard conducl as normal when,
even though somewhat unusual, it is what we can
reasonably expect an individual tc do under the
conditicens which he confronts. Lastly . . . we would
hesitate to call eny actions, thought', or feelings

q

abnormal unless they indicated morvked discrder,
Redl and Wattenberg have provided us with a working definitd
cf the concept of mental health., However, the writer has
supplemented the definition with three characteristics of

-mental health as explained by Laycock, Tt was falt that

\

theee poincs wonld help in clarifyirg ceviain interpretsa-
tions l.ate,r in tihis chapter. First, mentally healthy pecple
generally feal comfertable abouni themzelves, They cavelop
self-respect and a feeling of being worthwhile. They are
capable of accepting disappointments and of being tolerant of
shortecmings in themselves and others. Secondly, those who

care mentally healthy fecel good abovt other people; they are

h ‘Y

capable of loviung and being coneiderate of others. People who

i

are nentally healthy should be able to buiid personal

2Red1 and Wattenberg, p. 132.

5 :
Redl and Wattenberg, p. L83.
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relationships that are satisfying and lasting. Thirdly,
individueals who are mentally healthy should be able to meet
the various problems of life with a‘reasonable degree of
stability. They should be able to accept responsibility for
their behavior being profitable to both themselves and to
others.4

In Chapter two on related literature, it was
reported that there is scientific evidence indicating that
punishment is an effective tool in the control o humen
behavior. It was further reported that the commoﬁ»sense
position, which implies that an individual refrains from
punisned acts in an effort to avoid pain, hes its fourdation
in the pleasure-pain principle of Freudian psychology.
evidence supported the usefulness of punishicent as a control
technique. In psychological theory there are clear juplica-
tions that punishment is not onlv useful but absolutely
necessary for the development of a conscience. |

According to most current psychelogical theories

the essence of conscience is a "must'--a dwxrecad of
punishment if one commits or omits an action.>

. . . 1in the case of conscience it is punishmuent
rather than reward that seems to be the decisive agent.

4Samuel R. laycock, Mental Hygiene in the School
(Montreal: The Copp Clark Publishing Co. Limited, 19607,
Pp. 2-3.

SGordon W. Allport, Bacoming (New Haven, Connecticut:

Yale University Press, 1955), p. 72.

6Allport, p. 69.



As a rcsult of some scientitic data and

psychologi

cal theories, evidence has becon

the retention of punishimen: in education.

'Blair, there are five primary purpocses

£

ound

certain

supporting

According to

for using punishmernt

in education: (1) to instill respzct for auvthority. (2) to

prevent undesirable behavior, (3) to force the child to do

things considered important by ihe tea

ctherwise not do, (4) to cerve ag sn examn

of fenders, and (5) to serve as wolbivatio

Yit

N . , . 7
cf escigned material,

.~
J.

These are the goals

A scientific study conducted by Kewn

compared the influence of punitive

4]

cn fivst ¢rade children, Thedir firet hypoth

"pPunitive toachers will create or activate

ut_io. han will nonpunitive teachers.
tension 1 will nonpuniti tea S

gathered strongly supported this bypothest

serious aggression was displayed by chi

teachers. These children produced more

destructive to the school environwment,

1"

1dv

cher whizh

he would

e for potentisl

or the
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learni Mg

caucasors who
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and Gimp

.
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and nonpunitive teachcrs
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The data they
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The

most

had punitive

7 . .
Glenn M. Blair, R. Stvwarﬂ Jores and Ray H. Simpson,

Educational PSycnolorv (wa Yor
1962, pp. L9798

The MacMillan Couwpeny,
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dargercus ways, were involved in more physical assaults

v

and preduced more physical harm to their targetes than did
s .y . . . 8

children with noupunltive teachers.

: Their secoud hypothesis, "Children with punitive
tcachers will be more unsettled and conflicted [ﬁurmoiled]

about misbehavior in school," was supported by the findings.
"Cirildren with punitive tecachers express more abhorrence for
the misdeasds which thev have selected and s geleco 13decds
ciie miscesds whiich cy have gelected anc yet select misdecd:
which reguire 'malice and forethought. '™
Kounin and Gump also found that the punitiveness of
teachers detracizd from the children's concern with school-
uniqgue valoues, From this aspect of their research, the
L el P K - . o " -1 e . R . - b de LI S B,
lmpertant finaings for the present study were that children
who tad panitive teachers talked wore about physical attacks

on pee

anl less about arning and achievement than did
1D

.

children witti nonpunitive teacners,
This writer has discovered much unfavorable evidence

concerning the use of punishment in education. Blair listed

s .

f

five undesirable aspects of punishment: (1) resentment and

heogtility toward the Ypunisher,' (2) incressed emotionelity

s tn e i

o

8jacob S. Kounin and Paul V. Gump, "Influence of
unitive and Nenpunitive Teachers," Readings in Psychological
Foundations of Education, eds, Walter H. MacGinitie and T
Samuel Ball (Wew York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, Inc.,
968), p. 238.

o, .
“Kounin and Gump, p. 238,

10

Kounin and Gump, p. 248
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ofteri so severe that any learning during the phase of activity
elicited by the punishment is unlikely, (3) learning in

order to avoid punishment rather than for the intrinsic

alue of the material to be learned, (4) fatigue due to
tension created by anxiety, and (5) disintegration of class

11 . o e '

morale, According to the definition of meuntal health
presented earlier in thié chapter, characteristics one,

two, and five of the preceding list represent hazards to a
pur.ished student's mental health. lHovever, there Qas no
evidence présentcd by Blair to indicate that another form of
beliavior control would be without these hazards. Foitunaotely,
research has been done on this precicse point, Hetherington
and Klinger conducted & task learning experiment with one-
hundred fifty female college students. The subjechs were
divided into three groups. Ezch group was assigrned te learn
a task under onc of the three cenditions: verbal reward,
verbal punishment, and a neutral condition. '"The results

directly supporit the hypothesis that psychopatny is

. . . ' 12
asscciated with learning under conditions of punishment."
It was ncot indi ted Lthat revard or neutral condiiions had

any relation to the development of psychoepath

K:

B e 2 e b Aate 4 bk rn

11 .

Blair, Jones, and Simnson, p. 198,

12 . . p . .
E. Mavis Hetherington and Eric Klinger,

nPSvr\hODathy and Punishment,' Journal of Ahl ornal and Social
P“Ykholo CIXIX (July, 1964), e T e -
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Skinner has long advocated that excessive control of

pecple, espacially if they are controlled by punishment, may

result in mental disorder. The punishment and inhibitation

of strong behaviors may result in psychosomatic illness or
other chronic conditions which interfere with daily life.

Skinner stated further that:

The phobias represent excessive fear reactions to

ciccumetances which are not always clearly associated
with control. But the fact that they are "unreasonable™
fears--fears for which no commensurate caugal conditinn
can be found--suggest that they are primarily

respoitses to punishwment and that the feer ﬁonﬂrated by
2xcessive control has simply becrn displaced,

Skimmer stated that the nzed for psychothervayy

m

. o

results when an individuel hes been excessively contrelled by
punisument. He classified the urfortunate by-products of
punishmer: in two types, (1) emctional and (2) opervant
behavior. The emotional responses were anxieby, anger or
rage, and depression. Operant behavior by-prcducts of
puritshment were drug addicticen, excessively vigovous behavior,
excessively restrained behavior, defective stimulug control,
. . . . 15

defective self-knowledge, and aversive self-stimulation,

Further evidence was found which supported the idea
that punishment resﬁlts in resentment felt toward the

punisher, To summarize Mower's writing, the harmful effects

z A . .
13g, 7. Skinner, Science and Human Behavior (New Yor
The Macmillan Company, 19535, p. 10T,

l4sykinner, pp. 361-62

[ 29 - — —y o
lJSklnner, pp. 359-71.
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of punishment on the learning processes are connected with
“anxiety from punishment, which spreads and effects cther
stimuli that are closely associated with the punished

16 . . . .
behavior. Symonds explained how this applied to education.
When emotional responses and inhibitions are aroused, they
are likely to spread and elfect other stimuli present at the
time of pun] shment. ‘herefore, a teacher who punishes a
child may arouse feelings of hate toward himselfl, teachers
in general, or even the schcool and everything associated
with it, FRulb the dangerous effects of punishment do not stop
there, Punishment may inhibit behavior other than the

undesived one, or it may inhibit the punished behavior as

-

. . 17 _ .
well as cther closely coinected behaviors, For example,

g child may tear & page out of a bock and be severely
punished for it., The punishment may or may not be severe
encugh to inhibit the bzhavior of handling books or even
reading. To refrain from arn acceptable benavior because of
an irrational fear of being punicrhed reflects wzaladijustment
oir the part cf the individual,

Tiegs and Katz, in their bock Mentel Hygienc in

Education,” wrote that numcrous punishments may be largely

16g, H. Mowrer, "A Stimulus-Response Analysis of
Anxiety and Its Role az a Reinforcing Agent," Psychological
Review, XIVI (Novewmber, 1939), 553-65,

S ———— . s

1 . . . .
J_7PC‘I’C:1V<’;1]_ Syp nd: !rc]quroon_ T\ ‘3(,1[)]_11‘13 RQG_QJ .
in FEducational Psychology, cd Jerome Seidmen (Boston, e

Houghton MivIlin Ceompany, 1965), p. 71.
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responsible for inferiority complexcs. Some of the causes

/;f i

nferiority complexes in children are rejection, name

calling, scolding, nagging, ridicule, consiant deprivation of

privileges, corperal punishments, and repeated threats of

bodi.

wrol

puri

ly harm.
Symonds, in complete support of Tiegs and Katz,
&3

Perhaps the most devastating effect of punishmeut
ie the lowering of self-esteem and the arcusel of
feclings of iInferiority that follow in its wake., The
punished child feels that he has fallen from the good
graces of the punishing pevrson and that as a resuit
he is a pecrson of less value., Snygg and Combs bring
out ¢clearliy the point thst an individual acts in

accordance with his conception of bhimself. If he is
made to think of hiwsec¢lf as bad, nconpeleunt; wvorthless,

an cutcest (as punishment helre him taink of himself )
then bhe will tend to act in accordence with his concept
of himself. 19

Av. dmportant siudy concerning the effects of

shment on the mental health of students was done by

Frenkel-Brunswik in her research about preiudice in children.

enidg 1o have

The admiration the ethnocentric child t
for success, power, and prestige mav be assuned to result
from submission to 1uthorit§ based on hiz fear of
punishment and retaliation.20
18Ernest W. Tiegs and Barney Katz, Mental Hygiene in
Educotion (New York: The Ronald Press Conp LY, T9ED)
PP. 347°43,

i
Children, ™ Human Development, eds. Morris L. Baimowitz at

Nata
Cowp

198ymonds, pp. 71-72.

20Else Frenkel-Brunswik, 'A Study of Prejudice in

(J

lie Reader Haimowitz (New York: Thomas Y. Crowell
any, 1966), p. 433
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She supported her position with numerous examples of
ethnocentric children who said that they should be punished
when they failed to live up to parental expectations. She
claims this was not the case with non-prejudiced children.?!
Her rescarch was conducted by compiling case studies of
children from age eleven to sixteen. She gathered her infor-
mation from attitude and personality tests as well as from
interviews with the children and their parents. She found
“that as a rule an unprejudiced child did not have fo submit
to harsh authority. Because he did not have to submit to
avthority, a non-prejudiced child did not long for the

opportunity to be stronger and assert his strength

ny

nE

[

ga
those who were weaker. She wrote, '"the ‘'anti-wealkness'

attitude referved to above seems thus to be directly related

. . 22
te the fearful submission to authority."

The iiberal child, on the other hand, takes internal
values and principles more seriously. Since he fears
punighmeat and retaliation less than does the ethno-
centric chiid, he is more able rcally to incorporate the
values of society imposed upon him. The likeral child
employs the help of adults in working out his problems
of sex and aggression, and thuc can meore easily
withstand hateful propaganda both in forms of
defamation of minocrities and of glorificaticn of war.

By virtue of the greater integration of his instinctual
life he becomes a more creative and sublimated
individual.23

21Frenkel-Brunswik, pp. 428-34,

2
2“Frenkel~Brunswik, p. 434,

D3 - .
““Frenkel-Brunswik, p. 438,



This section of the chapter which has been concerned
with the effects of punishment on mental health has shown
evidence indicating that punishment has been considered
important in conscilence development, and that it has been
found to be harmful to the mental health of children.

THE EFFECTIVENESS OF PUNISHMENT
The second hyp0Lh951s is considercd in this sectio.

" The null statement of the hypothesis was: There is no
difference in the effectivencss of school discipline that is
maintained by the uece of punitshment and schocl discipline
maintainad without the use of punishment.

In an experimental study conducted in an educesticnal
setting with small children serving as subjects, Parke
de tthlnbd that punishment under scme cenditions was an
effe j ve tool in controlling the behavior of his subjects.
He found, ". . . that high intensity punishuwent produces
greater response inhibition than low-intensity punishment."”
His finding was in direct supporf of previcus studies that
have shown high-intensity punishment is more effective in

inhibiting behavior than low-intensity punishment is. He

24Ross D. Parke, VEffectiveness of Punishment zs an
Interaction of Intensity, Timing Agent, Nurturavco and Cogni-
tive Structuring," Child Development, XI (March, 1969), 233,
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found also that response inhibition was greater when a high
()

d.25 Under the

degreec of cognitive structure was provide
conditicns of high cognitive structure, an explanation was
provided as to why the behavior was forbidden; under

conditions of low cognitive structure, no explanation was

~,

gi\./en.d6 This indicated that when punishment is accompanied
by an explanation as to why the student is being punished,
it is more cffective than when no reason is provided.
In his study, Parke found another point of signifi-
cance for educators:
Finally, the prediction that Ss who experienced
nurturant interaction with the agent of punishment
prior to the punishment training would deviate less
than children with whom the agent had had gnly
impersonal ccntact, received some support.<’
One further finding in Parke's study was somewhat
surprising in the light of previous studies. Parke concluded
that immediate punishment is only nececsary when the punish-
ment is of low intencity or under conditions of low cognitive
structure‘Z8
Redl has written exfensively about the conditions
under vwhnich punishment may be effective. He claims that the

effectiveness of punishment depends mostly upon various

factors within the individual child. Redl indicates the

25Parke, p. 233.



element of time in punishing consists of three specific
issues. The first is whether an individual will get ccenfused
during the time between the offense and the punishment. The
second issue is concerned with the individual's ego being

able to sustain him throughout the punishment experience,

'da

The final issue is the future usability of the punishment

riial

w

experience for the individual.29 Thus, Redl is in p
agreement with Parke, but goes beyond the cognitive aspect
of the time element involved in punishmeﬁt.

In the same article, Redl ocutlined what must happen
to a child if a punishment experience is to wock. (1) The
individual ewperiences displeasure., (2) There o an
Mipsurge of anger in the child."™ (3) The c¢hild parceives not
cnly "the source of his predicament' (the punisher) but also
the reason for his predicament (the_offense). (4) The enger
which is aroused must be directed at himself and not at the
person who punishes him. (5) This anger has to be trans-
formed into energy that can be used for his owr bonefit.

(6) He must regret his action and resolve not to repeat the
action. (7) In the future, he must recall the unpleasant

. 30 . .
experileice, In regard to the third step. Redl pointed out

< :
29pritz Redl, "The Concept of Punishment,' Conflict

in the Classroom, eds. Nicholas J. Long, William C. Morsé,
and Ruth G. Newman (Belmont, California: Wadsworth
Publishing Company, Inc., 1985), p. 350. '

30Red1, '"The Concept of Punishment,' pp. 345-46,
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that emall. children have difficulty discrimineting between
the reascn for punishment and the punisher. '"Some older
children regress to that level uvnder the lwpact of
displeasure or pain.”3 Redl corntinued that one must be
very careful in regard to the ego of the individual to be
punished. A child may adwmit he was wrong, but his ego may
be incapeble c¢f coping with frustration or aggression.32
The most serious question of all is what a child will do with
the anger once he gets angry at himself. Unless he can use
this to determine that he is not geing to commit the offense
again, then the punishment will ¢o more harm than good. Redl
suggested that a person may as well save the effort uniess he

can be reaconably sure that a CHLLd will react according to

A
N

the seven steps required for punishment to work,

In Chapter threc, it was reported that rectification
(correcting the damage done) reccived a fairly strong
reconmendation from those psvchologists and psychiztrists

responding to the cuestionnaire. Redl wrote that rectifice

o

tien is a very useful punishment cnly if a child is sorcy for
what he has done and feels relieved when the damage is
repaired. If a child is not sorry for what he has done and

is not willing to make it up, rectification is of no value.

31Redl, "The Concept of Punishment,” p. 347,

32Redl, "The Councept

off Punishment,® p. 347.
JﬁRedl, "The Concept of Punishment,'™ pp 347-5]
Z /7

‘Redl, "ihe Cor

r.,

of Puunishwment,' p. 351,
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Considering further the conditions uncer which
punishmznt is effective, Symonds suggested that a child who
has been positively reinforced and seldom punished will
respond better to punishment. A child who has had positive
reinforcement withheld much of the time or bas been punished
frequently is uulikgly to change his behavior because his
prior ewperiences provide him with Llittle reason to expect
reinforcevent if he changes his behavior. The punichment is
sonething with which he learns to live. g
In a study with kindergarten studeunts serving as

subjecis, Kounin and Gump showed some previous assumpiione to
be in crror. They demonstrated that what e teacher does to
control a child'c behavior ff cts both the corrected chdld
and othere who watch., Such a phenomenon was laheled a
‘"ripple effect.”" It was found that the most effective way
to conlrol the ripple effect is to give clear instructiens
to a corrected child, while avoiding roughness or punishment .
1f the other children watching are also inclined to deviancy,
they are best disuaded by the teacher's flrmnecs with the
misbehaving child., It was further demonstrated that there is
a clear difference between firmness and roughness. Roughness
was shown to be characterized by anger and punitiveness, while

fiviiness 1s characterized by a secure determination that the

“percival Symonds, WEEE.E@PEEFion Ha§ to Learn
From Psychology (New York: Teachers College Press, 1965},
p. 3Z. ’
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directions are to be fellowed. F¥Finally, "The study does not
suppert the notion that the teacher wust 'bear down' on the
first day or 'make an evample' of a child." It was found

36
that such steps are not necessary.

A study was conducted to compare the use of punitive
reprimands with praise as a technique used in controlling
disruptive behavior. A first-grade class of nineteen
students served as subjects in a five-phasa experiment
conducted by O'Leary and Becker., 1In cacli phase the school

> was broken into intervals of f[ifty seconds each. gl
day was broken into interval £ Lifty se 1s eacl Tae
percent referred to below and throughout the discussion of
the O'Leary-Becker ctudy is the percent of fifty-second
intervals in which deviant behavior occurred. A baseline of
ifty-four percent for devian ehavicr was found during the
fifty-f I t for d t bel f 1 d g tt
initial observation of the first-grade class:

. . . The children talked incessantly. They would
look at each other and make faces. They would play with
things in their desks, and a few children would even
walk arogyd the room when they were supposed to be
resting. :

In the second phase of the experiment, C'Leary and

Becker praised appropriate behavior and igncred disruptive-
behavicr. Tnis reinforcement of desired behavior and

ignoring of undesired behavior reduced inappropriate behavior

367acob S. Kounin and Paul V. Gump, "The Ripple Effect
in Discipline,'" Readings in Psychological Foundations of
Education, eds. Walter H. MacGinitie and Sanwel Ball (New York:
McGraw-Hill Book Ccmpany, Inc., 1968), pp. 246-47.

37K. Daniel O'Leary and Wesley C. Becker, "The Effects
of the Tntensity of a Teachsr's Reprimands on Children's
Behavior,' Journal of School Psvchology, VII (July, 1968), 9.
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to thirty-two percent. The third phase did not bring
‘results significantly different from ihe second., Deviant
behavior was quietly and privately reprimanded during the
third phase. There was only a slight rise in disruptive
behavior from thirty-two to thirty-nine percent. Reprimands
were given aloud so the whole ciass could hear in the
fourth phase of the experiment. This resulted in a signifi-
cant iﬁcreasa of misbehavior--fifty-three percent. During
‘the final phase of the study, they returned to praising
appropriate behavior and ignpring déviant behavior which
resulted in a decrease of deviant behavior to thirty-five
percent.

They explained their findings with the fellowing

statement ;

. . o Children who are behavicr problems in schoeol
probably have been subject to a great deal cf punitive
control at home, and a teacher whe yells and cominande
her children may elicit undesirable conditioned
emotional reactions which provide the stimuli for meny
inappropriate behaviors.39

Thesc results were in support of other studies,

Anderson and Brewer concluded that a dominating teacher

adversely effects children by causing resistance,%0

-

38 :
O'Leary and Becker, pp. 8-10.
390'Leary and Becker, p. 1l.

40y . Anderson and J. Brewer, 'Studies of Teachers'
Classrocm Personalities, 11 Effects of Teachers'! Dominative
and Integrative Contacts on Children's Classroom Behavior,"
Applied Psychological Monographs, 8 (1946), 128,
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Becker and others also conducted a study in 1967, which
~supperted the findings that praising appropriate behavior
and ignoring wisbehavior resulted in a decrease of mis-
behavior.

In a similar study with twenty-seven aggressive
nursery-school boys serving as subjects, Brown and Elliott
found that reward is an effective way to control aggressioun.
They observed the boys for a week to determine a baseline for
‘aggressive behavior, They fouud an average of sixty-four
aggressive acts per hour of free play. These were acts such
as pushing, pulling, holdlng, hitting, annoying, teas 'ug, ana
interfering. The teachers were instructed not to punish the
children or force apologies from them. Tt was requested

that teachers reward good behavior with a pat on the head and

a statement, "TI'bat's good. After two weeks of ignering
aggressive behavior and rewairding peaceful hkehavior, the
teachers found that the average rate of aggression drepped

to forty-three per hour. Then, for ten davs, the teachers

handled the sivuations in their own ways, which consisted of
scolding, reprimands, and punishmeat. The aggression rate
rose to fifty-two per hour at which time the .experiment was

reintroduced. Aggression was once again ignored and

41Wesley C. Becker and others, "The Countingent Use of
Teacher Attention and Praise in Reducing Classroom Behavior
Problems,” Journal of Special Education, I (March, 1967),
287-307. ‘ -
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coexistence was rewarded. After an additional two weeks of
the experiment, the average dropped to twenty-six aggressive

42
acts per hour.

Hamblin and his associates conducted a study much
like the preceding one, but with even more striking results.
They selected five extremely aggressive four-year-old boys.
A teacher was hired to work with them. Her efforts were
observed for eight days in order to establisli a baseline for
the behavior. Tihe average number of aggressive seqguences
per day was one-hundred fifty during the first eight days.
Tne teacher was not aware that she had unintentionally
structured the consistent reinforcement of aggression,

. . . whenever she fought with them, she always

lost. Second, mere subtly, she reinforced their

aggro" sive pattern by giving it serious attention--

by locking, talking, scolding, cajoling, becoming

angry, even striking back. '
The teacher was taught how to reinforce good behavior and tec
ignore aggression. When she learned tc do this, cooperaiion
increased from fifty-six to one-hundred fifteen seguenccs
per day while aggression dropped from one-hundred fifty to
about sixty sequences in a day. At that point, the token

exchange system was restructured, and the teacher was

instructured to see that all aggression was punished by

4
2P Brown and R Elliott, "Control of Aggression in

a Nursﬂrv School Class," Journal of Experimental Child
~Psychology, II (rebruary, 1965, 103-T107

4%pobert 1. Hamblin.and othere, '"Changing the Game

from 'Ge% the Teacher' to 'Learn,'" Transaction, VI (January,
1969)

b
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cherging tckens for misbehavior. '"To our surprise, the
freguency of cooperation remained stable, . . . but
aggression increased to about 110 sequences per day!"
What had happened was that the fines were serving as a
reinforcement. The children were still playing the game,
"get the teacher," and the fines proved their success. So
once again, Hamblin and his associates returned to having
~the teacher ignore aggr:ssive behavior and reinforce good
behavior. Aggression dropped to sixteen seguences per day
(fifteen was considered normal), and cooperation increased
to about one-hundred forty sequences per day. Eventually,
with the use of tokens, aggression was decreased to sevei
times per day and cooperation increased ito one-hundred
eighty-one times per day.

.« . . To terminate bizarre, disruptive or explosive
patterns, we stop whatever has been reinforcing that
undesirable behavicr--actions or attention that
teachers or parents have unwittingly been giving him.
Study after study has shown that whenever a child
pereists in behaving badly, socme adult hes, perhaps
inadvertently, been rewarding him for it.4¢

Hamblin and his asscciates indicated that thay were extremely
skeptical about the effectiveness of punishmenit. '"The

traditional treatment for aggressive juverniles is punishment--

~often harsh punishment. This is not only of dubious moral

4%Hamblin and others, p. 23.

45Hamblin and others, p. 23.

Hamblin end others, p. 20.
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value, but generally it does nct work. 47 They have also
devised a program for the treatment of autistic children
which differed from similaxr programs in that they did not
use punishment or other negative stimuli. Both their
program for aggressive children and autistic children have
been exceedingly successful without the use of punishment.48

The last several studies cited have indicated that
positive reinforcement has been an effeciive alternmative to

several punishments that have been used in classiooms. Other

studies have shown that corporal punishment is not effective

as a control techmique in school. The Times Fducationeal
Supplement reported a study in England concerning the use

of corpceral punishment. 'It is netable that the schools
where corporal punishnent was absent had the best records of
. . s ) . .. ,
bebavior and delinquency.’ This was found in spite of the
fact thet judging from the econcmic and social conditions in
the neighborhoods of the respective schools, enc would have

been led to predict the opposite.bo Similarly, a National

Education Association study concluded that giving the

47amblin and others, p. 21.

48gamblin and others, p. 30.

49“Qaning, Behavior and Delinquency in Secondary
Schools,' Times Educational Supplement, XIIT (October, 1961),
478 .

S0tCaning, Behavior and D2linquency in Secondary
Schools," p. 478,
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teacher or principal the authority to administer corporal
punishment has no effect whatever in reducing behavior
problems.51

Many psychologists and educators alike who have had
considerable experience dealing with children in clinical
and educational settings have testified in one way or
another tc the ineffectiveness of punishment. Kessler
stated that punishment in the classroomn is often defended o
grounds that it discourages others from misbehaving. This
may to some extent be true, but one should realize that
punishment of one child will increase the anxiety level of
the entire group and that even the best bzhaved child may
identify more strongly with the punished child.:2 In
reference to both the school and the home, Adler wrote,

", . . 1t cannot be overemphasired that nothing is gained by

~

. 53
punishing, admonishing and preaching."
Neill, an educator for over forty years who gained

international fame from his book Summerhill, wrete, '"Today

5l”meachor Opinion on Pupil Behavior,'" N.E.A, Research
Bulletin, XXXIV, 2 (April, 1956), 89 )

52jane Kessler, Psychopathology of Childhocd

(Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Harl, Inc., 1966),
p. 494,

Alfred Adler, The Science of LlVLn& (Garden
City, New York: Doubleday and Cotipany, Inc., 1969), p. 11.
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T know from experience that punishment is unnecessary. 1T
“never punish a child, never have any temptation to punish a

. . Sh . . . .
child. Neill did not deny that in the days when
Summerhill was an experimental school (he later called it a
demonstration school because he no longer experimented), he
frequently whipped children; but through experience he
learned that punishment was not effective. Wills is also
an Engiish educator, similar in philosophy to Neill. He
wrote, "I personally believe that punishment is in any
case not nearly so necessary for preservation of order as
55 4

most people assume,"

In further support of the position that puniszhent
is not a very effective tool in countrolling children's
behavioer in school, Morse wrote, 'l'eachers can talk
effectively with children without resorcing to ineffectual

.. s , , . . .56
moralizing cr punltiveness, the usuzal stock 1n trade.”
When Morse, a psychologist, wrote, '"talk effectively to
children,' he was referring to the technique of life space
interviewing. He admitted that it is not a simple technique

to be learned. However, he wrote further:

545, S, Neill, Summerhill (New York: Hart Publishing
Company, 1960), p. 165.

55pavid W. Wills, Throw Away Thy Rod (London: Victor
Gollancz Ltd., 1960), p. 40,

5Gyyilliam C. Morse, "The School's Responsibility for
Discipline,'" Conflict in the Classrocom, eds. Nicholas J.
Long, Willjam C. Morse, and Ruth G. Newman (Belmont,
California: Wadswortlh Publishing Company, Inc., 1965), p. 325,




. . . But it is a skill teachers can learn to
practice effectively. Properly trained in its use,
teachers will have the basic instrument for hygienic
management.57

Glasser, a psychiatrist, has developed his own

psychological theory called reality therapy. 1In his theory,
Glasser has placed the responsibility on the client for
changing inappropriate behavior or mainteining proper
behavior. Traditionally, tcachers have told the child that
if he misbehaves he will be punished, This,

. . . removes the responsibility f£or his bad
behavior from the child., The teacher makes the

judgement and enforces the punishment; the child
has little responsibility for what happens.>8

Glasser has written that a child can be taught from kinder-
garten on through higt schcol to choose his own acticus. BHe
believas that every child should be allowed to make his own
value judgements concerning what course of action would bhe
best for him and others. But the important aspact of
reality therapy is that once a student makes a cbmmitment,
no excuse for failiug to live up to the commitment is
acceptable., The teacher helps the child develop a plan for

fulfilling his commitmwent. The teacher mnever blames the

57. -
Morse, p. 325,

58 ... . .
William Glasser, Schools Without Failure (New

York: Harper and Row, Publishars, 19&3), p. 2Z2.7
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child or sunishes him for failing in his commitment, but
rather helps the child learm how to behave in a better
ﬁmnner.sg When Glasser served as consultant for the

ios Angeles Gity Schools, he discontinued all corporal

punishment and reccommended that the teachers avoid using

sarcasm or ridicule, which he claims is as bad as corporal

-~ 1

punishment., '"Without fear of punishment, children will enter

into a dialogue with uvs so that counseling becomes possible.’
When students got completely out of hand, they were given a

sbort suspension to cool off, They could cowe back any time

they wanted if they would Jjust make a mew commitment.

Glascser reported that this approach met with a good deal of

success in the public city schools.6l

Leter in his book, he wrote further about punishment:

. . . The pseudo solution of problems through fault

H0

finding is one of the most worthless pursuits continually

to cccupy all segwents of our society. 1Its constant

companion, punishment, is equally ineffective., Punish-

ment usuvally works only the first tim=2, if at all,
After the first time, it works only with successful
people, who ordinarily don't need it. More often

punishtment serves as an excuse for not gsolving a problem

rather than leading toward a solution. 92

Glasser does mot raecommend the use of any punishments, rather

he advises that punishment never be used. He uses suspensicn,

but refuses to call it punishment as uvsed in his approach.

59Glasser, pp. 19-23,
60Glasser, p. 86.

61Glasser, p. 86,

62Glasser, op. 129-30,



Redl, cited earlier in this section, held that

punishment under certain conditions could be useful in
. correcting bzhavior problems. Redl and Wattenberg listed

twenty influence techniques, one of which is punishment,
that have been used successfully in schools for controlling
behavior. They believed that no one technique can be called
the best. A teacher must become skilled in using all of the
techniqués end in analyzing the situation to determine which

63 . .
A discussion of

technique would be best at that time.
Redl and Watlenberg's influence techniques was considered
essential to a report comparing the effectiveness of
puntshiug and non-punishing techniques. Further support and

verification that these techniques ave effective was found

in Children Who Hate by Redl and Wineman.

/

/ One of the ftechniques, signal interference, has beecu

$4)

used with a good deal of success., A nod of the head or
frown is all that is necessary to control certain behavior.
Miss Barkley only had to clear her throat to get a group of
boys to put a comic book éway.64

Another method is called proximity ccntrol., It

proves especially successful in working with small children.

6°Fritz Redl and William W. Wattenberg, Mental
Hygiene in Teaching (New York: Harcourt, Brace and” Compauny,
T950), pp. 262565,

64Rpedl and Wattenberg, pp. 283-84.
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One teacher walked among the children using proximity
control as a means to build rapport and to help the children

65 Another

identify with her and what she expeéted of them,
approach used is humor. Mr. Katzman walked into the room
to find a funny picture on the blackboard labeled 'teacher,”
He walked tc the board, erased the nose, and drew in a wuch
larger one. The class laughed and everyone felt much better.
Redl and Wattenberg claim that young people usually consider
hunor as a sign of strength and security.66
A gripe session can be used to help a class drain
off hostile feelings or aggfessive behavior. The students
are allowed to say anything they like without fear of
repercussiong from the teacher. Students realize that it is
alright to feel angry and to work off their anger by talking,
67

but that destructive behavior is not tolerated. Similar

techniques were found to be advocated by Glasser, Baruch,

and Ginott.08

©’Nicholas J. Long and Ruth G. Newnan, "Managing
Surface Behavior of Children in School," Conflict in the
Classroom, eds. Nicholas J. Long, William C. Morse, and
Ruth 6. Newman (Belmont, California: Wadsworth Publishing
Inc., 1965), pp. 357-58.

661.ong and Newman, pp. 285-286.
67Long and Newman, pp. 287-88.

68An explanation of the class meeting, which can be
used as a gripe session, may be found in Schools Without
Failure by William Glasser., Dorothy Baruch in New Ways in
Discipline, and Hiam Ginott in Between Parent and Child

et

explain fow to help drain hostile feelings.

.
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Sometimes the classrocm situation gets to the place
that it needs to be restractured. A teacher has to be
flexible enough to alter the situation as needed. A good
example was given by Long and Newman. The basketball ccach
had to cancel a practice shortly before a big tournament.
The players were upset with him over the cancellation. When
he walkecd into c¢lass that day, the basketball boys were
sigraling everyone to remain quiet throughout the hour.

[znl

Appavently they were going to get full cooperation. The

teacher~cocach who had planned a class discussion for the
hour changed the plans to written worl., He later explained
to the basketball boys why he had cancelled practice., A

cenfrontation had been avoided.e9

.
.

Painless removal is & nonpunitive technique which
can be used very effectively in preventing cowmplete disorder.
One child in the fifth grade got the giggles and could not
stop. The teacher quietly asked him to go tc the washroom
fer a few minutes until he hed stopped laughing. The child
was rather grateful for the opportunity to leave the room,
and the class was soon back to normal,’?

Physical restraint was suggested as sometimes being

necessary. Restreint is not used as punishment nor as

.
Q
Long and Newmar:, p. 359.

70
Redl ana Vattenberg, pp. 260-91,



therapy. It is simply a means of preventing damage from
being done. It must not be used as a victory for the
teacher, but rather as a security measure for all concerned.
The precediung is not a complete list of the
techniques listed by Redl and Wattenberg. Some techniques
such as punishmeﬁt, praise, reward, and ignoring were
opitted because they had been considered earlier in this
section. The techniques considered here did show the
effectiveness of nonpunitive approaches in some sitﬁations.
The second part of Chapter fcour has supported that
puhishment lhas been shown to be an effective technique, and
a technique valuable under certain conditions and for
certain children. Also reported were several empirical
studies indicating that positive reinfercement was supericr

to punishment in controlling behavior.

PUNISHING AND EMOTIOWNAL STABILITY

The third hypothesis was: There is no difference in

the emotional stability of educators who use punisument and
educators who refrain from punishing.

The problem of emofional stability in teachers was
not a new one. 1In 1942, the American Association of School
Administrators declared that emotionally unstable teachers

should be forbidden to remain in the classroom. Some of

. :
Redl and Wattenberg, p. 291,

71



the behaviors that were attributed to the emotionally
unstalble teachers were punitive. Some examples of this

. ) T C e T2
pehavior were wild temper, sarcasm, and habitual scolding.
Bard gave examples of what some emotionally disturbed
teachers bhave done in punishing children. '"Mrs, M. told
of & teacher who 'pulls kids by the ears, picks them up

Z
73

bodily and throws them into a cormner. The principal

explained that the teacher had emotional problems at home.74
According to Nash, a prominent educational theorist,
"It is well known that people with sadistic tendencies
actively seek out situaticns where they may indulge their
compulsions within a framework of legal and moral support."75
Nash indicated that a school system which sanctioned
corporal punishment and otber forms of harsh punishment is a
natural attraction for individuals with sadistic impulses.76
Pecl and Mitchell gave further support of Nash's
position when they wrote that the teaching profeésion was

vnique in regard to its opportunities for need fulfillment.

/2Bernard Bard, '"Mentally Unift Teachers,' lLadies

Home Journal, IXXXVI (February, 1969), 81. T

73Bard, p. 117,
74Bard, p. 117.

7 paul Nash, '"Corporal Punishment in an Age of
Violence," Educational Theory, XIII (October, 1963), 299.

76Nash, p. 299.
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An altruistic or constructive need can be fulfilled through
teaching. A classrcom can also:

. . . provide a setting for relatively vicious
destructive, or nevrotic kinds of satisfactions, Even
the milder forms of these neurotic satisfactions canuot
be taken lightly, for their efforts always extend beyond

the confines of the teacher’s personal life to the

developmznt and general well-being of his students.’’

~

Morgan listed five reasons why adults punish
children. Three of these reasons were a type of emctionzal
reaction from the adult punisher. Punishment is sometimes
delivered as retribution or an attempt to "get even'" with an
offending person. Morgan considered retribution an emctional
expression of anger because of having becn personally offendad.
Secondly, he wrote, '". . . there is us iually the elewent of
emotional reaction against sowe perscnal indignity in all
punishment . . . ." 1t was difficult to distinguish
betwecen the first and second reasons, but Morgan listed
thei separétely. Thirdly, hz claimed that, "dany adultis
}.. . have a tendency to be cruel in the treatwent of
children.“79 Later, Tiegs and Katw, professors of eduvcation
and psychology at the University of Southern California,

endorsed Morgan's position on the reasons for punibhment.SO

77Robert F. Peck and James V. Mitchell, Jr., 'The
Mental Health of the Teacher,' Readings in Educational
Psychology, ed. Jerome Seidman (Boston: Houghton Mifflin
Comp”ny, 1965), p. 78.

7830hn Morgan, Child Psychwlogy (New York: Ray lLong
and Richard R, Sm]th Inc.,, 1932, ©p. 181,

79Morgan, p. 181.

80prnest Tiegs and Barney Katz, Mental Hygiene in
Education (New York: The Ronald Press Cowpany, L94T), p. 208.
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Shipley wrote that corporal punishment provided an
outlet for a teacher's irritation and bullying impulses,.

These immediate effects ", . . lead some weak or sadistic
- . . 81 . .
teachers to ignore its deeper hari." Existing knowledge

of sadism and masochism has revealed a relationship between
physical pain or violence and sex. "There are teacliers
whose lives have been sexually frustrated, who seem to

delight in, or at least to indulge in, frequent infliction

182

of petty physical pain. He believes that the use of

corporal punishment by teachers can be a sywptow of a
83

ba personality disorder, The following was one

[4)]
£
O

example which Shipley gave:

Miss Sandman varied her discipliinary technique
between blows and silence . . . . The psychiatris
reported: 'Psychoneurosis of the chronic, mixed type,
with some anxiety trends and emoiiornal instability in
a person with a schizoid personality structure. 8%

¢

m

\ 4
[

ot

Kozol, who taught in the Boston Public Schools,
found further examples of cruelty and sadism among teachers.
He reported that there are those teachers who speak of
corporal punishment with a speéial delight and satisfaction

in their eyes and voices. Some teachliers speak of it as

8lJoseph Shipley, The Mentally Qié;prbed.Teachgg

(New York: The Chilton Compaty, 196L,, n. 79.
&2 ’

Shipley, p. 75.

83Shipley, p. 68.

8% ipley, p. €9.
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", . . a physical accomplishment or even sowme kind of

s 85 . . ,
military feat." According to Kozol, corporal punishment
is also used as an expression of prejudice:

What does matter is that today it is being used by
whites on Negroes and that it is being used in too
many cases tc act out, on a number of persvasive
pretexts, a deeply seated racial hate, 6

A teacher will sometimes say to a child that he is

puniishing: It hurts me worse than it hurts you. fenninger
addressed himself to this very point:

A little wmore erotization and what we call sadism
merges into those severe, ostensible kindnesses which
characterize many school teachers, Jjudges and others
in authority who lovingly administer what they assure
their victims "hurts me worse than it does you." This
is not always punishment. It may he a compulsive

insistence upon rule and ritual in the name of souwe
jdeal . . . .87

Weihofen also claims that the need to punish is a
result of one's own emotional instability. Punishment
“allows an individual to suppress impulses which he cannot
tolerate in his consciousness. "Often it is an ocutlet for
our own antisocial aggressiveness which we have more or less

effectively but guiltily repressed."88 Riviin wrote on the

85 jonathan Kozol, Death At An Early Age (Boston:
Houghton Mifflin Company, 1567y, pp. L16-17.

86Kozol, p. 18.

87Kar]. Menninger, Man Against Himself (New York:
Harcourt, Brace and World, Inc., 1938), p. 27.

88Henry Weihofen, The Urge to Punish (New York:
Farra, Straus and Cudshy, 1956), p. 136,
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same theme, "Punishment is often just thinly veiled
vengeance ., ., . " Wall wrote in support of the same
position, ". . . in many classrooms punishments are
inflicted more to assuage the outraged dignity of the
teacher than for any other reason.”go In still further
support ¢of the position that punishment is sométimes a
betraval of sadistic tendencies, Symonds wrote:

The need for repressive discipline is often &
indication of the otherwise Unexpress 2d hostile
impulses of the teacher. It is well known that many

tecachers use the classroom situstiorn as an outlet
for their sadistic lmpulses, and children are subﬁf cted

-~
1

to strict and punJLﬂvc nonh"ol in order to satisfy the
teachers' needs.Y

I"inaliy, Neill argued that corporal punishment in the
classroom and the torturing of Jews in World War II are
basically the same., Both are expressions of sexual
perversion and are sadistic in nature,92

| Soleomon gave an example of how a teacher worked
off his emotional frustration on students:

A wman teaching the fourth grade has all his life
"been in revolt." He permits pandemonium in his

D. AppleLon—CeaLury Company, Inc., 1936), p BL/

90w. D. Wall, Education end Mental Health (Paris,
France: United Nations P lucational, Scientiiic and Cultural
Organization, 1955), p. 200.

9lpercival Symonds, "Classroom Discipline,™ Readings
in Educationel Psychology, ed. Jerome Seidman (Boston:

Houghton Mifilia Company, 1965), p. 74.

92Neill. p. 270.
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classrcom. He says, "I think & certain amount of
naughtiness in children is desirable.™ But he lets
it get too extreme and then has to '"use the paddle,
which," he says, 'relieves us all." Thus in the
countertransference he acts out; he lets the children
be naughty and then he gains restitution byogunlshlng
them as representatives of his guilty self.””

A similar point was made by Sperling when she wrote that some
parents and educators, who are themselves afraid of their
impulses, were unduly harsh in their discipline of children.
They attempt to suppress in children the impulses they
themselves have repressed: they fear that the act of a child
may provoks their own impulses to action. Punishing harshly
will keep the desires adequately repressed. Teachers who
fear themselves, ", . . mete out punishment in accordance
with the degree of panic elicited by the original feeling as
: . - X 04

reflected in the offender. "’

From a somewhat different view, Redl wrote that the

term 'punitive' usually conveyed "hostililty," "meanness,"
and "lack of concern' for the child and his feelings. He

concluded that, '"We can never afford to be punitive when we

5 . ' . . .
punish.ng By this, he clearly supported using punisnment

93Joseph C. Solemon, '"Neuroses of School Teachers,"
Conflict in the Classroom, eds. Nicholas J. Long, William C,
Morse, and Ruth G. Newman (Relmont, California: The
Wadsworth Publishing Gompany, Inc., 1965), p. 318,

94Melitta Sperling, '"Psychoanalytic Aspects of
Discipline,'" Conflict in the Classroom, eds, Nicholas J.
Long, William G. Morse, and Ruatu G. Newman (Belmont,
California: The Wadsworth Publishing Gompany, Inc., 1965),
p. 298.

95Fritz Redl, When Ve Deal with Children (New
York: he Free Press, 1966), p. 570. ‘—




as a part of a carefully planned program for correcting
behavior. His statement indicated that punishment could be
an emotional reaction on the part of the teacher, but that
it could also be a rational coustructive instrument for
correcting behavior,

This section has presented the data concerning the
emotional stability of those who use punishment in
controlling behavior. It was found that a school which
‘fpermits harsh punishment is an attraction for individuals
with sadiectic tendencies. Further evideonce was reported
which indicated tbat frequent and harsh use of punlsiwent

bS]

L

likely indication of emotional instability.

e

PUNISHMENT AND SELF~-DESTRUCTIVE TENDENCIES

The fourth hypofhesis was: There is no difference in
the way punishment is received by students who have stiong
self-destructive tendencies and those who do not.bave strong'
self-destructive tendencies.

The implication was that individuals with strong
seli-destructive tendencies could receive punishment as
reinforcing or gratifying in nature. '"Self-destructive
tendencies'" refers to a variety of impulses such as suicide,
self-mutilation, masochiem, and the seeking of punishment.
The need for punishment Is a less aggressive, less chronic

form of self-destruction.”?® No meterial was found cencerning

?erninger, Man Against Himself, pp. 377-78.
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the effect of punishment cmn the most severe types of
cself-destructive individuals; therefore the effect of
punishment on those who seek punishment was considered in
this section.

Nash wrote that corporal punishment is welcomed by
some children, ". ... there are children for whow the
n97

punishment gives a deeper pleasure than the crime

Indicating a similar position, Haimowitz wrote, '"The problein

> 3 . . '9(‘;
is that what punishment is to one may be reward to another.' "

Alihough he was writing about criminals, the concept is
equally velid for the educational setting. One child might
feel punished at losing a recess period, but another frail
and withdrawn child who does poorly at vigorous games may

feel relieved at getting to stay inside. Concerning this

saie concept Loree wrote, "Punishment may ever bhe rewarding

el
(as]
rr'

Lhe punished response becomes associated with some

99 . . - . .
reward, " This 1s precisely what happened in the previous
example., It was such a rzlief to avoid the humiliation of

failure at vigorous activities, that staying inside was

actually positive reinforcement for misbehavior,

97paul. Nash, "Corporal Punishment in an Age of
Violence," EdUCdtlondl Theory, XITII (October, 1963), 300.

98Morrris L. Haimowitz, "Criminals are Made, Not
Born, " Nuinan Development, eds. Morris L. Haimowitz and
Natalic Reader Haimowitz (New Yecrk: Thomas Y. Crowell
Company, 1966), p. 403,

Q
29, Ray Loree, P@vcho1ogy of Education (New York:
The Ronald Press Conpnqy, 19655, p. 280.
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A somewhat different concept was theorized and
later demonstrated by Stone and Hokanson: a child can
learn to terminate punishment from an adult by hurting
himself. This causes a reduction in anxiety aroused by the
punishment and serves as a means of escaping the dis-

100 . . .
pleasure.. They constructed an experiment in which such
a phernomenon was demonstrated to exist:

In effect, an interpersonal situation was developed

in which psychologically 'mormal' subjects received
ageression from someone else, to which they likely

[S=Xsb]
responded with self-aggression; and furthermore, a
cathartic-1like arousal reduction accompanied these

self-punitive responses.l0l
Menninger indicated that achieving satisfaction
; . . 102
through punishment 1s mot an uncommon occurrence,

Ferhaps the best explanation of an individual seeking

purrtishment was found in the punishment-guilt reduction
theory. English and Finch wrote that it is very important
to realize that a transgression of the corscience produces

extreme guilt feelings. An individual will do zlmost
anything to relieve or avoid the painful state. Since
punishment serves to neutralize guilt, an individual may

seek punishument. The individual is not conscious of his

1007ewis T. Stone and Jack Jokansorn, "Arousal
Redvuction via Self-Punitive Behavior,!'" Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, XII (May, 1969), 78.

101
" "Stone and Hokanson, p. 77.

02 . .
Menninger, Man Against Himself, p. 45,



problem, thus the conflict causes unconscicus guilt, and the
individual unconsciously seeks punishment, often in a
disguised manner. 'Since he hasn't access to his unconscious

conflict it continues the endless cycle of guilt and punish-

103 ) e .
ment. " In support of thelr position, Menninger wrote,

"The sense of guilt on account cf past aggressions 1s apt to

stimuliate further aggressions in the hope . . . of exciting

. s . 104
retaliation and punishment."

Ginott indicated that guilt could cause orne to seek
punishment, but stipulated that in such a case, punishment
should not be administered., "A child who asks for punish-

ment needs help with managing his guilt and anger, not

H]_OS

compliance with his requeszt, One psychiatrist explained

the concept more carefully:

A few words are relevant about the conception of a
need for punishment. The pressure from the part of the
superege te which the ego is exposed creates first of
all a need for getting rid of this pressure, for
regaining the lost self-esteem, and for reassurance
against possible feelings of annihilation. . This aim
is best achieved by '"forgiveness." After the experience
that punishment may be a means of achieving forgiveness,
a need for punishment actually may develop.lO

: lOSSpurgeon 0. English and Stuart M. Finch,
Introduction toagsychiatrz (New York: W. W. Norton and
Company, Inc., 1964y, p. 38.

104Menninger, Man Against Himself, p. 378.

L0541 am Ginott, Between Parent and Child (New York:
The Macmillan Company, 19865), p. 108.

) 106ptto Fenichel, The Psychoanalytic Theory of .
s (New York: W. W. Norton and Company, Inc., L945),

jo.}
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Horney also held that seeking punishment was a neurotic |
- way to escape guilt feelings. She wrote: ". . . the
neurctic person has guilt feelings so strong that he
develops a need for punishment in crder to get rid of

them.”107

Finally, Jones also wrote in support of the
guilt-reduction concept of seeking punishment. ™A child
may misbehave in order to be punished and so assuage a
pre-existing sense of guilt. . ., 1108

One of the primary characteristics of punishuent
seeking behavior is misbehaving in such a manner as to
proveke an authority figure into punishing.109 Jones wrote
about this same concept which he called 'testing-out-
behavior'": seeing if an adult could be lured into
punishing and thus proving that adults are hostile and
dangerous.llo Bettelheim supperted the same phenomenon with
an exauple of a boy with severe self-destructive tendencies
who demanded that he be punished for his bad behavior.
Sometimes the boy would shout at his counselor or
Bettelheim, '"'I want to hurt you so that you'll hurt me!’

Thus he cpenly stated his aggressive wishes and his desire

, 107garen Horney, The Neurotic Personality of Our
Time (New York: W. W. Norton and Company, 1937), p. 232.

. lOBHoward Jones, Reluctant Rebels (New York:
Association Press, 1960), p. 87.

L0%Fenichel, p. 360.

llOJones, p. 104,
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to be punished for them."lll Redl and Wineman wrote that
they had experienced the same behavior in delinquent boys.
Sometimes the boys actually verbalized their request for
punishment. However, more frequently the boys attempted
to provoke punishment.ll2

In work that preceded Redl and Wineman by several
years, Aichhorn found the same 'meed" for punishment. He
worked with the treatment of aggressive delinquents who
sought punishment in an effort to arrest unconscious guilt,
They obtained satisfaction by inflicting and receiving
pain. He found it necessary to deprive the boyvs of their
perverted gratification from pain in order to treat them.ll3
It was found that self-destructive tendencies and self-
punishment were common among delinquent and neurotic individ-
‘uals. "It is interesting to note that 16 percent of the
total group of delinquent and neurotic cases show tendencies .

- . . . 14
towards self-punishment, . . . or provoking punlshment.”l

lllBruno Bettelheim, Truants From Life (Glencoe,
Illinois: The Free Press, 1955), p. &44Z.

112p. 5tz Redl and David Wineman, Children Who Hate
(New York: The Free Press, 1965), p. 257.

113August Aichhorn, Wayward Youth (New York:
Meridian Books, Inc., 1953), pp. 129-&43.

114Ivy Bennett, Delinquent and Neurctic Children
(New York: Basic Books, Inc., 1960), p. 203.
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Dollard and Miller have written about a somewhat

different effect that punishment could have on individuals
who seek punishment. The position already examined in this
section indicated that the motivation for seeking punishment
was to relieve guilt. Miller and Dollard have supplemented
this concept by introducing‘the idea that some individuals
may be motivated to seek-punishment in order to escape fear.
The effect of punishment then in this case would be to
reduce fear rather than guilt. They wrote that a cﬁild who
has been puhished severely when small ard helpless can
develop a 'disproportionate or unrealistic'" fear of being
punished. In such a case, the discomfort caused by the
unconscious fear could be greater than the pain which
accompanies present punishments. The punishment would serve
temporgrily to relieve the fear of being severely hurt.
Thus, the relief provided by the punishment would function as

115 Several

a positive reinforcer for provoking punishment.
studies support these findings. One recent experimental
study conducted by Galvani conéluded: ", . . the present
study is clearly in accord with the conditioned-fear
interpretation of self-punitive behavior . . . ."116

Redl mentioned another effect which punishment could

have on a& moral masochist:

11530hn Dellard and Neal E. Miller, Personality and

Psychotherapy (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, Inc.
T550), b T69. ’ ’

ll6peter F. Galvani, '"Self-Punitive Behavior as a
Function of Number of Prior Fear-Conditioning Traits,"
Journal of Comparative and Physiological Psychology, ILXVIII
(July, 1969), 362-63,
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A really good moral masochist loves to feel sorry
for himself and nurse his grudge against the world,
which has "done him wrong.' Most punishments, for him,
do not hold much displeasure, and what little they hold
he turns around into self-pitying delight or juicy
gratification of a perverted need.ll7
One further motivation for behaving in a manner
which will cause punishment was found. However, the punish-
ment resulted in a somewhat different effect. Fenichel wrote:
v, ., it may also simply aim at achieving a feeling of moral
superiority. The feeling [is] 'Whatever I do is still less

118
wicked than what has been done to me'! L

The final section of the chapter has been concerned
with the effect punishment has on a self-punitive individual,
It was shown that punishment could actually serve as a
reward, relieve unconscious guilt feelings, relieve
unrealistic fear, satisfy a perverted need, or nourish a

feeling of moral superiority.

ll7Redl, "The Concept of Punishment,' p. 346.

118Fenichel, p. 497.



Chapter 5 .
INTERPRETATION OF THE DATA

This chapter is concerned with interpretation of
the data and verification or rejection of each of the

hypotheses.
HYPOTHESIS ONE

The first hypothesis was stated as fecllows: There
is no difference between the mental health of students who
have been punished and those who have had behavior problems
corrected by other means. 7 |

It was found that most psychological theories
indicated that punishment was imperative for proper develop-
ment of conscience. However, no experimental or clinical
evidence waé found which supported that theory. On the
contrary, it was found that students who had punitive
teachers were more physically aggressive, had greater
conflicts about their misbehavior, and were more pocrly
ad justed to the school environment. This was interpreted
as meaning that students who had punitive teachers were less
able to live harmoniously with themselves and their environ-
ment. Since it had been established that harmonious living
was an essential characteristic of good mental health, it
was corcluded that this evidence was contrary to the null

hypothesis.

73
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Similarly, the study by Hetﬁerington and Klinger
reported they had found psychopathy to be '. . . sssociated
with learning under conditions of punishment."l There was no
indication that reward caused psychopathy.

Punishment was shown to be most effective as a
controlling agent when it was of sufficient intensity to
inhibit behavior, was administered immediately, and was
administered for every infraction. However, the data also
indicated that when punishment was used excessively and
caused behavior to be suppressed, a variety of mental
discrders may result, such ss'psychopathy, psychosomatic
illness, emotional disturbance, phobias, and drug addiction.
Therefore, it was concluded fhat for punishment to be
effective, it must be of sufficient but not excessive
strength. Punishment of excessive strength is most likely
to bte detrimental to a child's mental health.

It was also reported that punishment could cause
feelings of hostility toward the punisher, inferiority
complexes, and prejudice in children. None of these were
considered to be mentally healthy characteristics. It was
established that mental health consisted of :-feeling worth-
while (contrary to an inferiority complex), of being capable

of loving, and of expressing consideration for others

lg. Mavis Hetherington and Eric Klinger,
"Psychopathy and Punishment,' Journal of Abnormal and Social
Psychology, IXIX (July, 1964), 115,
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(contrary to hostility and prejudice). Furthermore, the
psychologists and psychiatrists responding to the questionnaire
provided strong support for the notion that punishment is a
cause of behavior problems in youth.

It was therefore concluded that the first hypothesis
was invalid. Punishment can be detrimental to the mental
health of students. It should be pointed out that any
conclusion reached as a result of bibliographical research is
tentative. As more date become available, the conclusion may
or may not cartinue to have validity. This study found that
punishment has been detrimental to the mental health of
students. It should be assumed that this conclusion is velid

until further evidernce 1s available.
HYPOTHESIS TWO

The second hypothesis was: There is no difference in
the effectiveness of school discipline that is maintained by
the use of punishment and school discipline maintained
without the use of punishment.

It was revealed that punishment under certain
conditions was an effective way of controlling behavior.

Redl indicated that his experience had shown punishment to be
effective, but only if the child were capable of using the
punishment experience advantageously. This indicated that
the effectiveness of punishment was dependent upon the

characteristics of the particular punishment as well as the
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personality structure of the child. Nc attempt was made to
show punishment to be more effective than other techniques.
Redl emphasized that punishment was only one of many tech-
"niques available for controlling behavior.?

The data revealed that punitive techniques caused
greater misbehavior of the other students in the class. The
"ripple effect" indicated that at times punishment may be
ineffective as a technique for maintaining discipline.

Part of the data indicated that positive reinforcement
of desired behavior accompanied, by ignoring disruptiwe
behavior, was superior to punishment as a method of
maintaining classroom order.

It was also revealed that corporal punishment was
- not effective as a behavior control technique. Four
psychologists and educators indicated that their experience
had shéwn punishment not to be necessary.

Glasser wrote that punishment was not only unnecessary,
but that it actually interfered with the development of
individual and social reSponsibility. He believes that
punishment is a technique for avoiding, rather than solving,

problems.3

2
.. Fritz Redl and William W. Wattenberg, Mental
Hygleve in Teaching (New York: Harcourt, Brace and Company,
T95T), pp. 282-83.

3
William Glasser, Schools Without Failure (New York:
Harper and Row, Publlshers, 1969), pp. L129-30,
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The results of the questionnaire revealed that
" certain punishments were recommended by the respondents for
classroom use. Also, they responded that behavior probliems
could be solved without the use of punishment, but that
punishment is a useful and recommended technique.

The data feported did not support this hypothesis.
The several. experimental studies which repcrted positive
reinforceﬁent as being superior to punishment in controlling
behavior were of significance. However, it should be
recognized that in all of the experiments the teachers were
trained to use positive reinforcement, but they were given
no training for the punishing phase. It has been reported
that punishment is a complicated technique; therefore, the
teachers may not have been adequately trained in its use.
The experiments have proved that positive reinforcement,
properly used, was superior to punishment, as used by the
teachers. Presently, there seems to be some reason for
questioning the effectiveness of punishment, but there
are not sufficient data available to reject the use of
punishment. Perhaps the most important aspect revealed by
these data is that punishment is only one cf many techniques.
It mey at times be useful, but should not be used as if it

were the oniy useful technique.
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HYPOTHESIS THREE

The third hypothesis was: There is no difference in
the emotional stability of educators who use punishment and
educators who refrain from punishing.

Several examples were cited in which a teacher's
punitive behavior had been a symptom of emotional disturbance.
It was also reported that a school system which condones
physical or harsh punishment is an attractive location for
an individual who has a perverted need to strike out at
children. Morgan wrote that emotional instability was
certainly one of the primary reasons for administering punish-
ment.4 In support of Morgan's view, data were found which
indicated that bunishing behavior was often evidence of an
emotional disturbance. Part of the data implied that
punitiveness could be an indication of emotional instability.
It was revealed from the questionnaire that an overwhelming
majority of the respondents believed the use of frequent ahd
severe punishment to be an indication of emotional instability.

There was no indication that all use of punishment
was evidence of emotional instability. Therefore, the
hypothesis must be considered valid as it was written. There

were no data which could lead one to conclude that moderate:

4John,Morgan, Child Psychology (New York: Ray Long
and Richard R. Smith Inc., 1932), p. I&l.
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use of mild punishments is in any way a sign of emotional
problems. However, it was found that frequent and severe
punishing behavior by a teachér is almost certainly an

indication of emotional disturbance.
HYPOTHESIS FOUR

The fourth hypothesis was: There is no difference
in the way punishment is received by students who have strong
self-destructive tendencies and those who do not have strong
self-destructive tendencies.

The strongest characteristics of self-destructive
tendencies were found to be suicide, self-mutilation,
polysurgery, and severe psychosomatic illness. However, no
information was found concerning how punishment affected
these individuals. Therefore, the moderately strong self-
destructive tendencies of masochism and a need for punish-
ment were researched in reference to the hypotheéis.

According to part of the data, punishment could
actually be pleasurable to som: students. This was further
supported by evidence which indicated that a specific
consequence could serve as punishment to some children and
reward to others. It was also reported that punishment could
have the effect of causing self-punishment or mild self-
destrﬁctive tendencies.

Perhaps the most important evidence Qas found in
support of the guilt-reduction concept of the need for

punishment. Numerous writers, including Menninger, Ginott,
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Fenichel, and Horney, stated that the most common reason for
seeking punishment was to relieve previous guilt feelings.
This was generally done by a child's provoking an authority
figure into punishing him for his misdeeds. It was further
reported that the child would sometimes verbally request
that he‘bﬁ punished.

Evidence was also cited which indicated that the
seeking of punishment could be motivated by a need to
relieve a disproportionate fear. It was finally reported
that punishment might be sought in an effort to Jjustify a
feeling of moral superiority.

The most important characteristic of all the data
was that regardless of what the suggested motivaticn is for
seeking punishment, the intended punishment always serves as
positive reinforcement for behaving in a way that will again
draw punishment. There did not appear to be any evidence
indicating that children who do not consistently provoke
punishment are positively reinforced by it. Therefore, it
was concluded that punishment does effect students who have
strong self-destructive tendencies differently than students
who do not have strong self-destructive tendencies. Thus,
the null statement of the hypothesis was found to be invalid.

It has been concluaed in this chapter that punishment
is detrimental to the mental health of those receiving

punishment, that it is a useful technique in controlling
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behavior, that it is not necessarily an indication of
emotional instability on the part of those who administer
punishment, and that it does serve as positive reinforcement

for those who seek punishment.



Chapter 6
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

A summary of the entire study, the conclusions
reached as a result of the study, and the writer's

recommendations are encompassed in this chapter.
SUMMARY

This study was primarily prompted by the existing
controversy over the use of punishment in education. The
purpose of the study was: (1) to evaluate the effectiveness
of punishment, (2) to investigate the effeét punishment has
on the individual, (3) to describe the success of non-
punitive techniques in controlling behavior, (4) to consider
ﬁhe emotional stability of individuals who uée punishment,
and (5) to investigate the effect punishment has on an
individual with self-destructive tendencies. The data were
gathered by bibliographical research. This methcd of
research was chosen because the writer thought that it was
necessary to examine the topic from a broad perspective
before further meaningful experimental research could be
conducted. A questionnaire was de&eloped for the purpose
of supplementing the bibliographical research because it

was believed that an important source of information would be

82
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overlooked if the study were limited to what had been
written on the topic of punishment. The results of the
questionnaire and the bibliographical research were presented
in the third and fourth chapters, respectively.

| The first hypothesis was found to.be invalid: There
is no difference between the mental health of students who
have been punished and those who have had behavior problems
corrected by other means. The data strongly supported the
pocition that punishment is a cause of mental health problems
in students. No corresponding evidence was found indicating
that other behavior control techniques are also responsible
for mental health problems of students.

The data indicated some support for verification of
- the secend hypothesis which stated: There is no difference
in the effectiveness of school discipline that is maintained
by thetuse of punishment and schcol discipline maintained
without the use of punishment. Although evidence was
presented which would negate this hypothesis, it was considered
insufficient to warrant completé re jection of the hypothesis.
It was establisﬁed, however, that many other influence
techniquesldo exist which should be used widely.
The third hypothesis was found to be valid as

stated: There is no difference in the emotional stability
of educatoré who use punishment and educators who refrain
from punishing. Although the data did support that frequent

and severe use of punishment by educators could be a sign of
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emotional instability, there was no reason to beljeve that
‘ moderate or infrequent use of punishment was an indication
of any instability.

| The final hypotheses was rejected: There is no
difference in the way punishment is received by students who
have strong self-destructive tendencies and those whordo not
have strong self-destructive tendencies. It should be noted
that this conclusion referred only to those who characterize
their self-destructive tendencies by self-punishment or
punishment seeking. WNo evidence was found that referred to
the most severe forms of seif-destruction. A significant
finding concerning the fourth hypothesis was that punishment
always serves as positive reinforcement for those who seek

punishment,

CONCLUSIONS

There are several impliéations for education that
can be drawn from this study. First, it was shown that
punishment is frequently detrimental_to the mental health of
students. On the basis of this finding, it is concluded
that punishment should be avoided whenever poséible in
controlling behavior., It has been shown that a number of
other techniques are available for behavior management.
These are not necessarily simple techniques to learn or use,
but, according to the déta, neither is punishment. Hence, it
is further concluded that both teachers and teacher training

institutions must accept responsibility for teachers' knowing



how properly to use punishment and othef techniques of
behavior management. ’It was established by the data that
nonpunitive techniques are effective methods for maintaining
discipline. If these techniques are properly and more
widely employed, the need for using punishment should
diminish, thereby reducing the number of mental health
problems caused by punishment.

The data indicated that frequent and severe use of
punishment could be an indication of emotional instébility of
a teacher. Whenever such overuse of punishment is recognized,
it should be drawn immediately to the attention of the
administrator. A psychological examination of the teacher
should be pequired and if necessary, treatment should be
made available., Care should be taken to prevent over-reaction
to this recommendation. It was not found that moderate use
of mild punishment or even infrequent use of severe punish-
ment is any cause for alarm. The data pertaining to this
part of the study were inconclusive except concerning the
most extreme cases,

It was found that what is inflicted upon an
individual as punishment may actually serve as positive
reinforcement. Much care should be taken to see that
individuals who repeatedly attempé to provoke punishment aré~
not punished but are treated in some other manner. It is
one thing toc meet a child's needs and quite another to meet

his perverted needs. When a perverted need is gratified, the
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individual is likely to become more dependent upon its
gratification. It is important that a teacher avoid
punishing when it reinforces a need for punishment.

At the beginning of this stﬁdy the question was asked:
Should the use of punishment in education be retained? There.
was not sufficient evidence found by this study to conclude
that the use of punishment in schools should‘be abolished.
However, the data did imply that the use of punishment
should be kept to an absolute minimum. It is only cne
of many available techniques., Punishment is a difficult
technique to use and should only be administered by a
teacher properly trained in its use who can determine that
a particular punishment would serve as a learning experience

for a particular student.
RECOMMERDATIONS

The respondents to the questicnnaire ovefwhelmingly
indicated that teachers could be trained to handle behavior
problems without using punishment. They also recommended
that such training should be implemented. It is a rare
teacher who has been trained in using behévior modification,
life space interviewing, reality therapy, and influence
techniques in controlling stqdents’behavior. However, the
data in this study indicates all of these approaches to be
useful in dealing with behavior problems, Tﬁus, it is

recomnended that teacher training institutions make greater
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efforts to see that teachers are properly trained in using
several techniques for behavior management. This should
include the proper uée of punishment. 1If teachers are to
be successful in classroom management, they must be trained
to use several control techniques, one of which may be
punishment.

One of the most important needs for the educational
setting is research into the application of all the techniques
for behavior management. Such questions as the following
need to be answered:w How widespread is the use of each
method? How effective is each? Are scme of the techniqﬁes
more appropriate for specific grade levels and subject matter
areas than others are? Which schools are training teachers
to use these behavior control techniques? How are teachers
being trained to use the control approaches? Which training
methods are most successful? These are questions which need

to be answered by future research.
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416 East Eleventh
Emporia, Kansas 6680L
August 15, 1969

Dr. B. F. Skinner
33 Kirkland
Cambridge, Massachusetts 02138

Dear Dr. Skinner:

Presently, a research study is being conducted at
Kansas State Teachers College concerning the desirability
of using punishment in public education. Enclosed you
will find a short questi onnaire that has been sent to
selected psychiatrists and psychologists throughout the
country. It would be appreciated if you would cooperate
with this study by responding to the questionnaire and
returning it at your earliest convenience in the stamped
envelope that has been provided.

Sincerely,

Art Willans
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416 East Eleventh
Emporia, Kansas 66801
August 29, 1969

Dr. B. F. Skinner
33 Kirkland
Cambridge, Massachusetts 02138

Dear Dr. Skinner:

As you will recall, two weeks ago you received a
questionnaire concerning the use of punishment in
education. Upon the mailing of this letter, your
response has not been received. An additional questionnaire
and envelope are enclosed in case you have misplaced the
first mailing. It would be appreciated if you would
contribute to the significance of this study by answering
the questions and returning them at your earliest
convenience. )

Sincerely,

Art Willans



PI.LEASE FEEL FREE TO DELETE OR REVISE ANY QUESTION SO THAT
YOUR ANSWER WILL BE MOSY CONSISTENT WI
BELI

10 .

11,

12.
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TH YOUR PROFESSIONAL

Would you suggest teachers use such punishments as
listed below in correcting classroom bebavior problems?

Name Calling

Sarcasm and ridicule
Nagging

Scolding

Mild verbal disapproval
Group punishment
Detention

Deprivation of privileges
Rectification

Corporal punishment
Suspension

Expulsion.

FREQUENTLY REGULARLY SELDOM

NEVER

———— e
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Do you believe that behavior problems of students can

——

be corrected without the use of punishment? Yes No

Do you believe that punishment is an important cause of
behavior problems in youth? 'Yesmm_ No

Do you believe the punishment is a useful tool in
correcting behavior problems? Yes _ No
Do you believe that there is any relationship between
the emotional stability of a teacher and the severity
and frequency of the punishmerits he administers?

Yes ~No

Do you believe that if teachers had the proper training
they could deal effectively with behavior problems
without resorting to punishment? Yes No_

If your answer was yes to the previous question, do you
believe that it would be practical and realistic to
implement such training in teacher preparation
prdgrams? Yes No__
To which school of psychological thought do you belong?
. a. Psychoanalytic d. Bilo-Physical

b. Phenomenological e. Other

¢c. Behavioral
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MAILING LIST FOR QUESTIONNAIRE

Dr. Albert Bandura
Dr. Bruno Bettelheim
Dr. Jerome S. Bruner

Dr. John W. Chotlos%*

Dr. Bernice T. Eiduson®

Dr. Hans J. Eysenck¥®
Dr. Charles B. Ferster¥*
Dr. Erich Fromm

Dr., Reilly W. Gardnarx*
Jacob W. Getzels
Hiam Ginott

Dr, William Glasser

Dr. William H. Grier -
Dr. Donald Hebb*

Dr. Harceld E., Himwich¥*
Dr. J. McVicker Hunt¥
Dr. Jerome Kagan*

Dr. Franz J. Kallmann
Dr.

Leonard Krasner*

Dr., Richard S. Lazarus*

*Questionnaire returned.

21.

25,
26.
27.
23,
29,
30.
31.

32,

34,
35,
36.

37.

Dr.

Ogden R. Lindsley*

Dr. Albert Luker*

Dr.
Dr.
Dr.
Dr.
Dr.
Dr.

Dr.

" Dr.

Dr.
Dr.
Dr.
Dr,
Dr.
Dr.
Dr.
Dr.

Dr.

Melvin H. Marx®
Abraham Maslow
Rolla May

Karl A, Menninger
Myron Messenheimer*
Neal Miller*

Orval H. Mowrer
Edwin Price*

Fritz Redl

Carl Rogers

Mark R, Rosenzweilg
William H. Shelton*
B. F. Skinner*
Benjamin Spock
Leonard P. Ullman®

Lewis Wolberg*

Joseph Wolpe*

Name Withheld Upon Request*





