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ABSTRACT OF DISSERTATION 
GRADUATE SCHOOL, UNIVERSITY OF ALABAMA AT BIRMINGHAM

D e g r e e ___________________________________ S u b jec t Educational Leadership

Name o f  C and id a te  John Thom as Tiffany___________________________________
A Study of The Use of Corporal Punishment With Deaf and Hard of Hearing

Students in the United States and the Perceptions of Administrators Regarding 
the Use of This Method of Discipline
The 120 Chief Administrators of residential/day schools, public and private, for 

the deaf and hard of hearing in the United States, and the 50 State Directors of Special 

Education were surveyed regarding the use of corporal punishment with deaf and hard of 

hearing students and their perceptions of the use of this method of discipline.

The entire population of Chief Administrators of residential/day schools, public 

and private, for the deaf and hard of hearing and State Directors of Special Education 

were used in this study; therefore, descriptive statistics, including frequencies and 

percentages, were used to report the data not inferential statistics.

Based upon the review of literature, the use of corporal punishment as a discipline 

method is a very controversial issue and becomes even more complicated when disabled 

children are involved. The Supreme Court has determined that the use of corporal 

punishment is not unconstitutional. The survey revealed that 30 states have banned the 

use of corporal punishment of all children, nondisabled and disabled including deaf and 

hard of hearing children. Of the 20 states that still permit the use of corporal punishment, 

12 of the states are located in the Southeast and South Central regions of the United 

States.
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Based upon the results of the survey, corporal punishment is used very 

infrequently in the residential/day schools, public and private, for the deaf and hard of 

hearing in the United States. In addition, the majority of respondents to the survey, 

regardless of their position, sex, race or ethnic origin, or hearing status, agreed that the 

use of corporal punishment as a method of discipline was not appropriate for all students, 

nondisabled or disabled, including deaf and hard of hearing students.

Educational administrators, including administrators of residential/day schools, 

public and private, for deaf and hard of hearing students, need to be knowledgeable of the 

state laws and regulations that pertain to the use of corporal punishment as a disciplinary 

method. Schools that permit corporal punishment should be sure they have board 

approved policies and guidelines that follow the procedural standards established by the

Despite the fact that corporal punishment as viewed from a judicial perspective is 

permissible as a form of discipline, administrators of schools in states that permit 

corporal punishment need to proceed with extreme caution when using this form of 

discipline. Decision makers within the states and schools that permit corporal

guide them in making policy decisions about how students, nondisabled and disabled, 

including deaf and hard of hearing students, should be disciplined.

A b s tra c t  Approved by: Committee Chairman ______

courts.

punishment should consider the implications of this study and the relevant research to

Dean o f G raduate Sc

Program  D ire c to r
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Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

I am extremely grateful to my committee co-chairs, Dr. Harold Bishop and Dr. 

Ken Orso, for their unswerving support and patience during this project. Without their 

steady guidance, wise counsel, and persistence, I would not have completed the doctoral 

program. To the other members of my committee, Dr. Margaret Glowacki, Dr. Eugene 

Golanda, and Dr. Mary Jean Sanspree, I extend my sincere appreciation for their advice, 

encouragement, and assistance.

I am extremely grateful to Mrs. Ginger Hackney for her technical skills, 

assistance, and patience during my doctoral program and particularly this project. I am 

also very grateful to Ms. Sherri Edwards for her valuable typing, copying, collating, and 

editorial assistance.

My sincere appreciation is also extended to Mrs. Sandra Miller, secretary in the 

School of Education, Department of Leadership, Special Education, and Foundations, for 

her invaluable assistance throughout my doctoral program.

Special appreciation is extended to the Chief Administrators of the nation’s 

residential/day schools, public and private, serving deaf and hard of hearing students, and 

the State Directors of Special Education who responded to the research questionnaire and 

made this study possible.

iv

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



My sincere appreciation is extended to Dr. Jack Hawkins, Jr. and Dr. Douglas C. 

Patterson for initiating and fostering the goal for me to pursue a terminal degree. In 

addition, I want to thank Dr. Joseph F. Busta, Jr. for his support and encouragement.

My sincere gratitude is extended to my colleagues at the Alabama School for the 

Deaf and their support and assistance during this lengthy project.

A special thank you to my parents, Edna and Orville Tiffany, who instilled in me 

a strong work ethic and the value of an education. My only regret is that they did not live 

to see me complete this project and obtain my doctorate.

My deepest gratitude, respect, and admiration is also extended to Lloyd V. Swan, 

my high school geometry teacher, football coach, and mentor. Because of his positive 

influence in my formative years, I pursued a college education to become a teacher and 

an administrator. His words of encouragement during the past year also helped me 

complete this project.

Finally, I am indebted to my wife and best friend, Selena, for her love, support, 

sacrifice, and patience throughout my doctoral program.

v

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Page

ABSTRACT.................................................................................................................... ii

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS........................................................................................... iv

LIST OF TABLES......................................................................................................  ix

CHAPTER

I Introduction................................................................................................. 1

Overview ............................................................................................. 1
Statement of the Research Problem .......................................................3
Purpose of the Study............................................................................... 4
Research Questions ............................................................................... 5
Significance of the S tudy .......................................................................7
Methodology ......................................................................................... 8
Assumptions........................................................................................... 9
Limitations of the Study..................................................................... 10
Definition of Terms ........................................................................... 10
Organization of the Study................................................................... 11

II Review of the Literature ........................................................................... 13

Introduction ....................................................................................... 13
Legal Issues and Related Cases ........................................................  13
Procedures for the Use of Corporal Punishment .................................21
Principles of L a w ................................................................................. 22
Review of Related Literature...............................................................23
Summary ............................................................................................. 32

III Research Methodology ............................................................................... 34

Introduction ......................................................................................... 34
Research Questions ............................................................................. 34

vi

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



TABLE OF CONTENTS (continued)

Page

CHAPTER

Subjects for the Study...........................................................................37
Questionnaire.......................................................................................37
Validity and Reliability of Questionnaire ...........................................38
Data Collection.....................................................................................38
Data Analysis.......................................................................................39
Summary .............................................................................................40

IV Results of the Research ................................................................................41

Purpose of the Research.......................................................................41
Demographic D a ta ...............................................................................45
Research Questions .............................................................................52
Summary .............................................................................................65

V Summary, Conclusions, and Recommendations..........................................67

Introduction .........................................................................................67
Summary .............................................................................................67
Findings Related to the Literature .......................................................69
Findings Related to the Survey Instrument .........................................72
Conclusions .........................................................................................77
Discussion and Implications.................................................................80
Recommendations for Further S tudy ................................................  82

REFERENCES ............................................................................................................. 84

WORKS UNCITED.......................................................................................................87

APPENDICES

A Letter of Transmittal ...................................................................................93

B Residential and Day Schools for the Deaf and Hard of Hearing in
The United States.........................................................................................95

C State Directors of Special Education in the United States......................  114

vii

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



TABLE OF CONTENTS (continued)

Page

APPENDICES

D Questionnaire............................................................................................ 121

E Letters of Validation ................................................................................ 129

F IRB Exemption ........................................................................................ 133

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



LIST OF TABLES

lab Is Page

1 Distribution of Respondents by Position................................................................... 43

2 Distribution of Chief Administrators, Public and Private, by R egion.......................44

3 Distribution of Responding State Directors of Special Education.............................45

4 Frequency and Percentage Distribution of Respondents by Sex ...............................45

5 Frequency and Percentage Distribution of Respondents by Hearing Status .............46

6 Frequency and Percentage Distribution of Respondents by Race ............................ 46

7 Years of Experience in Education by Group ............................................................. 48

8 Years of Experience by Position by Group ...............................................................49

9 Frequency of States That Permit or Do Not Permit Corporal Punishment by
Region ...................................................................................................................50

ix

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



CHAPTER I 

Introduction 

Overview

Despite the general abandonment of corporal punishment as a means of punishing 

criminal offenders, the use of corporal punishment in the United States as a means of 

disciplining students dates back to the colonial period (Ingraham v. Wright. 1977).

Public attitude towards the use of corporal punishment of students has shifted 

significantly over the past decade. In 1990, The National Committee for Prevention of 

Child Abuse (NCPCA) released its annual national Public Opinion Survey which found 

that 72% of the American public believed that physical discipline of a child can lead to 

injury (Cohen, 1990). A majority of the American public believes that corporal 

punishment should not be permitted in schools. A Gallup Poll surveying parents 

nationally said 62% oppose the paddling of children by teachers and administrators 

(“Attack the Whack,” 1996). Currently, 27 states have abolished corporal punishment as 

a form of discipline either by state law or by regulation from State Departments of 

Education. In addition, 46 national associations, including the 49,000 member American 

Academy of Pediatrics, the National Association of Social Workers (“Many Mothers 

Think Spanking Good,” 1995), the American Medical Association, the American Bar 

Association, the National Association of School Psychologists, and the Council for

1
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Exceptional Children (Viadero, 1988), have passed resolutions against corporal 

punishment. Twenty-three states have not enacted legislation or regulations against 

corporal punishment and schools in the South and Southwest regions of the United States 

report the most frequent use of this method of discipline (Evans & Richardson, 1995).

The use of corporal punishment in schools is an emotionally charged issue that 

has legal implications as well. The U.S. Supreme Court did not render a decision in a 

case involving corporal punishment until 1975 when a lower court decision affirmed the 

use of corporal punishment without paren tal permission fBaker v. Owen. 1975). The 

courts ruled that teachers in general may use corporal punishment to enforce order at 

school, but the punishment must be reasonable and within the "bounds of moderation" as 

defined by the community and by professional standards. The court held that corporal 

punishment of children in schools does not violate the Eighth Amendment's "cruel and 

unusual punishment" clause. However, if "excessive punishment" is claimed, the parents 

may seek relief through a civil law suit for damages on grounds of assault and battery 

from the "perpetrators" of the alleged "excessive punishment" flngraham v. Wright.

1977).

Controversy over the use of corporal punishment multiplies when disabled 

students are involved. Since the implementation of P.L. 94-142, the Education of All 

Handicapped Children Act in 1975, which was reauthorized as the Individuals with 

Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) in 1991, the wide discretion schools had to impose 

various forms of discipline, including suspension, expulsion and corporal punishment of 

disabled students, has been curtailed. The use of corporal punishment, as well as other
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intrusive behavioral treatments, has come under scrutiny as an abuse of human rights.

The emotional and legal aspects of corporal punishment, especially as it pertains to the 

disabled, continues to be subject for debate.

In 1990 legislation was considered by Congress which would have barred 

paddling disabled students in the United States; however, the measure did not pass. More 

and more restrictions governing the discipline of disabled children are emerging. The 

potential hazard of physical abuse of disabled children as a result of the use of corporal 

punishment concerns the general public and educators alike.

Statement of the Research Problem 

After a comprehensive review of the literature, limited information regarding the 

use of corporal punishment with deaf and hard of hearing students in American schools, 

public or private, could be found. This review of the literature focused on residential/day 

school programs, public and private, serving the deaf and hard of hearing in America. 

Presently, there are no specific guidelines for school boards, administrators, or teachers 

pertaining to the use of corporal punishment of deaf and hard of hearing students in this 

country. A study of the current status of corporal punishment of disabled students, 

particularly deaf and hard of hearing students, will contribute to the field of education. In 

addition, an examination of the perceptions of the Chief Administrators of residential/day 

school programs, public and private, serving the deaf and hard of hearing students in the 

United States and the State Directors of Special Education, could provide practical 

information and guidelines for the use of this controversial discipline technique with 

disabled students for professionals.
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Purpose of the Study

The specific purposes of this study were as follows:

1. To determine the current status of the use of corporal punishment in the 120 

residential/day school programs, public and private, serving deaf and hard of hearing 

students in the United States.

2. To determine the perceptions of the Chief Administrators of the 120 

residential/day school programs, public and private, serving deaf and hard of hearing 

students in the United States towards the use of corporal punishment with their students.

3. To determine the perceptions of the 50 State Directors of Special Education in 

the United States toward the use of corporal punishment of disabled students, particularly 

deaf and hard of hearing students.

4. To determine the legal status of the use of corporal punishment with disabled 

students, particularly deaf and hard of hearing students, in each of the 50 United States.

5. To determine if a majority of the schools surveyed in states permitting the use 

of corporal punishment have board approved policies addressing the use of corporal 

punishment of deaf and hard of hearing students.

6. To determine what guidelines exist in the states and programs surveyed in 

regard to the use of corporal punishment as it relates to (a) parental consent, (b) parental 

notification, (c) procedural due process, (d) manner of administration, (e) location of 

administration, and (f) use of a witness.

7. To determine what inappropriate behaviors result in the use of corporal 

punishment.
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8. To determine which educational official administers corporal punishment in 

the schools surveyed.

9. To determine what instrument(s) are used in administering corporal 

punishment.

10. To determine the frequency of use of corporal punishment of deaf and hard of 

hearing students.

11. To determine from the schools surveyed the number of deaf and hard of 

hearing students in America who have received corporal punishment as a behavior 

modification technique in the past school year.

12. To determine which states have regulations or laws currently in place 

regarding the use of corporal punishment with disabled students, and particularly deaf 

and hard of hearing students.

Research Questions

This study investigated the following 19 research questions:

1. How many states have banned or restricted the use of corporal punishment and 

which states are they?

2. How many states permit the use of corporal punishment of disabled students, 

including deaf and hard of hearing students?

3. Do the states that permit the use of corporal punishment have regulations 

regarding the use of corporal punishment with nondisabled and disabled students, and 

specifically deaf and hard of hearing students?
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4. How many of the 120 residential/day schools surveyed, public and private, 

serving deaf and hard of hearing students, have specific policies and procedures regarding 

the use of corporal punishment which have been approved by their board or appointing 

authority?

5. How many states maintain documentation of the number of times corporal 

punishment is used annually with students? Do they maintain records based upon sex, 

race, or ethnic background, and disability of the students receiving corporal punishment? 

How many times during the 1994-1995 school year was corporal punishment 

administered in the states surveyed?

6. Do regulations or guidelines exist in these programs surveyed regarding 

parental consent/notification, procedural due process, manner of administration, location 

where corporal punishment is administered, the need for a witness of corporal 

punishment, and the use of corporal punishment only as a last resort?

7. How many students received corporal punishment during the 1994-1995 

school year in the states and schools surveyed based on sex, race or ethnic origin, 

disabled or nondisabled, deaf or hard of hearing?

8. What inappropriate behaviors may result in the use of corporal punishment?

9. What type of instruments are used in administration of corporal punishment?

10. How frequently is corporal punishment being used with disabled students, 

particularly deaf and hard of hearing students?

11. What percentage of deaf and hard of hearing students received corporal 

punishment during the 1994-1995 school year?
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12. What is the perception of each respondent’s community toward the use of 

corporal punishment?

13. Will there be a difference in the perceptions of Chief Administrators of public 

residential/day schools compared to Chief Administrators of private residential/day 

schools serving deaf and hard of hearing students toward the use of corporal punishment 

as a disciplinary method?

14. Will there be a difference in the perceptions of the Chief Administrators of 

residential/days schools, public or private, serving the deaf and hard of hearing from the 

perceptions of State Directors of Special Education toward the use of corporal 

punishment as a disciplinary method?

15. Will there be a difference in the perceptions of the respondents toward the use 

of corporal punishment as a disciplinary method based on the respondents’ sex, race, or 

ethnic origin, or hearing status?

16. Do male students receive corporal punishment more frequently than female 

students?

17. Is corporal punishment administered more frequently to repeat offenders?

18. Are male students more likely to be repeat offenders?

19. Do males administer corporal punishment more frequently to male students?

Significance of the Study

Results of this study make a contribution to the current knowledge of the use of 

corporal punishment of disabled students, particularly deaf and hard of hearing students, 

in residential/day schools, public and private, in the United States. While contributing to
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the understanding of the current use of corporal punishment of deaf and hard of hearing 

students, this study provides information pertaining to the perceptions of the Chief 

Administrators of residential and day school programs, public and private, for the deaf 

and hard of hearing, and the perceptions of the 50 State Directors of Special Education 

towards corporal punishment as a method of discipline. Information derived from this 

study provides a comparison of the perceptions of the respondents based upon sex, race, 

hearing, and geographical location.

The results of this research can be used to assist administrators in developing 

policy pertaining to the use of corporal punishment of disabled students, particularly deaf 

and hard of hearing students. Results of this study may be useful in teacher preparation 

programs and in planning teacher preservice and inservice programs.

Information derived from this study may also be useful in preparing educational 

administrators and in planning administrative preservice and inservice programs for 

schools serving disabled students, particularly deaf and hard of hearing students.

Methodology

The methods of research utilized in this study consisted of documentary analysis 

and survey techniques. The documentary analysis included significantly relevant federal 

and state court decisions, relevant statutory laws, federal and state legislation, and 

educational literature and relevant print and nonprint media pertaining to the use of 

corporal punishment in schools.
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The Chief Administrators of the 120 residential/day schools, public and private, 

serving deaf and hard of hearing students in the United States comprised the target 

population. In addition, the 50 State Directors of Special Education were surveyed.

The questionnaires utilized were designed to obtain demographic information 

about the respondents, information pertaining to state law, information regarding state or 

school policy pertaining to corporal punishment from the various programs and states 

surveyed, and other information related to the research questions. Permission was 

obtained from Dr. Donna C. Jeffries to adapt and modify the questionnaire developed and 

used in her 1990 dissertation on corporal punishment in Tennessee (Jeffries, 1990).

The data were collected by mailing the questionnaire to each of the Chief 

Administrators of the 120 residential/day schools, public and private, for the deaf and 

hard of hearing and to each of the 50 State Directors of Special Education. A cover letter 

was sent to explain the purpose of the questionnaires to each of the participants.

A second mailing was sent to those individuals who did not respond to the first 

mailing. A follow-up telephone call was made or a FAX sent to those not responding to 

the second notice. A third mailing was sent to those failing to respond to the previous 

contacts.

Asswnptipns

It was assumed that the responses of the respondents to the questionnaires 

returned were the views of the group targeted by the study. The survey instrument was 

reliable and valid for use in this study. It is assumed that the nonresponses to the survey 

were random.
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Limitations of the Study 

This research is limited as follows:

1. The study was limited by only surveying the Chief Administrators of the 120 

state residential/day schools, public and private, serving deaf and hard of hearing children 

in the United States, and the 50 State Directors of Special Education to determine the 

corporal punishment practices in their respective programs.

2. The study was limited by the response rates of the Chief Administrators of the 

120 residential/day programs, public and private, serving deaf and hard of hearing 

students, and 50 State Directors of Special Education.

3. The information received from the questionnaire concerning the use of 

corporal punishment of deaf and hard of hearing students was of a self-report nature and, 

as such, relied on the accurate reporting of respondents.

4. Generalizations of the results were limited to corporal punishment of disabled 

students, particularly deaf and hard of hearing students.

5. Generalizations of the results can only be limited to the responses of the Chief 

Administrators of residential/day schools, public and private for the deaf and hard of 

hearing, and the State Directors of Special Education.

Definition of Terms

The meanings of certain terms used in the research are as follows:

Disability refers to a disabled condition; that which disables, as an illness, injury, 

or physical handicap; a legal disqualification or incapacity; something that restricts; 

limitation; disadvantage (Neufeldt & Guralnik, 1991).

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



11

Discipline refers to training that develops self-control, character, or orderliness 

and efficiency; strict control to enforce obedience; acceptance of or submission to 

authority and control (Neufeldt & Guralnik, 1991).

Corporal punishment is any kind of punishment of or inflicted on the body (Black,

1990).

Deaf refers to person with a hearing loss in excess of 90 decibel (dB), having 

little or no functional hearing and often having limited capability for oral speech, 

presenting receptive and expressive communication problems (Oyer, Crowe, & Haas, 

1987).

Hard of hearing refers to persons with all degrees of hearing loss except the 

classification of deaf; hearing losses ranging from 15 to 75 dB (Oyer et al., 1987).

Residential/dav school refers to those residential/day schools for the deaf listed in 

the directory of the American Annals of the Deaf 1994 edition, where students may reside 

during the school year or be day students, and receive a comprehensive education 

(Stuckless, 1994).

Abuse is to hurt by treating badly; mistreat; mistreatment; injury (Neufeldt & 

Guralnik, 1991).

In loco parentis is in the place of a parent or of a parent’s authority (Neufeldt & 

Guralnik, 1991).

Organization of the Study

The study is presented in five chapters. Chapter I serves as an introduction and 

establishes the rationale of the study. Sections showing the statement of the problem,
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purpose of the study, hypotheses, significance of the study, methodology, assumptions, 

limitations of the study, definition of terms, and the organization of the study are 

contained in Chapter I. Chapter II contains the findings of the legal research, a review of 

the literature, and research related to the study. The research design and methodology of 

the study are presented in Chapter III. The presentation and analysis of the data gathered 

from the Chief Administrators of the residential/day schools for the deaf and hard of 

hearing and State Directors of Special Education who responded to the questionnaire are 

contained in Chapter IV. Chapter V includes summaries, conclusions, discussion, and 

recommendations for further research.
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CHAPTER II 

Review of the Literature 

Introduction

During a comprehensive review of the literature, a great deal of information 

regarding corporal punishment in the public schools of the United States was located; 

however, the literature related to corporal punishment of disabled children, specifically 

deaf or hard of hearing children in educational programs in this country, was limited. 

Chapter II contains a review of the relevant court cases, articles in educational journals, 

and other relevant print and nonprint media dealing with corporal punishment of students, 

nondisabled and disabled, in our public schools and, by inference, with the treatment of 

deaf and hard of hearing children.

Legal Issues and Related Cases

Corporal punishment, although banned in 27 states, is not unconstitutional. The 

Supreme Court has determined that the use of corporal punishment of students in our 

public schools does not violate the Eighth Amendment protection against cruel and 

unusual punishment, nor does it breach the Fourteenth Amendment due process 

guarantees fBaker v. Owen. 1975; Ingraham v. Wright. 1977).

Most corporal punishment cases are litigated in state courts under charges of 

battery, assault and battery, or negligent battery; however, an increasing number of

13
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litigants are bringing action in federal court under 42 United States Congress (U.S.C.) 

and 1983 from the Civil Rights Act of 1871. Many individuals who claim that their civil 

rights have been violated prefer to seek damages in federal court under 1983 primarily 

because federal law prevents school districts and other municipal agencies from claiming 

immunity under existing state law for the civil rights violations committed by employees 

(Henderson, 1986).

Before 1975, the U.S. Supreme Court had not decided a case involving corporal 

punishment in the public schools. In the landmark 1975 Baker v. Owen case, a sixth- 

grade student, Russell Carl Baker, and his mother brought an action against the school 

principal and others, claiming that their constitutional rights were violated when Russell 

Carl was corporally punished by his teacher, over his mother's objections and without 

procedural due process. Russell Carl, a sixth-grader, was paddled on December 6,1973, 

for allegedly violating his teacher’s announced rule against throwing kickballs except 

during designated play periods. Mrs. Baker had previously requested of Russell Carl’s 

principal and certain teachers that Russell Carl not be corporally punished, because she 

opposed it on principle. Nevertheless, shortly after his alleged misconduct, her son 

received two licks in the presence of a second teacher and in view of other students.

Mrs. Baker alleged that the administration of corporal punishment after her 

objections violated her parental right to determine disciplinary methods for her child. 

Russell Carl charged that the circumstances in which the punishment was administered 

violated his right to procedural due process, and that the punishment itself, in this 

instance, amounted to cruel and unusual punishment.
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A special court was convened because both Mrs. Baker in her claim and Russell 

Carl in his procedural due process claim challenged the constitutionality of North 

Carolina General Statutes 115-146. They claimed that the statute, which empowered 

school officials to “use reasonable force in the exercise of lawful authority to restrain or 

correct pupils and to maintain order,” was unconstitutional insofar as it allowed corporal 

punishment over parental objection and in the absence of adequate procedural safeguards.

The Three-Judge District Court, Craven, Circuit Judge, held that the Fourteenth 

Amendment liberty embraces the right of the parent generally to control means of 

discipline of their children, but that the state has a countervailing interest in the 

maintenance of order in the schools sufficient to sustain the right of teachers and school 

officials to administer reasonable corporal punishment for disciplinary purposes; that 

teachers and school officials must accord students minimal procedural due process in the 

course of inflicting such punishment; and that the spanking of the student in question did 

not amount to cruel and unusual punishment fBaker v. Owen. 1975).

The Baker v. Owens case tested a North Carolina state law permitting reasonable 

corporal punishment. The Supreme Court affirmed the lower court decision authorizing 

corporal punishment without parental permission. According to the Supreme Court, 

under the doctrine of parens patriae, parental approval to corporally punish children in 

the public schools is not required (Henderson, 1986).

In another landmark case, Ingraham v. Wright (1977), Florida junior high school 

students brought civil rights action alleging that they had been subjected to disciplinary
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corporal punishment in violation of their constitutional rights. The district court 

dismissed. The United States Court of Appeals for the Fifth Circuit, 498 F.2d 248, 

reversed, but, on rehearing en banc, 525 F.2d 909, affirmed. Certiorari was granted. The 

Supreme Court, Mr. Justice Powell, held that the cruel and unusual punishments clause of 

the Eighth Amendment did not apply to disciplinary corporal punishment in public 

schools; and the due process clause did not require notice and hearing prior to the 

imposition of corporal punishment in public schools, as that practice was authorized and 

limited by Florida’s preservation of common-law constraints and remedies (Ingraham v. 

.Wright, 1977).

The United States District court for the Southern District of West Virginia in 

1980, dismissed action against a school teacher and school officials brought by the 

parents of a minor child who was subjected to corporal punishment. The Court of 

Appeals held that (a) parents could not maintain action, (b) under certain circumstances 

infliction of corporal punishment to a pupil may violate the pupil’s substantive due 

process rights, and (c) complaint did not state cause of action against school officials who 

were not directly involved in inflicting punishment but did state cause of action on behalf 

of pupil against persons directly involved in paddling.

In the 1987 case of Garcia v. Miera. Teresa Garcia, an elementary school pupil in 

New Mexico, by her parents and next friends, Max and Sandra Garcia, sued the school 

principal, teacher, administrative associate, and others in their individual capacities for 

denying her substantive due process in violation of 42 U.S.C. and 1983 because of two 

beatings suffered at their hands.
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In 1982, Garcia was a nine-year-old student in the third grade at the Penasco 

Elementary School in Penasco, New Mexico. On February 10, 1982, defendant-appellee 

Theresa Miera, the school principal, summoned Garcia to her office for hitting a boy who 

had kicked her. Miera instructed Garcia to go to her chair to be paddled. Garcia refused 

and told Miera that her father had said that “Mrs. Miera had better shape up.” Miera 

responded by calling J. D. Sanchez, a teacher at the school, for assistance. Sanchez held 

Garcia by her ankles while Miera struck Garcia with a wooden paddle. The paddle “was 

split right down the middle, so it was two pieces, and when it hit, it clapped and 

grabbed.” Miera hit Garcia five times on the front of the leg between the knee and the 

waist. After the beating, Garcia’s teacher, Ruth Dominez, “noticed blood coming through 

Garcia’s clothes,” and on taking Garcia to the restroom was shocked to see a “welt” on 

Garcia’s leg. The beating made a two-inch cut on her leg and left a permanent scar. 

Shortly after this incident, Garcia’s mother and father told Miera, “not to spank Teresa 

again unless we were called, to make sure it was justified,” and Miera said “okay, no 

problems.”

The second beating at issue occurred on May 18,1983. Miera summoned Garcia 

to her office for saying that the defendant, Judy Mestas, had been seen kissing a student’s 

father, Denny Mersereau, on a school bus during a recent field trip, and that Mestas had 

sent love letters to Mersereau through his son.

Miera proceeded to strike Garcia two times with the paddle on the buttocks.

Garcia then refused to be hit again. Miera responded by calling defendant Edward Leyba, 

an administrative associate at the school. Leyba pushed Garcia toward a chair over which
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she was to bend and receive three additional blows. Garcia and Leyba struggled and 

Garcia hit her back on Miera’s desk. She suffered back pains for several weeks due to 

this. Garcia then submitted to the last three blows. The beating caused severe bruises on 

Garcia’s buttocks, which did not stop hurting for two to three weeks. As a result of the 

beating, Garcia’s “buttocks were bright red with a crease across both.” Dr. Albrecht, a 

physician who treated Garcia, stated: “I’ve done hundreds of physicals of children who 

have had spankings . . .  and I have not seen bruises on the buttocks as Teresita had, from

routine spankings They were more extensive, deeper bruises. . . ” Betsy Martinez,

a nurse who examined Garcia, stated that if a child had received this type of injury at 

home she “would have called the police department’s Protective Services.” The extent 

and severity of Garcia’s bruises were independently supported by photographs of 

Garcia’s buttocks taken on May 13 and May 18. Throughout the incident, Garcia kept 

asking Miera to allow Garcia to call her mother. Miera, the principal, refused, saying that 

she knew the law.

The United States District Court for the District of New Mexico determined that 

qualified immunity protected school officials. The student appealed. The court of 

appeals held that (a) corporal punishments that are inflicted on students and are so grossly 

excessive as to be shocking to the conscience violate student’s substantive due process 

rights under the 14th Amendment’s due process clause, without regard to adequacy of 

state remedies, and (b) unconstitutionality of excessive corporal punishment was clearly 

established at time of alleged beatings, and, thus principal, teacher, administrative 

associate, and others were not entitled to qualified immunity from liability even though
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the United States Supreme Court had declined to decide issue, and even though there was 

a conflict among the Courts of Appeals.

In 1990, the case of Fee v. Herndon was heard in the United States Court of 

Appeals, Fifth Circuit. In this case, a Texas school principal's alleged use of excessive 

corporal punishment against an emotionally handicapped student did not implicate 

federal due process considerations, and thus the student and his parents were not entitled 

to a federal remedy under Section 1983. The student was a sixth-grader with a history of 

behavioral problems in school. His parents claimed that the school principal beat their 

son, causing injuries, after he misbehaved in the classroom. They also alleged that the 

beating occurred in the presence of the classroom teacher, who failed to intervene. 

Following the alleged beating, the student spent six months in a psychiatric ward. The 

parents brought suit against the school district, the principal, and the classroom teacher in 

state court but eventually removed the case to U. S. district court. In their federal suit, the 

parents added a Section 1983 claim alleging a violation of their son's constitutional right 

to due process. The district court dismissed all of the parents' claims except for a charge 

of excessive force directed against the principal, remanding this claim for resolution in 

state court.

On appeal, the Fifth Circuit Court reiterated its established rule that "corporal 

punishment is not at odds with the fourteenth amendment and does not constitute 

arbitrary state action" (Fee v. Herndon. 1990). Because state law in Texas placed 

reasonable restrictions on corporal punishment and provided legal remedies for abuses, 

the alleged beating did not implicate federal substantive due process and, therefore, did
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not require federal relief under Section 1983. The Fifth Circuit also found no authority in 

the state's statutory or case law to suggest that a teacher is obligated to intervene when 

another educator subjects a student to excessive corporal punishment. Thus, the court of 

appeals affirmed the district court's decision to remand the one claim against the principal 

and to dismiss the remainder of the parents' actions (Tee v. Herndon. 1990).

In a 1986 case fCole v. Greenfield. 1986), civil rights action was brought on 

behalf of a hyperactive and emotionally disturbed student against the school system, 

school board, principal, and teacher, alleging that school officials violated the student's 

civil rights in disciplining him. The district court held that discipline techniques 

employed by the school to correct the student's behavior did not violate the student's due 

process and equal protection rights. They also held that the hyperactive and emotionally 

disturbed student was not entitled to any unique exemptions or protections from the 

school's normal disciplinary procedures regarding corporal punishment because of his 

handicap, which is similar to decisions in Kaelin v. Grubbs in 1982 and Doe v. Koger in 

1979. This decision was also supported by the decision in Stuart v. Nappi in 1978, when 

it was determined that handicapped children are neither immune from a school's 

discipline process nor are they entitled to participate in programs when their behavior 

impairs the education of other children in the program.

In April 1990, the Education and Labor Committee of the U.S. House of 

Representatives defeated a proposed amendment to the Education of the Handicapped Act 

(EHA) reauthorization bill which would have banned corporal punishment for all students 

with disabilities. The Senate’s version of the EHA reauthorization, passed in 1989, was
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also silent on the issue of corporal punishment. If the Fifth Circuit's decision is an 

indication of a trend toward judicial restraint in this area, and in the absence of specific 

EHA guidance, then federal courts may hesitate to test the constitutionality of "paddling 

laws" by any standard higher than "reasonableness."

Corporal punishment as viewed from a judicial perspective is permissible as a 

form of discipline in the public schools, including residential/day schools for the deaf.

The courts have ruled that handicapped children, including deaf and hard of hearing 

students, are not unique and can receive the same punishment as any other child who 

engages in inappropriate conduct for which paddling is a reasonable consequence.

Procedures for the Use of Corporal Punishment

The courts have established these four procedural standards for the use of corporal 

punishment in the public schools:

1. The student is entitled to know beforehand what behavior, if continued, will 

lead to corporal punishment.

2. Corporal punishment must be used only as a last resort after all other available 

methods of correction have been tried and have failed.

3. The punishment must be administered in the presence of another adult, 

preferably another member of the school staff.

4. Parents may not veto corporal punishment for their own child, but they may 

request and be granted a written account of the punishment, together with the name of the 

adult present.
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If parents feel that the punishment was excessive, they may seek relief from the 

"perpetrators" of the allegedly excessive punishment through a lawsuit for damages on 

grounds of assault and battery.

Principles of Law

The following principles of law as handed down by the courts apply in corporal 

punishment cases:

1. The teacher or principal must rely on professional judgement to administer 

corporal punishment within the guidelines and policy laid down by the local school 

board. Parents may not legally intervene to prevent corporal punishment, but they are 

entitled to a full account of the punishment after the fact.

2. If the punishment is excessive or unduly severe, parents have an avenue of 

relief in a suit for damages against the "perpetrators" of the injury. The jury, in such a 

case, should base its judgement on whether the employee administering the punishment 

acted as a reasonably prudent parent would have acted under the circumstances.

3. A state statute or a school board policy authorizing teachers or administrators 

to administer reasonable corporal punishment to students is not unconstitutional. 

Apparently, the Supreme Court was of the opinion that, given the condition of schools 

nowadays, a local school board cannot run schools very well without such a policy.

4. Teachers and administrators must demonstrate in court that they tried 

everything short of corporal punishment and that these methods did not work. Only then 

can they make the claim that, reluctantly, they resorted to corporal punishment to keep 

order among students (Nolte, 1986).
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Review of Related Literature 

Over the past decade, the Gallup Education Survey has determined that student 

discipline ranked as the single greatest concern regarding our nation's schools. However, 

in contrast to the objective, legal perspective in which the courts have supported the use 

of "reasonable" corporal punishment as a method to uphold discipline in America's public 

schools, public opinion during the last decade or more has become emotionally charged 

against its use. The United States is the only industrialized nation in the world that still 

permits corporal punishment (Chapman, 1995). According to the National Committee for 

Prevention of Child Abuse, research has shown that (a) corporal punishment can cause 

physical harm; (b) corporal punishment does train children to use physical force (rather 

than reason) to solve problems and control behaviors of others; (c) corporal punishment 

(such as in the classroom) can interfere with learning; (d) while corporal punishment can 

control behavior in a given situation, it can also increase aggressive behavior in children 

in other situations; and (e) children can be taught control and responsibility without 

physical violence.

This is a value-laden issue. Citations from the Bible and "spare the rod, spoil the 

child" references are used to defend the use of corporal punishment (Cohen, 1990).

Experts report in the literature that no matter how it is used, spanking is not nearly as 

effective as other discipline techniques (King, 1989). Studies also suggest that minority 

students, usually boys, are disproportionately represented among students receiving 

corporal punishment. Based on U. S. Education Department data, Blacks account for 

16% of all elementary and secondary school students, but represent 28% of those
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receiving corporal punishment. More and more school boards are experiencing increased 

lawsuits and criminal allegations against teachers, principals, and superintendents and 

are, therefore, considering alternatives to corporal punishment (Howell, 1987).

Public opinion toward the use of corporal punishment as a form of discipline is 

divided. Although there was a strong movement to ban the use of corporal punishment in 

schools in the United States during the decade of 1983-1993, support of corporal 

punishment recently took hold again after American teenager Michael Fay was flogged in 

Singapore in May of 1994 for defacing private property with a can of spray paint (Sowell,

1994). Americans think a lack of discipline is the biggest problem in the public schools. 

With rising violence in society and schools, a lot of people think that the remedy lies in 

hitting kids more often, not less (Chapman, 1994). As a result of the strong public 

sentiment favoring the reinstatement of corporal punishment of criminals, legislators in 

several states have responded by introducing a variety of legislation to punish criminals 

by paddling. Educators are divided on whether corporal punishment is a valid means of 

discipline for students, but the majority probably believe it is. A fair number of students 

are paddled every day in the public schools (Walden, 1995). In fact, 555,532 students 

were reported to have been paddled in 1992 (Chapman & Hargrove, 1995) and 38,428 of 

these students were disabled.

Opponents of the use of corporal punishment believe that doing away with the rod 

will not spoil anyone. In fact they say it would raise children’s self-esteem and stop 

youngsters from growing up to believe violent behavior is acceptable (Banisky, 1994).
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Opponents also feel corporal punishment is bad public policy. Children who are spanked 

excessively are two to five times more likely to be physically aggressive as children, to 

become juvenile delinquents as adolescents and, as adults, to suffer depression (West,

1994). The U .S. Department of Education conducts biennial surveys that identify states 

whose school authorities most often punish school children by striking them. With few 

exceptions, the juveniles on death row reside in the top states for corporal punishment of 

school children. School authorities most frequently strike school children in 16 states. 

Alabama, Florida, Georgia, Indiana, Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi, Missouri, North 

Carolina, Oklahoma and Texas are included in this grouping. These states also house 26 

of the nation’s 30 juveniles on death row. Is there a causal relationship between state- 

sanctioned violence in the schools and the fate of juvenile death row inmates and their 

victims? We do not know. But this much can be shown. In the top 16 states for 

percentage of school children corporally punished, the homicide rates are significantly 

higher than the remaining states. It would be foolish to insist that corporal punishment in 

public schools is the cause of homicide. But we reap what we sow, and if we teach 

violent instruction, it will return to plague the instructors (Frazier, 1988).

Supporters of corporal punishment, such as Dr. Den A. Trunbull, a Montgomery, 

Alabama, pediatrician, insist that spanking is a useful and harmless tool when used 

properly, especially for children ages two to six who are clearly defying their parents 

(West, 1994). Dr. Robert E. Larzelere, a psychologist and director of residential research 

at Boys Town in Nebraska, has done considerable research and concludes that parental 

spanking is not an abhorrent act. Larzelere concludes that spanking is generally beneficial
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to children when (a) it is limited to a maximum of two openhanded slaps to the child’s 

rear end; (b) the child is between the ages of two and six; (c) it is used to supplement 

more positive parenting techniques, not replace them; and (d) when it backs up other 

disciplinary methods. Larzelere reports that research fails to support the claim that 

children who are spanked are more likely to become aggressive. Concerning the 

antispanking movement, Larzelere says that given the meager amount of data in support 

of its position, it is “in danger of merely becoming an attempt to impose the values of one 

segment of society upon others” (Rosemond, 1993). A recent Harris poll found that 

spanking is far from an uncommon act; 80% of the 1,250 adults surveyed said they had 

spanked their children. And 87% of those polled said spanking is sometimes appropriate 

(Collins, 1995).

In a recent article by Evans and Richardson (1995) in Teaching Exceptional 

Children, the following quotes were presented:

“When I get the paddle, I feel I don’t want to be in school” (6th grader).

“I got tired of getting hit; it made me feel bad” (school dropout).

“I had big bruises; I was embarrassed” (8th grader).

“I hate the principal, the teacher. I hate school” (4th grader).

“I felt humiliated and violated” (11th grader).

According to the authors of this article, such reactions to corporal punishment 

echo in many schools throughout the United States. To date, 27 states have abolished this 

form of discipline either by state law or by regulation from the State Department of
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Education. Forty-six national associations have passed resolutions against corporal

punishment similar to the one below:

The Council for Exceptional Children Policy Statement on Corporal Punishment

The Council for Exceptional Children supports the prohibition of the use 
of corporal punishment in special education. Corporal punishment is here 
defined as a situation in which all of the following elements are present: an 
authority accuses a child of violating a rule and seeks from the child an 
explanation, whereupon a judgement of guilt is made, followed by a 
physical contact and pain inflicted on the child. The Council finds no 
conditions under which corporal punishment so defined would be the 
treatment of choice in special education. (C.E.C. guides Congress on 
school discipline,” 1994)

However, 23 states have not enacted statewide legislation, and school districts 

within these states are entrusted to control punishment procedures. As reported in a 

recent OCR survey, the states that reported the largest percentages of school corporal 

punishment were located in the South and Southwest regions of the United States. The 

percentages of students paddled in the top 10 states during the 1989-1990 school year 

were as follows: Mississippi (9.39%), Arkansas (7.8%), Alabama (7.32%), Tennessee 

(6.52%), Texas (3.9%), Georgia (3.6%), Louisiana (2.83%), Oklahoma (2.61%), South 

Carolina (2.5%), and Kentucky (1.7%). Texas law does not prohibit teachers from using 

any means of punishment on school children except deadly force. While Texas ranks 

fifth in percentages of reported cases, it leads the nation in the number of paddlings in 

schools. An estimated 166,003 paddlings were reported in 1 year for the Lone Star State. 

In 1992, Kentucky and Oklahoma attempted to pass regulations to ban corporal 

punishment in schools; however, reactions from ultraconservative groups killed the ban
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in Kentucky, while in Oklahoma the attorney general announced that the ban on corporal 

punishment was only advisory.

As reported by Evans and Richardson (1995) from their research, public support 

for corporal punishment in schools varies in different regions of the country. The results 

of a national parent survey indicated that 55% disapproved, 38% approved, and 6% were 

not sure; however, in the South, the approval rate was 53%. In a survey of teachers, 75% 

of the respondents believed that corporal punishment was necessary to maintain 

discipline. The results of a 1987 study by Cotham, Stauss, Vargas-Moll, and Hyman 

revealed that 90% o f parents disapproved of physical discipline for students with 

disabilities; yet this practice was still being implemented in many schools (Evans & 

Richardson, 1995).

In a 1995 telephone survey conducted at the E. W. Scripps School of Journalism 

at Ohio State University, it was found that attitudes over the use of corporal punishment 

are changing. Younger adults and members of the so-called “baby boom” generation 

tend to oppose the use of the paddle in schools, while their parents favor it. The survey 

also found that Southerners were the only regional group that solidly supported the use of 

corporal punishment. People living in Northeastern states were just as solidly opposed to 

its use, while residents of the Midwest and West were about evenly split. Sixty-eight 

percent of American adults report that they attended at least one school where corporal 

punishment was practiced; however this statistic varied significantly according to age. 

Residents of rural communities and small towns supported physical discipline while 

support was weak among urban residents and people who live in large cities. The survey
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also noted that highly educated Americans tended to oppose the practice, while people 

who never went to college were solidly in favor of corporal punishment (Hargrove,

1995).

Although limited information pertaining to corporal punishment of disabled 

children is available, students with behavioral or emotional disorders and learning and 

mental disabilities are often at risk for physical abuse at home and in school because of 

the very nature of their disabilities. The behaviors of these students do not fit the norm; 

they are frequently aggressive, disruptive, noncompliant, and antisocial. Management 

techniques for these students often involve intrusive and humiliating modes of 

punishment. A study from the National PTA, one of many organizations which oppose 

the use of corporal punishment in schools (Ball, 1989), shows that minorities and 

students with physical disabilities are paddled more often than others (Omdorff, 1995).

In Tennessee, honor stories about punishment of students with disabilities led to 

an antipaddling organization, Tennesseans Against Paddling (T.A.P.), to introduce a bill 

in the Tennessee legislature that would protect students with disabilities. Thus far their 

efforts have been unsuccessful. In Texas, students with disabilities are subjected to 

physical discipline unless otherwise specified in the individualized educational program 

(IEP). Paddling is within teachers’ rights when the whipping is not excessive. The 

Association for Retarded Citizens of Georgia is helping parents of children with 

disabilities sue for damages in cases where teachers have physically punished students in 

special education classes.
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A replicated descriptive study by Rose (1989) indicated widespread use of 

corporal punishment with mildly handicapped students at every grade level in 371 of the 

schools surveyed. The study also found that corporal punishment, despite research on the 

effective use of punishment, was not typically delivered either immediately or 

consistently.

Despite the move in some states to ban paddling or at least restrict its use, 

Alabama’s recently elected governor had a six-part school-reform package passed by the 

Alabama Legislature in July of 1995. Governor Fob James, when signing the bill into 

law, stated that the legislation, which among other reforms provides for teacher immunity 

from lawsuits or criminal charges for paddling students, was the finest piece of legislation 

he has seen in this state (Lard, 1995). The immunity bill gives public school teachers, 

principals, and assistant principals immunity from lawsuits or criminal charges if they 

paddle students while following school policy on corporal punishment. The law also 

requires school boards to provide attorneys to defend school employees who are sued or 

charged following school policy on discipline. The bill also says state laws against child 

abuse shall not apply to teachers or other public school employees who maintain order 

and discipline on school property, including buses, while following school policy (White,

1995).

Strong reactions to the bill were sparked when it was passed. “Parents can be sent 

to jail for beating their children, but then we send them off to school everyday where they 

[teachers] can hit our children and be immune. Where do we stand as parents?” 

questioned Ann James of the Alabama Parent Teachers Association (PTA) which has
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concerns over the constitutionality of the new law. The Alabama Education Association

supports the immunity bill. Nancy Whorly, the new AEA president, stated that

if a board of education allows corporal punishment in its policy and an 
employee follows it, then we certainly believe the employee should not be 
punished. This bill mandates that schools must have very strict guidelines, 
and employees must follow those guidelines. Teachers can’t just go out 
and beat students. (Jones, 1995)

Sandra Sims-deGraffenreid, Executive Director of the Alabama Association of School

Boards, indicates her organization thinks the bill is useless. She indicated that the bill

granting teachers immunity will not stop parents from suing and might even encourage

more educators to pick up paddles. According to Dr. Irwin Hyman, a psychology

professor and founder of the National Center for the Study of Corporal Punishment at

Temple University in Philadelphia,

This type of horrible legislation, this ‘qualified immunity,’ is going on all 
around the country—we’re getting crazy. The only reason cases end up in 
litigation anyway is because they would otherwise be classified as child 
abuse. Now we are saying, not only can we flog kids and bruise them, but 
we are protected. (Jones, 1995)

As reported in the Alabama School Board (“Paddling still common,” 1995) 

corporal punishment is a widespread practice in Alabama and throughout the South. 

Statistics from the U. S. Department of Education, published in a recent Birmingham 

Post-Herald series on corporal punishment, revealed almost 92% of the paddlings in 

1992-92 took place in the South. Arkansas led the way, paddling almost 12% of its public 

schoolchildren, followed by Mississippi at 11% and Alabama at 8%.

According to statistics, Blacks make up a disproportionate percentage among the 

students being paddled. In the South, Black students make up 33% of the school
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population, but received about 45% of the paddlings. The study referenced in this same 

article also found that Southerners are more supportive of corporal punishment than any 

other regional group. A poll found 57% of Southerners polled support corporal 

punishment, compared to 50% of Midwesterners, 35% of Northerners and 48% of 

Westerners. A 1995 survey by the Alabama Association of School Boards showed that 

112 systems out of 127 across the state of Alabama allow corporal punishment; 9 prohibit 

it. Six systems did not respond to the survey (Omdorff, 1995). Alabama State Board of 

Education member Dr. Mary Jane Caylor stated that she hated the idea of children being 

paddled at school and challenged the board to consider adopting statewide policy that 

local boards would have to follow (Chapman, 1995).

Many feel that the elimination of corporal punishment in educational settings 

must occur. Not only does corporal punishment violate key democratic principles from 

their perspective, but it also thwarts the increasing professionalization of teaching. 

Research findings illustrate that corporal punishment (a) only temporarily suppresses 

undesired behavior, (b) is ineffective in promoting new learning, (c) arouses pupil’s 

aggressions, and (d) implies to children that violence is an acceptable way to solve 

problems (Socoski, 1989). Opponents to corporal punishment argue that corporal 

punishment is not necessary to maintain discipline and the potential for abuse is 

enormous (Kessler, 1985).

Summary

The use of corporal punishment as documented in the literature is a controversial 

issue with far-reaching implications for our schools both from an educational and legal
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perspective. Corporal punishment of children with disabilities adds to the complexity and 

sensitivity of this issue. School systems that utilize corporal punishment, particularly 

those that serve disabled students, including deaf and hard of hearing students, are well 

advised to have clearly delineated policy and procedures for the reasonable use of this 

method of discipline in order to avoid lawsuits (Sendor, 1987).

As for proponents of the complete abolishment of corporal punishment in public 

education, they will need to pursue their cause in the federal and state legislatures or in 

the state civil and criminal courts (Henderson, 1986), because the Supreme Court has 

upheld the use of corporal punishment in our schools.
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CHAPTER m  

Research Methodology 

Introduction

The purpose of this study was to determine the current use of corporal punishment 

as a discipline method with deaf and hard of hearing children in public schools in this 

country, and to analyze the perceptions of Chief Administrators o f public and private 

residential/day schools serving the deaf and hard of hearing, and the 50 State Directors of 

Special Education toward the use of corporal punishment of deaf and hard of hearing 

students. This chapter also describes the methodology that will be used in the study by 

providing a description of the subjects to be surveyed, the questionnaire to be sent to the 

subjects, and procedures for the collection and reporting of the data. This chapter has 

been organized into seven sections. The sections include the hypotheses and research 

questions, the subjects for the study, information about the questionnaire, the validity and 

reliability of the questionnaire, data collection, data analysis, and summary.

Research Questions

This study investigated two primary issues: (a) the status of corporal punishment 

with the deaf and hard of hearing in the United States, and (b) the perceptions of Chief 

Administrators of residential schools, public and private, serving deaf and hard of hearing 

students, and State Directors of Special Education toward the use of corporal punishment

34
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of deaf and hard of hearing students. The following 19 research questions were utilized 

to investigate these perceptions:

1. How many states have banned or restricted the use of corporal punishment and 

which states are they?

2. How many states permit the use of corporal punishment of disabled students, 

including deaf and hard of hearing students?

3. Do the states that permit the use of corporal punishment have regulations 

regarding the use of corporal punishment with nondisabled and disabled students, and 

specifically deaf and hard of hearing students?

4. How many of the 120 residential/day schools surveyed, public and private, 

serving deaf and hard of hearing students, have specific policies and procedures regarding 

the use of corporal punishment which have been approved by their board or appointing 

authority?

5. How many states maintain documentation of the number of times corporal 

punishment is used annually with students? Do they maintain records based upon sex, 

race, or ethnic background, and disability of the students receiving corporal punishment? 

How many times during the 1994-1995 school year was corporal punishment 

administered in the states surveyed?

6. Do regulations or guidelines exist in these programs surveyed regarding 

parental consent/notification, procedural due process, manner of administration, location 

where corporal punishment is administered, the need for a witness of corporal 

punishment, and the use of corporal punishment only as a last resort?
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7. How many students received corporal punishment during the 1994-1995 

school year in the states and schools surveyed based on sex, race or ethnic origin, 

disabled or nondisabled, deaf or hard of hearing?

8. What inappropriate behaviors may result in the use of corporal punishment?

9. What type of instruments are used in administration of corporal punishment?

10. How frequently is corporal punishment being used with disabled students, 

particularly deaf and hard of hearing students?

11. What percentage of deaf and hard of hearing students received corporal 

punishment during the 1994-1995 school year?

12. What is the perception of each respondent’s community toward the use of 

corporal punishment?

13. Will there be a difference in the perceptions of Chief Administrators of public 

residential/day schools compared to Chief Administrators of private residential/day 

schools serving deaf and hard of hearing students toward the use of corporal punishment 

as a disciplinary method?

14. Will there be a difference in the perceptions of the Chief Administrators of 

residential/days schools, public or private, serving the deaf and hard of hearing from the 

perceptions of State Directors of Special Education toward the use of corporal 

punishment as a disciplinary method?

15. Will there be a difference in the perceptions of the respondents toward the use 

of corporal punishment as a disciplinary method based on the respondents’ sex, race, or 

ethnic origin, or hearing status?
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16. Do male students receive corporal punishment more frequently than female 

students?

17. Is corporal punishment administered more frequently to repeat offenders?

18. Are male students more likely to be repeat offenders?

19. Do males administer corporal punishment more frequently to male students?

Subjects for the Study

The subjects were the 120 Chief Administrators of the residential/day schools, 

public and private, serving deaf and hard of hearing students in the United States 

(Appendix B) and the 50 State Directors of Special Education (Appendix C). The entire 

population of these two groups of administrators was used in this study. These subjects 

were selected because they would be most knowledgeable of the current status of the use 

of corporal punishment with disabled students, particularly deaf and hard of hearing 

students, in their programs and respective states.

Questionnaire

The questionnaire (Appendix D) was designed to obtain selected-responses to 

items on the survey. The questionnaire was designed utilizing the questionnaire 

developed by Dr. Donna C. Jeffries in her dissertation, An Analysis of Perceptions

Among-Schgpl Board Chairpgrsons^Seiected SfihooLEersonnsLand Selected Students 

Regarding the Use of Corporal Punishment in Tennessee’s Public Schools as a model. 

Permission was granted by Dr. Jeffries’ to utilize this questionnaire and modify it for the 

purpose of this study. The questions are clearly stated and are not confusing. The
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questions concerning the use of corporal punishment will relate specifically to students 

who are deaf and hard of hearing.

Validity and Reliability of Questionnaire

To establish content validity, the questionnaire was submitted to a panel of three 

judges with training in special education, deaf education, or both, who possess earned 

doctorates and have experience working with disabled children, including deaf and hard 

of hearing students. Results of the panel review indicated that the instrument was content 

valid for this study. Letters of validation from these judges were obtained and placed in 

Appendix E.

Reliability of the instrument was established by Dr. Jeffries through the 

employment of the test-retest method with an educational administration class at 

Alabama A&M University. This reliability test yielded the following results: coefficient 

from the questionnaire = .89; coefficient from the table = .81. Since the questionnaire 

coefficient of .89 was greater than the table coefficient of .81, a strong correlation was 

shown. Therefore, the results indicated that the instrument was reliable.

Data Collection

The survey was conducted by mailing a survey packet to each of the 120 Chief 

Administrators of the residential/day schools, public and private, in the United States, and 

the 50 State Directors of Special Education. These two groups represent the entire 

population for their respective professional positions. Each packet contained a letter of 

transmittal (Appendix A), the survey instrument (Appendix D), instructions for
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completion of the survey instrument, and a self-addressed, stamped envelope, in order to 

return the instrument.

A postcard was sent 14 days after the original survey was mailed to those school 

administrators who failed to respond by completing and mailing the survey instrument.

A follow-up telephone call was made or a FAX sent 21 days after the original survey was 

mailed to those school administrators who had not responded by that date. A second 

letter and survey instrument were mailed 28 days later to those administrators who did 

not respond to the previous requests to participate in the study. A minimum 65% return 

rate was desired.

Data Analysis

The data collected by the survey instrument were tabulated into separate 

categories corresponding to the questions and reported in the following manner:

1. Demographic information including sex; race or ethnic origin; deaf, hard of 

hearing or hearing; years of experience in education, special education, or education of 

the deaf and hard of hearing; and years of experience as a teacher and administrator.

2. Responding Chief Administrators of residential/day schools, public or private, 

serving deaf and hard of hearing, and State Directors of Special Education were 

categorized based upon the following regions within the United States: (a) Mid-Atlantic 

(Michigan, Ohio, Pennsylvania, West Virginia, Virginia, Delaware, Maryland, 

Washington, D.C.); (b) Northeast ( Maine, New Hampshire, Vermont, New York, 

Connecticut, Rhode Island, Massachusetts, New Jersey); (c) Southeast (Kentucky, 

Tennessee, North Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia, Alabama, Mississippi, Florida); (d)
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North Central (Montana, Wyoming, North Dakota, South Dakota, Minnesota, Wisconsin, 

Illinois, Kansas, Nebraska, Iowa, Missouri, Indiana); (e) South Central (Texas,

Oklahoma, Arkansas, Louisiana); and (f) Western States (Washington, Oregon, Idaho, 

California, Nevada, Utah, Wyoming, Arizona, New Mexico, Hawaii, and Alaska).

3. Responding Chief Administrators of residential/day schools serving deaf and 

hard of hearing students based upon being public, private, or other.

The demographic data were analyzed by tallying and grouping the responses for 

each question related to these areas. Frequency and percentage techniques were 

employed to demonstrate population and demographic information and questions related 

to the use of corporal punishment. Research questions were also analyzed through the 

use of frequency and percentage techniques.

Summary

Chapter III described the research questions, the methodology of the research, the 

development of the instrument used in the study, and the data analyses utilized. The 

questions for the instrument were derived from a review of the literature and from 

modifying the instrument developed by Dr. Donna C. Jeffries, with her approval. 

Provisions for obtaining relevant demographic information were incorporated into the 

instrument. The data were analyzed using frequency and percentage techniques.
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Results of the Research 

Purpose of the Research 

The purpose of this study was to determine the current status of corporal 

punishment as a discipline method with deaf and hard of hearing children in the public 

and private residential/day schools of this country and to analyze the perceptions of the 

120 Chief Administrators of residential/day schools, public and private, serving deaf and 

hard of hearing students and the 50 State Directors of Special Education toward the use of 

corporal punishment with deaf and hard of hearing students.

This chapter presents an analysis of the data supplied by the respondents 

participating in this study. The data consist of (a) demographic information pertaining to 

the individuals answering the questionnaire; (b) information regarding the states that ban 

corporal punishment or permit its use; (c) an analysis of 11 research questions pertaining 

to the use of corporal punishment as a method of discipline; (d) a comparison of the 

perceptions of Chief Administrators of public, residential/day schools toward the use of 

corporal punishment with the perceptions of Chief Administrators of private 

residential/day schools serving deaf and hard of hearing students; (e) a comparison of the 

perceptions of Chief Administrators of residential/day schools, public or private, serving 

deaf and hard of hearing students, toward the use of corporal punishment with the

41
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perceptions of State Directors of Special Education; and (f) a comparison of the 

participants’ perceptions toward the use of corporal punishment based upon their sex, 

race or ethnic origin, and hearing status. The frequency and percentage analysis of the 

items on the questionnaire is also presented in this chapter.

Of the total 170 questionnaires mailed, a total of 121 responses (71%) were 

received. There were 120 questionnaires mailed to Chief Administrators of 

residential/day schools, public and private. Four (3%) of these survey packets were 

returned by the U. S. Post Office, indicating that the packages were undeliverable, and no 

forwarding address was provided. These four programs were eliminated from the study. 

Of the remaining 116 survey packets mailed to Chief Administrators of residential/day 

school, public and private, serving the deaf and hard of hearing, officials from 82 (71%) 

programs responded. Of the 82 Chief Administrators responding, 63 (77%) represented 

public residential/day schools, and 19 (23%) represented private residential/day schools. 

Eleven (17%) of the 63 Chief Administrators of public residential schools for the deaf 

and three (16%) of the 19 Chief Administrators of private residential/day schools 

participating in the study replied by letter or FAX, indicating that they did not wish to 

complete the survey because their schools did not permit corporal punishment. Each of 

these 14 respondents indicated that they were opposed to the use of corporal punishment 

as a disciplinary method. Each of them also responded that their communities were 

opposed to the use of corporal punishment of all students, nondisabled or disabled.

Of the 50 questionnaires sent to State Directors of Special Education, 39 (78%) 

directors responded to the survey. Ten (26%) of the State Directors of Special Education
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from states that do not permit corporal punishment responded to the survey by letter or 

FAX indicating that they were opposed to the use of corporal punishment as a 

disciplinary method of all students, nondisabled and disabled. Several of the Chief 

Administrators and State Directors provided comments that indicated that they were 

adamantly opposed to corporal punishment and did not realize that corporal punishment 

was a disciplinary method still practiced in the United States.

Two (4%) of the State Directors replied by letter, stating that they would not 

participate in the study due to insufficient staff. Information pertaining to the distribution 

of the respondents based upon position is shown in Table 1.

Table 1

Distribution ofRespondents bv Position

Group Number Percent

State Directors of Special Education 39 37.5

Chief Administrators (Public & Private) 82 67.5

Total 121 100

Chief Administrators Number Percent

Public 63 77.0

Private 19 23.0

Total 82 100.0

The regional distribution of the 82 Chief Administrators of residential/day 

schools, public and private, that participated in the study was as follows: 11 (65%) of 17 

programs surveyed in the Mid-Atlantic Region, 14 (64%) of the 22 programs surveyed in 

the Northeast Region, 16 (76%) of the 21 programs surveyed in the Southeast Region, 19
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(83%) of the 23 programs surveyed in the North Central Region, 7 (78%) of the 9 

programs in the South Central Region, and 15 (63%) of the 24 programs surveyed in the 

Western Region. Table 2 shows information on the regional distribution of the Chief 

Administrators of residential/day schools, public and private, who participated in the 

study.

Table 2

Distribution of Chief Administrators. Public and Private, by. Region

Region # Surveyed # Responses Percent Percent of Total

Mid-Atlantic 17 11 65.0 13.0

Northeast 22 14 64.0 17.0

Southeast 21 16 76.0 20.0

North Central 23 19 78.0 23.0

South Central 9 7 78.0 9.0

Western 24 15 63.0 18.0

Total 116 82 71.0 100.0

The regional distribution of the 39 State Directors of Special Education 

responding was as follows: five (71%) of the eight Mid-Atlantic Region, eight (100%) of 

the eight Northeast Region, seven (87.5%) of the eight Southeast Region, seven (58%) of 

the 12 state North Central Region, three (75%) of the four state South Central Region, 

and 10 (91%) of the Western Region. Table 3 illustrates the information related to the 

regional distribution of the State Directors of Special Education that responded to the 

questionnaire.
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Table 3

Distribution of Responding State Directors of Special Education

Region # Surveyed # Responses Percent Percent of Total

Mid-Atlantic 7 5 71.0 13.0

Northeast 8 8 100.0 21.0

Southeast 8 6 75.0 15.0

North Central 12 7 58.0 18.0

South Central 4 3 75.0 8.0

Western 11 10 91.0 25.0

Total 50 39 78.0 100.0

Demographic Data

Demographic information related to the respondents’ sex is shown in Table 4. Of 

the 121 respondents to the survey, 83 (69%) were male and 38 (31%) were female. Of 

the 83 male respondents, 57 (69%) were Chief Administrators of residential/day schools, 

public and private, serving the deaf or hard of hearing, and 26 (31%) were State Directors 

of Special Education. Twenty-five (66%) of the 38 female respondents were Chief 

Administrators of a residential/day school, public or private, serving the deaf or hard of 

hearing, and 13 (34%) were State Directors of Special Education.

Table 4

Frequency and Percentage Distribution of Respondents bv Sex

Group Sex Number Percent

Chief Administrators Male 57 47.0

Directors of Special Education Male 26 21.0

Chief Administrators Female 25 21.0
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Table 4 (continued)

Group Sex Number Percent

Directors of Special Education Female 13 11.0

Total 121 100.0

Of the 121 individuals participating in the study, 115 responded to the item 

pertaining to their hearing status. Nineteen (17%) indicated that they were either deaf or 

hard of hearing and 96 (83%) indicated that they had normal hearing. Demographic 

information pertaining to the respondents hearing status can be found in Table 5.

Table 5

Frequency and Percentage Distribution of Respondents bv Hearing Status

Group Number Percent

Hearing 96 83.0

Deaf/Hard of Hearing 19 17.0

Total 115 100.0

Table 6 illustrates the number of participants in the study who responded to the 

demographic item pertaining to race or ethnic origin of the respondent. Of the 121 

respondents, 115 responded to this item. Of the 115 respondents, one (1%) was African 

American, 113 (98%) indicated that they were Caucasian, and one (1%) was Hispanic. 

Table 6

Frequency and Percentage Distribution of Respondents bv Race

Group Number Percent

African American 1 1.0

Asian 0 0.0
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Table 6 (continued)

Group Number Percent

Caucasian 113 98.0

Hispanic 1 1.0

Native American 0 0.0

Total 115 100.0

In the demographic section of the survey, respondents were asked to respond to 

items pertaining to their professional experience. Participants were asked to indicate the 

number of years of experience they had in education, special education, and/or education 

of the deaf and hard of hearing.

Of the 121 participants in the study, 80 (66%) responded to this section and 41 

(34%) did not respond. Of the 80 responses, 61 (76%) were Chief Administrators of 

residential/day schools, public and private, serving the deaf and hard of hearing, and 19 

(24%) were State Directors of Special Education.

The combined number of years of experience for all 80 respondents to this item 

was 2,122 years in education. The range of experience of educational experience was 

from a low of 7 years to a high of 40 years, with a mean of 26.5 years. Respondents 

indicated that they had a combined 994 years of experience in special education, ranging 

from a low of 3 years to a high of 40 years, with a mean of 12.3 years. Respondents 

indicated that they had a total of 1,484 years of experience in deaf education, ranging 

from 0 to 36 years of experience, with a mean of 18.6 years.

According to the responses of the 61 Chief Administrators of schools for the deaf 

and hard of hearing who responded to this item, they had a combined total of 1,640 years
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of experience in education, 600 years of experience in special education, and 1,400 years 

of experience in education of the deaf and hard of hearing. The mean for each of these 

categories was calculated for the 61 Chief Administrators of schools for the deaf as 

follows: 27 years of experience in education, 9.8 years of experience in special 

education, and 23 years of experience in education of the deaf and hard of hearing. The 

19 State Directors of Special Education responses to this item indicated that they had a 

total of 482 years of experience in education, 394 years of experience in special 

education, and 84 years of experience in the education of the deaf and hard of hearing.

The mean for each of these categories was calculated as follows: 25.4 years of 

experience in education, 20.7 years of experience in special education, and 4.4 years of 

education of the deaf and hard of hearing. Table 7 illustrates the demographic 

information related to experience.

Table 7

Years of Experience in Education by Group

Area Group # of Years Mean

Education A 1,640 27.0
B 482 25.4

Total 2,122 26.5

Special Education A 600 9.8
B 394 20.7

Total 994 12.5

Deaf Education A 1,400 23.0
B 84 4.4

Total 1,484 18.6
Group A = 61 Chief Administrators; Group B = 19 State Directors of Special Education
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The second part of this item related to professional experience as a teacher or 

administrator and is presented in Table 8. According to the 80 responses to this item, 

there was a combined total of 641 years of experience as a teacher, with a mean of 8 

years; and 1,469 years of experience as an administrator, with a mean of 18.4 years. 

Among the 61 Chief Administrators of schools for the deaf, there was a total o f490 years 

of experience as a teacher, with a mean of 8 years, and 1,165 years as administrators, with 

a mean of 19.1 years. The 19 State Directors of Special Education had a combined total 

of 151 years of experience as teachers, with a mean of 8 years, and 304 years as 

administrators, with a mean of 16 years.

Table 8

Years of Experience bv Position bv Group

Position Group # of Years Mean

Teacher A 490 8.0
B 151 8.0

Total 641 8.0

Administrator A 1,165 19.1
B 304 16.0

Total 1,469 18.4
Group A = 6l Chief Administrators; Group B = 19 State Directors of Special Education

Table 9 shows data regarding the states which permit corporal punishment and 

those that do not permit its use. Responses to this item from participants were 

contradictory. Three Chief Administrators from three different states, one each in the 

following three regions, Mid-Atlantic, Northeast, and North Central, who replied to the 

survey, provided responses that conflicted with information obtained from the State
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Directors of Special Education from the same state. The state data are reported in Table

9.

Based upon the data reported, 20 (40%) states still permit the use of corporal 

punishment of students, including deaf and hard of hearing students, and 30 (60%) states 

prohibit the use of corporal punishment for all students, including deaf and hard of 

hearing students. No state in the eight state Northeast Region permits corporal 

punishment of any student. Two states (25%) in the eight-state Mid-Atlantic Region 

permit corporal punishment of all students, three states (25%) in the 12 state North 

Central Region permit corporal punishment of all students, and three states (17%) in the 

11 state Western Region permit corporal punishment of all students. All eight states 

(100%) in the Southeast Region and all four states (100%) in the South Central Region 

permit corporal punishment of all students. Respondents from those states that permit 

corporal punishment indicated that corporal punishment was for all students, nondisabled 

and disabled, including deaf and hard of hearing students.

Table 9

Frequency of States That Permit or Do Not Permit Corporal Punishment bv Region 

Region State Permit # Yes # No

Mid-Atlantic Michigan No 1
Ohio No 1
Pennsylvania Yes 1
West Virginia No 1
Virginia No 1
Delaware Yes 1
Maryland No 1
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Table 9 (continued)

Region State Permit # Yes #No

Northeast Maine No 1
New Hampshire No 1
Vermont No 1
New York No 1
Connecticut No 1
Rhode Island No 1
Massachusetts No 1
New Jersey No 1

Southeast Kentucky Yes 1
Tennessee Yes 1
North Carolina Yes 1
South Carolina Yes 1
Georgia Yes 1
Alabama Yes 1
Mississippi Yes 1
Florida Yes 1

Montana No 1
North Central Wyoming No 1

North Dakota No 1
South Dakota No 1
Minnesota No 1
Wisconsin No 1
Illinois No 1
Kansas Yes 1
Nebraska No 1
Iowa Yes 1
Missouri Yes 1
Indiana No 1

South Central Texas Yes 1
Oklahoma Yes 1
Arkansas Yes 1
Louisiana Yes 1
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Table 9 (continued)

Region State Permit # Yes #No

Western Washington No 1
Oregon No 1
Idaho Yes 1
California No 1
Nevada No 1
Colorado Yes 1
Utah No 1
Arizona No 1
New Mexico Yes 1
Hawaii No 1
Alaska No 1

Total 20 30
(40%) (60%)

Research Questions

The purpose of this study was to obtain answers to the following research 

questions:

1. How many states have banned or restricted the use o f corporal punishment and 

which states are they? According to the responses received from the 121 participants in 

this study, 30 (60%) states have banned or do not permit the use of corporal punishment, 

and 20 (40%) states continue to permit the use of corporal punishment of students in their 

schools (see Table 9).

2. How many states permit the use of corporal punishment of disabled students, 

including deaf and hard of hearing students? All 20 states that permit the use of corporal 

punishment permit the corporal punishment of all students, nondisabled and disabled, 

including deaf and hard of hearing students.
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3. Do the states that permit the use of corporal punishment have regulations 

regarding the use of corporal punishment with nondisabled and disabled students, and 

specifically deaf and hard of hearing students? Based upon the information provided, the 

30 states that do not permit corporal punishment each have regulations prohibiting its use 

with students in their respective states. The 16 State Directors of Special Education who 

responded to this item from states that permit corporal punishment indicated that they 

have established regulations pertaining to the use of corporal punishment with all 

students.

Three (19%) of the 16 State Directors of Special Education sent copies of state 

regulations pertaining to use of corporal punishment in their respective states. Each of 

the state regulations for these three states indicated that the states gave authority to the 

local boards of education to administer corporal punishment to students in accordance 

with established school district policy. One (33%) of the three states had established 

regulations covering the use of corporal punishment of disabled students. The regulation 

required that prior to the administration of corporal punishment to a student with 

disabilities, a determination by the student’s IEP team shall be made as to whether or not 

the misconduct prompting the proposed use of corporal punishment is related to, or a 

manifestation of, the student’s disability. If a disabled student’s misconduct is related to, 

or a manifestation of, the student’s disability, any discipline shall be in accordance to the 

student’s IEP. If a student’s misconduct is not related to, or a manifestation, of the 

student’s disability, corporal punishment may be administered in accordance with the 

same state or other provisions as applied to nondisabled students in the school district or
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public agency. Each of these respondents from the 23 states that do not permit corporal 

punishment of students indicated that there were state regulations in place prohibiting the 

use of corporal punishment.

4. How many of the 120 residential/day schools surveyed, public and private, 

serving deaf and hard of hearing students, have specific policies and procedures regarding 

the use of corporal punishment which have been approved by their board or appointing 

authority? Of the 116 schools sent survey packets, 46 (39%) of the schools were located 

in states that permit corporal punishment. Thirty-five (76%) of these 46 schools located 

in states that permit corporal punishment responded to the survey. Of these 35 schools, 

four (11%), three public and one private, permitted the use of corporal punishment as a 

disciplinary method with their deaf and hard of hearing students. The other 31 (89%) 

schools for the deaf and hard of hearing located in states permitting the use of corporal 

punishment prohibited the use of corporal punishment, either by board policy or by 

administrative directive. Of the four schools for the deaf and hard of hearing that 

permitted corporal punishment, the three public schools had policies and procedures in 

place approved by their board or appointing authorities. The private school indicated it 

did not have a board approved policy pertaining to the use of corporal punishment.

5. How many states maintain documentation of the number of times corporal 

punishment is used annually with students? Do they maintain records based upon sex, 

race, or ethnic background, and disability of the students receiving corporal punishment? 

How many times during the 1994-1995 school year was corporal punishment 

administered in the states surveyed? Sixteen (80%) State Directors of Special Education
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out of the 20 states that permit corporal punishment of students in their schools responded 

to this item. Fifteen (94%) of these officials reported that documentation was not 

maintained on the number of students, nondisabled or disabled, receiving corporal 

punishment. One (6%) state official out of the 16 responding indicated that records were 

maintained on the number of students that received corporal punishment. The 

information maintained did not identify the number of students receiving corporal 

punishment by disabled or nondisabled. The documentation did specify the number of 

students by sex and race or ethnic origin. Data regarding the number of students who 

received corporal punishment provided by this state was for the 1993-1994 school year.

According to the data reported by the participants in the study from the four 

schools for the deaf and hard of hearing that permitted corporal punishment, two public 

schools, each in a different state, reported that four deaf or hard of hearing students, three 

at one school and one at the other, had received corporal punishment during the 1994- 

1995 school year.

6. Do regulations or guidelines exist in these programs surveyed regarding 

parental consent/notification, procedural due process, manner of administration, location 

where corporal punishment is administered, the need for a witness of corporal 

punishment, and the use of corporal punishment only as a last resort? Only the Chief 

Administrators from the four schools that permitted corporal punishment responded to the 

items related to this question. Two (50%) of the Chief Administrators responded that 

their school required parental consent before a child received corporal punishment, and 

two (50%) did not.
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Two (50%) of the four administrators of the four schools indicated that only 

administrators could administer corporal punishment, one (25%) administrator indicated 

that administrators and teachers could administer corporal punishment, and one (25%) 

administrator responded that administrators, teachers, coaches, and any personnel with 

certificates could administer corporal punishment.

All four (100%) administrators from the schools for the deaf and hard of hearing 

that permitted corporal punishment responded to the items pertaining to this question. 

They indicated the following: (a) corporal punishment was administered only in an 

administrators office in their school, (b) corporal punishment was used only as a last 

resort, (c) corporal punishment was used only after every other disciplinary method 

proved to be ineffective, and (d) corporal punishment was used only with a witness 

present.

7. How many students received corporal punishment during the 1994-1995 

school year in the states and schools surveyed based on sex, race or ethnic origin, 

disabled or nondisabled, deaf or hard of hearing? Based upon the responses to this 

question obtained from the 16 (80%) State Directors of Special Education out of the 20 

states that permit corporal punishment, only one (6.25%) state indicated that it maintains 

documentation of the number of students receiving corporal punishment. The last 

available data from this state were for the 1993-1994 school year. Therefore, data from 

the states cannot be reported for this item. Two schools reported that corporal 

punishment was administered to four deaf students during the 1994-1995 school year.

They indicated that three (75%) of the students were male, one (25%) was a female.
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They also indicated that two (50%) of these four students were African American and two 

were Caucasian.

8. What inappropriate behaviors may result in the use of corporal punishment? 

According to the responses to this item from the four schools that permit corporal 

punishment, the following inappropriate behaviors would provoke the use of corporal 

punishment in their respective schools: (a) fighting (three of the four schools), (b) 

obscene/profane language (two of the four schools), (c) talking back to authority (two of 

the four schools), (d) stealing (two of the four schools), and (e) other-continued disruptive 

behavior (one of the four schools).

9. What type of instruments are used in administration of corporal punishment? 

Three of the four schools for the deaf and hard of hearing responding to this item that 

permitted corporal punishment indicated that a paddle would be used, while one school 

indicated that the hand would be used in the administration of corporal punishment.

10. How frequently is corporal punishment being used with disabled students, 

particularly deaf and hard of hearing students? Fifty-seven (49%) of the 116 Chief 

Administrators responding to the questionnaire responded to this item. Based upon the 

data provided, there was a total of 10,380 deaf and hard of hearing students served in 

these 57 residential/day schools, public and private, serving the deaf and hard of hearing. 

Based upon the response of four schools out of the 57 that indicated the number of 

students that they served (10,380) during the 1994-1995 school year, four students were 

reported to have been paddled. This number would indicate that corporal punishment is
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used very infrequently as a disciplinary method with deaf and hard of hearing students in 

the programs responding to the survey.

11. What percentage of deaf and hard of hearing students received corporal 

punishment during the 1994-1995 school year? Four students out of the 10,380 (less than 

1%) deaf and hard of hearing students were administered corporal punishment during the 

1994-1995 school year in the 116 residential/day schools, public and private, serving the 

deaf and hard of hearing that participated in this study.

12. What is the perception of each respondent’s community toward the use of 

corporal punishment? Eighty-six (71%) of the 121 participants responded to this item on 

the questionnaire. Of the 86 respondents, 74 (86%) indicated that their communities were 

opposed to the use of corporal punishment as a method of discipline, 10 (17%) indicated 

that their community approved the use of corporal punishment, and two (4%) stated that 

their community had mixed opinions toward the use of corporal punishment.

13. Will there be a difference in the perceptions of Chief Administrators of public 

residential/day schools compared to Chief Administrators of private residential/day 

schools serving deaf and hard of hearing students toward the use of corporal punishment 

as a disciplinary method?

14. Will there be a difference in the perceptions of the Chief Administrators of 

residential/days schools, public or private, serving the deaf and hard of hearing from the 

perceptions of State Directors of Special Education toward the use of corporal 

punishment as a disciplinary method?
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Research questions 13 and 14 were answered by averaging the responses to 31 

questions about the use of corporal punishment by the Chief Administrators of 

residential/day schools, public and private, and the State Directors of Special Education. 

The 31 questions were divided into two groups. The first group, Group A, contained 18 

statements regarding corporal punishment. Responses of agree or strongly agree would 

indicate the respondents’ opposition to corporal punishment, and responses of disagree or 

strongly disagree would indicate the respondents’ approval of corporal punishment. The 

second group, Group B, contained 13 statements regarding corporal punishment. 

Responses of disagree or strongly disagree to these 13 statements would indicate the 

respondents’ opposition to corporal punishment, and the responses of agree or strongly 

agree would indicate the respondents’ approval of corporal punishment.

When comparing the responses of Chief Administrators of public residential/day 

schools for the deaf and hard of hearing, with the responses of the Chief Administrators 

of private residential/day schools, their perceptions of corporal punishment were in 

agreement. In response to the statements in Group A, 81% of the Chief Administrators of 

public residential/day schools for the deaf and hard of hearing answered that they 

disagreed or strongly disagreed with all items supporting corporal punishment, while 

85% of the Chief Administrators of private residential/day schools responded that they 

disagreed or strongly disagreed with all items supporting corporal punishment.

The responses to the statements in Group B were in close agreement. Eighty- 

three (81%) of the Chief Administrators of the public residential/day schools agreed or 

strongly agreed to all items opposing the use of corporal punishment, while 87% of the
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Chief Administrators of private residential/day schools answered that they agreed or 

strongly agreed to all items opposing corporal punishment. The responses by the Chief 

Administrators of residential/day schools for the deaf and hard of hearing, public and 

private, indicates that both groups are opposed to the use of corporal punishment.

When comparing the responses to Group A and B statements by all of the Chief 

Administrators of public and private residential/day schools for the deaf and hard of 

hearing, with the State Directors of Special Education, their perceptions of corporal 

punishment were found to be similar as well. Of the Chief Administrators of 

residential/day schools, public and private, 82% responded that they disagreed or strongly 

disagreed to all the items in Group A, while 87% of the State Directors of Special 

Education indicated that they disagreed or strongly disagreed with the items in Group A 

supporting corporal punishment. Eighty-three (82%) of the Chief Administrators of 

residential/day schools, public and private, responded that they agreed or strongly agreed 

to the Group B items opposing the use of corporal punishment, while 78% of the State 

Directors of Special Education responded that they agreed or strongly agreed to the same 

items. This indicates that there was no difference in the perceptions of Chief 

Administrators of residential/day schools for the deaf and hard of hearing, public or 

private, toward the use of corporal punishment, from the perceptions of the State 

Directors of Special Education.

15. Will there be a difference in the perceptions of the respondents toward the use 

of corporal punishment as a disciplinary method based on the respondents’ sex, race, or 

ethnic origin, or hearing status?
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The responses to the statements in Group A and Group B of the survey indicated 

that the perceptions of the respondents toward the use of corporal punishment were 

similar to the respondents regardless of their sex, race or ethnic origin, or hearing status. 

Eighty-seven percent of the male respondents to the Group A items disagreed or strongly 

disagreed to all of the items supporting corporal punishment, and 73% of the female 

respondents indicated that they disagreed or strongly disagreed to all of the same items. 

Eighty-two percent of the male respondents indicated that they agreed or strongly agreed 

to all of the items in Group B opposing corporal punishment, while 79 of the female 

respondents indicated that they agreed or strongly agreed to all of the items in Group B 

opposing corporal punishment.

Two (2%) of the 121 respondents indicated that they were not Caucasian. One 

participant was African American and one was Hispanic. Eighty-five percent of their 

responses were either disagree or strongly disagree to all of the Group A items supporting 

the use of corporal punishment, and 97% of their responses agreed or strongly agreed to 

all of the Group B items opposing the use of corporal punishment as a disciplinary 

method. This indicates that there was no difference in the perceptions toward the use of 

corporal punishment as a disciplinary method based on sex, race or ethnic origin.

Of the 121 participants in the study, 14 (12%) individuals indicated that they were 

deaf and hard of hearing, while 107 (88%) indicated that they had normal hearing. The 

perceptions of the deaf and hard of hearing respondents were comparable to the responses 

of the other groups participating in the study. Eighty-four percent of the deaf and hard of 

hearing participants indicated that they disagreed or strongly disagreed with all of the
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items in Group A supporting corporal punishment, and 88% responded that they agreed 

or strongly agreed with all of the items in Group B opposing the use of corporal 

punishment as a disciplinary method. This indicates that there was no difference in the 

perceptions towards the use of corporal punishment as a disciplinary method based upon 

the hearing status of the participants in the study.

16. Do male students receive corporal punishment more frequently than female 

students? There was a general consensus of agreement between the various groups that 

male students receive corporal punishment more frequently than female students. 

Seventy-eight percent of the Chief Administrators of public residential/day schools and 

75% of the Chief Administrators of private residential/day schools agreed or strongly 

agreed with this perception. Seventy-eight percent of the Chief Administrators of 

residential/day schools, public and private, and 58% of the State Directors of Special 

Education agreed or strongly agreed with this statement. Seventy-two percent of the 

female respondents and 73% of the male respondents agreed with this statement. The 

African American respondent and the Hispanic respondent both agreed that male students 

were paddled more frequently than female students. Seventy-six percent of the deaf and 

hard of hearing respondents and 72% of the hearing respondents agreed or strongly 

agreed that male students were paddled more frequently than female students.

17. Is corporal punishment administered more frequently to repeat offenders? 

Again, there was general consensus among the various groups responding that corporal 

punishment is administered more frequently to repeat offenders. Eighty percent of the 

Chief Administrators of public residential/day schools agreed or strongly agreed to this
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statement and 83% of the Chief Administrators of private residential/day schools agreed 

or strongly agreed to this statement. Eighty-one percent of the Chief Administrators of 

both public and private residential schools as compared to 60% of the State Directors of 

Special Education agreed or strongly agreed to this statement. Sixty-eight percent of the 

female respondents compared to 79% of the male respondents agreed or strongly agreed 

to this position. Both minority respondents agreed to this statement. Eighty-six percent 

of the deaf and hard of hearing respondents and 74% of the hearing respondents agreed or 

strongly agreed that repeat offenders were more frequently administered corporal 

punishment.

18. Are male students more likely to be repeat offenders? Participants in the 

study were also in general consensus of agreement on this issue. Sixty-nine percent of 

the Chief Administrators of public residential/day schools for the deaf and hard of 

hearing agreed or strongly agreed that male students were more likely to be repeat 

offenders. As a group, 69% of the Chief Administrators of residential/day schools, public 

and private, agreed or strongly agreed with this perception, while only 53% of the State 

Directors of Special Education agreed or strongly agreed that male students were more 

likely to be repeat offenders. Fifty-three percent of the females responding to this 

statement agreed or strongly agreed, while 70% of the males indicated they agreed or 

strongly agreed that male students were more likely to be repeat offenders. The African 

American respondent was undecided, while 65% of the Caucasian respondents indicated 

that they agreed or strongly agreed with this statement. Seventy-six percent of the deaf
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and hard of hearing respondents expressed that they agreed or strongly agreed with this 

perception, and 62% of the hearing respondents agreed or strongly agreed.

19. Do males administer corporal punishment more frequently to male students? 

Although a majority of several of the groups responding to this item agreed or strongly 

agreed that males administer corporal punishment more frequently to males, there was 

not consensus of agreement with this item among the various groups. Fifty-nine percent 

of the Chief Administrators of public residential/day schools for deaf and hard of hearing 

students agreed or strongly agreed that males administer corporal punishment more 

frequently to male students, and 50% of the Chief Administrators of private 

residential/day schools agreed or strongly agreed with this perception. Fifty-seven 

percent of the combined group of Chief Administrators of residential/day schools for the 

deaf and hard of hearing, public and private, agreed or strongly agreed to this item, 

compared to 47% of the State Directors of Special Education. Forty-seven percent of the 

Chief Administrators indicated that they were undecided, and 53% of the State Directors 

were undecided. None of the Chief Administrators or State Directors of Special 

Education disagreed or strongly disagreed with this statement. Forty-seven percent of the 

female respondents agreed or strongly agreed with this statement, while 57% of the males 

agreed or strongly agreed that males administer corporal punishment more frequently to 

male students. Fifty-three percent of the females were undecided on this issue, while 

43% of the males were undecided. Fifty-five percent of the Caucasian respondents 

agreed or strongly agreed that males administered corporal punishment more frequently 

to males, while both minority respondents were undecided. Forty-three percent of the
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deaf and hard of hearing respondents agreed or strongly agreed to this perception, while 

54% of the hearing respondents agreed or strongly agreed. Of all of the deaf and hard of 

hearing respondents, 57% were undecided on this issue, as were 46% of the hearing 

respondents.

Summary

The purpose of this study was twofold. The first purpose was to determine the 

status of corporal punishment of deaf and hard of hearing students in the United States. 

The second purpose was to ascertain the perceptions of the Chief Administrators of the 

120 residential/day schools, public and private, and the perceptions of the 50 State 

Directors of Special Education toward the use o f corporal punishment as a disciplinary 

method.

Based upon the results obtained from the survey, 30 states have banned the use of 

corporal punishment as a disciplinary method for all students, nondisabled and disabled, 

including deaf and hard of hearing students. Four schools surveyed in the 20 states that 

permit corporal punishment permit it in their schools. Therefore, based upon the data 

received, it is obvious that corporal punishment is not a disciplinary method in wide use 

with deaf and hard of hearing students in the residential/day schools, public or private, in 

the United States.

In addition, based upon the analysis of the data received from the participants, the 

perceptions toward the use of corporal punishment as a disciplinary method by the Chief 

Administrators of residential/day schools, public and private, serving the deaf and hard of 

hearing, are in agreement with the perceptions of the State Directors of Special
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Education. The majority of each of these three groups of administrators, regardless of 

position, sex, race or ethnic origin, or hearing status, are opposed to its use, as are the 

communities in which they live. The majority of respondents of all groups, whether they 

live in states that permit corporal punishment or ban it, are opposed to corporal 

punishment of all students, nondisabled and disabled.
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CHAPTER V 

Summary, Conclusions, and Recommendations 

Introduction

This chapter includes a summary of the study, findings related to the review of 

literature, findings related to the survey instrument, and conclusions. A discussion of the 

implications related to the findings follows these three sections. Recommendations for 

further research suggested from the findings of this investigation comprise the final 

section of this chapter.

Summary

The purpose of this study was twofold: (a) to determine the current status of 

corporal punishment as a discipline method with deaf and hard of hearing students in the 

public and private residential/day schools in this country, and (b) to analyze and compare 

the perceptions of the Chief Administrators of residential/day schools, public and private, 

serving deaf and hard of hearing students, and the perceptions of the State Directors of 

Special Education regarding the use of corporal punishment as a disciplinary method of 

deaf and hard of hearing students. The methods of research for this study consisted of 

documentary analysis and survey techniques.

The population for this study consisted of the Chief Administrators of 

residential/day schools, public and private, for the deaf and hard of hearing in the United

67
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States and the State Directors of Special Education. Each state has at least one 

residential/day school, public or private, for the deaf and hard of hearing and one state 

director of special education. The study surveyed 116 Chief Administrators of 

residential/day schools, public and private, for the deaf and hard of hearing and the 50 

State Directors of Special Education. The questionnaires were sent to a total of 166 

administrators and responses were elicited from 121 (73%) of the administrators 

surveyed.

The questionnaire was designed utilizing the questionnaire developed by Dr. 

Donna C. Jeffries in her dissertation, An Analysis of Perceptions Among School Board 

Chairpersons. Selected School Personnel, and Selected Students Regarding the Use of 

Corporal Punishment in Tennessee’s Public Schools as a model. The survey consisted of 

a demographic section and 66 questions divided into three sections which corresponded 

with the three major areas of interest:

1. The demographic data about the Chief Administrators of residential/day 

schools, public and private, and the State Directors of Special Education;

2. The data regarding the status of corporal punishment in each state or school, 

including regulations, restrictions, and guidelines regarding the use of corporal 

punishment of students, nondisabled and disabled, including deaf and hard of hearing 

students; and

3. The perceptions of the Chief Administrators of residential/day schools, public 

and private, for the deaf and hard of hearing and the perceptions of State Directors of 

Special Education toward the use of corporal punishment as a disciplinary method. In
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addition, the data pertaining to the perceptions of administrators were also analyzed based 

upon the respondents’ sex, race or ethnic origin, and hearing status.

An analysis of the data revealed a variety of findings based on the responses of 

the participants to the questionnaire. The data were analyzed and presented in frequency 

and percentages.

Findings Related to the Literature 

The documentary analysis included the review of significantly relevant federal 

and state court decisions, relevant statutory law, federal and state legislation, related 

educational literature, and relevant print and nonprint media pertaining to corporal 

punishment. There were 124 references included in this literature review. This study 

focused on the current status of corporal punishment as a disciplinary method in our 

nation and more specifically its use with deaf and hard of hearing students. The study 

used federal and state court decisions to analyze the legal aspects of corporal punishment 

of students, nondisabled and disabled.

Corporal punishment has been used as a discipline method in the public and 

private schools throughout America for many years. Corporal punishment, as verified by 

the literature review, continues to be a very controversial issue for parents and educators 

alike. In addition to educational, social, and psychological ramifications, corporal 

punishment has legal implications as well. The use of corporal punishment with disabled 

children is even more controversial and emotional. Opposition to corporal punishment 

has led to its abolishment in a majority of the states. However, teachers and 

administrators are compelled to deal with the challenge of maintaining safe and orderly
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schools in order to facilitate a positive learning environment for all children, and some 

states continue to permit the use of corporal punishment for this purpose.

1. Based upon a review of the literature, 27 states had banned corporal 

punishment, however, the study revealed that three additional states have banned its use. 

Despite the ban of corporal punishment in these states, it is not unconstitutional.

2. The Supreme Court has determined that the use of corporal punishment does 

not violate the Eighth Amendment protection against cruel and unusual punishment, nor 

does it breach the Fourteenth Amendment due process guarantees.

3. Most corporal punishment cases are litigated in state courts under charges of 

battery, assault and battery, or negligent battery.

4. An increasing number of litigants are seeking damages in federal courts under 

42 U.S.C. and 1983 from the Civil Rights Act of 1871, claiming their civil rights have 

been violated because federal law prevents school districts and other municipal agencies 

from claiming immunity under existing state law for the civil rights violations of 

employees.

5. Courts have sustained the right of teachers and school officials to administer 

reasonable corporal punishment for disciplinary reasons.

6. The Supreme Court has upheld that parental approval to corporal punish 

children in public schools is not required.

7. Excessive force in the use of corporal punishment of a student has been 

determined by the courts to violate the student’s substantive due process under the 14th 

Amendment due process clause.
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8. The courts have determined that disabled children are not entitled to any 

unique exemptions or protections from the school’s normal disciplinary procedures 

regarding corporal punishment because of their handicap.

9. The courts have established four procedural standards for the use of corporal 

punishment in the public schools: (a) the student is entitled to know beforehand what 

behavior, if continued, will lead to corporal punishment; (b) corporal punishment must be 

used only as a last resort after all other available methods of correction have been tried 

and have failed; (c) the punishment must be administered in the presence of another adult, 

preferably another member of the school staff; and (d) parents may not veto corporal 

punishment for their own child, but they may request and be granted a written account of 

the punishment, together with the name of the adult present.

10. From an educational, social, and psychological perspective, research findings 

can be found to support the use of corporal punishment as a discipline method and to 

oppose it. However, the majority of the research supports the abolishment of corporal 

punishment as a disciplinary method for all students.

11. According to research conducted by several national organizations of parents, 

educators, and other professionals, including The Council for Exceptional Children, (a) 

corporal punishment can cause physical harm, (b) corporal punishment does train 

children to use physical force to solve problems and control behaviors of others, (c) 

corporal punishment can interfere with learning, (d) while corporal punishment can 

control behavior in a given situation, it can also increase aggressive behavior in children
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and other situations, and (e) children can be taught control and responsibility without 

physical violence.

12. Research studies have shown that minority students and students with 

physical disabilities are paddled more often than others.

13. Surveys by the U. S. Department of Education have shown that corporal 

punishment is used more frequently in the South than any other part of the United States.

14. Based upon the legal findings, school systems that utilize corporal 

punishment, particularly those that serve disabled students, including deaf and hard of 

hearing students, are well advised to have clearly delineated policies and procedures for 

the reasonable use of this method of discipline in order to avoid lawsuits.

15. Individuals opposed to the use of corporal punishment of students, 

nondisabled and disabled, including deaf and hard of hearing students may be successful 

in convincing school boards to ban its use in their respective schools. However, 

proponents of the complete abolishment of corporal punishment will need to pursue their 

cause in the federal and state legislatures, because the Supreme Court has upheld the use 

of corporal punishment in our nation’s schools.

Findings Related to the Survey Instrument

The questionnaire consisted of three major sections: (a) a demographic section;

(b) a section on the current status of corporal punishment in each state and school, 

including restrictions, regulations, and guidelines regarding the use of corporal 

punishment as a method of discipline; and (c) a section that elicited the perceptions 

toward corporal punishment of deaf and hard of hearing students from the Chief
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Administrators of public residential/day schools for the deaf and hard of hearing, the 

Chief Administrators of private residential/day schools for deaf and hard of hearing 

children, and the State Directors of Special Education. The perceptions of these three 

groups toward the use of corporal punishment as a disciplinary method were also 

analyzed on the basis of the sex, race or ethnic origin, and hearing status of the 

participants in the study. An analysis of the data revealed the following findings based 

upon the responses of the participants in the study.

1. In the demographic section, the data revealed that approximately one-third 

(30%) of the Chief Administrators of residential/day schools, public and private, for the 

deaf and hard of hearing, and one-third (33-1/3%) of the State Directors of Special 

Education in the United States participating in this study were female. Approximately 

two-thirds (70%) were male.

2. Based upon the information provided by the 121 participants in this study, all 

but two (2%) of the respondents were Caucasian.

3. Nineteen (17%) of the 115 respondents who marked the section on hearing 

status, indicated that they were deaf or hard of hearing.

4. In comparing the number of years of experience in education, special 

education, and deaf education, a mean was calculated for both groups. The mean was 

similar for both the Chief Administrators or residential/day schools, public and private, 

for the deaf and hard of hearing (27 years) and the State Directors of Special Education 

(25.4 years).
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5. The Chief Administrators of residential/day schools, public and private, had 

significantly more experience in Deaf Education, with a mean of 23 years, than the State 

Directors of Special Education, with a mean of 4.4 years. The State Directors of Special 

Education had significantly more experience in Special Education, with a mean of 20.7 

years, than the Chief Administrators of residential/day schools, public and private, for the 

deaf and hard of hearing, with a mean of 9.8 years.

6. The Chief Administrators of residential/day schools, public and private, for the 

deaf and hard of hearing had a mean of 8 years of experience as a teacher as did the State 

Directors of Special Education.

7. The mean for the number of years of experience as an administrator was 19.1 

years for the Chief Administrators of residential/day schools, public and private, for the 

deaf and hard of hearing and 16 years for the State Directors of Special Education.

8. Twenty (40%) states continued to permit the use of corporal punishment of all 

students, nondisabled and disabled, including deaf and hard of hearing students.

9. All eight (100%) of the states in the Northeast Region prohibit the use of 

corporal punishment of all students, nondisabled and disabled, including deaf and hard of 

hearing students.

10. All eight (100%) of the states in the Southeast Region permit the use of 

corporal punishment of all students, nondisabled and disabled, including deaf and hard of 

hearing students.
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11. All four (100%) of the states in the South Central Region permit the use of 

corporal punishment of all students, nondisabled and disabled, including deaf and hard of 

hearing students.

12. All states have regulations regarding the use of corporal punishment.

13. Regulations in 30 (60%) of the states prohibit the use of corporal punishment 

of all students, nondisabled and disabled, including deaf and hard of hearing students.

14. Regulations in 20 (40%) of the states place the responsibility to establish 

regulations and guidelines regarding the use of corporal punishment of all students with 

the local school districts.

15. Fifteen (194%) of the 16 states responding to the survey out of the 20 states 

that permit corporal punishment, indicated that they did not maintain records on the 

frequency of the use of corporal punishment in their respective states.

16. Out of the 35 residential/day schools, public and private, for the deaf and hard 

of hearing that were located in states that permit corporal punishment and responded to 

the survey, four (11%), three public and one private, permit corporal punishment of their 

students.

17. All four of the residential/day schools for the deaf and hard of hearing, three 

public and one private, that permitted corporal punishment were located in the Southeast 

Region.

18. During the 1994-1995 school year, two of these four residential/day schools 

for the deaf and hard of hearing that permitted corporal punishment, both public and 

located in the Southeast, reported that four deaf students were paddled.
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19. Three public schools out of the four schools for deaf and hard of hearing 

students that permitted corporal punishment had board-approved guidelines for the use of 

corporal punishment.

20. The one private school for deaf and hard of hearing students did not have 

board approved guidelines for the use of corporal punishment.,

21. Each of the four schools that permitted the use of corporal punishment 

indicated that (a) corporal punishment was only administered in an administrator’s office 

in their school, (b) corporal punishment was used only as a last resort, (c) corporal 

punishment was used only after every other disciplinary method proved to be ineffective, 

and (d) corporal punishment was used only with a witness present.

22. One of the four schools that permitted corporal punishment indicated that the 

hand was used to administer corporal punishment, not a paddle.

23. The majority of the respondents indicated that their community was opposed 

to the use of corporal punishment as a discipline method for all students, nondisabled, 

and disabled, including deaf and hard of hearing students, toward the use of corporal 

punishment.

24. The majority of Chief Administrators of public residential/day schools for the 

deaf and hard of hearing were opposed to the use of corporal punishment of all students, 

nondisabled and disabled, including deaf and hard of hearing students.

25. The majority of the Chief Administrators of private residential/day schools 

for the deaf and hard of hearing were opposed to the use of corporal punishment of all 

students, nondisabled and disabled, including deaf and hard of hearing students.
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26. The majority of the State Directors of Special Education were opposed to the 

use of corporal punishment of all students, nondisabled and disabled, including deaf and 

hard of hearing students.

27. The perceptions of the participants toward the use of corporal punishment 

were in agreement regardless of the respondents’ position, sex, race or ethnic origin, or 

hearing status. Each group was opposed to the use of corporal punishment of all students.

28. The majority of the administrators who responded to the survey, regardless of 

position, sex, race or ethnic origin, or hearing status, agreed that (a) male students receive 

corporal punishment more frequently than female students, (b) corporal punishment is 

administered more frequently to repeat offenders, (c) male students were more likely to 

be repeat offenders, and (d) males administer corporal punishment more frequently to 

male students.

ConctosiQns

Based upon the findings of the study, the following conclusions were drawn:

1. A majority of the states (30, 60%) have banned the use of corporal punishment 

of all students, nondisabled and disabled, including deaf and hard of hearing students.

2. The data obtained in this study confirm the data found in the review of the 

literature that the use of corporal punishment is most prevalent in the South where 12 

(60%) of the 20 states that permit corporal punishment are located.

3. The majority of residential/day schools, public and private, for the deaf and 

hard of hearing in the United States are located in states that do not permit corporal
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punishment of students, nondisabled and disabled, including deaf and hard of hearing 

students.

4. The majority of residential/day schools, public and private, for the deaf and 

hard of hearing located in states that permit corporal punishment do not permit its use 

either by board policy or administrative directive.

5. The majority of residential/day schools, public and private, for the deaf and 

hard of hearing in the United States have developed alternative methods of discipline for 

their students and do not use corporal punishment.

6. Regulations regarding the use of corporal punishment in the 20 states that 

permit its use place the responsibility for the development of policies and guidelines for 

the use of corporal punishment on the local school systems.

7. The majority of the residential/day schools, public and private, that permit 

corporal punishment have regulations in place regarding its use, including, but not limited 

to, parental consent/notification, procedural due process, manner of administration, 

location where corporal punishment is administered, the need for a witness of corporal 

punishment, and the use of corporal punishment as a last resort.

8. Documentation of the frequency of the use of corporal punishment during 

1994-1995 was not available in the majority of states where corporal punishment is 

permitted.

9. Corporal punishment of deaf and hard of hearing students is used very 

infrequently in the residential/day schools, public and private, serving the deaf and hard 

of hearing in the United States.
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10. The majority of residential/day schools, public and private, serving the deaf 

and hard of hearing, located in the 20 states that permit the use of corporal punishment 

have banned its use by board policy or administrative directive and use other methods of 

discipline.

11. A majority of the Chief Administrators of residential/day schools, public and 

private, serving the deaf and hard of hearing in the United States agreed that the use of 

corporal punishment is not an appropriate method of discipline for all students, 

nondisabled and disabled, including deaf and hard of hearing students.

12. A majority of State Directors of Special Education in the United States agreed 

that the use of corporal punishment is not an appropriate method of discipline for all 

students, nondisabled and disabled, including deaf and hard of hearing students.

13. The majority of the participants in the study agreed that the use of corporal 

punishment as a method of discipline of all students, nondisabled or disabled, including 

deaf and hard of hearing students, was not an appropriate method of discipline regardless 

of their position, sex, race or ethnic origin, or hearing status.

14. A majority of the respondents agreed regardless of position, sex, race or 

ethnic origin, or hearing status that (a) male students receive corporal punishment more 

frequently than female students, (b) corporal punishment is administered more frequently 

to repeat offenders, (c) male students are more likely to be repeat offenders, and (d) males 

administer corporal punishment more frequently to male students.
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Discussion and Implications 

When surveying the perceptions of the Chief Administrators of residential/day 

schools, public and private, serving the deaf and hard of hearing and the State Directors 

of Special Education throughout the United States, differences in perceptions toward 

corporal punishment of deaf and hard of students would be anticipated based upon the 

respondents’ sex, race or ethnic origin, hearing status, educational background, 

geographic location, or experiences with the deaf and hard of hearing students. It was 

found, however, that the majority of each group of administrators agreed that the use of 

corporal punishment as a disciplinary method should be prohibited for all students, 

nondisabled and disabled, including deaf and hard of hearing students.

Educational administrators, including administrators of residential/day schools for 

deaf and hard of hearing students, need to be knowledgeable of the state laws and 

regulations that pertain to the use of corporal punishment as a disciplinary method. 

Corporal punishment is not unconstitutional. However, in the 20 states that permit the 

use of corporal punishment, a majority of the residential/day schools, public and private, 

for deaf and hard of hearing students prohibit its use. Schools that permit the use of 

corporal punishment of their students should be very cautious. Corporal punishment 

should not be excessive or unduly severe. The person who administers corporal 

punishment should act as a reasonably prudent parent would act under the same 

circumstances. School boards or appointing authorities of schools that permit corporal 

punishment should have approved policies and guidelines for the use of corporal
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punishment in place. The guidelines should contain the four procedural standards 

established by the courts for the use of corporal punishment.

1. The student is entitled to know beforehand what behavior, if continued, will 

lead to corporal punishment.

2. Corporal punishment must be used only as a last resort after all other available 

methods of correction have been tried and have failed.

3. The punishment must be administered in the presence of another adult, 

preferably another member of the school staff.

4. Parents may not veto corporal punishment for their own child, but they may 

request and be granted a written account of the punishment, together with the name of the 

adult present.

Schools that permit the use of corporal punishment should have systems in place 

to document the use of corporal punishment including the date, time, location where 

administered, who administered, and who witnessed the punishment. Efforts to provide 

due process should also be documented.

Although research can be found in the literature to support the use of corporal 

punishment, the amount of literature opposing the use of corporal punishment is much 

more extensive. Despite the fact that corporal punishment as viewed from a judicial 

perspective is permissible as a form of discipline in public schools, including 

residential/day schools for deaf and hard of hearing students, administrators of schools in 

states that permit corporal punishment need to proceed with extreme caution when using 

this form of discipline. If parents feel that the corporal punishment was excessive, they
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may seek relief from the “perpetrators” of the alleged excessive punishment through a 

lawsuit for damages on grounds of assault and battery. In addition, in some states where 

it is not banned, if  corporal punishment is considered excessive or abusive, the person 

who administered the corporal punishment deemed to be excessive or abusive may be 

placed on the state child protective agency list of child abusers.

Given the fact that the majority of the residential/day schools, public and private, 

for deaf and hard of hearing students in the 20 states that permit the use of corporal 

punishment have banned its use, it is apparent that school discipline can be appropriately 

maintained utilizing other less controversial methods of discipline. The evidence found 

in the research and information gathered through the data collected in this study would 

imply that corporal punishment should be eliminated as a method of discipline of all 

students, nondisabled and disabled, including the deaf and hard of hearing students. 

Decision makers within the states and schools that permit corporal punishment should 

consider the implications of this study and the relevant research to guide them in making 

policy decisions about how students, nondisabled and disabled, including deaf and hard 

of hearing students, should be disciplined.

Recommendations for Further Study

1. The attitudes of teachers of the deaf and hard of hearing were not included in 

this study. It might be beneficial to investigate the attitudes of teachers of the deaf and 

hard of hearing toward the use of corporal punishment of their students.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



83

2. The involvement and support of parents in the discipline of their children is 

important. It may be beneficial to investigate the attitudes of parents of deaf and hard of 

hearing children toward the use of corporal punishment of their children.

3. It may be helpful to study the perceptions of adults who are deaf or hard of 

hearing, and who received corporal punishment as to the effect corporal punishment had 

on learning, self-esteem, and attitude toward school.

4. This study only looked at the use of corporal punishment of deaf and hard of 

hearing students in residential/day schools, public and private. A majority of the deaf and 

hard of hearing students are currently educated in their Local Education Agency (LEA).

It may be beneficial to investigate the use of corporal punishment of the students who 

attend school in their LEA.

5. A longitudinal study of schools serving deaf and hard of hearing students that 

have ceased using corporal punishment would be beneficial to see whether there are 

substantial changes in the number of disciplinary incidents after its cessation.
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•:llalxtnui School for the Urct

AIDB
EstabHsiszi 185$

Dear

I am a doctoral student at the University o f Alabama at Birmingham in Educational 
Leadership. I need your help in collecting data for my dissertation. I am studying the 
status of corporal punishment in the United States as a disciplinary method of students, 
non-disabled and disabled, and particularly deaf and hard of hearing students. I am also 
studying administrators' attitudes towards the use o f corporal punishment

You have been selected to participate in this study. The procedure for collecting the data 
consists o f sending questionnaires to the 121 CEO’s o f  both public and private, 
residential/day schools for the deaf and hard o f hearing in the United States, and all of the 
state directors of special education pertaining to corporal punishment You are asked to 
take a few minutes to complete the enclosed questionnaire and return it in the enclosed, 
addressed, stamped envelope within a week after you receive the questionnaire. All 
information will be kept strictly confidential. Data will be reported by regions, not by 
individual programs or states. The results o f my study will be available to you upon 
request.

As an administrator of a school for the deaf, I understand that you receive numerous 
questionnaires and surveys to complete, which takes valuable time from your busy 
schedule. I sincerely appreciate the time you will take to complete this questionnaire for 
me.

It would be most helpful if the questionnaire and related information were returned to me
before_____________ . Thank you in advance for your cooperation in this important
study.

Sincerely,

Principal

_________P. O- Box 698. 20!- P. South Street. Talladega. Alabama 35160 (205) 761-3215 (V oice/TD D )
A en rd to d  by A lsh sm s  S ts *  fJ rp sn m rn i s f  b J w u ie n  Ssm th tm  A tu tn s / v n  o f  C s iitg n  a n d  SrhooL. ‘ .anftrrnet a(Ed*tat%en*i A dm tn iom inr, V n  the /  w /
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Dr. Joseph F. Busta, Jr., President 
Alabama Institute for Deaf and Blind 
P.O. Box 698
Talladega, AL 35160-0698 
205-761-3200

Paula Tapia, Director
Mobile Preschool for the Sensory Impaired 
1050 Government Street 
Mobile, AL 36604 
205-433-1234

Ms. Mary Lou W. Casey, Director
Southwest Alabama Regional School for the Deaf
8901 Airport Blvd.
Mobile, AL 36608 
205-633-0241

Mr. Dennis A. Lee, Superintendent 
Alaska State School for the Deaf 
2220 Nichols Street 
Anchorage, Alaska 99508 
907-274-4582

Dr. Ralph Bartley, Superintendent
Arizona State School for the Deaf & the Blind
1200 W. Speedway Boulevard
Tucson, AZ 85703-0545
602-628-5357

Dr. Donald Welch, Director
Arizona Diagnotic Testing & Education Center
P.O. Box 5545
Tucson, AZ 85703-0545
602-628-5619

Mr. Terry Hostin, Principal 
Phoenix Day School for the Deaf 
1935 W. Hayward Avenue 
Phoenix, AZ 85021 
602-255-3448
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Dr. Joni Kiser, Director
Flaggstaff7Phoenix/Tuscon Regional Services Programs 
c/o Arizona State Schools for the Deaf and Blind 
P.O. Box 5545 
Tucson, AZ 85703-0545

Susan Pack, Superintendent 
Arkansas School for the Deaf 
2400 W. Markham 
Little Rock, AR 72203
501-324-9506

Kathleen Daniel, Director
S.W. Peninsula Oral School for the Deaf
2525 Buena Vista
Belmont, CA 94002
415-593-1848

The Phoenix Education Center 
1291 E. Hillsdale Blvd., Suite 123 
415-570-6369

Dr. Henry Klopping, Superintendent 
California School for the Deaf 
39350 Gallaudet Drive 
Fremon, CA 94538 
415-794-3666

Lynne L. Rudnick, Curriculum Coordinator 
Marlton School for the Dear 
4000 Santo Tomas Drive 
Los Angeles, CA 90008 
213-296-7680

Dr. James H. Garrity, Executive Director 
John Tracey Clinic 
806 West Adams Blvd.
Los Angeles, CA 90007 
213-748-5481
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Dr. Kenneth D. Randall, Superintendent 
California School for the Deaf-Riverside 
3044 Horace Street 
Riverside, CA 92506 
714-782-6500

Etta L. Fisher, Administer
Oralingua School for the Hearing Impaired
7056 South Washington Avenue
Whittier, CA 90602
310-945-8391

Dr. Leahea Grammatico, Director 
Jean Weingarten Peninsula Oral School 
2525 Buena Vista Avenue 
Belmont, CA 94002-1454 
415-593-1848

Mr. Steven T. Longacre, Principal
Taft Elementary School for Hearing Impaired
500 W. Keller Street
Santa Ana, CA 92707
714-241-6545

Mr. Rich Graham, Program Manager 
William D. Clinite Center 
1073 West Sonora 
Tulare, CA 93274 
209-685-2626

Dr. Marilyn Jaitly, Superintendent 
Colorado School for the Deaf and Blind 
33 North Institute
Colorado Springs, CO 80903-3599 
719-636-5186

Mr. Winfield McChord, Director 
American School for the Deaf 
139N. Main Street 
Hartford, CT 06107 
203-727-1300

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Ms. Jennifer M. Kolzak, Director
Capital Region Education Center, Hearing Impaired Program 
129 Hartford Avenue 
Wethersfield, CT 06109 
203-529-4260

Dr. F. Eugene Thomure, Director 
Margaret S. Sterck School for the Deaf 
620 E. Chestnut Hill Road 
Newark, DE 19713 
302-454-2301

Cynthia N. Bailes, Principal 
Model Secondary School for the Deaf 
800 Florida Avenue, NE 
Washington, DC 20002 
202-651-5466

Nancy Shook, Principal
Kendall Demonstration Elementary School
800 Florida Avenue, NE
Washington, DC 20002
202-651-5031

Mr. Robert Dawson, President 
Florida School for the Deaf and Blind 
207 N. San Marco Avenue 
St. Augustine, FL 32084 
904-823-4000

Administrator 
Fort Lauderdale Oral School 
3375 SW 75th Avenue 
Fort Lauderdale, FL 33314 
305-475-7324

Ellen E. Rajtar, Coord., Oral School
Atlanta Speech School Inc. 3160 Northside Parkway, NW
Atlanta, GA 30327
404-233-5332
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Mr. Michael D. Elliott, Superintendent
Georgia School for the Deaf
P.O. Box 99
Cave Spring, GA 30124
706-777-2200

Cynthia Ashby, Superintendent 
Atlanta Area School for the Deaf 
890 N. Indian Creek 
Atlanta, GA 30021 
404-296-7101

Dr. Jane K. Fernandes, Director 
Hawaii Statewide Center for Students 
Vision & Hearing Impaired 
3440 Leahi Avenue 
Honolulu, HI 96815 
808-734-0297

James R. Ranier, Superintendent 
Idaho School for the Deaf & theBlind 
1450 Main Street 
Gooding, ID 83330 
208-338-3655

Tina Dorsey, Chief Administrator 
Philip J. Rock Center & School 
818 DuPage Blvd.
Glen Ellyn, IL 60137 
708-790-2474

Dr. Peter J. Seiler, Superintendent 
Illinois School for the Deaf 
125 Webster 
Jacksonville, IL 62650 
217-245-5141

Karen Bogdan, Director 
Center on Deafness 
3444 Dundee 
Northbrook, IL 60062 
708-559-0110

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



101

Mr. Leo Preibe, Director 
Alexander Graham Bell School 
3730 N. Oakley Blvd.
Chicago, IL 60618
312-509-5050

Ms. Wanda Curry, Director 
School for the Hearing Impaired 
700 East Blvd.
Marion, IL 62959 
618-997-2472

Eddy F. Laird, Superintendent 
Indiana School for the Deaf 
1200 East 42nd Street 
Indianapolis, IN 46205-2099 
317-924-4374

Dr. William Johnson, Superintendent 
Iowa School for the Deaf 
1600 South Hwy 275 
Council Bluffs, IA 51503 
712-366-0571

Mr. Gerald L. Johnson, Superintendent
Kansas School for the Deaf
450 E. Park Street
Olathe, KS 66061
913-782-2530

Dr. Mamie Campbell, Director 
University of Kansas Medical Center 
Family Center Hearing & Speech Department 
39th & Rainbow 
Kansas City, KS 66103 
913-588-5937

Dr. Harvey Corson, Superintendent 
Kentucky School for the Deaf 
South Second Street, P.O. Box 27 
Danville, KY 40422-0027 
606-236-5132
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Mona K McCubbin, Director 
Louisville Deaf Oral School 
414 West Ormsby Avenue 
Louisville, KY 40203 
502-636-2084

Dr. J. Frank Yeager, Superintendent 
Owensboro Independent Schools 
1335 W. 11th Street 
Owensboro, KY 43202
502-686-1000

Bill Prickett, Superintendent 
Louisiana School for the Deaf 
P.O. Box 3074 
Baton Rouge, LA 70821 
504-769-8160

Craig Massey, Director 
Chinchuba Institute for the Deaf 
1131 Barataria Blvd.
Marrero, LA 70072 
504-340-9261

Ms. Rosanne Hirsch, Principal
The Bright Preschool for the Hearing Impaired
4404 Walmsley Avenue
New Orleans, LA 70125
504-821-0212

Ms. Kathleen M. Fries, Director 
Governor Baxter School for the Deaf 
Hackworth Island, P.O. Box 799 
Portland, ME 04104-0799 
207-781-3165

James Tucker, Superintendent 
Maryland School for the Deaf 
Rt. 108 & Old Montgomery Road 
P.O. Box 894 
Columbia, MD 21044 
301-465-9611
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James Tucker, Superintendent 
Maryland School for the Deaf 
101 Clarke Place, P. O. Box 250 
Frederick, MD 21701 
301-662-4159

Patrice DiNatale, Principal 
Horace Mann School for the Deaf 
40 Armington Street 
Allston, MA 02134 
617-787-5313

Dr. Joseph W. Panko, Director 
Beverly School for the Deaf 
6 Echo Avenue 
Beverly, MA 01915 
508-927-7070

Mr. Warren Schwab, Director 
Learning Center for Deaf Children 
848 Central Street
Framingham Center, MA 01701 -4815 
617-879-5110

Dr. Bill G. Blevins, Director 
Clark School for the Deaf 
Round Hill Road 
Northampton, MA 01060 
413-584-3450

Mr. Hollis W. Wyks, Superintendent 
The Boston School for the Deaf 
800 North Main Street 
Randolph, MA 02368 
617-963-8150

Dr. Louis E. Abbate, Director 
Willie Ross School for the Deaf 
32 Norway Street 
Longmeadow, MA 01106 
413-567-0374

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



104

Dr. Brian McCartney, Superintendent 
Michigan School for the Deaf 
W. Court Street & Miller Road 
Flint, MI 48502-2267
313-238-4621

Dr. Gretchen R. Pyke, Principal 
Detroit Day School for the Deaf 
4555 John Lodge 
Detroit, MI 48201
313-494-1803

Mr. Wade M. Karli, Superintendent 
Minnesota Academy for the Deaf 
Olaf Hansen Drive, P.O. Box 308 
Faribault, MN 55021-0308 
507-332-3363

Dr. Hugh Prickett, Superintendent 
Mississippi School for the Deaf 
1253 Eastover Drive 
Jackson, MS 39211 
601-987-3934

Ms. Linda H Cubley, Director
University of South Mississippi School for the Hearing Impaired 
So. Station, Box 5092 
Hattiesburg, MS 39406-5216 
601-266-5216

Dr. Charles Gammel, Director 
Magnolia Speech School, Inc.
733 Flag Chapel Road 
Jackson, MS 39209 
601-922-5530

Mr. Peter H. Ripley, Superintendent 
Missouri School for the Deaf 
505 East 5th Street 
Fulton, MO 65251-1799
314-592-4000
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Dr. Richard G. Stoker, Principal 
Central Institute for the Deaf 
818 South Euclid 
St. Louis. MO 63110 
314-652-3200

Dr. John Christensen, Director 
St. Joseph Institute for the Deaf 
1483 82nd Street 
St. Louis, MO 63132
314-993-1507

Dr. Dyanne P. Anthony, Principal 
Gallaudet School for the Deaf 
1616 South Grand Blvd.
St. Louis, MO 63104
314-771-2894

Superintendent
Montana School for the Deaf and Blind 
3911 Central Avenue 
Great Falls, MT 59401 
406-453-1401

Dr. Robert C. Kellogg, Superintendent 
Nebraska School for the Deaf 
3223 N. 45th Street 
Omaha, NE 68104 
402-595-2155

Mr. Steve Srb, Program Director 
Ralston Hearing Impaired Program 
10310 Mockingbird Drive 
Omaha, NE 68217 
402-339-2090

Ms. Karen Glover Rossi, Director 
Omaha Hearing School for Children 
1110 North 66th Street 
Omaha, NE 68132 
402-558-1546
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Dr. Gertie Galloway, Superintendent 
Marie H. Katzenbach School for the Deaf 
320 Sullivan Way, CN535 
West Trenton, NJ 08625-0535 
609-530-3100

Dr. Laura S. McKirdy, Prinicipal
Lake Drive School for Hearing Impaired Children
10 Lake Drive
Mountain Lakes, NJ 07046
201-299-0166

Ms. Margaret Herron, Vice Principal 
Bruce State School for the Deaf 
G.W. Carver Elementary School 
333 Clinton Place 
Newark, NJ 07112 
201-277-3353

Ms. Claire Kantor, Executive Director 
Summit Speech School 
34 Overlook Road 
Summit, NJ 07901 
201-277-3353

Dr. Madan Vasishta, Superintendent 
New Mexico School for the Deaf 
1060 Cerrillos Road 
Santa Fe, NM 87503
505-827-6714

Dr. David R. UpdegrafF, President 
St. Mary's School for the Deaf 
2253 Main Street 
Buffalo, NY 14214 
716-834-7200

Dr. Oscar P. Cohen, Director 
Lexinton School for the Deaf 
75th Street & 30th Avenue 
Jackson Heights, NY 11370 
718-899-8800
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Dr. Gary Mowl, Superintendent 
Rochester School for the Deaf 
1545 St. Paul Street 
Rochester, NY 14621
716-544-1240

Mr. Philip E. Cronlund, Superintendent 
New York State School for the Deaf 
401 Turin Street 
Rome, NY 13440
315-337-8400

Dr. Robert R. Davila, Headmaster 
New York School for the Deaf 
555 Knoll wood Road 
White Plains, NY 10603 
914-949-7310/212-562-8844

Patricia Martin, Executive Director 
St. Joseph School for the Deaf 
1000 Hutchinson River Parkway 
Bronx, NY 10465 
212-828-9000

Edward McCormack, Superintendent 
St. Francis De Sales School for the Deaf 
260 Eastern Parkway 
Brooklyn, NY 11225 
718-636-4573

Ms. Catherine Fitzgibbon, Superintendent
Cleary School for the Deaf
301 Smithtown Road
Lake Ronkonkoma, NY 11779
516-588-0530

Mr. Henry O. Bjorlie,Superintendent 
Mill Neck Lutheran School 
Frost Mill Road 
Mill Neck, NY 11765 
516-922-4100
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Dr. Priscilla Bollard, Director 
Jawonio Pre School 
260 Little Tor Road North 
New City, NY 10956 
914-634-4648

Dr. Katherine A Jankowski, Superintendent 
Central North Carolina School for the Deaf 
P.O. Box 14670 
Greensboro, NC 27415 
919-621-6490

Mr. Elmer Dillingham, Jr., Superintendent 
North Carolina School for the Deaf 
Highway 64 
Morganton, NC 28655 
704-433-2951

Mr. Steven Witchey, Superintendent 
Eastern North Carolina School for the Deaf 
Highway 301 North, P.O. Drawer 2768 
Wilson, NC 27894-2768 
919-237-2450

Jaime Galloway, Superintendent 
North Dakota School for the Deaf 
14th & College Avenue 
Devils Lake, ND 58301 
701-662-5031

Gregory Ernst, Executive Director 
St. Rita School for the Deaf 
1720 Glendale-Milford Road 
Cincinnati, OH 45215 
513-771-7600

Dr. Ed Corbett, Superintendent 
Ohio School for the Deaf 
500 Morse Road 
Columbus, OH 43214
614-888-1550
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Ginger Bailey, President 
Jane Brooks School for the Deaf 
Chicasha,OK 73018 
405-225-3500

Steven Witchey, Superintendent 
Oklahoma School for the Deaf 
E. 10th & Tahlequa Streets 
Sulphur, OK 73086 
405-622-3186

Patrick S. Stone, Director 
Tucker Maxon Oral School 
2860 S.E. Holgate Blvd.
Portland, OR 97202 
503-235-6551

Don Lorenzen, Director 
Oregon School for the Deaf 
999 Locust Street NE 
Salem, OR 97303-5299 
503-378-3825

Ms. Nancy Rushmer, Director 
Infant Hearing Resource Program 
3930 SW Macadam Avenue 
Portland, OR 97201 
503-494-4206

Don Rhoten, Superintendent
Western Pennsylvania School for the Deaf
300 E. Swissvale Avenue
Pittsburg, PA 15218
412-371-7000

Dr. Dorothy S. Bambach, Superintendent 
Scranton State School for the Deaf 
1800 N. Washington Avenue 
Scranton, PA 18509
717-963-4546
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Sister Mary Therese Toole, Director 
Archbishop Ryan Memorial Institute 
3509 Spring Garden Street 
Philadelphia, PA 19104 
215-387-1711

Mr. Joseph Fischgrund, Headmaster 
Pennsylvania School for the Deaf 
100 W. School House Lane 
Philadelphia, PA 19144 
215-951-4700

Sister M. Philomena Mannion, Director 
DePaul Institute 
Castlegate Avenue 
Pittsburgh, PA 15226-2097 
412-561-4848

Ms. Pamela Eadie, Principal 
Evangelical School for the Deaf 
Rt. 1, Box 7111 
Luquillo, PR 00673-9602 
809-889-9602

Dr. Peter Blackwell, Superintendent 
Rhode Island School for the Deaf 
Corliss Park 
Providence, RI 02908 
401-277-3525

Mr. Joseph P. Finnegan, President
South Carolina School for the Deaf and Blind
Cedar Spring Station
Spartanburg, SC 29302
803-585-7711

Dr. Larry R. Puthoff, Superintendent 
South Dakota School for the Deaf 
1800 East 10th Street 
Sioux Falls, SD 57103-1899 
605-339-6700
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Gene Reeves, Superintendent 
West Tennessee School for the Deaf 
100 Berryhill Drive 
Jackson, TN 38301 
901-423-5705

Mr. William E. Davis, Superintendent 
Tennessee School for the Deaf 
2725 Island Home Blvd.
Knoxville, TN 37920
615-594-6022

Mr. John Ward, Director 
Memphis Oral School for the Deaf 
711 Jefferson Avenue 
Memphis, TN 3 8105 
901-577-8490

Mr. Marvin B. Sallop, Superintendent 
Texas School for the Deaf 
P.O. Box 3538 
Austin, TX 78764 
512-440-5332

Dr. Helen A. McCaffrey, Director 
Sunshine Cottage School for Deaf Children 
103 Tuleta Drive 
San Antonio, TX 78217 
512-824-0579

Ms. Sheryl Jorgensen, Director 
Houston School for Deaf Children 
3636 West Dallas 
Houston, TX 77019 
713-523-3633

Superintendent
Utah Schools for the Deaf and Blind 
846 20th Street 
Ogden, UT 84401
801-399-9631
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Susan Sien, Executive Director 
The Austine School for the Deaf 
120 Maple Street 
Brattleboro, VT 05301
802-254-4571

Frank R. Bryan, Superintendent 
Virginia School for the Deaf and Blind 
700 Shell Road 
Hampton, VA 23661
804-247-2072

Dr. Joseph Panko, Superintendent 
Virginia School for the Deaf and Blind 
East Beverley Street, P.O. Box 2069 
Staunton, VA 24401 
703-332-9000

Dr. Gary L. Holman, Superintendent 
Washington State School for the Deaf 
611 Grand Blvd, S-26 
Vancouver, WA 98661 
206-696-6521

Judy Callahan & Karen Appleman, Directors 
NW School for the Hearing Impaired 
P.O. Box 31325 
Seattle, WA 98103 
206-364-4605

Mr. Max D. Carpenter
West Virginia School for the Deaf
301 Main Street
Romney, WV 26757
304-822-3521

Timothy A. Joech, Sr., Superintendent 
Wisconsin School for the Deaf 
309 W. Walworth Avenue 
Delavan, WI 53115 
414-728-2677
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Rene Rickabaugh, Director 
Wyoming School for the Deaf 
539 S. Payne Avenue 
Casper, WY 82609 
307-237-3634

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



APPENDIX C 

State Directors of Special Education in the United States

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



115

Dr. Bill East 
SDE Special Ed.
50 N. Ripley Street 
Montgomery, AL 36130

Dr. Myra Howe
Office of Special and Supplemental Services 
801 W. Tenth St. Suite 200 
Juneau, AK 96799

Dr. Kathryn Lund 
Arizona Department of Education 
1535 W. Jefferson 
Phoenix, AZ 85007-3280

Dr. Diane Sydoriak
Department of Education Bldg. Room 105-C
4 State Capitol Mall
Little Rock, AR 72201-1071

Mr. Leo Sandoval 
California Department of Education 
721 Capitol Mall 
Sacramento, CA 95814

Dr. Fred Smokoski
Colorado Department of Education
201 E. Colfax Ave.
Denver, CO 80203

Dr. Tom Gillung
Connecticut Department of Education 
25 Industrial Park Road 
Middletown, CT 06457

Dr. Martha Brooks 
Department of Public Instruction 
P.O. Box 1402 
Dover, DE 19903-1402

Mrs. Bettye Weir 
Florida Education Center 
325 W. Gaines St. SU 614 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0400
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Dr. Joan Jordan
Georgia Department of Education 
1952 Twin Towers East - 205 Butler Street 
Atlanta, GA 39334-5040

Dr. Margaret Donovan 
Special Education Section 
3430 Leahi Avenue 
Honolulu, HI 96815

Mr. Fred Balcom
State Department of Education
650 W. State St.
Boise, ID 83720-3650

Ms. Gail Lieberman 
Illinois State Board of Education 
Mail Code E-216,100 N. First Street 
Springfield, IL 62777-0001

Mr. Paul Ash
Indiana Department of Education 
Room 229-State House 
Indianapolis, IN 46204-2798

Mr. Frank Vance
Iowa Department of Public Instruction 
Grimes State Office Building 
Des Moines, IA 50319-0146

Ms. Betty Weithers 
Kansas State Board of Education 
120 SE 10th Avenue 
Topeka, KS 66612-1182

Mr. Kenneth Warlick 
Kentucky Department of Education 
500 Mero Street, Room 805 
Frankfort, KY 40601

Dr. Leon L. Borne 
Louisiana Department of Education 
P.O. Box 94064,9th Floor 
Baton Rouge, LA 70804-9064
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Mr. Richard Steinke 
Maryland Department of Education 
200 West Baltimore Street 
Baltimore, MD 21201-2595

Mr. David Stockford 
Maine Department of Education 
Station #23 
Augusta, ME 04333

Ms. Pamela Kaufinaff 
Massachusetts Department of Education 
350 Main Street 
Malden, MA 02148-5023

Dr. Richard Baldwin 
Michigan Department of Education 
P.O. Box 30008 
Lansing, MI 48909-7508

Mr. Wayne Erickson
Department of Education
812 Capitol Square Bldg. 550 Cedar Street
St. Paul, MN 55101-2233

Ms. Carolyn Black
State Department of Education
P.O. Box 771
Jackson, MS 39205-0771

Dr. John Heskett
Department of Elementary & Secondary Education 
P.O. Box 480
Jefferson City, MO 65102-0480

Mr. Robert Runkel 
Office of Public Instruction 
State Capitol Room 106 
Helena, MT 59629

Mr. Gary Sherman 
Nebraska Department of Education 
P.O. Box 94987 
Lincoln, NE 68509-4987
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Ms. Gloria Dopf 
Nevada Department of Education 
440 W. King-Capitol Complex 
Carson City, NV 89710-0004

Mr. Nate Norris
New Hampshire Department of Education 
101 Pleasant Street 
Concord, NH 03301-3860

Dr. Jeffrey Osowski
New Jersey Department of Education
P.O. Box CN 500-225 W. State St.
Trenton, NJ 08625-0001

Dr. Linda Wilson
State Department of Education
300 Don Gaspar Avenue 
Santa Fe,NM 87501-2786

Mr. Tom Neveldine 
New York State Education Department 
Room 1073, Education Bldg. Annex 
Albany, NY 12234-0001

Mr. Lowell Harris
Division of Exceptional Children’s Services
301 N. Wilmington Street 
Raleigh, NC 27601-2825

Dr. Gary Gronberg 
Department of Education 
600 E. Boulevard 
Bismarck, ND 58505-0440

Mr. John Hemer 
Ohio Department 
933 High Street 
Worthington, OH 43085-4087

Mr. John Corpolongo 
State Department of Education 
2500 N. Lincoln Boulevard 
Oklahoma City, OK 73105-4599
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Ms. Karen Brazeau 
Oregon Department of Education 
700 Pringle Parkway SE 
Salem, OR 97310-0290

Ms. Cheryl Keenan 
Pennsylvania Department of Education 
333 Market Street 
Harrisburg, PA 17126-0333

Mr. Robert Pryhoda
Department of Education/Special Education Programs 
22 Hayes Street 
Providence, RI 02908-5025

Dr. Ora Spann
State Department of Education, Room 505 
Rutledge Building, 1429 Senate 
Columbia, SC 29201

Ms. Deborah Barnett
Department of Education & Cultural Affairs 
700 Governors Drive 
Pierre, SD 57501-2291

Mr. Joseph Fisher 
Tennessee Department of Education 
710 James Robertson Parkway 
Nashville, TN 37243-0380

Ms. Jill Gray
W.B. Travis Bldg-Room 5-120 
1701 N. Congress Avenue 
Austin, TX 78701-2486

Dr. Steve Kukic
Utah State Office of Education
250 East 500 South
Salt Lake City, UT 84111-3204

Mr. Denis Kane 
Division of Special Education 
120 State Street 
Montifelier, VT 05602-3403
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Dr. Austin Tuning 
VA Department of Education 
P.O. Box 60
Richmond, VA 23216-2060 

Dr. Douglas Gill
Superintendent of Public Instruction 
Old Capitol Building 
Olympia, WA 98504-0001

Ms. Nancy T. Johnson 
Office of Special Education 
Bldg 6. RM B-304 Capitol Complex 
Charleston, WV 25305

Ms. Juanita S. Pawlisch 
Department of Public Instruction 
P.O. Box 7841 
Madison, WI 53707-7841

Dr. Judy Minier
Wyoming Department of Education 
2300 Capitol Avenue 
Cheyenne, WY 82002-0050
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QUESTIONNAIRE

This questionnaire deals with the use o f corporal punishment as a disciplinary method o f students, 
nondisabled and disabled, and particularly deaf and hard o f hearing students. For the purposes o f this 
study, corporal punishment is defined as punishment inflicted directly on the body, as paddling. Please 
complete the general information section below and then answer the questions. Data will be kept 
CONFIDENTIAL and reported by general categories and regions, not by individual states and schools.

DEMOGRAPHIC DATA

Name___________________________________________________________

Position_________________________________________________________

State___________________________________________________________

Telephone Number ( ) FAX (____ )___________________

If you are CEO of a residential/day school for the deaf and/or hard or hearing is your school:

(Circle all that apply) public private Other (please explain)_______________________

Please check all o f the following that apply to you:

 Male Female  Hearing  Deaf  Hard-of Hearing

Please circle your race or ethnic background:

African American Asian Caucasian Hispanic/Latino Native American 
Other (please specify)_________________

Please indicate in the space below, the number of years of your experience in

education special education  education o f deaf/HOH______

Please indicate in the space below, the number of years of your experience as

a teacher  an administrator______

Please circle the correct answer for the following questions unless directed to answer the question in 
another way.

1. Does your state permit the use of corporal punishment o f students? yes no

2. Does your state permit the use of corporal punishment o f all disabled students, including 
deaf and hard o f hearing (HOH) students? yes no
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If your state permits corporal punishment,

3. Are there restrictions or regulations established for the use o f corporal punishment by the
state? Yes No

4. If the answer to #3 is yes, who established the restrictions or regulations?

The State Your School Both

5. Are there restrictions or regulations established for the use o f corporal punishment with disabled
students? Yes No

6. If the answer to #5 is yes, who established these restrictions or regulations?

The State Your School Both

7. Are there restrictions or regulations established for the use o f corporal punishment with deaf or
hard of hearing students? Yes No

8. If the answer to #7 is yes, who established these restrictions or regulations?

The State Your School Both

Please send a copy of any restrictions, regulations, or guidelines regarding the use of corporal 
punishment of students, nondisabled and disabled, especially if pertaining to deaf and hard of 
hearing students.

9. Does your state or school maintain documentation of the number o f times corporal punishment is
used annually with students, nondisabled or disabled? Yes No

10. How many times was corporal punishment administered to student in your state or school during
the 1994-1995 school year?_____

11. How many of the students receiving corporal punishment were

male  female  nondisabled  disabled  deaf  hard-of-hearing____

African American  Asian  Caucasian  Hispanic/Latino  Native American___

Other (please specify)________________________________________________________________

State Directors of Special Education, please go to Question #28.

If you are the CEO of a residential or day school, public or private, serving the deaf, please answer 
questions 12-27.

12. If your state permits the use o f corporal punishment, does your school permit its use?

 yes no
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13. Does your school have a board approved policy regarding the use of corporal punishment?

 yes  no

If yes, please send a copy of your school’s board approved policy on the use of corporal punishment

14. Does your school require the consent o f parents before a child receives corporal punishment?

 yes no

15. Who can administer corporal punishment in your school?

Administrators Teachers Houseparents Coaches Teacher aides 

Other_____________________

16. Where is corporal punishment most frequently administered? (Circle all that apply.)

Administrators Office Classroom Hallway Dorm Gymnasium 

Other (please specify)______________________________________________________

17. Corporal punishment is used (Circle all that apply.)

only as a last resort only with a witness present without a witness present 

only with parental written permission without parental written permission 

Other__________________________________________________

18. The following behaviors will provoke the use o f corporal punishment in your school?
(Check all that apply)

Fighting Obscene/profane language Talking back to authority Stealing

Not completing assigned work Bad grades

Other (specify)____________________________________________

19. The following instruments are used in the administration o f corporal punishment in your school? 
(Check all that apply)

Ruler P ad d le   Hand Belt Other (describe)______________________

20. Which statement below best represents your school's position on the use of corporal punishment 
o f your students. (Check one only)

 Corporal punishment is never used at our school.
 Corporal punishment is used only as a last resort and after every other disciplinary method

proves ineffective.
 Corporal punishment is used regularly for serious behavior problems.

Other(describe)___________________________________________________________________
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21. If corporal punishment is used in your school as a last resort, what other behavior modification 
techniques are used before corporal punishment is administered? (Circle all that apply) 

Counseling Detention Hall Parent Conference In-School Suspension

Isolation Out-of-School Suspension Time Out

Other (Please specify)____________________________________________________________

22. Are these behavior modification methods always used before administering corporal punishment?

Yes No

23. If corporal punishment is used in your school as a last resort, how are the methods used prior to 
the “last resort” documented?

Please explain:____________________________________________________________________

24. If corporal punishment is used in your school, how frequently is it imposed? 

daily weekly monthly

Comments_______________________________________________________

25. What was the enrollment of your school during the 1994-1995 school year?________

26. How many students in your school received corporal punishment at least once during the 1994-
1995 school year?________

26. What do you believe the attitude o f your community is toward the use of corporal punishment?
(Please circle your answer.)

Approve Opposed

Comments_________________________ _________ ______
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CIRCLE THE RESPONSE THAT MOST CLOSELY MATCHES YOUR OPINION REGARDING 
CORPORAL PUNISHMENT. USE THE FOLLOWING SCALE.

SA= Strongly Agree A= Agree U=Undecided D=Disagree SD= Strongly Disagree

28. Striking a student's arms, legs, or hands is an
acceptable form o f corporal punishment. SA A U D SD

29. Corporal punishment builds character in students. SA A u D SD

30. Some students suffer physical damage as a result of 
being corporally punished. SA A u D SD

31. Corporal punishment is administered for the same 
offenses for all students. SA A u D SD

32. Children and students should have the same 
Constitutional rights as adults. SA A u D SD

33. Schools will experience increased discipline problems 
if corporal punishment is banned. SA A u D SD

34. Requiring a student to conduct a physically exhausting 
activity is an acceptable form o f corporal punishment. SA A u D SD

35. Students become more self-disciplined as a result of 
receiving corporal punishment. SA A u D SD

36. In-school suspension is more effective than corporal 
punishment. SA A u D SD

37. Out-of-school suspension is more effective than corporal 
punishment. SA A u D SD

38. Corporal punishment should not be administered with 
any disabled students. SA A u D SD

39. Corporal punishment could be considered child abuse. SA A u D SD

40. Corporal punishment of all students should be banned in all states. SA A u D SD

41. Corporal punishment of only disabled students should be banned. SA A u D SD

42. A student's attitude toward his/her misbehavior does 
not change as a result of receiving corporal punishment. SA A u D SD

43. Corporal punishment is administered to all children in my state 
regardless o f race, sex, or disability on a fair and 

equitable basis. SA A u D SD
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44. Corporal punishment should not be administered to deaf
o f hard o f hearing students. SA A U D SD

45. Corporal punishment should be banned in all pre-schools.. SA A U D SD

46. Pulling a student's hair is an acceptable form of
corporal punishment. SA A U D SD

47. Students become resentful after receiving corporal
punishment. SA A U D SD

48. Counseling is more effective than corporal punishment. SA A U D SD

49. School officials should honor parents' requests that their
children not receive corporal punishment. SA A U D SD

50. If corporal punishment is administered in a school, 
teachers and administrators should be required to keep
records o f its use. SA A U D SD

51. Corporal punishment should not be banned in any
schools. SA A U D SD

52. Physically pulling, pushing, placing, or holding a
student is an acceptable form o f  corporal punishment. SA A U D SD

53. Students who receive corporal punishment usually
receive it more than once during a school year. SA A U D SD

54. Corporal punishment is effective in modifying the
negative behavior of elementary school students. SA A U D SD

55. If corporal punishment is used, other methods should
be tried before its use. SA A U D SD

56. Alternate ways o f dealing with discipline problems
in our schools should be developed and communicated
to teachers. SA A U D SD

57. Striking a student's buttocks with a paddle is an
acceptable form o f corporal punishment. SA A U D SD

58. Some students suffer psychological damage as a
result o f being corporally punished. SA A U D SD

59. Corporal punishment is effective in modifying the
negative behavior of high school students. SA A U D SD

60. If corporal punishment is used, only the principal or
assistant principal should be allowed to administer it. SA A U D SD

61. If corporal punishment is used, it should never be
administered by an angry person. SA A U D SD
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62. The United States should make it illegal, as Sweden
has, to physically punish any child, at school or at home. SA A U D SD

63. Male students receive corporal punishment more frequently
than female students. SA A U D SD

64. Corporal punishment is more frequently administered to
repeat offenders. SA A U D SD

65. Male students are more likely to be repeat offenders. SA A U D SD

66. Males administer corporal punishment more frequently to
male students. SA A U D SD

Please provide any other comments you wish to make related to corporal punishment below:
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^unty Superintendent of Education
Larry K. Kudmjn 

P b . Box 37 • Rockford. AMwni 3JI36 
Telephone (205) 377-4913

January 22. 1996

Mr. John Tiffany, Principal 
Alabama School for the Deaf 
P.O. Box 698
Talladega. Alabama 35160

Dear John:
I have reviewed the survey you Intend to use 

In gathering data for your dissertation and find 
the Items to be reasonable, and relevant to the 
purpose of your study and the issue you are 
attempting to research.

I see this study as very timely and look 
forward to reviewing your results once completed.

Sincerely.
& *U .

Thomas R . Bice. E d .D . 
Psychometrist
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MOTomc n o  « T M tT  sc h o o l

F yW  M . T iy io r , H lD .

■ab Im HI, AssT. Superintendent 
lor Ccnml Adminatrjcian 

Oc Damu Sturicie, Ab T. Superintendent
far Special Education 

C ana UdeM d. A « t  Superintendent 
far Bemenuty Schools 

Outfaae Campbell. Die. Inm  Services 
Sandra Gnhatn, O k, Student Service

Gadsden City Board of Education
RO. Box 184 

GADSDEN. ALABAMA35999

Telephone (205) 543*3512 
Fax QOS) 549-2954

March S, 1996

Mr. John Tiffany, Principal 
Alabama School for the Deaf 
P. 0. Box 698 
Talladega, AL 35161
Dear John:
Thank you for the opportunity to read and provide 
input on the research instrument for your doctoral 
dissertation. I have enjoyed the opportunity of 
discussing your topic of the use of corporal 
punishment with students with disabilities.
Please include me in the dissemination of your 
findings.

Donna Sturkie, Ed. D . 
Assistant Superintendent
:ln

Member* of the Board

Pat Williamson. President 
Charles Jones, V. Pres. 
Marjorie Canon 
Randy Holland 
Bill Peppenhorst 
ferry Pullen 
Or. Roberta W*as
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Helen KeBer School o f Alabama

AIDB
February 1,1996

Mr. John Tiffany, Principal 
Alabama School for the Deaf 
P.O. Box 698  
Talladega, AL 35161

Dear John:

Thank you for including me in a review of your survey instrument which 
will be used to gather information for your dissertation. I read with a lot of 
interest because the use of corporal punishment is a timely subject.

I found the items included in your instrument to be reasonable as well as  
relevant and supportive of the study you will attempt. P lease include me in the 
review of your results.

If I can be of further assistan ce, just call.

Sincerely,

■minel Love-Trescott, Ed.D.
Principal

elt

P.O. Boi69B,205 E. South Street. TiUidega. Alibanu 35160 (205) 761-3250
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I  l # B  THE UNIVERSITY O F _
U H 9  ALABAMA AT BIRMINGHAM

Office of the Institutional Review  Board for Human Use

FORM 4 : IDENTIFICATION AND CERTIFICATION OF
RESEARCH PROJECTS INVOLVING HOMAN SUBJECTS

THE INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD (IRB) MUST COMPLETE THIS FORM FOR ALL APPLI­
CATIONS FOR RESEARCH AND TRAINING GRANTS, PROGRAM PROJECT AND CENTER GRANTS, 
DEMONSTRATION GRANTS, FELLOWSHIPS, TRAINEE SHIPS, AWARDS, AND OTHER PROPOSALS 
WHICH MIGHT INVOLVE THE USB OF HUMAN RESEARCH SUBJECTS INDEPENDENT OF SOURCE 
OF FUNDING.
THIS FORM DOES HOT APPLY TO APPLICATIONS FOR GRANTS LIMITED TO THE SUPPORT 
OP CONSTRUCTION, ALTERATIONS AND RENOVATIONS, OR RESEARCH RESOURCES.

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: John Thomas Tiffany

PROJECT TITLE: A Study of the Use of Corporal Punishment with Deaf and Hard of
Hearing Students in the United States and the Perceptions of
Administrators Regarding the Use of this Method of Discipline

 1. THIS IS A TRAINING GRANT. EACH RESEARCH PROJECT INVOLVING HUMAN
SUBJECTS PROPOSED BY TRAINEES MUST RE REVIEWED SEPARATELY BY THE 
INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD (IRB) .

X 2. THIS APPLICATION INCLUDES RESEARCH INVOLVING HUMAN SUBJECTS. THE
IRB HAS REVIEWED AND APPROVED THIS APPLICATION ON */-/-?>_____
IN ACCORDANCE WITH UAB'S ASSURANCE APPROVED BY THE UNITED STATES 
PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE. THE PROJECT WILL BE SUBJECT TO ANNUAL 
CONTINUING REVIEW AS PROVIDED IN THAT ASSURANCE.

X THIS PROJECT RECEIVED EXPEDITED REVIEW.

  THIS PROJECT RECEIVED FULL BOARD REVIEW.

 3. THIS APPLICATION MAY INCLUDE RESEARCH INVOLVING HUMAN SUBJECTS.
REVIEW IS PENDING BY THE IRB AS PROVIDED BY UAB'S ASSURANCE. 
COMPLETION OF REVIEW WILL BE CERTIFIED BY ISSUANCE OF ANOTHER 
FORM 4 AS SOON AS POSSIBLE.

 4 . EXEMPTION IS APPROVED BASED ON EXEMPTION CATEGORY NUMBER (S)_________.

MARGgJ/RITE KINNEY, TJNSc 
VICE CHAIR OF THE 
INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD

jThe University of Alabama at Birmingham 
1170W Administration Building • 701 South 20th Street 

Birmingham, Alabama 35294-0111 • (205) 934-3789 • FAX (205) 975-5977
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DISSERTATION APPROVAL FORM
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and Hard of Hearing Students in the United States and the Perceptions of 

Admnistrators Regarding the Use of This Method of Discipline.

Dissertation Committee:
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Harold Bishop, Ph.D.______ Co

Eugene Golanda, Ph.D.________

Margaret Glowacki, Ph.D.
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