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of Education (Educational Administration), May 2012, 123 pp., 3 tables, 16 illustrations, 
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This dissertation examined the student discipline policies of 1,025 Texas school 

districts, as well as data from the Texas Education Agency’s Academic Excellence 

Indicator System in order to identify demographic patterns regarding corporal 

punishment policies in Texas schools. The study also studied the relationship between 

a district’s corporal punishment policy and student achievement.  

The dissertation utilized legal research methods and document analysis as its 

research methodology.  Document analysis was the primary methodology used to 

answer the research questions whereby individual school district policies were identified 

and classified based on a number of demographic characteristics as well as the 

variations in corporal punishment policies among the various districts.  

The results of the study found that although more Texas school districts permit 

corporal punishment than have banned the practice, 60 percent of Texas school 

children go to school in districts where corporal punishment is not permitted. Corporal 

punishment is generally permitted in rural areas, with the majority of school districts in 

West Texas and the Texas Panhandle still allowing it by policy. A case study affirmed a 

finding from a national study regarding the type and locale of a student that is most 

likely disciplined using corporal punishment. The study determined that the larger Texas 

school districts have moved away from using corporal punishment as a disciplinary 

tactic. No district categorized as “Major Urban” by the Texas Education Agency permits 

corporal punishment of students. None of the larger districts categorized as “Urban” or 



“Major Suburban” that prohibit corporal punishment were identified as “Academically 

Unacceptable” under the State accountability system.  This study also found that 

districts that prohibit corporal punishment and have a large number of minority students 

tend to have higher AEIS ratings.   

This study’s findings suggest that the elimination of corporal punishment in highly 

populated Texas school districts may be an indication that corporal punishment in the 

schools is gradually changing from being a largely Southern occurrence to being a 

primarily Southern rural phenomenon.  This information could prove valuable for policy 

makers and legislators who are under a misconception that their constituents support 

corporal punishment. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

 Discipline of children in America’s public schools has become a controversial 

topic in recent years.  Corporal punishment has been practiced in the United States 

(U.S.) since colonial times and was not controversial until the second half of the 

twentieth century. Gradually, however, public sentiment and the views of education 

policy makers have evolved into a more progressive way of thinking about corporal 

punishment, one that takes into consideration the physical and psychological well being 

of the child.  With increasing global awareness of children’s rights, along with the fear of 

litigation, educators have begun questioning the practice of corporal punishment in 

schools. 

Within the last 35 years, 31 states have banned corporal punishment in public 

schools, either by statute or by administrative regulation. Prior to 1977, only four states 

had outlawed it. Today, 19 states permit public-school educators to administer this form 

of discipline in the public schools. Texas is one state that is standing firm in allowing 

school districts the option of using the colloquially termed “board of education.”  In an 

era of increased awareness of child abuse and children’s rights, the traditionally 

conservative Lone Star State has maintained the biblical stance of a “spare the rod, 

spoil the child” mentality. However, a new law with specific language relating to corporal 

punishment went into effect in Texas public schools on September 1, 2011. This new 

law, discussed more fully later in the dissertation, gives parents the right to prohibit 

school officials from paddling their children.  This law may be a sign that attitudes about 

corporal punishment are changing even in states that have steadfastly clung to the 
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practice (Texas Education Code 37.001). 

Statement of the Problem 

 Since colonial times, American teachers and school administrators have been 

allowed to administer reasonable corporal punishment to school children in order to 

maintain discipline and order (Ingraham v. Wright, 1977). However, within the last half-

century, as the courts have begun to recognize the constitutional rights of children, the 

fear of litigation has affected how school policies are made. Todd DeMitchell, a noted 

education-law scholar, stated, “[T]he threat of lawsuits has become so commonplace 

that elementary school children have been heard to say that they are going to sue the 

teacher or the principal” (as quoted in Lacefield, 2010, p. 2). It is evident throughout the 

nation that corporal punishment is becoming less prevalent.  Since the Ingraham v. 

Wright decision in 1977, the trend to move away from physical punishment and find 

other means of discipline has been accelerating at the national level, as well as within 

some states.   

Nevertheless, 19 states still allow corporal punishment as a means of discipline 

in schools.  These states, which are mostly located in the South, the Midwest, and the 

Rocky Mountain West, undoubtedly maintain their stance on corporal punishment based 

at least partly on cultural values, and those states may continue to permit corporal 

punishment based on conservative ideals.  Within the public school systems in those 19 

states, however, there are wide variations in how corporal punishment policies are 

enforced; and some school districts have abolished it altogether in spite of the fact that 

they have the legal authority to continue the practice.    
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This study focused on variations in corporal punishment policies among the more 

than 1,000 school districts in the state of Texas. Its purpose is to ascertain how many  

Texas school systems have abolished corporal punishment through local school district 

policy, how many school systems have placed some restrictions on the use of corporal 

punishment in their schools, and how many Texas school districts practice corporal 

punishment.  In addition, the study ascertained the number of children who may be 

subjected to corporal punishment through school-district policy and the number who 

attend schools in Texas school districts that prohibit corporal punishment.   

 

Significance of the Study 

Corporal punishment has generally been viewed as a practice that varies widely 

by region. Thirty-one states prohibit corporal punishment, and 19 states permit it. The 

Center for Educational Statistics (NCES) publishes data annually that report on the 

percentage of students in each state who have been the subject of corporal punishment 

over a one-year period.  In the last NCES report, Mississippi ranked first in the 

percentage of students who experienced corporal punishment in the schools, while 

Texas ranked seventh. 

What the NCES reports ignore, however, is the fact that school districts may 

prohibit corporal punishment in their schools as a matter of local policy, in spite of the 

fact that state law permits the practice. Thus, some percentages of students in all 19 

states that authorize corporal punishment undoubtedly attend schools where corporal 

punishment has been banned as a matter of local school district policy. No study has 

been conducted, however, that has examined the variations in corporal punishment 
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policies from school district to school district in the states that permit corporal 

punishment in the schools.  Nor has any statewide study been conducted that has 

examined the characteristics of school districts that prohibit corporal punishment 

compared to the districts that allow it.   

Some of the key findings proposed for this study are (1) the percentage of 

students in Texas school districts that attend schools in districts that have abolished 

corporal punishment, (2) the prevalence of corporal punishment in urban school districts 

in comparison to school districts in rural and suburban areas, and (3) the variations in 

policies in school districts that permit corporal punishment.  For example, how many 

Texas school districts only allow corporal punishment with parental consent? 

 

Limitations of the Study 

 The unavailability of certain school district policies, especially in rural areas, is a 

limitation of this study. Another limitation is the credibility of the data from the Office for 

Civil Rights (OCR) relies on the accuracy of school districts’ reporting. 

 

Research Questions 

 The following questions guided this study: 

1. What patterns emerge from an analysis of the corporal punishment policies in 
the 35 largest school districts in Texas? 
 

2. What percentage of school districts in Texas allows corporal punishment as a 
form of discipline? 

 

3. What percentage of Texas school students are subjected to corporal 
punishment pursuant to school district policy? 
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4. What trends, correlations, and patterns emerge from an analysis of corporal 
punishment policies among the eight school-district types defined by the 
Texas Education Agency? 

 

 
5. What percentage of school districts permits corporal punishment in each of 

the four categories recognized by the Texas Education Agency for school-
district performance: Exemplary, Recognized, Acceptable, and Low 
Performing? 

 

Definition of Terms 

 Corporal punishment - Physical punishment inflicted on the body 

 Excessive force - Discipline resulting in substantial emotional suffering or 
physical injury 
 

 In loco parentis - Persons acting in the place of the parent. This includes any 
person acting by, through, or under the direction of a court with jurisdiction 
over the child, and anyone who has express or implied consent of the parent 
or parents to supervise or control the child 

 

 Post traumatic stress disorder - A condition of persistent mental and 
emotional stress occurring as a result of injury or severe psychological shock 

 

 
Summary of Chapters 

  Chapter 2 examines the history of corporal punishment in the U.S., its legal 

status, legal controversies about the constitutionality of corporal punishment, research 

findings about the benefits or harm that corporal punishment may cause for students, 

and the legal status of corporal punishment in Texas. 

Corporal punishment has been an approved form of disciplining children in this 

country since colonial times.  At the common law, parents have been given a legal right 

to inflict corporal punishment on their children, and this privilege has been extended to 

school authorities under the doctrine of in loco parentis. However, under the common 



6 
 

law, educators are not authorized to use excessive force when administering corporal 

punishment or to administer physical punishment with malice.  

 In the U.S., corporal punishment has been abolished by a majority of the states;  

however, 19 states continue to permit it.  The division among the states follows regional 

lines, with states in the Northeast and the Pacific West having abolished it, and states 

continuing to allow corporal punishment in the South, the Rocky Mountain West, and 

parts of the Midwest.  Among states that permit corporal punishment, there are wide 

variations in the percentage of students who are subjected to the practice.  Mississippi 

ranks first in the percentage of students who are subjected to corporal punishment.   

Although most researchers have found no educational benefits from corporal 

punishment, there is some disagreement about the value of its use.  Advocates promote 

corporal punishment as a way to instill values in children, while opponents suggest 

permanent psychological and physical damage can result from this type of discipline.  

Religion is often a factor when proponents discuss this subject, tracing the historical 

roots back to colonial times. Some researchers have found a link between corporal 

punishment of children and Post Traumatic Syndrome Disorder (PTSD) (University of 

New Hampshire, 2009). 

In Ingraham v. Wright (1977), the Supreme Court ruled that school officials do 

not violate students’ constitutional rights by administering reasonable corporal 

punishment to students. Nevertheless, in the wake of Ingraham, several federal circuit 

courts have ruled that excessive corporal punishment of a child that is so excessive as 

to be shocking to the conscience is a violation of the child’s constitutional right to 
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substantive due process, being an infringement on their constitutionally protected 

interest in their bodily integrity.  

Chapter 3 contains a discussion of the research findings. This chapter attempts  

to answer the five research questions that are presented earlier in this chapter. Chapter 

4 discusses the implications of the research findings in Chapter 3. For example, this 

chapter discusses the implications of findings with regard to the prevalence of corporal 

punishment in Texas school districts. Patterns that emerge regarding the types of 

districts that authorize corporal punishment as determined by Texas Education Agency 

(TEA) demographic definitions and student-achievement status and the types of Texas 

school districts that prohibit corporal punishment in the schools are discussed as well. 

This chapter contains recommendations for using the research findings to influence the 

policy debate about whether corporal punishment should continue to be allowed in the 

public schools, and also contains suggestions for further research.  

 

Overview of Methodology 

This dissertation utilized legal research methods and document analysis to 

answer the research questions listed earlier in this chapter. The official school board 

corporal punishment policies in more than 1,000 Texas school districts were identified 

and analyzed.  The primary research methodology utilized to answer the research 

questions is document analysis, whereby individual school district policies are identified 

and classified based on a number of demographic characteristics as well as the 

variations in corporal punishment policies among the various districts. 
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As more fully explained in Chapter 2, corporal punishment in Texas has 

important legal implications, and it is necessary to understand the legal dimensions of 

corporal punishment in the U.S. and Texas in order to understand the legal context in  

which corporal punishment is administered in the Texas public schools. 

Legal research is the methodology used by judges, lawyers, and scholars to 

answer legal questions (Alexander & Alexander, 2011).  Legal scholars use a variety of 

approaches to conduct legal research, but they generally begin their research by 

consulting general treatises, law review articles, and other secondary sources in order 

to become generally familiar with a specific legal topic (Llewellyn, 2008).  This study 

analyzes corporal punishment policies in Texas school districts, and the research 

begins by providing an examination of secondary sources about the legal aspects of 

corporal punishment.  For example, the research examined the Restatement (Second) 

of the Law of Torts (American Law Institute, 1965), which states the general principles 

of common law regarding the authority of adults to administer corporal punishment to 

students. I also reviewed those sections of The Educator’s Guide to Texas School Law 

by Walsh, Kemerer and Maniotis (2005) that pertain to legal aspects of corporal 

punishment in Texas.  

In addition, I explored the constitutional dimensions of corporal punishment as 

defined by federal courts. As more fully explained in Chapter 2, the Supreme Court 

ruled in the landmark case of Ingraham v. Wright (1977), that public school 

administrators do not violate the constitutional rights of students when they administer 

reasonable corporal punishment in the public schools. Various intermediate-level 

federal courts have ruled that corporal punishment so excessive as to be brutal and 
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shocking may violate a student’s constitutional right to bodily integrity, which the 

Supreme Court has recognized as a constitutionally protected liberty interest under the 

Fourteenth Amendment.  Wasserman’s (2011) recent law review article, which  

examined the constitutional dimensions of corporal punishment as it has been  

articulated by several federal circuit courts, was a key resource in constructing the 

literature review for this study. Wasserman’s article identified all the important federal 

appellate court decisions regarding the constitutionality of corporal punishment in the 

public schools, and I then reviewed these cases, located in the LEXIS/NEXIS database, 

when constructing the literature review.   

After examining the federal court decisions on the constitutionality of corporal 

punishment and the secondary literature on this topic, I identified the Fifth Circuit Court 

of Appeals, which has federal jurisdiction over the states of Louisiana, Mississippi, and 

Texas, as an outlier among the federal courts (Wasserman, 2011).  The Fifth Circuit has 

held that excessive corporal punishment in Texas schools is never a constitutional 

violation because students have adequate remedies for excessive corporal punishment 

in the civil and criminal courts.  

As my literature review narrowed to an examination of the legal aspects of 

corporal punishment in Texas, I conducted a search of the LexisNexis® 

(www.lexisnexis.com) database using standard research strategies similar to Google™ 

(www.google.com) searches. These searches are sometimes referred to as “Boolean” 

searches (named for George Boole, an English mathematician), which allow users to 

search a computer database to find a combination of words or phrases in court 

http://www.lexisnexis.com/
http://www.google.com/
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decisions, legal periodicals, or statutes (Boswell, n.d., 

http://websearch.about.com/od/2/g/boolean.htm). 

For example, to determine how Texas courts have addressed corporal 

punishment in the schools, I began with a broad search of the term “corporal  

punishment” in the court decisions contained in LexisNexis® (www.lexisnexis.com) 

database of Texas court cases. This search was then refined to add the term “school!”, 

with the exclamation mark added to include variations of the word “school” such as 

“schools,” “schooling” or “schooled.” Using this refined search, I was able to identify 

every published Texas court decision in which the terms “corporal punishment” and 

“school” (or variation of the word “school”) were contained.  

As will be more fully explained in the literature review, the analysis of relevant 

Texas court cases identified in the LexisNexis® (www.lexisnexis.com) search revealed 

that Texas courts have permitted educators to administer corporal punishment since the 

nineteenth century so long as this punishment was administered in a humane and 

reasonable way. Nevertheless, Texas courts have ruled that excessive corporal 

punishment that is administered with malice or brutality can constitute a criminal assault 

under Texas law and can render an offending educator guilty of a criminal misdemeanor 

(Harris v. State, 1918). 

In addition to court decisions, federal and state statutes, administrative 

regulations, city or county ordinances, and school board policies also constitute a body 

of law, governing the operation of a school district.  For example, a school district that 

adopts an official school board policy prohibiting corporal punishment in the schools can 

legally discipline a teacher who disobeys this policy, and a district that practices 

http://websearch.about.com/od/2/g/boolean.htm
http://www.lexisnexis.com/
http://www.lexisnexis.com/
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corporal punishment in violation of its own policy may be sued by a student who suffers 

from such a policy violation. 

A key component of the research methodology was the identification and 

analysis of Texas school board policies promulgated by the 1,000 plus Texas school 

districts. The analysis was aided immeasurably by the fact that more than 90% of Texas 

school districts subscribe to the school-district- policies service provided by the Texas  

Association of School Boards (TASB). TASB has created a system of school board 

policies organized identically for every school district subscriber, so that all Texas 

school district policies on corporal punishment can be found in virtually the same 

location within each Texas school board’s policies. More importantly, almost every 

Texas school district that subscribes to the TASB school board-policies service and 

maintains its policies online, with policy changes automatically updated by TASB. This 

statewide school board policy management service provides access to every corporal 

punishment policy that has been adopted by a Texas school district subscribing to the 

TASB service (about 99% of all Texas school districts). Furthermore, because school-

district policy updates are entered automatically by TASB, each individual school district 

corporal punishment policy was up to date and had not been superseded or abolished 

by the school board.  

After all Texas school board policies were identified, I then sorted the policies 

into various categories in order to answer the research questions. One early research 

finding, which is fully explained in Chapter 3, was that corporal punishment has been 

abandoned by most urban Texas school districts.  
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This study sought to determine the effect of laws upon the local public school 

board policies in Texas, as well as the trends that become evident throughout this 

process. I began by looking at all public school board policies in Texas, district-by-

district, with the exception of charter schools. The policies were then divided according 

to the TEA’s classifications. The TEA considers factors such as enrollment, growth in 

enrollment, economic status, and proximity to urban areas when dividing the types of 

districts (TEA, 2011).  

Based on these considerations, TEA divides school districts into eight different 

demographic categories: 

Major urban - A major urban district meets the following criteria:  

 it is located in a county with a population of at least 750,000 

 its enrollment is the largest in the county or comprises at least 75% of the 
largest district enrollment in the county, and at least 35% of enrolled students 
are economically disadvantaged 

Major suburban - A major suburban district meets the following criteria:  

 It does not meet the criteria for classification as major urban 

 It is contiguous to a major urban district  

 Its enrollment is at least 3% of the contiguous major urban district or at least 
4,500 students  
 

A district also is classified as major suburban if it meets the following criteria:  

 It does not meet the criteria for classification as major urban 

 It is not contiguous to a major urban district 

 It is located in the same county as a major urban district  

 Its enrollment is at least 15% of the nearest major urban district in the county 
or at least 4,500 students 
 

Other central city - An other central city district meets the following criteria:  
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 It does not meet the criteria for classification in either of the previous 
subcategories  
 

 It is not contiguous to a major urban district  

 It is located in a county with a population of between 100,000 and 749,999 

 Its enrollment is the largest in the county or is at least 75% of the largest 
district enrollment in the county 
 

Other central city suburban - An other central city suburban district meets the following 

 criteria:  

 It does not meet the criteria for classification in any of the previous 
subcategories  
 

 It is located in a county with a population of between 100,000 and 749,999  

 Its enrollment is at least 15% of the largest district enrollment in the count 

 A district also is other central city suburban if it meets the following criteria: 

 It does not meet the criteria for classification in any of the previous 
subcategories  
 

 It is contiguous to another central city district  

 Its enrollment is greater than 3% of the contiguous other central city district 

 Its enrollment exceeds the median district enrollment of 765 students for the 
state 
 

Independent town – An independent town district meets the following criteria:  

 It does not meet the criteria for classification in any of the previous 
subcategories 
  

  It is located in a county with a population of 25,000 to 99,999  

 Its enrollment is the largest in the county or greater than 75% of the largest 
district enrollment in the county 
 

Non-metropolitan: Fast growing - A non-metropolitan: Fast growing district meets the 

 following criteria:  
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 It does not meet the criteria for classification in any of the previous 
subcategories 
 

 It has an enrollment of at least 300 students  

 Its enrollment has increased by at least 20% over the past five years 

Non-metropolitan: Stable - A non-metropolitan: Stable district meets the following 

 criteria:  

 It does not meet the criteria for classification in any of the previous 
subcategories  
 

 Its enrollment exceeds the median district enrollment for the state 

Rural - A rural district does not meet the criteria for classification in any of the previous 

 subcategories.  A rural district has either of the following:  

 An enrollment of between 300 and the median district enrollment for the state 
and an enrollment growth rate over the past five years of less than 20%, or 
  

 An enrollment of less than 300 students 

 Through the analysis of each Texas school district’s TASB-approved online 

school board policies, this study identified those districts that allow corporal punishment 

and those that do not.  In addition, the study determined the percentage of districts that 

permit corporal punishment in each of TEA’s eight demographic areas and within each 

of the four categories of school districts as determined by their student-achievement 

data. 

The research findings are used for discussion in Chapter 3 to identify how many 

school districts in Texas still have a policy that permits corporal punishment and how 

many students are affected by these policies. Chapter 4 presents the predictions of 

trends concerning the use of corporal punishment and its effect on students. 
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Summary 

Texas is one of 19 states that permit corporal punishment in the public schools. 

Nevertheless, Texas school boards have the authority to ban corporal punishment in  

their schools as a matter of local policy, and some Texas school boards have done so.  

Thus, some Texas public-school students attend schools in districts where corporal 

punishment is prohibited. It is important for educators, legislatures, and education policy 

makers to know the demographics of corporal punishment, where it is permitted and 

where it is banned, and whether patterns emerge when school-district corporal 

punishment policies are examined based on its urban or rural categorization and its 

TEA designation regarding student achievement.   

Knowing more about which types of Texas school districts permit corporal 

punishment and which types do not will provide information for the debate about 

whether Texas should join the 31 states that have banned corporal punishment or 

continue with the present policy of permitting the physical infliction of pain on school 

children by Texas educators.   
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CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Corporal Punishment in the Schools is Recognized by the Common Law 

Corporal punishment is defined in Black’s Law Dictionary as “physical 

punishment inflicted on the body” (Garner, 2009, p. 1353). Historically, corporal 

punishment has been inflicted on incarcerated adults, and Black’s Law Dictionary lists 

branding, blinding, mutilation, and the use of the pillory or the stocks as typical types of 

corporal punishment that were meted out to adults as punishment for a crime.  

Corporal punishment in the schools typically involves paddling a student on the 

buttocks with a wooden paddle. However, other kinds of physical punishment against 

students have also been labeled corporal punishment.  Forced exercise is one of 

several forms of corporal punishment.  Students are made to participate in additional 

workouts such as extensive running of laps on fields, or the stairs of gymnasiums, 

dragging or pulling excessive weights, crawling for long distances in uncomfortable 

positions or doing push-ups.  Making children hold bodily waste as a form of discipline is 

another form of corporal punishment.  Forcing a child to stand and not move or sit 

perfectly still also qualifies as corporal punishment.  Other types may include twisting of 

the ear, pinching a child’s skin with fingernails, poking in the arms, pinching of the 

child’s cheeks, pulling hair, kicking, shaking, or shoving a student against the wall. Even 

placing hot sauce on a child’s thumb to deter it from being placed in the mouth has been 

noted as a type of corporal punishment. 

Corporal punishment of one sort or another has been a part of public education 

in America since colonial times (Ingraham v. Wright, 1977). With the Holy Bible being  
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their guiding source for all human affairs, the Puritans and other Protestant immigrants 

to the U.S. fervently complied with biblical admonitions that seemed to support the 

corporal punishment of children.  For example, a passage from the Book of Proverbs 

states, " He that spareth his rod hateth his son: but he that loveth him chasteneth him 

betimes" (Proverbs 13:24 King James Version). Another passage from the Proverbs 

similarly admonishes: “Withhold not correction from the child: for if thou beatest him with 

the rod he shall not die. Thou shalt beat him with the rod, and shalt deliver his soul from 

hell” (Proverbs 23:13, 14 King James Version).  

During the colonial era, parents were the main disciplinarians for their children 

and the primary educators as well.  However, when grammar schools opened, teachers 

assumed the primary duty of teaching children, and they presumed the parental 

authority of administering corporal punishment as a tool for maintaining order and an 

educational atmosphere in the schools. Then, in the nineteenth century, educational 

reformers such as Horace Mann of Massachusetts and Henry Barnard of Connecticut 

began calling for free, compulsory school for every child in the nation. The 

Massachusetts Compulsory Attendance Act of 1852 mandated that all children between 

the ages of 8 and 14 attend school for a minimum of three months per year (Grocke, 

2011). New York followed with a similar law the next year. By 1917, all states had 

compulsory attendance laws.   

The rise of the common schools in the nineteenth century did not lead to the 

abolishment of corporal punishment in the classroom, although it became controversial 

in some parts of society. For example, many of the New England transcendentalists 

were critics of corporal punishment.  Bronson Alcott, founder of the Temple School in 
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Boston, Massachusetts, was philosophically opposed to corporal punishment and 

abolished the practice in his school (Brown, n.d.). Nevertheless, in 1866, a teacher in 

Cambridge, Massachusetts, inflicted corporal punishment on a student for whispering.  

The girl was struck 15 to 20 times with a whip on her hands.  The parents of the girl 

thought the punishment to be cruel and the case was brought to trial. Corporal 

punishment was not abolished as a result of this litigation, but this legal challenge 

marked the beginning of parents speaking out against corporal punishment (DiPietro, 

2003). 

Although corporal punishment had its critics in the nineteenth century, it was 

commonly practiced in the schools.  For example, in the famous “Eliot School Rebellion” 

of 1859, an assistant administrator at Boston’s Eliot School whipped Thomas Whall, a 

Catholic school boy, for refusing to read the Ten Commandments from the King James 

Bible. This version of the Bible was not approved for Catholic use; and in fact, the boy’s 

parish priest had strictly instructed Catholic school children not to read from it. When 

Whall refused to read from the Bible as instructed, an administrator stepped into the 

classroom and announced, “Here’s a boy that refuses to repeat the Ten 

Commandments, and I will whip him till he yields if it takes the whole forenoon” 

(McGreevy, 2003, p. 8). He then beat Whall severely on the hands with a rattan stick for 

half an hour, until the boy’s hands were cut and bleeding.  The incident enraged 

Boston’s Irish Catholic community and led to a mass walkout of Catholic children from 

the Boston public schools.   Even though America became more socially progressive in 

the later half of the nineteenth century and throughout the twentieth century, corporal 

punishment remained as a traditional form of discipline in schools in the majority of 
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states until the late 1970s. 

In Ingraham v. Wright (1977), decided by the United States Supreme Court in 

1977, the Court recognized a long-standing legal right of educators to administer 

corporal punishment in the public schools.  According to Ingraham v. Wright (1977), the 

common law recognized a single principle regarding the use of corporal punishment in 

the schools: “Teachers may impose reasonable but not excessive force to discipline a 

child” (p. 661). The prevalent rule, the Supreme Court stated, was that “teachers and 

school administrators enjoy a privilege to use such force as they deem reasonably 

necessary for the proper control, training, and education of the child” (p. 662).  

In fact, the Restatement (Second) of Torts § 147, which codifies the common law 

of torts in the U.S., articulated a common law privilege for parents to use reasonable 

force or confinement of a child if the parent reasonably believes force or confinement is 

necessary to control, train or educate the child (American Law Institute, 1965). In 

addition, this privilege extends to others who have been given legal authority to train, 

control or educate a child, as Section 147(2) states: 

One other than a parent who has been given by law or who has voluntarily 
assumed in whole or in part the function of controlling, training, or educating a 
child, is privileged to apply such reasonable force or to impose such reasonable 
confinement as he reasonably believes to be necessary for its proper control, 
training, or education, except in so far as the parent has restricted the privilege of 
one to whom he has entrusted the child (American Law Institute, 1965). 

 
Nevertheless, although corporal punishment has long been accepted as an 

appropriate form of discipline in the schools, the common law has long specified that the 

use of physical force on a child must be reasonable. Restatement (Second) of Torts § 

150 lists these factors that should be considered as common law in determining 

whether the use of physical force on a child is reasonable.  
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 Whether the actor is a parent 

 The age, sex, and the physical and mental condition of the child 

 The nature of his offense and his apparent motive 

 The influence of his example upon other children of the same family or group 

 Whether the force or confinement is reasonably necessary and appropriate to 
compel obedience to a proper command 
 

 Whether it is disproportionate to the offense, unnecessarily degrading, or 
likely to cause serious or permanent harm 
 

A clear principle of common law regarding corporal punishment of a child is the 

rule that an actor who uses excessive force against a child loses the privilege to use 

force and can be sued by the victim. Moreover, at common law, children have the right 

to defend themselves against actors who use excessive force when imposing corporal 

punishment, including a teacher or school administrator (American Law Institute, 

Restatement (Second) of Torts § 155, 1965). 

Moreover, in virtually every state, “an educator who inflicts excessive corporal 

punishment can be criminally prosecuted” (Ingraham v. Wright, 1977, p. 661). For 

example, in Harris v. State (1918), an old Texas case, Frances Harris, a Houston school 

teacher, was convicted of aggravated assault and fined $25 after she whipped an unruly 

school boy with a leather strap about two inches wide and fourteen inches long. Harris 

admitted to hitting the boy approximately 25 “licks” with the strap but testified that she 

had not acted with ill will or malice—only the desire to “conquer” the student. The school 

principal also joined in, stating that he continued whipping the boy “until the child was 

conquered.”  A county health officer testified at trial that he counted 25 stripes on the 

student’s back. “The wounds that had ruptured the skin showed clotted blood on the  
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surface and there was swelling and contusions,” the health officer stated, and there 

were marks on the student’s back that were blue and inflamed (Harris v. State, 1918, 

pp. 1089-1090). 

Harris appealed her conviction, but the Texas Court of Criminal Appeals affirmed.  

The appellate court acknowledged that Texas law permits moderate corporal 

punishment of a school child, but the evidence showed that the punishment Harris 

inflicted was excessive.  

On the other hand, courts have sometimes upheld corporal punishment in the 

schools against criminal charges even when the punishment was quite severe.  For 

example, in a nineteenth-century case, the Indiana Supreme Court reversed an assault 

and battery conviction against a teacher who had beaten a 16-year-old boy so severely 

with a switch that the beating left marks and abrasions. In ruling in favor of the teacher, 

the Indiana Supreme Court reasoned thus: 

[A] teacher may exact a compliance with all reasonable commands, and may, in 
a kind and reasonable spirit, inflict corporal punishment upon a pupil for 
disobedience. This punishment should not be either cruel or excessive, and 
ought always to be apportioned to the gravity of the offence, and within the 
bounds of moderation. But, plainly, when complaint is made, the calm and honest 
judgment of the teacher, as to what the situation required, should have weight, as 
in the case of a parent under similar circumstances; and where no improper 
weapon has been employed, the presumption will be, until the contrary is made 
to appear, that what was done was rightly done (Vanvactor v. State, 1888, p. 
280). 
 

The court pointed out that the student had committed the offense of taking the 

teacher’s coat on a cold day, apparently for the purpose of humiliating the teacher. In 

the court’s view, the teacher had “acted with much caution, forbearance and 

deliberation” and the “weapon” that the teacher chose—a switch—seemed appropriate 

for a 16-year-old boy. 
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Corporal Punishment under State Law 

As we have seen, corporal punishment has been approved as a means of 

disciplining a student in school since colonial times, and the common law has 

recognized a teacher’s right to administer such punishments so long as it is not 

excessive.  Over the years, however, corporal punishment has become increasingly 

disparaged, and today many school districts prohibit its use. During the 1991-1992 

school year, approximately 30% of the school districts in America were using corporal 

punishment as a means of discipline. Of those 30%, urban and rural districts, as 

opposed to suburban, were more likely to use this form of punishment (U.S. Department 

of Education, 2011).   

Moreover, beginning in the 1980s, states began banning corporal punishment 

altogether. Today, only 19 states permit corporal punishment in the public schools, with 

the majority of those states being in the South. Those states in red, as shown in Figure 

1 indicate which states continue the practice of corporal punishment. In 2009- 2010, 

corporal punishment was only used in 8% of all of the schools in the United States, as 

opposed to 26% in 2000 (United States Department of Education [USDE], 2010). 

 
Figure 1. States practicing corporal punishment. 
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In July of 2009, U.S. Secretary of Education Arne Duncan released a public 

statement regarding the 45th anniversary of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act. In his press 

release, Secretary Duncan alluded to the fact that minority students in the U.S. are still 

academically behind their White counterparts. One area that Duncan identified as 

needing more attention was the racial disparity in the administration of corporal 

punishment.  According to a 2006 Office for Civil Rights report, African-Americans only 

comprised 17% of the total enrollment in the U.S., yet of all students who received 

corporal punishment as a form of discipline, 38% were African-American.  In Memphis 

City Schools, corporal punishment was banned in 2005 because the school board 

discovered that the same students were repeatedly receiving that type of discipline. 

After a few years passed with no corporal punishment used, in 2010 a school board 

member appealed to reinstate it on behalf of the teachers. This action prompted threats 

of a boycott of the Memphis City schools (Roberts, 2010).  Just one week prior to the 

article in the Commercial Appeal regarding the possible reinstatement of corporal 

punishment in Memphis City schools, the Fifth Circuit Court of Appeals denied a request 

in the form of a federal lawsuit made by a16-year-old boy from Mississippi to ban 

corporal punishment. (“Court Refuses,” 2010)  According to federal data, Mississippi 

leads the states with the highest number of students who are physically disciplined. 

Table 1catalogues the 10 states with the highest number of reported corporal 

punishment incidents (Center for Effective Discipline [CED], 2010). 
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Table 1 

States with the Highest Number of Corporal Punishment Incidents 

 

State 

 

Number of Students 

Paddled 

 

Percentage of Total 

Students 

Mississippi 38,131 7.5 

Arkansas 22,314 4.7 

Alabama 33,716 4.5 

Oklahoma 14,828 2.3 

Louisiana 11,080 1.7 

Tennessee 14,868 1.5 

Texas 49,197 1.1 

Georgia 18,249 1.1 

Missouri   5,159 0.6 

Florida   7,185 0.3 

 

Many times, federal and state political objectives regarding education are pushed 

aside for what is seen as more important issues. This type of injustice falls on the 

shoulders of both the left and the right. At the time of the Supreme Court’s ruling of 

Ingraham v. Wright in 1977, only four states prohibited corporal punishment in the 

schools: New Jersey, Massachusetts, Hawaii, and Maine. Today, more than half of the 

states prohibit corporal punishment. Table 2 provides a chronological list of the states 

that have passed legislation that bans corporal punishment (CED, 2010). 

 

 

 

Table 2 



25 
 

States Banning Corporal Punishment 

STATE YEAR PRESENT STATUTE 

New Jersey 1867 NJ Permanent Statutes, Education 18A:6-1 

Massachusetts 1971 MA General Laws , Education Sec. 37G 

Hawaii 1973 HI Rev. Statutes Sec. 302A-1141 

Maine 1975 ME Criminal Code Sec. 106 

Rhode Island 1977 Wolfweseder v. Woonsocket, Commissioner of 
Education 

New Hampshire 1983 NH Rev. Statutes Ann. Sec. 627:6 

New York 1985 NY Regulations of the Board of Regents, 8 NYCRR 
19.5 

Vermont 1985 VT Statutes, Education Sec. 1161a 

California 1986 CA Education Code Section 49000-49001 

Wisconsin 1988 WI Statute Sec. 118.31 

Nebraska 1988 NE Rev. Statutes Sec. 79-295 

Alaska 1989 AK Statutes Section 04AAC 07.010 

Connecticut 1989 CT Penal Code Sec. 53a-18 

Iowa 1989 IA School Code Sec. 280.21 

Michigan 1989 MI Compiled Laws, Rev. School Code Sec. 380.1312 

Minnesota 1989 MN Statutes Sec. 121A.58 

North Dakota 1989 ND Century Code, Elem. and Sec. Education Sec. 15.1-
19-02 

Oregon 1989 OR Rev. Statutes Sec. 339.250 

Virginia 1989 VA Code, Education Sec. 22.1-279.1 

South Dakota 1990 SD Codified Laws, Sec. 13-32-2 

                                                  (table continues) 
 

Table 2 (continued).   

STATE YEAR PRESENT STATUTE 
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Montana 1991 MT Code Annotated Sec. 20-4-302 

Utah 1992 UT Administrative Rule R277-608 

Illinois 1993 IL Compiled Statutes, School Code Sec. 5/24-24 

Maryland 1993 MD Code Education Sec. 7-306 

Nevada 1993 NV Rev. Statutes Sec 392.4633 

Washington 1993 WA Administrative Code 180-40-235 

West Virginia 1994 WV Code Sec. 18A-5-1 (e) 

Delaware 2003 DE Education Code Sec. 702 

Pennsylvania 2005 22 PA Code CHS. 7 and l2, Sec. l2.5 

Ohio 2009 Oh. Rev. Code Sec. 3319.41 

New Mexico 2011 N.M. STAT. ANN. Sec. 22-5-4.3 

 

As Table 2 illustrates, an accelerating trend toward abolishing corporal 

punishment began after the Ingraham decision in 1977.  This trend toward abandoning 

corporal punishment seems to have begun as part of a broader cultural shift in the U.S. 

during the 1960s and 1970s. The Civil Rights Movement was fresh in people’s minds, 

and integration was still a relatively new concept. The prospect of white administrators 

paddling African-American students or Black administrators inflicting corporal 

punishment on White students was a sensitive matter. Moreover, the nation developed 

a heightened awareness of child abuse and an increased sensitivity to the emotional 

well-being of children during this period. In addition, the Supreme Court recognized the 

First Amendment right of students to free speech in the schools so long as the speech 

was not disruptive (Tinker v. Des Moines Community Independent School District, 
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1969); and school administrators undoubtedly became aware that they could not inflict 

corporal punishment on students for engaging in protected speech. 

Finally, the nation became increasingly litigious during the 1960s and 1970s, and 

school administrators across the country realized that beating a child with a wooden 

paddle or other instrument could lead to a lawsuit. According to a report, federal civil 

lawsuits tripled in New York alone from 87,300 cases in 1970 to 254,800 in 1986 

(“Lawsuits triple,” 1987).   

Thus far, the decision to permit or ban corporal punishment in the schools has 

been a matter to be decided by state legislatures.  In 2010, however, Representative 

Carolyn McCarthy (D-NY) introduced H.R. 5628 to the House of Representatives, 

labeled the Ending Corporal Punishment in Schools Act. This legislation, if adopted into 

law, would prohibit the U.S. Secretary of Education from releasing any federal funding 

to schools that impose any type of corporal punishment on students (H.R. 5628). The 

senators and representatives that support this bill are primarily Democrats from states 

that have banned corporal punishment, while those opposing the proposed legislation 

are primarily Republicans from Southern and Midwestern states that allow it. 

Apart from national trends, there may be cultural forces at work in individual 

states that at least partly explain a move away from corporal punishment. For example, 

Hyman and Snook (1999) theorized that Alaska--a politically conservative state--may 

have abolished corporal punishment in 1989 based partly on the influence of Alaska 

Native culture.  The Inuit people, in particular, had a long heritage of family values that 

prohibited the striking of children. 
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In any event, as states began moving away from corporal punishment, a profile 

of the type of children who continued to be subjected to corporal punishment emerged. 

Studies conducted by the National Center of the Study of Corporal Punishment and 

Alternatives in Schools showed that the characteristics of students who are most likely 

to receive corporal punishment are black, poor, live in rural areas, and live in the South 

(“Discipline at School,” 2010). The educational data in many of these states still using 

corporal punishment prove to be those with the highest illiteracy and highest poverty 

rates, along with the lowest per pupil expenditures.   

 

Research on the Benefits and Harms of Corporal Punishment  

 Discipline is related to the word disciple, which is one who learns. Corporal 

punishment may be defined as a kind of physical punishment that involves the 

deliberate infliction of pain as retribution for an offence, or for the purpose of disciplining 

or reforming a wrongdoer, or to deter attitudes or behavior deemed unacceptable.  

Proponents of corporal punishment view this form of discipline as a way to redirect 

behavior. Those against it see it as a means to increase violence in our society. One 

question that is heavily debated amongst the two philosophical ideas is when corporal 

punishment crosses the line and constitutes child abuse.   

Proponents of corporal punishment attest to the fact that children, even at a very 

young age, are aware of a battle of the wills between themselves and their parents or 

other authorities and want to test and see that the boundaries of authority are intact.  

They say that a child is most secure in a structured environment where those in charge 

stand firm in their leadership, whether it be a parent or outside forces. This ensures  
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children that their restrictions, as well as the boundaries of others remain protected.  

Setting the boundaries of children is another way of helping to shape their wills.  

Spanking, as a form of corporal punishment, is the most prevalent means of disciplining 

children. Most corporal punishment proponents agree that spanking should never be 

administered outside of willful defiance.   

Dr. James Dobson, a well-known Christian psychologist and proponent of 

corporal punishment, suggests that opposition to spanking can be summarized by the 

following four fallacies based upon his expertise in the field of child rearing: 

1. Corporal punishment teaches children to hurt people by hitting. Dr. Dobson 
maintains that the purpose and practice of corporal punishment in the hands 
of someone who loves a child is completely different from what is considered 
child abuse. Rather, it is used as a teaching tool to restrain a child from 
participating in detrimental behaviors, such as defiance, selfishness, 
dishonesty or aggression.   
 

2. Corporal punishment should be used as a last resort, when all other 
disciplinary techniques have failed. Dr. Dobson insists that corporal 
punishment be administered as soon as the misbehavior occurs. The longer a 
child is allowed to persevere with detrimental behavior, the more likely the 
parent is to become frustrated and child abuse could possibly ensue. 

 
3. Disciplinary action has minute effects on human behavior. According to Dr. 

Dobson, this erroneous belief is defended by psychologists who study animal 
psychology and the behaviors of mice.  James Dobson gives the example of 
people receiving speeding citations from police officers leads to safety on the 
streets. Corporal punishment that is given for the right reason at the correct 
time, often leads to changed behavior for the better. 
 

4. Spanking can destroy a child’s self-esteem.  According to Dr. Dobson, a child 
knows if discipline is administered in love or hate.  The child learns to 
appreciate the punishment as a means to help him learn to control his or her 
negative impulses (Dobson, 1978). 

 
Conservative Christians such as Dr. Dobson believe the Holy Bible, particularly 

the books of the Old Testament, commands parents to not only nurture their children, 

but to correct them as well.  There are several verses in the Bible relating to spanking.  
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Five of those verses are in the book of Proverbs, which makes references to “the rod.” 

One allusion making reference to “chastening” is in the Book of Hebrews.  Most 

conservative Christians believe it is imperative to discipline children at a young age.  Dr. 

Dobson goes so far as to indicate that an 18-month-old child begins to realize right from 

wrong and is not too young to discipline. 

On the other hand, religious people, who tend to lean toward more liberal views, 

advocate that the Bible was written to reflect child rearing during that time period in 

history, centuries before child psychology became a field of study.  Most believe that 

corporal punishment is harmful to a child sexually and emotionally and they choose not 

to practice it (“The Pro-spanking Position,” 2007). 

Corporal punishment in school is legal in many parts of the world, including 19 of 

the states in the U.S., but has been outlawed in some countries, including Canada, 

Kenya, Japan, South Africa, New Zealand, and nearly all of Europe except the Czech 

Republic and France (“Corporal Punishment of Children,” 2010).    

As discussed earlier, it was not until the mid-1970s that the tradition of 

administering corporal punishment in American public schools began to change.  In the 

U.S., the focus has been shifting away from the right of adults to control children 

towards the rights of children to be free from harm. Along with American culture, the 

world’s view on corporal punishment has changed over the past few decades. Dr. Adam 

Zolotor, assistant professor of family medicine in the University of North Carolina School 

of Medicine, conducted a study that looked at the laws and changes in attitudes and 

behaviors in countries that had banned corporal punishment. His findings include: 

 Although 24 countries have banned corporal punishment, this is only 12% of 
the world's countries  



31 
 

 Of the 24 countries with corporal punishment bans, 19 are in Europe, 
including all of the Scandinavian and near-Scandinavian countries (Sweden, 
Norway, Denmark, Iceland and Finland). Three others are in Central or South 
America, one in the Middle East and one in Oceania (the region that includes 
Australia, New Zealand and Pacific Ocean island nations such as Malaysia 
and Indonesia) 

 
 Two-thirds of all bans have been enacted since 2000 

 There are no national bans on corporal punishment anywhere in Asia or North 
America  
 

 All countries that have banned corporal punishment have elected for 
representative forms of government 

 
 No communist, dictatorship, or country with a monarchy has passed any 

legislation regarding the ban of corporal punishment 
 
 National bans on corporal punishment are closely associated with declining 

popular support for spanking.  However, this decline in support seems to 
begin before the passage of laws that ban corporal punishment (University of 
North Carolina, 2010, ¶ 4) 
 

Looking at the issue of corporal punishment from a global perspective, one must 

also consider that most of the nations that have banned corporal punishment are 

racially and ethnically homogenous, unlike the U.S.   

Critics of corporal punishment contend that corporal punishment has a 

detrimental effect on children, whether it is administered by parents or in the schools.  

As indicated in Figure 2 below, Murray Strauss, a University of New Hampshire 

professor, discovered that the more children were spanked, the higher the probability of 

developing Post Traumatic Stress Symptoms  (University of New Hampshire, 2009).  
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Figure 2. Spanking and post-traumatic stress symptoms.  

Hyman and Snook (1999) suggest that Post-traumatic stress disorder (PTSD) 

diagnosis is unique from other diagnosed mental illnesses in that a specific event is 

what triggers it. Historically, PTSD has not been recognized as an effect of students 

receiving corporal punishment.  In studying children with PTSD, concerning school 

discipline, Hyman and Snook (1999) suggest that at least 50% of children that had been 

recipients of corporal punishment in schools developed Educationally Induced Post-

Traumatic Stress Disorder, or EIPTSD. One type of school related trauma that can 

cause EIPTSD is overly punitive sanctions.  Symptoms associated with EIPTSD are 

similar to those who suffer from Post-traumatic distress syndrome (PTDS). Hyman and 

Snook (1999) found at least 105 symptoms that can result from EIPTSD. The symptoms 

were grouped into seven categories as follows: 
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 Depression 

 Oppositional, defiant behavior 

 Avoidance of people or places that cause pain 

 Somatic complaints 

 Intrusive negative thoughts  

 Suicidal tendencies 

 Nightmares 

Based on a childhood experience, Hyman and Snook (1999) determined that 

most children survive abuse by educators with minimal or no symptoms at least partly 

because societal norms and expectations encourage them to accept corporal 

punishment from educators.  One of the limitations in studying PTSD as a result of 

mistreatment in the educational system is the silent rules of society that have been in 

place for centuries. Children are expected to endure no matter what. According to 

Hyman and Snook (1999), only one to two percent of victims develop EIPTSD. Most 

students that have some form of PTSD are never diagnosed and either drop out, 

become hostile to authority, have low self-esteem, or develop delinquent behavior. 

In the book, Corporal Punishment in America, Hyman and Wise summarize 

reasons corporal punishment should not be used in schools (Hyman & Snook, 1999). 

 Corporal punishment temporarily suppresses issues of behavior, but it does 
not allow for new learning to occur.  Excessive use of it decreases 
understanding 
 

 Corporal punishment teaches violence as an acceptable means of dealing 
with problems. This in turn has a negative effect on children learning 
appropriate ways of handling situations in order to be successful living in a 
democracy 
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 Corporal punishment tends to make students more aggressive in their 
behavior 
 

 Corporal punishment is connected to child abuse 

Critics of corporal punishment in schools argue that this form of discipline is 

psychological maltreatment, which leads to behaviors in children that will be detrimental 

to their functioning as productive citizens in society. These critics state that negative 

consequential punishment needs to be turned around to address all misbehaviors with 

positive interventions. Interestingly, in his research on psychological maltreatment in 

schools, Hyman found that corporal punishment is not the most frequently used form of 

mistreatment.  Instead, disparaging remarks made by teachers to students is the most 

common form of psychological abuse. 

Dr. Donald Greydanus, a pediatrician, and Professor of Pediatrics & Human 

Development at Michigan State University, as well as Pediatrics Program Director at the 

MSU/Kalamazoo Center for Medical Studies in Kalamazoo, Michigan, presented his 

research on corporal punishment and the effects on academics to the House 

Subcommittee meeting relating to healthy families and communities.  In his 

presentation, Dr. Greydanus shared that children who are subjected to corporal 

punishment are being abused physically, emotionally, and psychologically.  He claimed 

that there is no apparent substantiation that corporal punishment increases moral 

character, teaches respect for authority figures, or provides security for educators 

(University of North Carolina, 2010). 

Corporal punishment is practiced in almost every society throughout the world in 

homes, schools, institutions, and places of employment.  Corporal punishment has been 

socially accepted by many world cultures throughout centuries for various reasons, 
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including the following: 

 It enables children to learn right from wrong 

 It teaches them to respect their elders 

 It makes them obedient 

 It enables them to work hard and be productive members of society 

The International Save the Children Alliance proposes that, first and foremost, 

the message that corporal punishment communicates to children is that violence is 

acceptable. The alliance opposes all forms of corporal punishment for children based on 

the premise that striking children violates their human rights.  Article 19 and Article 37 of 

the United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child, or UNCRC, provides 

protection for children against physical violence and cruel punishment. The Convention 

on the Rights of the Child was adopted in 1989 by the United Nations.  Since that time, 

twenty countries have signed on to enforce that treaty. The goals of the Save the 

Children Alliance are to bring about changes in four areas throughout the world: 

 To introduce changes in teaching methods that shift educators away from the 
use of corporal punishment 

 To protect every child through legislative measures 

 To put an end to social acceptance of corporal punishment 

 To understand the psychological effects on children in order to inform 
educators about methods used to build relationships in non-violent ways 
(International Save the Children Alliance, 2003) 

 
As of 2008, 193 nations have ratified the Convention of Children’s Rights’ 

Articles, including all members of the United Nations with the exception of the U.S. and 

Somalia (Blanchfield, 2011). 
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  The position statement of the National Association for Sport and Physical 

Education (2009) castigates physical activity as a form of punishment.   This 

organization’s stance encourages positive learning experiences as opposed to time 

spent physically redirecting behavior. 

 

Constitutional Dimensions of Corporal Punishment in Schools: Ingraham v. Wright 

The Fourteenth Amendment to the United States Constitution prohibits 

governmental actors from depriving an individual of life, liberty, or property without due 

process of law. Corporal punishment, whereby a school employee inflicts physical pain 

on a school child, clearly raises constitutional issues because the practice infringes on a 

child’s constitutionally protected liberty interest in personal security.  In the 1977 case of 

Ingraham v. Wright, two Florida middle school students challenged corporal punishment 

in the Dade County School District of Florida on constitutional grounds, arguing that the 

corporal punishment that was inflicted upon them violated the Eighth Amendment’s 

prohibition against cruel and unusual punishment as well as the Fourteenth 

Amendment’s Due Process Clause.  

The facts of Ingraham v. Wright (1977) as alleged by the plaintiffs, involved very 

severe corporal punishment. “One student was subjected to 20 licks with a paddle while 

being bent over a table in the principal’s office; this paddling was so severe that the 

student suffered a hematoma requiring medical treatment and causing the student to be 

out of school for several days” (p. 657). Another student received corporal punishment 

several times for minor infractions, including two occasions in which he was struck on 

the arm, “once depriving him of the full use of his arm for a week” (p.657). 
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At the time the suit was filed, corporal punishment was authorized by Florida law, 

and school board policy specifically regulated its use. A Florida statute permitted  

corporal punishment but prohibited punishment that was “degrading or unduly severe” 

(Ingraham v. Wright, 1977, p. 655). Under state law, corporal punishment could not be 

administered without consulting first with the school principal or the teacher in charge of 

the school. Dade County School District’s policy proscribed that corporal punishment 

should be administered “with a flat wooden paddle measuring less than two feet long, 

three to four inches wide, and about half an inch thick” (Ingraham v. Wright, p. 656). 

Normal punishment was limited to five licks.  Contrary to Florida law and the school 

district’s policy, the students alleged that corporal punishment was often inflicted by 

Dade County teachers on their own authority without consultation with the principal. 

Students challenged corporal punishment in the Dade County schools in the 

federal courts, but lost at all levels.  After hearing the plaintiffs’ testimony, a federal trial 

court dismissed their case without hearing any evidence by the school district, finding 

no constitutional violations.  On appeal to the Fifth Circuit, a three-judge panel reversed, 

ruling that excessive corporal punishment could violate the Eighth Amendment’s ban 

against cruel and unusual punishment. The panel further ruled that the school district’s 

procedures for inflicting corporal punishment did not comply with the Fourteenth 

Amendment. Upon en banc review, however, the entire Fifth Circuit vacated the three-

judge panel’s decision and affirmed the trial court’s decision. In essence, the Fifth 

Circuit ruled that the corporal punishment alleged in the plaintiffs’ lawsuit did not violate 

the U.S. Constitution. 
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On appeal to the U.S. Supreme Court, the Supreme Court considered two  

questions: First, did corporal punishment in the schools violate the Eighth Amendment’s 

prohibition against cruel and unusual punishment?   Second, does the Due Process 

Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment require school authorities to provide students with 

a due process hearing prior to the administration of corporal punishment? 

In a 5 to 4 decision, the Supreme Court answered no to both questions. First, the 

Court distinguished the circumstances of a schoolchild from the status of an 

incarcerated criminal. “The prison and the schoolchild stand in wholly different 

circumstances,” the Court wrote, “separated by the harsh facts of criminal conviction 

and incarceration” (p. 669). The prisoner is separated from family and friends and has 

need of the constitutional protection from being subjected to punishment that is unusual 

or cruel. 

“The schoolchild,” the majority opinion reasoned, “has little need for the 

protection of the Eighth Amendment.” Even though the child may be compelled by law 

to go to school; the public schools are still open institutions. “Except perhaps when very 

young, the child is not physically restrained from leaving school during school hours; 

and at the end of the school day, the child is invariably free to return home” (p. 670). 

Even while at school, the Court pointed out, the child has the support of family and 

friends and is rarely isolated in such a way that teachers or other pupils could not 

witness mistreatment. In short, the Supreme Court’s majority concluded: 

The openness of the public school and its supervision by the community afford 
significant safeguards against the kinds of abuses from which the Eighth 
Amendment protects the prisoner. In virtually every community where corporal 
punishment is permitted in the schools, these safeguards are reinforced by legal 
constraints of the common law. Public school teachers and administrators are 
privileged at common law to inflict only such corporal punishment as is 
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reasonably necessary for the proper education and discipline for the child; any 
punishment going beyond the privilege may result in both civil and criminal  
liability. . . As long as the schools are open to public scrutiny, there is no reason 
to believe that the common-law constraints will not effectively remedy and deter 
excesses such as those alleged in this case. (p. 670). 

 
Thus the Supreme Court ruled that the Eighth Amendment is inapplicable to 

corporal punishment in the schools.  Even if a student suffers from corporal punishment 

from school officials that is excessive and cruel, the Eighth Amendment simply does not 

apply.  

Turning next to the students’ due process argument, the Court ruled that corporal 

punishment of a schoolchild implicates a constitutionally protected liberty interest under 

the Due Process clause of the Fourteenth Amendment.  Although the Court 

acknowledged that there might be due process violations so de minimus that the 

Constitution is not concerned, corporal punishment of a school child raises an important 

constitutional issue. “[W]here school authorities, acting under color of state law, 

deliberately decide to punish a child for misconduct by restraining the child and inflicting 

appreciable physical pain, we hold that Fourteenth Amendment liberty interests are 

implicated” (p. 674). 

Nevertheless, the Supreme Court majority ruled, school administrators are not 

required to grant a student a due process hearing before inflicting corporal punishment. 

Instead, the Court concluded, the common law remedies against excessive corporal 

punishment—criminal sanctions or civil damages in tort—were sufficient to protect the 

schoolchild from abusive corporal punishment.  Although the risk of erroneous due 

process might be reduced if a student was afforded a due process hearing prior to a 

decision to impose corporal punishment, the Court thought the value of such a hearing  
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was not high.  “In view of the low incidence of abuse, the openness of our schools, and 

the common-law safeguards that already exist, the risk of error that may result in 

violation of a schoolchild’s substantive rights can only be regarded as minimal,” the  

Court ruled (p. 682).  Imposing additional administrative safeguards as a constitutional 

requirement might marginally reduce the risk of error, the Court reasoned, but imposing 

a hearing requirement “would also entail a significant intrusion into an area of primary 

educational responsibility.”   Thus, the Supreme Court concluded, “the Due Process 

Clause does not require notice and a hearing prior to the imposition of corporal 

punishment in the public schools, as that practice is authorized and limited by the 

common law” (p. 682). 

In Baker v. Owen (1975), an earlier and less famous decision, the Supreme 

Court ruled that school authorities are not required to obtain a parent’s permission 

before administering corporal punishment to the parent’s child. In that case, parents told 

school officials that they did not want their child spanked. In spite of this request, “the 

child was given two licks with a drawer divider that was slightly thicker than a ruler” 

(Wasserman, 2011, p. 1039).A three-judge panel ruled that parents had a constitutional 

right to control the kinds of discipline used on their child but that this right must yield to 

state interests. The Supreme Court affirmed this decision. 

 

Federal Appellate Courts’ Rulings in Favor of Student’s Constitutional Rights 
 

In the aftermath of the Supreme Court’s Ingraham decision, several federal 

circuit courts considered whether excessive corporal punishment might violate a child’s 

substantive right to bodily integrity that is protected by the Fourteenth Amendment.   
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Professor Lewis Wasserman analyzed these decisions exhaustively in a 2011 law 

review article that appeared in the Touro Law Review. This discussion of federal court 

decisions on the constitutionality of excessive corporal punishment draws heavily on 

Wasserman’s research findings.  

As Wasserman (2011) observed, the Fourth Circuit Court of Appeals became the 

first federal appellate court to address whether corporal punishment at an excessive 

level might be so arbitrary, capricious and unrelated to legitimate educational objectives 

as to be a violation of the Due Process Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment (p. 1040). 

In Hall v. Tawney (1980), Naomi Hall, a grade-school student at Left Hand Grade 

School in West Virginia, charged that she had been beaten excessively by her teacher, 

G. Garrison Tawney, in the presence of Barnard Claywell, another school employee.  

According to Naomi, Tawney, “without provocation,” beat her repeatedly across her left 

hip and thigh with a homemade rubber paddle about five inches wide. When Naomi 

struggled, Tawney allegedly shoved her against a large stationary desk and 

“vehemently grasped and twisted [Naomi’s] right arm” (p. 614). Then, with the 

permission of Claywell and in Claywell’s presence, Tawney reportedly beat Naomi 

repeatedly with the paddle. Her injuries were so severe that she was admitted to a 

hospital emergency room. Naomi remained in a hospital for 10 days where she was 

treated for “traumatic injury to the soft tissue of the left hip and thigh, trauma to the skin 

and soft tissue of the left thigh, and trauma to the soft tissue with ecchymosis of the left 

buttock” (p. 614). Naomi claimed that the beating may have caused permanent injuries 

and that she continued to suffer pain and discomfort. 

A federal trial court dismissed Naomi’s lawsuit, largely relying on the Supreme  
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Court’s decision in Ingraham v. Wright (1977). On appeal, the Fourth Circuit Court of 

Appeals upheld the trial court’s dismissal in part, but reversed on the key issue of 

whether Naomi had stated a constitutional cause of action for the beating she 

experienced. The appellate court agreed with the trial court that Naomi’s parents had no  

constitutional right of action, since the Supreme Court had previously affirmed a lower 

court opinion that schools can inflict corporal punishment on children without their 

parents’ permission (Baker v. Owens, 1975). 

Regarding Naomi’s personal constitutional claim, however, the Fourth Circuit 

reversed the lower court. The Fourth Circuit pointed out that Ingraham v. Wright had 

only decided that the corporal punishment at issue in that case did not violate the Eighth 

Amendment’s prohibition against cruel and unusual punishment and did not violate 

students’ right to procedural due process. The Supreme Court had expressly reserved 

the question as to whether corporal punishment might in some circumstances violate a 

child’s right to substantive due process even if the child had a legal right to file criminal 

charges and the right to file a tort claim.  

In Hall v. Tawney (1980), the Fourth Circuit, ruling for the first time on this issue, 

ruled that a school child has a constitutional right to her “ultimate bodily security” that is 

protected by the Due Process Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment (p. 613). At a 

certain level of excessiveness, the Fourth Circuit continued, corporal punishment might 

constitute a violation of the child’s constitutionally protected interest, regardless of 

whether the state provides a child a remedy of pressing criminal charges or filing a tort 

suit.  
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The Fourth Circuit then went on to articulate a specific standard for determining 

when corporal punishment reaches a level of excessiveness that a constitutional 

violation occurs.  

In the context of disciplinary corporal punishment in the public schools, we 
emphasize once more that the substantive due process claim is quite different 
than a claim of assault and battery under state tort law. In resolving a state tort 
claim, decision may well turn on whether “ten licks rather than five” were  
excessive, so that line-drawing this refined may be required. But substantive due 
process is concerned with violations of personal rights of privacy and bodily 
security of so different an order of magnitude that inquiry in a particular case 
simply need not start at the level of concern these distinctions imply. . . .[T]he 
substantive due process inquiry in school corporal punishment cases must be 
whether the force applied causes injury so severe, was so disproportionate to the 
need presented, and was so inspired by malice or sadism rather than a merely 
careless or unwise excess of zeal that it amounted to a brutal and inhumane 
abuse of official power literally shocking to the conscience.  Not every violation of 
state and criminal assault laws will be a violation of this constitutional right, but 
some of course may be. (Quoted in Wasserman, 2011, p. 613)  
 
In short, in Hall v. Tawney (1980), the Fourth Circuit articulated for the first time 

that a school child may bring a lawsuit for violation of her constitutionally protected right 

to bodily integrity when the corporal punishment inflicted by school authorities is so 

excessive and brutal that it shocks the conscience of a federal court. In the case before 

it, the Fourth Circuit ruled that Naomi was entitled to present her constitutional claim 

and remanded the case back to the federal trial court for resolution.  

In 1987, the Tenth Circuit followed the Fourth Circuit’s lead and recognized a 

constitutional cause of action for excessive corporal punishment in a case in which a 

grade-school student alleged corporal punishment of astonishing brutality.  In Garcia v. 

Miera (1987), parents of a nine-year-old New Mexico schoolchild sued school 

authorities for two incidents of excessive corporal punishment, claiming that Naomi Hall 

had received punishment so excessive that it violated their daughter’s constitutionally  
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protected liberty interest in bodily integrity. 

In the first incident, Teresa Garcia was punished for hitting a boy who had kicked 

her. Teresa was summoned to the principal’s office, where Principal Theresa Miera 

instructed her to go to her chair to be paddled. Teresa reportedly refused and told the 

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

Miera allegedly responded by calling J. D. Sanchez, a teacher at the school, for 

assistance. Then, as alleged by the Garcia’s in Garcia v. Miera (1987): 

Sanchez held Garcia upside down 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 that 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…” (p. 653)  
 
Teresa Garcia’s parents alleged that their daughter was brutally punished 

a second time, a little more than a year after the first incident.  In the second 

incident, Principal Miera called Teresa to her office for saying that she had seen 

a teacher kissing a student’s father. Miera paddled Teresa again; and the second 

beating, according to Teresa’s version of events, was also quite brutal: 

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 she was to bend and receive three additional blows. 
Garcia and Leyba struggled and Garcia hit her back on Miera's desk, from which 
she suffered back pains for several weeks. 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. The report of the school nurse indicates 
that 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  
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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.” (Garcia v. 
Miera, p. 653) 
 
According to the Tenth Circuit, the severity of Garcia’s injuries was independently 

supported by photographs of Garcia’s buttocks taken shortly after the second paddling.  

Throughout the incident, Teresa asked Principal Miera to allow her to call her mother, 

but Miera refused, “saying she knew the law” (Garcia v. Miera, 1987, p. 653). 

The Tenth Circuit, like all federal courts that have considered the constitutionality 

of corporal punishment in recent years, consulted Ingraham v. Wright (1977), regarding 

the constitutionality of the paddling incidents that Teresa Garcia reported.  The Tenth 

Circuit concluded that the Ingraham decision “clearly signaled that, at some degree of 

excessiveness or cruelty, the meting out of such punishment violates the substantive 

due process rights of the pupil” (p. 654). 

The Tenth Circuit then went on to identify three categories of corporal 

punishment: 

Punishments that do not exceed the traditional common law standard of  
reasonableness are not actionable; punishments that exceed the common law  
standard without adequate state remedies violate procedural due process rights;  
and finally, punishments that are so grossly excessive as to be shocking to the  
conscience violate substantive due process rights, without regard to the  
adequacy of state remedies. (p. 656) 
 
The Tenth Circuit emphasized that the “threshold for recovery on the 

constitutional tort for excessive corporal punishment is high” (p. 658).  Nevertheless: 

[T]he allegations with respect to the first beating, that this nine-year-old girl was 
held up by her ankles and hit several times with a split board of substantial size 
on the front of her legs until they bled -- supported by evidence of a permanent 
scar -- are sufficient. The allegations with respect to the second beating, that the 
punishment was severe enough to cause pain for three weeks -- supported by  
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pictures of the injured buttocks, an affidavit from an examining doctor that in his 
long experience he had not seen bruises like that from routine spankings, and an 
affidavit from an examining nurse that if a child had received this type of injury at 
home she would have reported it as child abuse -- are also sufficient. (p. 658) 

The court acknowledged that Teresa Garcia’s disputed allegations might not “survive 

the crucible of the trial,” but she was entitled to proceed forward with her constitutional 

claims against school officials in a federal court.  

As discussed by Wasserman (2011), the Third Circuit Court of Appeals has also 

recognized that some forms of excessive corporal punishment may violate a student’s 

constitutional rights. In Metzger v. Osbeck (1988), teacher Richard Osbeck allegedly 

disciplined Charles Metzger, a junior-high student, in an excessive manner for speaking 

inappropriately with a female student during a swimming class.  Metzger’s version of the 

incident is summarized in Wasserman’s (2011) law review article: 

Osbeck then walked over to Metzer and “placed his arms around Metzger’s neck 
and shoulder area” to question him about his use of “foul language.” Osbeck’s 
contact with Metzger forced Metzger to stand up on his toes to alleviate the 
pressure applied to his neck.” When Osbeck released him, “Metzger, who had 
lost consciousness . . ., fell face down onto the pool deck.” Metzger suffered 
lacerations to his lower lip, a broken nose, fractured teeth and other injuries 
requiring hospitalization.” (Wasserman, 2011, p. 1046) 

 
In ruling that Metzger and Ozbeck (1988) had stated a constitutional claim, the 

Third Circuit did not establish a clear standard for what types of corporal punishment 

might violate a student’s constitutional rights. Rather, the court stated:  

In determining whether the constitutional line has been crossed, a court must 
look to such factors as the need for the application of force, the relationship 
between the need and the amount of force that was used, the extent of injury 
inflicted, and whether the force was applied in a good faith effort to maintain or 
restore discipline or maliciously and sadistically for the very purpose of causing 
harm. (p. 520)  

In a later decision, Gottlieb ex rel. Calabria v. Laurel Highlands School District 

(2001), the Third Circuit made clear that it would apply the “shocks the conscience 
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standard” (p. 172) when students claimed a constitutional violation by school officials 

arising from the use of excessive force. In that case, the Third Circuit upheld the 

dismissal of a law suit against Michael Carbonara, a school principal who had slightly 

pushed Rhonda Gottlieb, a high school student, allegedly causing her to injure herself 

on a door jam. In the court’s view, Gottlieb had been unable to establish that Carbonara 

intended to harm her. The principal had merely placed his hand on Gottlieb’s shoulder, 

which pushed her back a few inches to the door jamb. “The push itself was so minor 

that even if the injuries she alleges occurred, it cannot be inferred from the act itself that 

Carbonara intended to act maliciously and sadistically so as to constitute a 

constitutional violation”  (p. 175). Indeed, the court pointed out Gottlieb had explicitly 

stated that she did not believe Carbonara had intended to harm her. 

As Wasserman (2011) outlined in his exhaustive article on the constitutional 

dimensions of corporal punishment in the schools, the Sixth Circuit Court of Appeals 

has also recognized a cause of action for violation of a student’s constitutional right to 

substantive due process when a school official uses excessive force against a student.  

In Webb v. McCullough (1987), Wendy Webb, a high school student, sued Thomas 

McCullough, a school principal, for injuries she suffered in a hotel room during a school 

trip. Apparently, McCullough entered the Webb’s hotel room because he suspected 

students were consuming alcohol. Webb locked herself in the room’s bathroom, and 

McCullough injured her when he shouldered he door open. Webb also alleged that 

McCullough threw her to the floor. 

The Sixth Circuit pointed out that the incident did not happen on school grounds, 

where Principal McCullough’s authority to administer discipline would be most apparent, 
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and that it was possible that McCullough’s conduct was not disciplinary in nature. In the 

court’s view, the trier of fact at trial might reasonably conclude that McCullough’s need  

to strike Webb “was so minimal or non-existent that the alleged blows were a brutal and 

inhumane abuse of McCullough’s official power, literally shocking to the conscience” (p. 

1159). 

In two later cases, Archey ex. rel Archey v. Hyche (1991) and Saylor v. Board of 

Education of Harlan County, Kentucky (1997), the Sixth Circuit examined substantive 

due process claims brought by students against school authorities based on allegations 

of excessive corporal punishment (Wasserman, 2011, pp.  1048-1051). In the Archey 

case, the Sixth Circuit concluded that the teacher’s action in paddling a student might 

have been unwise, but that there was no evidence to suggest that the paddling was 

“brutal and inhumane,” or that it was inspired by malice or was “shocking to the 

conscience” (Mitchell, 2010, pp. 321-341). Likewise, in Saylor v. Board of Education of 

Harlan County, Kentucky (1997) the court found no evidence of a substantive due 

process violation when a teacher gave a student five licks with a paddle.  

Finally, as Wasserman (2011) determined and discussed in his 2011 law review 

article (pp. 1051-1057), the Eighth Circuit (Wise v. Pea Ridge School District, 1988), the 

Second Circuit (Johnson v. Newburgh Enlarged School District, 2001), and the Eleventh 

Circuit (Neal v. Fulton County Board of Education, 2000) have each in turn recognized a 

constitutional cause of action for violation of a student’s right to substantive due process 

arising from excessive use of force against a student.  For example, in the Second 

Circuit’s Johnson v. Newburgh Enlarged School District (2001) decision, a student 

alleged that Nicolas Bucci, a gym teacher, overreacted when the student threw a ball at  
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Bucci during a dodge ball exercise. Although the ball fell near Bucci, it did not hit him. 

According to the Second Circuit court’s rendition of the student’s factual  

allegations, Bucci grabbed the student by the throat and shouted, “I’ll kick the shit out of 

you!”  Bucci then allegedly grabbed the student by the neck, dragged him across the 

gym floor to the bleachers, choked the student and slammed the student’s head against  

the bleachers. The Second Circuit upheld a trial court’s decision denying Bucci qualified 

immunity for his actions. “[I]f the force was ‘maliciously or sadistically [employed] for the 

very purpose of causing harm,’ in the absence of any legitimate government objective 

and it results in substantial emotional suffering or physical injury, then the conduct is 

presumptively unconstitutional” (Wasserman, 2011, p. 1053, quoting Johnson v. 

Newburgh Enlarged School District, 2001, p. 252).  

 

Fifth Circuit’s Refusal to Recognize a Constitutional Cause of Action for Excessive 
Corporal Punishment 
 

In contrast to other federal appellate courts, the Fifth Circuit Court of Appeals has 

refused to recognize a constitutional cause of action for violation of a student’s 

constitutional right to substantive due process based on allegations of excessive 

corporal punishment in the schools. In Fee v. Herndon (1990), a school principal 

paddled Tracey Fee, a sixth-grade special-education student, for being disruptive in 

class, paddling the student three times on the buttocks. Fee’s parents sued, alleging a 

violation of Tracey’s constitutional right to substantive due process. The trial court 

dismissed the case, and the Fifth Circuit affirmed.  

Although the Fifth Circuit acknowledged that corporal punishment may be a 

violation of substantive due process if it is imposed arbitrarily or capriciously or is 
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“wholly unrelated to the legitimate state goal of maintaining an atmosphere conducive to 

learning,” it held that students injured by corporal punishment have no cause of action 

for violation of substantive due process “if the forum state affords adequate post-

punishment civil or criminal remedies for the student to vindicate legal transgressions” 

(p. 808). Quite simply, the Fifth Circuit declared, if a student has a legal right to sue for 

damages in tort or the right to file criminal charges for excessive corporal punishment, 

the state has provided all the due process that is constitutionally due. The Fifth Circuit 

reaffirmed its view on this matter in a later decision involving a 14-year-old middle-

school student who incurred injuries after being ordered to do 100 squat thrusts (Moore 

v. Willis Independent School District, 2000).  

Indeed, as discussed in the next section of this literature review, Texas students 

do have a legal right to sue for excessive corporal punishment. Texas law specifically 

states that a teacher is not immune from a lawsuit if the teacher injures a student 

through excessive force while administering corporal punishment.  And, as the Fifth 

Circuit indicated, students can file criminal charges for excessive corporal punishment 

that rises to the level of a criminal act of battery. Nevertheless, a review of case law 

involving suits by students against teachers or administrators for excessive corporal 

punishment shows that courts can sometimes be more sympathetic to school officials 

than to students, even when the evidence is clear that the force imposed on a student 

was excessive (Doria v. Stulting, 1994). 

Moreover, as Wasserman (2011) observed in his treatment of Fifth Circuit case 

law on constitutional claims arising from excessive corporal punishment, giving an 

injured student an opportunity to sue or file criminal charges based on excessive 



51 
 

corporal punishment “furnishes little consolation to a plaintiff who cannot be made whole 

for his or her injuries” (p. 1060). In addition, Wasserman (2011) pointed out, “except in 

theory, the discretionary nature of criminal prosecution creates vast uncertainty as to 

whether a remedy exists [for excessive corporal punishment]” (p. 1060).  

 

Corporal Punishment in Texas  

Texas has long recognized the authority of a teacher to administer corporal 

punishment to a student for misbehavior. For example, in Balding v. State, decided in 

1887, a public-school teacher assigned students two arithmetic problems as an 

overnight homework assignment.  One student failed to complete the assignment, and 

the teacher gave the student two new arithmetic problems to work on the following 

night. The teacher warned the student that he would be whipped if he did not complete 

the assignment. Again the student did not comply, although he offered to work the 

arithmetic problem at school.  The teacher then whipped the student, and the student 

stabbed the teacher with a butcher knife, wounding him seriously. 

In upholding a conviction against the student for aggravated assault, in Balding v. 

State, (1887), a Texas Appellate Court ruled that the teacher had the authority to 

administer corporal punishment to a student for failing to complete a homework 

assignment: 

Teachers have the right, the same as parents, to prescribe reasonable rules for 
the government of children under their charge, and to enforce, by moderate 
restraint and correction, obedience to such rules. This authority of the teacher 
over his pupils is not, in our opinion, necessarily limited to the time when the 
pupils are at the school-room, or under the actual control of the teacher. Such 
authority extends, we think, to prescribing and enforcement of reasonable rules 
and requirements, even while the pupils are at their homes. (pp. 175-176) 
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On the other hand, a Texas teacher who uses excessive force against a student  

may be found guilty of criminal assault.  In Harris v. State (1918), Francis Harris, a  

Houston school teacher, whipped Max Larrieu, a 14-year-old boy, with a leather strap 

that was 14 long and 2 inches wide, administering 25 blows.  Affirming Harris’s 

conviction for aggravated assault, the court acknowledged that teachers are privileged  

to administer moderate correction but that the beating that Harris gave Larrieu was 

excessive. The court cited witnesses’ testimony that Larrieu had 25 stripes on his back, 

some blows had drawn blood, and that marks and whelps appeared all over his back, 

shoulders, neck, arm, and over one eye. Furthermore, although Harris testified that she 

had not been angry when she whipped Larrieu, she had been determined to “conquer” 

him (p. 1089). 

As recently as February 2011, a north Texas school administrator was accused 

of using excessive force while administering corporal punishment.  Daryl Frazier, 

assistant principal at City View High School, was blamed for using excessive force with 

a paddle. The 16-year-old boy, whom Frazier paddled, had been disciplined by means 

of corporal punishment several times previously.  However, this time, the boy 

complained to his mother, who took him to the hospital and contacted Child Protective 

Services (CPS).  The doctor stated that the injury was a very deep contusion.  The 

police officers at the emergency room determined that it was just a bruise and listed the 

cause as corporal punishment (Work, 2011).  After a thorough investigation by the City 

View superintendent, no wrongdoing was found.  However, the student was invited by 

Jimmy Dunne, founder of POPS, or People Opposed to Paddling Students, to testify 

before the Public Education Committee in favor of House Bill 916.   House Bill 916 was 
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originally introduced as a piece of legislation that would ban corporal punishment in 

Texas.   

At the same time House Bill 916 was being discussed, another piece of 

legislation was making its way through the Texas legislature. House Bill 359, introduced 

by the same sponsors, was finally passed and signed by Governor Rick Perry in June 

2011. Prior to the passage of this law, corporal punishment was omitted in the language 

of the law. In 2009, all the Texas Education Code 37.001 stated was as follows: 

 Sec. 37.0011, Student Code of Conduct.  (a) The board of trustees of an 

independent school district shall, with the advice of its district-level committee 

established under Subchapter F, Chapter 11, adopt a student code of conduct for the 

district. The student code of conduct must be posted and prominently displayed at each 

school campus or made available for review at the office of the campus principal.  In 

addition to establishing standards for student conduct, the student code of conduct 

must: 

 (8)  provide, as appropriate for students at each grade level, methods, including 
       options, for: 

(B)  disciplining students 

The original language in the new law, TEC 37.0011 stated that school districts 

were responsible for obtaining written permission from parents in order for their children 

to be disciplined by corporal punishment.  However, through the legislative process and 

several amendments, the burden was lifted off the schools and placed upon the 

parents.  On September 1, 2011, HB 359 became effective as TEC 37.0011 which 

states: 

 



54 
 

Sec. 37.0011, Use of Corporal Punishment.  (a) In this section, "corporal  

punishment" means the deliberate infliction of physical pain by hitting, paddling, 

spanking, slapping, or any other physical force used as a means of discipline.  

The term does not include:  

(1) Physical pain caused by reasonable physical activities associated with   
athletic training, competition, or physical education. 
 

(b) If the board of trustees of an independent school district adopts a policy   
under Section 37.001(a) (8) under which corporal punishment is permitted as 
a method of student discipline, a district educator may use corporal 
punishment to discipline a student unless the student’s parent or guardian or 
other person having lawful control over the student has previously provided a 
written, signed statement prohibiting the use of corporal punishment as a 
method of student discipline. 

 
(c) To prohibit the use of corporal punishment as a method of student discipline,   

each school year a student’s parent or guardian or other person having lawful 
control over the student must provide a separate written, signed statement to 
the board of trustees of the school district in the manner established by the 
board. 

 
(d) The student’s parent or guardian or other person having lawful control over 

the student may revoke the statement provided to the board of trustees under 
Subsection (c) at any time during the school year by submitting a written, 
signed revocation to the board in the manner established by the board (Texas 
Education Code  37.0011, 2011). 

 
The right for educators to administer corporal punishment stayed alive in Texas 

schools.  However, for the first time in Texas law, bureaucratic verbiage was added 

which gives an indication of subtle changes in attitudes towards the way schools 

discipline children. 

During a recent phone interview, Kathy London, a Texas Association of School 

Board’s policy consultant, indicated that not much has changed in the last few years 

regarding corporal punishment policies in Texas school districts. She mentioned 

eighteen years ago, only 25 districts prohibited corporal punishment. With over 1,000 
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districts, Texas has remained relatively conservative in regards to changing policy.  She 

also stated that all public school districts in Texas, with the exception of one, use Texas 

Association of School Boards (TASB) policies (K. London, personal communication, 

September 23, 2011). 

Current Texas law governing a teacher’s use of physical force against a student  

is set forth in Texas Criminal Code sec. 9.62, which provides: 

The use of force, but not deadly force, against a person is justified: 

(1) If the actor is entrusted with the care, supervision, or administration of the 
person for a special purpose; and 
 

(2) When and to the degree the actor reasonably believes the force is necessary 
to further the special purpose for to maintain discipline in a group. 

 

In addition, according to one commentator, Texas Criminal Code sec. 9.61 also 

applies to teachers (Gibson, 2011). That statute provides: 

(a) The use of force, but not deadly force, against a child younger than 18 years 
is justified: 
 

(1) If the actor is the child’s parent or stepparent or is acting in loco parentis to 
the child; and 
 

(2) When and to the degree the actor reasonably believes the force is necessary 
to discipline the child or to safeguard his welfare. 

 

(b) For purposes of this section, “in loco parentis” includes grandparent and 
guardian, any person acting by, through, or under the direction of a court with 
jurisdiction over the child, and anyone who has express or implied consent of 
the parent or parents. 
 

(c) Texas law gives Texas teachers broad protection from being sued for any 
discretionary act they undertake “that is incident to or within the scope of” 
their professional duties, but Texas Education Code sec. 22.0511 specifically 
allows teachers to be sued “in circumstances in which a professional 
employee uses excessive force in the discipline of students or negligence 
resulting in bodily injury to students.” 
 

Nevertheless, although Texas law permits teachers to be sued for using 
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excessive force when disciplining students, the Texas legislature passed a statute in 

2003 that gives them substantial legal protection if they are accused of using excessive 

force against a student. Specifically, Texas Education Code sec. 22.0512 provides:  

(a) A professional employee of a school district may not be subject to disciplinary 
proceedings for the employee’s use of physical force against a student to the 
extent justified under Section 9.62, Penal Code. 
 

(b) In this section, “disciplinary proceeding” means: 

(1) An action brought by the school district employing a professional 
employee of a school district to discharge or suspend the employee or 
terminate or not renew the employee’s term contract; or 
 

(2) An action brought by the State Board for Educator Certification to enforce 
the educator’s code of ethics adopted under Section 21.041(b) (8). 

 
(c) This section does not prohibit a school district from: 

(1) Enforcing a policy relating to corporal punishment; or 

(2) Notwithstanding Subsection (a), bringing a disciplinary proceeding against 
a professional employee of the district who violates the district policy 
relating to corporal punishment (TEC 22.0512, 2003, p. 3). 

 
 
 

Conclusion 

Corporal punishment has long been accepted as an appropriate form of 

punishment in the schools. At common law, a teacher or school administrator has a 

legal privilege to impose reasonable corporal punishment on a schoolchild, although this 

privilege is lost if the punishment is excessive. In fact, the common law recognizes that 

children have the right to defend themselves against excessive corporal punishment.  

Ingraham v. Wright (1977) recognized that there are constitutional dimensions to 

corporal punishment in the schools. Nevertheless, the Court ruled that corporal 

punishment in the school setting does not violate the Eighth Amendment’s prohibition 
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against cruel and unusual punishment. Moreover, school authorities are not required to 

give children a due process hearing before imposing corporal punishment. The Court 

ruled that the post-deprivation remedies of criminal sanctions or a civil suit were 

adequate to protect children against excessive corporal punishment. In an earlier 

decision, the Court affirmed a lower court opinion, which ruled that parents do not have 

a constitutional right to prohibit school authorities from administering corporal 

punishment on their children (Baker v. Owen, 1975). 

Texas is one of the 19 states that permit school officials to impose corporal 

punishment on children in the schools. An examination of early Texas court cases 

shows that Texas followed the traditional common law rule that permits a teacher to 

impose reasonable corporal punishment on a schoolchild, but that a teacher or other 

school official can be prosecuted for a crime if the punishment is excessive. 

In the twentieth century, The Texas legislature passed a broad immunity law that 

protects educators from tort suits for their discretionary acts when performing their 

professional duties.  Nevertheless, the Texas immunity law contains an exception that 

permits educators to be sued for damages for administering excessive corporal 

punishment that causes injury.  An examination of cases that have interpreted this 

exception shows that Texas courts are often sympathetic to administrators and teachers 

who are sued for excessive corporal punishment and that the punishment must be 

extremely severe and unreasonable before a Texas court will approve a cause of action 

for excessive corporal punishment (Carman, 2009).  

Recently, the Texas legislature approved a significant restriction on the use of 

corporal punishment in public schools.  Under recently adopted state law, schools may 
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not administer corporal punishment to a child if parents have given written notice in 

advance that they do not want their child subjected to this practice.  
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CHAPTER 3 
 

DATA ANALYSIS AND RESULTS 

 

 This study analyzed the corporal punishment policies of over 1,000 Texas public 

school districts. With the national trend moving away from using corporal punishment in 

schools, 19 states, including Texas, have chosen to keep it. However, within the state of 

Texas, local districts have the right to set their own policies and procedures. This study 

examined the characteristics of the districts that continue to offer the option of corporal 

punishment as a form of school discipline as opposed to those that do not.   

  

Texas School District Enrollment and Categories 

There are 1,029 public school districts, excluding charter schools, in Texas. The 

total number of students attending Texas public schools, including charter schools, 

during the 2010-2011 school year was 4,912,385. For the purposes of this study, the 

total population of students accounted for in public schools, excluding charters was 

4,778, 965.  The Texas Education Agency (TEA) has divided the public school districts 

in Texas into eight categories: major urban,  major suburban, other central city, other 

central city suburban, independent town, non-metropolitan: fast growing, non-

metropolitan stable, and  rural. The determination of each district type is based on 

enrollment, growth in enrollment, economic status, and proximity to urban areas.  The 

district type categories used in this study were based upon 2009-2010 definitions set by 

the TEA. The results of this study are organized around the five questions, which guided 

this study. 
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Thirty-five Largest School Districts in Texas 

1. What patterns emerge from an analysis of the corporal punishment policies in 
the 35 largest school districts in Texas? 
 

 The 35 largest school districts in Texas fall under the first four Texas Education 

Agency’s categories of district types: major urban, major suburban, other central city, 

and other central city suburban. The total student population for all 35 districts 

combined is 2,116,354. This number accounts for approximately 44% of all public 

school students in Texas. All but three of the 35 largest school districts in Texas have 

adopted a School Board policy that prohibits corporal punishment as a form of 

discipline.  All of the school districts that are labeled as major urban areas, as well as a 

majority of the Major Suburban districts have policies in place that prohibit corporal 

punishment. Ninety-four percent of students in the largest 35 districts are not subject to 

this type of discipline.  In 2011, only three of the State’s 35 largest districts permitted 

corporal punishment: Edinburg, Killeen and Pasadena. These three districts have a 

combined population of 125,241, which means that only 6% of the total population of 

the largest 35 school districts in Texas even had the possibility of being subjected to 

corporal punishment in 2011.     

Furthermore, even in the three largest Texas school districts that still permit 

corporal punishment (Edinburg, Killeen, and Pasadena), the number of students 

actually subjected to corporal punishment is quite small and the use of corporal 

punishment in those districts is on the decline.  The U.S. Department of Education 

reported the incidents of corporal punishment in selected U.S. school districts in the 

years 2000, 2004, 2006, and 2009. According to the U.S. Department of Education’s 

reports, Pasadena Independent School District, which has a student population of 
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around 52,000, saw a decline in the use of corporal punishment from 470 in 2000 to 40 

in 2009.  Killeen Independent School District, with an enrollment of approximately 

40,000 students reported no incidents of corporal punishment in 2000, 2004, 2006, and 

2009.  Edinburg Independent School District, a school system with a student enrollment 

of slightly more than 33,000, reported that its use of corporal punishment dropped from 

140 in 2000 to zero in 2006. However, Edinberg ISD did report 5 corporal punishment 

incidents of Special Education students in 2009.  With a student enrollment of 32,010 in 

2009, the number of students receiving corporal punishment was less than one percent. 

 Table 3 uses the most recent discipline data from the Civil Rights Data Collection 

(CRDC), which is from 2009-2010, and ranks the 35 largest school districts in Texas by 

the 2010-2011 population, along with the number of discipline incidents as reported to 

the CRDC during the survey years of 2000, 2004, 2006, and 2009. The three school 

districts highlighted currently have policies that permit corporal punishment in 2011-

2012.  As indicated by the chart, 68% of these largest districts in Texas had already 

stopped practicing corporal punishment in the year 2000. By the year 2006, only two of 

the State’s 35 largest districts (Garland and Pasadena) reported any incidents of 

corporal punishment to the CRDC. Pasadena had 100 fewer incidents reported in 2009 

and Garland had none. The data in the chart clearly shows that the largest school 

districts in Texas have moved away from using corporal punishment as a form of 

discipline and that all Texas school districts categorized as “major urban” by the TEA 

now ban corporal punishment. Moreover, all of the school districts categorized as “major 

urban” by the TEA (Arlington, Austin, Dallas, El Paso, Fort Worth, Houston, North East, 

Northside, San Antonio, and Ysleta) now prohibit corporal punishment in their schools. 
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Table 3 

Civil Rights Data Collection (CRDC) Corporal Punishment Data 

School District Student 
Population 

2011 

2000 Corporal 
Punishment 

Incidents 
Reported 

2004 Corporal 
Punishment 

Incidents 
Reported 

2006 Corporal 
Punishment 

Incidents 
Reported 

2009 Corporal 
Punishment 

Incidents 
Reported 

HOUSTON 203,294 0 0 0 0 

DALLAS 156,784 155 160 0 0 

CYPRESS-
FAIRBANKS 

105,860 0 0 0 0 

NORTHSIDE 94,632 0 0 0 0 

AUSTIN 85,273 0 0 0 0 

FORT WORTH 81,511 0 0 0 0 

FORT BEND 68,710 0 0 0 0 

NORTH EAST 66,364 0 0 0 0 

ARLINGTON 64,380 0 0 0 0 

EL PASO 64,023 0 0 0 0 

ALDINE 62,945 900 885 0 0 

KATY 60,573 0 0 0 0 

GARLAND 57,614 20 20 5 0 

PLANO 55,294 0 0 0 0 

SAN ANTONIO 54,894 0 0 N/A 0 

PASADENA 52,010 470 175 140 40 

LEWISVILLE 51,298 20 0 0 0 

CONROE 50,849 0 0 0 0 

BROWNSVILLE 49,800 0 0 0 0 

ALIEF 45,657 0 0 0 0 

KLEIN 45,092 55 50 0 0 

ROUND ROCK 44,590 0 0 0 0 

YSLETA 44,468 0 0 0 0 

SOCORRO 42,287 0 0 0 0 

UNITED 41,708 30 5 0 0 

KILLEEN 40,165 0 0 0 0 

CLEAR CREEK 38,250 0 0 0 0 

CORPUS 
CHRISTI 

38,242 0 0 0 0 

MESQUITE 37,653 470 85 0 0 

FRISCO 37,043 0 0 0 10 

SPRING 36,230 5 0 0 0 

RICHARDSON 35,977 0 0 0 0 

HUMBLE 35,678 0 0 0 0 

IRVING 34,140 255 0 0 0 

EDINBURG 33,066 150 N/A 0 5 

TOTAL 2,116,354 2,530 1,380 145 55 
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 With 52,010 students, Pasadena ISD is the largest Texas school district that still 

permits corporal punishment as a form of discipline.  During the 2006-2007 school year, 

when the district had a student population of 49,020 students, only 140 students were 

subjected to corporal punishment.  That number equates to less than 1% of enrollment.  

The latest data from the 2009 CRDC confirms this finding.  In a phone interview, Steve 

Laymon, Pasadena ISD Associate Superintendent for Campus Development, stated 

that although the District allows corporal punishment in its school board policy, campus 

principals are permitted to decide whether or not to use corporal punishment.  He 

confirmed that only a limited number of campuses use this form of discipline, with most 

incidents taking place at the elementary level. Mr. Laymon divulged that Pasadena ISD 

is in the process of deciding whether to remove corporal punishment from the code of 

conduct for the 2012-2013 school year because there are so few episodes of it. 

 As stated above, Killeen ISD still permits corporal punishment to be administered 

in its schools, although no incidents of corporal punishment have been reported to the 

CRDC since the year 2000. One may speculate that the policy is kept due to the large 

number of military children served in Killeen ISD.  Over one-half of the students enrolled 

belong to military families, which may support stricter discipline, including corporal 

punishment.  

 

Percentage of Districts that Permit Corporal Punishment 

2. What percentage of school districts in Texas allows corporal punishment as a 
form of discipline? 
 

This study identified the corporal punishment policies for all public schools with 

the exception of charter schools, as well as the four public school districts for which 
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school board policies could not be determined by an internet search. The total number 

of students in those four inaccessible school districts was 424.  As shown Figure 3 

below, of the 1,025 school districts that were analyzed, only 157 do not allow corporal 

punishment as stated by policy.  On the other hand, 868 school districts in Texas permit 

corporal punishment.  In other words, 82% of Texas school districts allow corporal 

punishment as a form of discipline as stated in school board policies. 

 

 

Figure 3. Corporal punishment incidents from 35 largest school districts in Texas.  
              

 
Figure 4 shows the outline of all the school districts in Texas. The black areas show 

the districts that do not permit corporal punishment, while the areas with no shading 

show all of the districts that allow corporal punishment per school board policy.  This 

map illustrates that a majority of Texas districts that prohibit corporal punishment are 

clustered in the state’s urban areas. In addition, a number of districts in the Rio Grande 

Valley, on the state’s southern border, also prohibit corporal punishment in the schools. 
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Figure 4. Districts that permit corporal punishment vs. those that do not. 

 

Percentage of Students Subjected to Corporal Punishment 

 
3. What percentage of Texas school students are subjected to corporal 

punishment pursuant to school district policy? 
 

 Even though 82% of the public school districts in Texas allowed corporal 

punishment as a form of discipline as stated in school board policy during the 2010-

2011 school year, the total number of students that could possibly even be subjected to  

Black = school districts that prohibit corporal 
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Gray = school districts that permit corporal 

punishment 
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corporal punishment was 1,870,890. This number is opposed to the 2,907,305 students 

who attended schools in districts that do not permit it.  Thus, 60% of the students who 

are enrolled in Texas public schools attend schools that prohibit corporal punishment.  

Forty percent attend schools that permit corporal punishment. 

 One of the limitations of this study was the inaccessibility of actual corporal 

punishment data from individual districts. Texas Education Agency does not require 

school districts in Texas to report any data pertaining to corporal punishment.  

Therefore, data from individual districts is difficult to obtain. Nevertheless, it seems 

reasonable to suppose that corporal punishment policies vary from school to school, 

even in districts that authorize the use of corporal punishment, with corporal discipline 

being administered routinely in some schools while not being used at all in other 

schools.  

 

Case Study of a Texas School District 

To test this hypothesis, I investigated the use of corporal punishment in one 

Texas school district with a student enrollment of approximately 15,000. This district, 

which was given the name of XYZ to preserve its anonymity, is located in a region of 

Texas where most school districts permit corporal punishment. 

 This school district consists of 17 elementary schools, 4 junior high schools, and 

4 high schools, one being an alternative high school.  District XYZ’s student population 

is comprised of 59% Economically Disadvantaged, 46% White, 33% Hispanic and 15% 

African-American.  Although this district is approximately 50% minority, the schools are 

racially and economically segregated.  Due to a school selection process in District  
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XYZ, students are given the opportunity to choose where they wish to attend school.  

The result of this has led to de facto segregation. From the analysis of District XYZ data, 

schools with a high African-American or Hispanic population demonstrate more of a 

tendency to use corporal punishment. 

 District XYZ has a Board policy that permits corporal punishment; however, the 

discretion to use it as a disciplinary technique rests with the campus principals.  Of the 

17 elementary schools, only 10 used corporal punishment during the 2010-2011 school 

year. Of those 10 schools, 6 used it less than 10 times over the course of a year. Two of 

the district’s four junior high schools used corporal punishment only eight times during 

the year. Only one high school out of four practiced corporal punishment and reported 

29 incidents, all performed by the same administrator.  For the 2010-2011 school year, 

the total number of corporal punishment disciplinary actions reported to District XYZ’s 

Local Education Agency was 169. However, only 118 students in a school population of 

15,000 were the recipients of this particular type of discipline.  The impact of this type of 

discipline was limited to less than one percent of the total student population.  Figures 5 

and 6 below show the number of corporal punishment incidents per campus among the 

schools that administered this type of punishment in District XYZ during 2010-2011, as 

well as the comparison of males to females who were subjected to it.   
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Figure 5. Districts XYZ that used corporal punishment in 2010-2011. 

 

Figure 6. Districts XYZ corporal punishment incidents for 2010-2011 by gender. 

  As indicated previously, the four elementary schools that had the highest number 

of incidents, A, G, H, and J, all had very diverse populations and were also between 
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78% and 91% economically disadvantaged.  Four of the 10 elementary campus 

administrators were interviewed and asked why they used corporal punishment as a 

form of discipline. The principal from Elementary School D said she only paddled as a 

last resort and it was only with younger students. The assistant principal from 

Elementary School B said it was the opposite with him.  He only used it three times last 

year, but with older students. Two of the administrators interviewed are new elementary 

principals who were assistant principals during 2010-2011 and were formerly at schools 

that used corporal punishment.  When they were promoted to a new position at another 

building for the 2011-2012 school year, they chose to continue the practice of corporal 

punishment.  One of the new principals had been an assistant principal at Elementary 

School A and was promoted during the summer of 2011 to a campus that had not used 

paddling in previous years. The principal met with his site based decision-making team 

that summer and during a discussion on discipline and the campus action plan, he 

notified his teachers that he was going to incorporate corporal punishment as a 

disciplinary technique.  This principal stated that one of the third grade teachers started 

crying during the meeting because she felt the new policy was a sign that teachers were 

finally going to be supported on disciplinary issues. This new principal shared two 

observations he had made about his experiences using corporal punishment:  (1) Many 

times, just the threat of a possible paddling is enough to keep behavior under control; 

(2) Over the past three years, he has used it only once per student.  He also stated that 

many times parents would come to the school for their children’s spankings, which he 

interpreted as an indication that he had parental support for administering corporal 

punishment in his school.    
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 Another new principal had been the assistant principal at Elementary School F  

during the 2009-2010 school year. When she became principal at Elementary School J 

for the 2010-2011 school year, she chose to continue the practice of using corporal 

punishment.  She said that she uses it on both boys and girls at all levels and if 

necessary, she will try it once on a student. If a spanking works, the administration will 

continue that form of discipline for that student throughout the year.  Her students are 

used to receiving spankings at home and she has found that when she contacts the 

parents, they are very supportive of the school administering a paddling as opposed to 

suspension because parents typically do not want to be inconvenienced by having to 

come to school to pick up their suspended child.   

 This principal related that during one day in January 2012, she went to the third 

grade classes that had misbehaved with a substitute the previous day. She had placed 

the paddle in her back pocket prior to going into the third grade classrooms. She said 

when she talked to the student’s she gave them a stern warning in a very pleasant tone.  

Then when she turned to leave, the students gasped when they saw the paddle in her 

back pocket. She testified that she paddled at least one student from every grade level 

that day, except for the third grade. She believes that just seeing the principal with the 

paddle was a deterrent for those young elementary students.   

 An African-American administrator from one of the seven elementary schools in 

District XYZ that does not use corporal punishment stated that she chose not to use it 

for personal reasons. In 1965, when this assistant principal was in the fourth grade, the 

district in which she lived, which is adjacent to District XYZ, integrated schools for the 

first time. One day at her new school, she received corporal punishment twice in the 
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same day. The first time was during the morning.  She had not completed her science  

homework because she did not understand it and she was too afraid to ask the teacher 

for help. At her previous school, they had not had access to a science class so she had 

no previous background knowledge. Her punishment for not completing her homework 

was swats with a board by her science teacher. Later that same afternoon, she and 

some friends were playing on the playground of their new school and were told not to 

stand on the merry-go-round.  They had been allowed to do this at their old school.  

While playing, the girls forgot about the new rule and stood on the playground 

equipment.  What happened next affected her physically and emotionally for the rest of 

her life, both personally and professionally.  She was administered a paddling so hard 

that it broke her tailbone.  She suffered physical pain from it at the time and especially 

during her childbirth years.  No litigation was filed, nor was the teacher ever 

reprimanded.  This administrator stated she wanted to ensure that no child under her 

charge was ever made to suffer as she did from corporal punishment. 

  

Civil Rights Data Collection in Texas Districts 

For the purposes of this section, the 2009 CRDC data from the State of Texas 

was analyzed once again to determine what percentages of students were affected by 

corporal punishment. There were 425 Texas public school districts that were chosen to 

be a representative sample for the 2009 CRDC survey. Of these 425 districts, 309 

currently have policies that allow corporal punishment. Those 309 districts were broken 

down by ones that reported corporal punishment actions and by districts that 
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administered no corporal punishment. There were 125 districts that had a corporal 

punishment policy, but chose not to use this type of discipline. Of the remaining 184  

pro-corporal punishment districts that reported data to the Office for Civil Rights, only 

2% of the reported student population was subjected to corporal punishment.  However, 

combined with the districts that did not report corporal punishment counts, the 

percentage of students actually subjected to it drops to 1%. Districts that permit corporal 

punishment and also reported data to the OCR in both 2006 and 2009, showed a 46% 

decrease in documented corporal punishment incidents in 2009. 

 District XYZ also participated in the 2000, 2004, 2006, and 2009 Civil Rights 

Data Collection. In 2000, 500 corporal punishment actions were reported. By 2006, the 

number of actions reported went down to 95. However, in 2009, the number of incidents 

rose to 155.  Still, the findings show that only 1% of the student enrollment was 

subjected to corporal punishment during the 2009-2010 school year.   

 
 
Figure 7. District XYZ CRDC data. 
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 As verified through the detailed study of both District XYZ and through CRDC 

data, the research supports the conclusion that the number of Texas students who are  

 

actually subjected to corporal punishment is small, even in districts that permit corporal  

punishment to be administered. It is also worthy of note that in District XYZ, no females 

were paddled in the junior high schools or high schools during the 2010-2011 school 

year, an indication that corporal punishment beyond the elementary-school years is 

largely administered to males.  

 

Trends, Correlations, and Patterns 

4. What trends, correlations, and patterns emerge from an analysis of corporal 
punishment policies among the eight school-district types defined by the 
Texas Education Agency? 
 

 School districts as defined by TEA are divided into eight categories. I separated 

the districts listed in each category by “No’s” – those districts that do not allow corporal 

punishment and “Yes’” for those districts that have policies in place which permit 

corporal punishment.  At first glance the numbers do not seem proportional because 

there are 868 districts that allow it as opposed to 157 districts that don’t.  However, 

upon further division by category, the number of students actually having the possibility 

of being subjected to the act of corporal punishment is smaller than the number of 

students who attend schools that permit this form of discipline. Figure 8 shows that the 

categories with less densely populated areas tend to be the ones with districts that are 

choosing to keep corporal punishment in policy.  
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Figure 8. Texas corporal punishment policies. 
 
 
 The majority of the districts that do not allow corporal punishment fall into the first 

four TEA District Type categories: Urban, Major Suburban, Other Central City, and 

Other Central City Suburban categories. These four portions of districts account for 57% 

of the total population of public-school students in Texas.  

 As noted earlier in the chapter, there are only 10 districts labeled under the TEA 

category of major urban, and none of these major urban districts has a policy allowing 

corporal punishment.  As indicated in Figure 9, these designated major urban districts 

had the highest percentage of minority students and the lowest percentage of white 

students, as well as the highest economically disadvantaged rate. Hispanic students 

currently make up one-half of the student population in Texas.  A majority of the districts 

that do not allow corporal punishment have high Hispanic populations. 
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Figure 9. Major urban demographics. 
  

Under the Major Suburban category, 48 out of 78, or 61.5%, of the districts do 

not allow corporal punishment.  These same districts comprise over one-quarter of the 

total student population in Texas. Figures 10-14 below show the population trends in 

African-American, Hispanic, White, Economically Disadvantaged, and Limited English 

Proficient students in Texas.      

 There is a higher Hispanic population, as well as the majority of Limited English 

Proficient (LEP) students, who attend schools in districts that prohibit corporal 

punishment by policy.  African-American populations tend to peak in districts that permit  
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corporal punishment; however, the population of African-Americans decreases as 

district types move away from urban settings to rural areas. White students appear to be 

the opposite as more have moved away from the urban regions towards more rural 

areas. There was no significant difference between the district types relating to corporal 

punishment policies as far as economically disadvantaged students were concerned.  

The greatest change was in the Non-Metropolitan: Fast Growing districts that prohibit 

corporal punishment.  

 

 

Figure 10. Population trends: African-American. 
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Figure 11. Population trends: Hispanic. 
 

Figure 12. Population trends: White. 
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Figure 13. Population trends: Economically disadvantaged. 
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Figure 14. Population trends: Limited English proficient (LEP). 
 

As indicated in Figure 15, when the data were analyzed by region, there was a 

strong trend of heavily populated districts in urban areas not using corporal punishment 

as a form of discipline. The map also shows that the vast majority of school districts in 

West Texas and the Texas Panhandle permit corporal punishment, with the exception 

of Region 19, which is largely made up of the heavily urbanized El Paso area. A 

regional list of the school districts and their 2011 student enrollment, both those 

prohibiting corporal punishment and those permitting it, is located in Appendix A. 
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Figure 15. Texas school districts by region prohibiting corporal punishment. 
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Analysis of Academic Excellence Indicator System Reports 

5. What percentage of school districts permits corporal punishment in each of 
the four categories recognized by the Texas Education Agency for school-
district performance: Exemplary, Recognized, Acceptable, and Low 
Performing? 
 

 Texas Education Agency rates schools for State accountability purposes based 

on four rankings: Exemplary, Recognized, Academically Acceptable, and Academically 

Unacceptable.  The research was broken down by district type and analyzed by rating 

(see Figure 16). The 157 school districts that did not allow corporal punishment were 

rated as follows:  

 Exemplary – 7% 

 Recognized – 43% 

 Academically Acceptable – 48% 

 Academically Unacceptable – 2.5%    
 
As opposed to the 868 school districts that allow corporal punishment which were 
rated as follows: 
 

 Exemplary – 4% 

 Recognized – 36% 

 Academically Acceptable – 55% 

 Academically Unacceptable – 5%    

 



82 
 

 

Figure 16. 2011 TEA accountability ratings.   

Six out of the eight types of school districts major urban, major suburban, other 

central city, other central city suburban, non-metropolitan fast growing, and non-

metropolitan stable that do not allow corporal punishment, did not have any ratings 

lower than the state minimum of Academically Acceptable on the 2011 Academic 

Excellence Indicator System (AEIS) reports. Independent towns and rural districts each 

had two Academically Unacceptable ratings for a total of four districts that do not allow 

corporal punishment.   

 

Summary 

The total number of students in the districts that do not permit corporal 

punishment, but did not meet State standards is 9,823, which is less than one percent 

of the total number of students.  Districts that do not use corporal punishment performed 

slightly better and had a higher percentage of the TEA ratings of Exemplary and  

Recognized than districts that having corporal punishment policies.  Districts that permit 
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the use of it had a higher percentage of Academically Unacceptable ratings.  A majority 

of the school districts rated Academically Unacceptable permit corporal punishment and 

a majority of the state’s districts ranked Exemplary prohibit it. 
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CHAPTER 4 
 

CONCLUSIONS 
 

As discussed in Chapter 2, corporal punishment in American schools has been 

an accepted practice since colonial times. Although corporal punishment can take many 

forms, in today’s public schools it is generally confined to paddling a student on the 

buttocks with a board. Although striking an individual with a board would constitute an 

intentional tort in most instances and perhaps a crime, the common law has recognized 

a privilege for educators to administer corporal punishment to students as a means of 

maintaining discipline so long as it is administered mildly, with reasonable restraint, and 

without malice.  

In Ingraham v. Wright (1977), the Supreme Court ruled that school authorities 

could administer reasonable corporal punishment in the schools without violating the 

Constitution. Specifically, the Court stated that corporal punishment does not constitute 

cruel and unusual punishment under the Eighth Amendment and that school officials 

need not afford a student a due process hearing before corporal punishment is 

administered. 

In the wake of the Supreme Court’s ruling in Ingraham v. Wright, several federal 

courts have ruled that corporal punishment so excessive as to shock the conscience 

may violate a public-school student’s constitutional right to bodily integrity under the 

Fourteenth Amendment. The Fifth Circuit Court of Appeals, however, has ruled that 

corporal punishment in the public schools can never be a constitutional violation since 

the offended student has an adequate remedy for excessive corporal punishment in the 

state courts--either through a tort suit for battery or a criminal action. The Fifth Circuit 
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Court of Appeals, which serves Texas, Louisiana, and Mississippi, all states that 

exercise the right to administer corporal punishment, has demonstrated favor to 

educators in cases of corporal punishment as it relates to matters of maintaining an 

atmosphere conducive to learning.   

At the time Ingraham v. Wright was decided, only four states prohibited corporal 

punishment in the public schools. Since that time, state after state has banned corporal 

punishment in the schools, with most states acting on this issue in the 1980s and 

1990s. Today, only 19 states still allow school officials to administer corporal 

punishment to a public-school student.  Almost all of these states are in the South or the 

Rocky Mountain West. As of 2012, every southern state, with the exception of Virginia, 

still permits corporal punishment to be inflicted on students in the public schools, 

including the border states of Kentucky, Missouri, and Oklahoma. In the Rocky 

Mountain West, four states still approve of corporal punishment in the schools: Arizona, 

Colorado, Idaho, and Wyoming.  New Mexico banned corporal punishment by a narrow 

margin in 2011 (Pollan, 2011).  

Broadly speaking, corporal punishment is a phenomenon of the South. Most of 

the states that still permit corporal punishment are in the South, almost all Southern 

states permit it, and the vast majority of students who are subjected to corporal 

punishment attend schools in the Southern states. The South is often referred to as the 

“Bible belt” where deeply rooted religious values play a significant role in the 

conservative philosophy that permeates the South. The biblical sentiment of “sparing 

the rod, spoiling the child” is echoed in the legislation and policies that are still evident in 

some southern schools. Through this study however, it has been established in one 



86 
 

southern state at least, that those sentiments are not as prevalent in urban and 

suburban areas as they are in more rural, less populated regions. 

This dissertation studied corporal punishment in the public school districts of 

Texas, a Southern state with a large urban population. I was able to analyze the 

corporal punishment policies of 1,025 of the State’s 1,029 public school districts. Only 

four school districts were excluded from the study--small districts with a total school 

population of less than 500 students that did not maintain their school board policies 

online. I was able to conduct such a massive study because the vast majority of Texas 

school districts make their school board policies publicly available online and utilize the 

services of the Texas Association of School Boards, (TASB) which maintains school 

board policies for Texas school systems utilizing a uniform system of organization.  

 

Summary of Findings 

This study made the following findings: 

(1) Corporal punishment has been banned by school board policy in 157 Texas 
school districts, but is still permitted in 868 school districts. 
 

(2) All school districts categorized by the Texas Education Agency as “major 
urban” prohibit corporal punishment.  
 

(3) Thirty-two of the State’s 35 largest school districts prohibit corporal 
punishment. In addition, two of the three largest districts that still permit 
corporal punishment (Killeen and Edinburg) did not paddle any children in 
2006. In 2009, the most recent year for which data is available, there were 
only 55 instances of corporal punishment in the State’s 35 largest school 
districts, which have a total school population of 2,116,354. 

 

(4) Sixty percent of the public-school students of Texas attend schools in districts 
that prohibit corporal punishment, and 40% attend schools in districts that 
permit corporal punishment. 
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(5) Corporal punishment is largely a rural phenomenon in Texas. In particular, 
the vast majority of school districts in West Texas and the Texas Panhandle 
still permit school officials to administer corporal punishment to students as 
illustrated in Figure 4. 
 

(6) A case study of a Texas school district with approximately 15,000 students  
located in a region of Texas where school districts permit corporal 

punishment showed that the practice of corporal punishment varies from 

school to school, with most corporal punishment occurring in the elementary 

schools. In the district’s junior high schools and high schools, only 39 

incidents of corporal punishment occurred during the 2010-2011 school year, 

and no corporal punishment was inflicted on female students except in the 

elementary schools. At the secondary level, twenty-eight male students were 

the recipients of corporal punishment. The demographic data was available 

for 27 of them: 13 were African-Americans, 10 were Hispanic, 2 were 

American-Indian and 2 were White.  The research from the case study implies 

that minority students are more subjected to corporal punishment than their 

white counterparts.  At the high school, this confirms the findings from the 

research conducted by the National Center of the Study of Corporal 

Punishment and Alternatives in Schools as discussed on p. 28 which states 

that the students most likely to be disciplined by corporal punishment are 

“Black, poor, live in rural areas, and live in the South.” 

 
(7) Urban districts in Texas have banned corporal punishment by policy. This    

trend in urban districts moving away from using corporal punishment has    
shifted drastically in the past thirty years.  As discussed on p. 23, the Office   
for Civil Rights reported school districts that used corporal punishment  were 
mostly both urban and rural. As indicated by the results of this study of    
Texas school districts, the majority of rural districts still maintain the right to    
administer corporal punishment. However, the major metropolitan areas in   
Texas no longer allow it. 
 

(8) All school districts classified in the urban and major suburban districts that    
prohibited corporal punishment had Academically Acceptable, Recognized,    
and Exemplary ratings for the Texas Education Academic Excellence        
Indicator System (AEIS). No school districts in these categories were rated   
Academically Unacceptable.    

 

(9) There were a higher percentage of Hispanic students residing in districts that 
prohibited corporal punishment. One of these predominantly Hispanic districts 
that did not allow corporal punishment had an all female School Board. 
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(10) The State AEIS report showed Texas to be 59% Economically     
Disadvantaged.  This rate remained relatively steady across the State in all      
district types, with very few exceptions.     

 
 

Implications of Research Findings 

In Texas, corporal punishment has been abolished in the State’s largest districts, 

including all 10 districts defined as “major urban” by the Texas Education Agency, as 

well as a majority of those classified as “major suburban.”  Although 82% of Texas 

school districts still permit corporal punishment, 60% of Texas students attend schools 

in districts that have banned the practice. Thus, in spite of the fact that corporal 

punishment is authorized in public schools by state law, Texas has gone a long way 

toward banning corporal punishment in the State through the adoption of school board 

policies.  Moreover, based on an analysis of corporal punishment practices in Texas 

gathered by the U.S. Department of Education, the practice of corporal punishment is 

on the decline, even in school districts that still permit it. 

If this pattern exists in other Southern states, then corporal punishment may be 

less common in American public schools than is commonly believed. Thus, although 19 

states still permit school officials to inflict corporal punishment on public-school 

students, it is possible that the number of students who are actually subjected to 

corporal punishment in those 19 states is far lower than the student population of these 

states as a whole. Furthermore, if the Texas pattern of abolishing corporal punishment 

in urban school districts is duplicated in other states, it may be that corporal punishment 

is not merely a phenomenon of the South; it is a phenomenon of the non-urban South.   

Texas legislators may be reluctant to ban corporal punishment in the public schools  
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based on the belief that most Texans favor the practice. In fact, elected school board 

members in the State’s largest districts have prohibited corporal punishment in their 

schools; and a majority of the state’s students now attend school in districts where 

corporal punishment is not permitted. Thus, the findings of this study might be influential 

in any public-policy debate about the political practicality of passing legislation that 

would outlaw the paddling in the public schools of Texas. Efforts at the State level to 

ban corporal punishment, (Wyoming, Missouri, North Carolina, Louisiana, and Texas 

most recently in 2011) as well as at the federal level, have failed.  H.R. 5628 (n. d.), or 

the  Ending Corporal Punishment in Schools Act, has changed to H.R. 3027 (2011), 

which has been amended to prohibit funding to educational institutions that permit 

corporal punishment. This new bill was introduced in September 2011 and has moved 

to the subcommittee on Early Childhood, Elementary, and Secondary Education.  

Legislators continue to maintain that education is a state’s right and corporal 

punishment falls under that jurisdiction. State legislators could use the findings in this 

study and compare it to a political map of Texas to gain more insight as to how their 

constituents view this topic. 

Furthermore, the Texas legislature passed a law in 2011 that prohibits school 

officials from paddling students whose parents have filed a written objection to corporal 

punishment for their children. This new statute might give school districts that still allow 

corporal punishment an incentive to ban the practice, since the law requires school 

officials to make sure a student’s parents do not have a written objection to corporal 

punishment on file before paddling the student. The reality of having some students 

subjected to corporal punishment while other students are exempt could prod school  
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boards to abandon the practice altogether. North Carolina also passed legislation in 

2011 giving parents the right to exempt their students from any corporal punishment 

provisions (Senate Bill 498, 2011)).  As observed by the reaction of Memphis, 

Tennessee community members, the effort to reintroduce corporal punishment once it  

has been prohibited may be futile (Roberts, 2010).  States that have tried to reinstate 

corporal punishment in schools but whose measures have been defeated are California, 

Montana, Oregon, Iowa, and Kansas (Farrell, 2012). The national trend indicates a 

decline of corporal punishment as a disciplinary technique in schools. 

As law suits increase against public educators, the fear of litigation may be a 

deterrent for school districts to continue the practice of corporal punishment.  Urban 

districts have moved towards positive behavior systems as opposed to punitive 

consequences. 

This study found that in districts that prohibit corporal punishment and have a 

high number of minority students, their AEIS ratings were higher. The indication is these 

districts are exhibiting success in closing the achievement gap between African-

Americans and white students.  

 

Suggestions for Further Research 

  This study might be duplicated in the other 18 states that authorize school 

officials to administer corporal punishment to students in the public schools. Texas has 

1,029 public school districts, but many Southern states operate county-wide school 

systems and have many fewer school districts than Texas. Florida and Louisiana, for 

example, each have less than 70 school districts, so a state-wide study of corporal  
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punishment policies in those states would not be difficult to accomplish.   

According to the Office for Civil Rights Data Collection (CRDC), Mississippi has 

led the nation in the number of corporal punishment actions.  Unlike Texas, corporal 

punishment data in Mississippi is reported to the State Department of Education.  In  

2010, Louisiana lawmakers passed House Resolution 167, which requires public 

schools to provide the Louisiana Department of Education (LDOE) with specific data 

such as the number of corporal punishment incidents that occurred, the disciplinary 

infraction and circumstances surrounding each incident of corporal punishment, as well 

as what interventions were used prior to corporal punishment being administered.  A 

comparable study of corporal punishment policies and incidents in Louisiana and 

Mississippi, along with the findings of this study of Texas, would provide valuable 

information in regard to the states that are under the jurisdiction of the Fifth Circuit Court 

of Appeals. 

In addition, case studies of individual school districts might be conducted, similar 

to the analysis of XYZ school district in this study that would examine how corporal 

punishment is administered on a school-by-school basis. Such studies would help 

determine whether corporal punishment practices vary based on the philosophy of the 

campus principal as well as the variations in the administration of corporal punishment 

at the elementary-school level, the junior-high school level, and the high schools.  

A study of corporal punishment in Texas school districts that measures the 

influence of various variables on school districts’ corporal punishment policies would 

also be useful.  For example, is there a relationship between school districts’ racial 

characteristics and their corporal punishment policies? 

http://www.legis.state.la.us/billdata/streamdocument.asp?did=716837
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Another area of consideration for research would be to study the correlation of 

violence in schools and regions that permit corporal punishment.  There have been 43 

incidents of school shootings in the United States since 1996. Over half of the states 

that have had these violent attacks permit, or permitted corporal punishment in schools 

at the time of the shootings.   

 

Conclusion 

This study found that even though Texas law allows school districts to administer 

corporal punishment as a disciplinary technique, the number of students that can even 

be subjected to it is only about 40% of the State’s public school population.  The 

number of districts that continue to permit corporal punishment by policy is higher than 

those that prohibit it; however, because the student enrollment in the urban and 

suburban districts exceeds the student population in the more rural areas, most Texas 

students do not attend schools that permit corporal punishment.  As the national trend 

continues toward abolishing corporal punishment state-by-state, the South, Texas 

included, continues to hold steadfast to the traditions of corporal punishment in the 

schools.  School Boards and legislators must consider what is in the best interest of the 

children, now and in the future when they ponder whether or not to abolish corporal 

punishment in the Texas schools. 
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SCHOOL DISTRICTS PROHIBITING CORPORAL PUNISHMENT BY REGIONS 

REGION DISTRICTS PROHIBITING CORPORAL PUNISHMENT STUDENT ENROLLMENT 

1 BROWNSVILLE ISD 49,800 

 LA JOYA ISD 28,805 

 MCALLEN ISD 25,490 

 UNITED ISD 41,708 

 HARLINGEN CISD 18,339 

 LAREDO ISD 24,680 

 LOS FRESNOS CISD 9,970 

 POINT ISABEL ISD 2,532 

 SOUTH TEXAS ISD 3,173 

 JIM HOGG COUNTY ISD 1,151 

 LYFORD CISD 1,533 

 RIO HONDO ISD 2,299 

 SANTA MARIA ISD 712 

  Total Region 1       210,192 

2 CORPUS CHRISTI ISD 38,242 

 FLOUR BLUFF ISD 5,526 

 KINGSVILLE ISD 3,958 

 LONDON ISD 394 

 SANTA GERTRUDIS ISD 401 

 MATHIS ISD 1,799 

 SAN DIEGO ISD 1,370 

 SINTON ISD 2,150 

 SKIDMORE-TYNAN ISD 814 

 BENAVIDES ISD 390 

 DRISCOLL ISD 294 

 PORT ARANSAS ISD 568 

 THREE RIVERS ISD 600 

  Total Region 2         56,506 

3 AUSTWELL-TIVOLI ISD Total Region 3              150   

4 HOUSTON ISD 203,294 

 ALDINE ISD 62,945 

 ALIEF ISD 45,657 

 CLEAR CREEK ISD 38,250 

 CYPRESS-FAIRBANKS ISD 105,860 

 DEER PARK ISD 12,533 

 FORT BEND ISD 68,710 

 GALENA PARK ISD 21,557 

 HUMBLE ISD 35,678 

 KATY ISD 60,573 

 KLEIN ISD 45,092 

 LA PORTE ISD 7,785 

 PEARLAND ISD 18,682 

 SHELDON ISD 6,809 

 SPRING BRANCH ISD 32,879 

 SPRING ISD 36,230 

 STAFFORD MSD               3,215     
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REGION DISTRICTS PROHIBITING CORPORAL PUNISHMENT STUDENT ENROLLMENT 

4 TOMBALL ISD 10,609 

 GALVESTON ISD 6,440 

 ANGLETON ISD 6,399 

 DICKINSON ISD 9,055 

 FRIENDSWOOD ISD 5,946 

 TEXAS CITY ISD 5,781 

 WALLER ISD 5,428 

 SANTA FE ISD 4,498 

  Total Region 4       859,905 

5  Total Region 5                  0 

6 BRYAN ISD 15,750 

 CONROE ISD 50,849 

 COLLEGE STATION ISD 10,360 

 WILLIS ISD 6,421 

   Total Region 6        83,380 

7 EDGEWOOD ISD 901 

 YANTIS ISD 357 

  Total Region 7           1,258 

8 MCLEOD ISD Total Region 8              443 

9  Total Region 9                  0 

10 DALLAS ISD 156,784 

 CARROLLTON-FARMERS BRANCH ISD 26,075 

 CEDAR HILL ISD 8,170 

 COPPELL ISD 10,190 

 GARLAND ISD 57,614 

 HIGHLAND PARK ISD 6,647 

 IRVING ISD 34,140 

 MESQUITE ISD 37,653 

 PLANO ISD 55,294 

 RICHARDSON ISD 35,977 

 FORNEY ISD 8,087 

 RED OAK ISD 5,494 

 ALLEN ISD 18,726 

 ANNA ISD 2,278 

 FRISCO ISD 37,043 

 LOVEJOY ISD 3,369 

 PALMER ISD 1,106 

 GREENVILLE ISD 4,806 

 MCKINNEY ISD 24,265 

 SUNNYVALE ISD 1,154 

 COMMERCE ISD 1,593 

 BOLES ISD 530 

 HONEY GROVE ISD 601 

 MILFORD ISD 247 

  Total Region 10     537,843 
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REGION DISTRICTS PROHIBITING CORPORAL PUNISHMENT STUDENT ENROLLMENT 

11 ARLINGTON ISD 64,380 

 FORT WORTH ISD 81,511 

 ALEDO ISD 4,624 

 BIRDVILLE ISD 23,441 

 CARROLL ISD 7,642 

 CROWLEY ISD 15,141 

 GRAPEVINE-COLLEYVILLE ISD 13,614 

 KELLER ISD 32,613 

 LAKE WORTH ISD 3,170 

 LEWISVILLE ISD 51,298 

 MANSFIELD ISD 32,208 

 DENTON ISD 23,832 

 ARGYLE ISD 1,820 

 AUBREY ISD 1,885 

 LITTLE ELM ISD 6,283 

 NORTHWEST ISD 15,293 

 MINERAL WELLS ISD 3,560 

 BOYD ISD 1,114 

  Total Region 11     383,429 

12 BELTON ISD 9,232 

 MIDWAY ISD 7,183 

 ROBINSON ISD 2,135 

 BOSQUEVILLE ISD 578 

 AXTELL ISD 797 

 COVINGTON ISD 286 

 STAR ISD 57 

  Total Region 12       20,268 

13 AUSTIN ISD 85,273 

 DEL VALLE ISD 10,673 

 DRIPPING SPRINGS ISD 4,468 

 EANES ISD 7,691 

 HAYS CISD 15,262 

 LAKE TRAVIS ISD 6,940 

 LEANDER ISD 32,034 

 MANOR ISD 7,173 

 PFLUGERVILLE ISD 22,657 

 ROUND ROCK ISD 44,590 

 COMAL ISD 17,140 

 GEORGETOWN ISD 10,411 

 SAN MARCOS CISD 7,377 

 LIBERTY HILL ISD 2,705 

 SEGUIN ISD 7,503 

 WIMBERLEY ISD 2,002 

 BASTROP ISD 9,043 

 COMFORT ISD 1,167 

 JARRELL ISD 975 
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REGION DISTRICTS PROHIBITING CORPORAL PUNISHMENT STUDENT ENROLLMENT 

 FLORENCE ISD 984 

13 DOSS CONSOLIDATED CSD 20 

 PRAIRIE LEA ISD 232 

 ROUND TOP-CARMINE ISD 246 

  Total Region 13     296,566 

14  Total Region 14                0 

15  Total Region 15                0 

16 CANYON ISD 8,783 

 PAMPA ISD 3,446 

 BOYS RANCH ISD 347 

  Total Region 16       12,576 

17 FRENSHIP ISD 7,492 

 LUBBOCK-COOPER ISD 4,033 

 NEW DEAL ISD 732 

  Total Region 17       12,257 

18 PRESIDIO ISD Total Region 18         1,456 

19 EL PASO ISD 64,023 

 YSLETA ISD 44,468 

 CANUTILLO ISD 5,938 

 SOCORRO ISD 42,287 

 ANTHONY ISD 849 

 SAN ELIZARIO ISD 4,083 

  Total Region 19       61,648 

20 NORTH EAST ISD 66,364 

 NORTHSIDE ISD 94,632 

 SAN ANTONIO ISD 54,894 

 ALAMO HEIGHTS ISD 4,744 

 JUDSON ISD 22,016 

 CARRIZO SPRINGS CISD 2,399 

 EAGLE PASS ISD 14,731 

 FLORESVILLE ISD 3,762 

 HONDO ISD 2,237 

 FT SAM HOUSTON ISD 1,427 

 LACKLAND ISD 985 

 STOCKDALE ISD 782 

 SABINAL ISD 525 

  Total Region 20     269,498 

TOTAL  2,907,375 
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SCHOOL DISTRICTS PERMITTING CORPORAL PUNISHMENT BY REGIONS 

REGION DISTRICTS PERMITTING CORPORAL PUNISHMENT STUDENT ENROLLMENT 

1 DONNA ISD 15,023 

 EDCOUCH-ELSA ISD 5,334 

 EDINBURG CISD 33,066 

 HIDALGO ISD 3,435 

 LA FERIA ISD 3,576 

 LA VILLA ISD 634 

 LASARA ISD 464 

 MERCEDES ISD 5,697 

 MISSION CISD 15,732 

 MONTE ALTO ISD 947 

 PHARR-SAN JUAN-ALAMO ISD 31,424 

 PROGRESO ISD 2,224 

 RAYMONDVILLE ISD 2,265 

 RIO GRANDE CITY CISD 10,755 

 ROMA ISD 6,625 

 SAN BENITO CISD 11,351 

 SAN ISIDRO ISD 272 

 SAN PERLITA ISD 287 

 SANTA ROSA ISD 1,170 

 SHARYLAND ISD 9,953 

 VALLEY VIEW ISD 4,701 

 WEBB CISD 350 

 WESLACO ISD 17,782 

 ZAPATA COUNTY ISD 3,724 
  Total Region 1        186,791 

2 AGUA DULCE ISD 342 

 ALICE ISD 5,431 

 ARANSAS COUNTY ISD 3,087 

 ARANSAS PASS ISD 1,784 

 BANQUETE ISD 795 

 BEEVILLE ISD 3,525 

 BEN BOLT-PALITO BLANCO ISD 597 

 BISHOP CISD 1,234 

 BROOKS COUNTY ISD 1,488 

 CALALLEN ISD 3,836 

 FREER ISD 835 

 GEORGE WEST ISD 1,091 

 GREGORY-PORTLAND ISD 4,291 

 INGLESIDE ISD 2,152 

 KENEDY COUNTY WIDE CSD 80 

 LA GLORIA ISD 113 

 MCMULLEN COUNTY ISD 178 

 ODEM-EDROY ISD 1,085 

 ORANGE GROVE ISD 1,817 

 PAWNEE ISD 162 

 PETTUS ISD 411 
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2 PREMONT ISD 595 

 RICARDO ISD 656 

 RIVIERA ISD 489 

 ROBSTOWN ISD 3,301 

 TAFT ISD 1,136 

 TULOSO-MIDWAY ISD 3,550 

 WEST OSO ISD 2,038 

  Total Region 2           46,099 

3 BAY CITY ISD 3,775 

 BLOOMINGTON ISD 844 

 BOLING ISD 1,014 

 CALHOUN COUNTY ISD 4,224 

 COLUMBUS ISD 1,573 

 CUERO ISD 1,906 

 EAST BERNARD ISD 948 

 EDNA ISD 1,395 

 EL CAMPO ISD 3,477 

 EZZELL ISD 62 

 FALLS CITY ISD 339 

 GANADO ISD 653 

 GOLIAD ISD 1,360 

 HALLETTSVILLE ISD 886 

 INDUSTRIAL ISD 1,123 

 KARNES CITY ISD 959 

 KENEDY ISD 663 

 LOUISE ISD 497 

 MATAGORDA ISD 105 

 MEYERSVILLE ISD 158 

 MOULTON ISD 318 

 NORDHEIM ISD 113 

 PALACIOS ISD 1,522 

 REFUGIO ISD 727 

 RICE CISD 1,293 

 RUNGE ISD 304 

 SHINER ISD 596 

 SWEET HOME ISD 129 

 TIDEHAVEN ISD 803 

 VAN VLECK ISD 951 

 VICTORIA ISD 13,769 

 VYSEHRAD ISD 91 

 WEIMAR ISD 558 

 WESTHOFF ISD 37 

 WHARTON ISD 2,167 

 WOODSBORO ISD 503 

 YOAKUM ISD 1,560 

 YORKTOWN ISD 543 

  Total Region 3           51,945                           



100 
 

REGION DISTRICTS PERMITTING CORPORAL PUNISHMENT STUDENT ENROLLMENT 

4 ALVIN ISD 17,175 

 ANAHUAC ISD 1,225 

 BARBERS HILL ISD 4,201 

 BRAZOSPORT ISD 12,671 

 CHANNELVIEW ISD 8,617 

 CLEVELAND ISD 3,843 

 COLUMBIA-BRAZORIA ISD 3,065 

 CROSBY ISD 5,097 

 DAMON ISD 181 

 DANBURY ISD 771 

 DAYTON ISD 4,906 

 DEVERS ISD 178 

 EAST CHAMBERS ISD 1,330 

 GOOSE CREEK CISD 21,097 

 HARDIN ISD 1,245 

 HEMPSTEAD ISD 1,513 

 HITCHCOCK ISD 1,414 

 HUFFMAN ISD 3,163 

 HULL-DAISETTA ISD 508 

 LA MARQUE ISD 2,971 

 LAMAR CISD 24,535 

 LIBERTY ISD 2,142 

 NEEDVILLE ISD 2,587 

 NORTH FOREST ISD 7,507 

 PASADENA ISD 52,010 

 ROYAL ISD 2,034 

 SWEENY ISD 1,968 

 TARKINGTON ISD 1,904 

  Total Region 4         189,858 

5 BEAUMONT ISD 19,817 

 BRIDGE CITY ISD 2,588 

 BROOKELAND ISD 410 

 BUNA ISD 1,545 

 BURKEVILLE ISD 299 

 CHESTER ISD 183 

 COLMESNEIL ISD 468 

 DEWEYVILLE ISD 692 

 EVADALE ISD 429 

 HAMSHIRE-FANNETT ISD 1,731 

 HARDIN-JEFFERSON ISD 2,022 

 HIGH ISLAND ISD 179 

 JASPER ISD 2,813 

 KIRBYVILLE CISD 1,465 

 KOUNTZE ISD 1,365 

 LITTLE CYPRESS-MAURICEVILLE CISD 3,565 

 LUMBERTON ISD 3,958 

 NEDERLAND ISD 5,022 
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5 NEWTON ISD 1,125 

 ORANGEFIELD ISD 1,707 

 PORT ARTHUR ISD 8,898 

 PORT NECHES-GROVES ISD 4,667 

 SABINE PASS ISD 333 

 SILSBEE ISD 2,856 

 SPURGER ISD 380 

 VIDOR ISD 4,956 

 WARREN ISD 1,239 

 WEST HARDIN COUNTY CISD 599 

 WEST ORANGE-COVE CISD 2,529 

 WOODVILLE ISD 1,276 

  Total Region 5           79,116 

6 CENTERVILLE ISD (Trinity County) 161 

 ANDERSON-SHIRO CISD 736 

 APPLE SPRINGS ISD 194 

 BELLVILLE ISD 2,145 

 BIG SANDY ISD 483 

 BRAZOS ISD 821 

 BREMOND ISD 460 

 BRENHAM ISD 4,872 

 BUCKHOLTS ISD 178 

 BUFFALO ISD 926 

 BURTON ISD 371 

 CALDWELL ISD 1,876 

 CALVERT ISD 169 

 CAMERON ISD 1,577 

 CENTERVILLE ISD 706 

 COLDSPRING-OAKHURST CISD 1,651 

 CORRIGAN-CAMDEN ISD 1,008 

 CROCKETT ISD 1,431 

 FRANKLIN ISD 1,072 

 GAUSE ISD 181 

 GOODRICH ISD 246 

 GRAPELAND ISD 507 

 GROVETON ISD 729 

 HEARNE ISD 1,053 

 HUNTSVILLE ISD 6,243 

 IOLA ISD 491 

 KENNARD ISD 328 

 LATEXO ISD 462 

 LEGGETT ISD 194 

 LEON ISD 782 

 LIVINGSTON ISD 4,043 

 LOVELADY ISD 533 

 MADISONVILLE CISD 2,259 

 MAGNOLIA ISD 11,855 
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6 MILANO ISD 404 

 MONTGOMERY ISD 6,892 

 MUMFORD ISD 549 

 NAVASOTA ISD 2,916 

 NEW CANEY ISD 10,089 

 NEW WAVERLY ISD 884 

 NORMANGEE ISD 518 

 NORTH ZULCH ISD 344 

 OAKWOOD ISD 209 

 ONALASKA ISD 957 

 RICHARDS ISD 152 

 ROCKDALE ISD 1,696 

 SEALY ISD 2,620 

 SHEPHERD ISD 1,921 

 SNOOK ISD 526 

 SOMERVILLE ISD 477 

 SPLENDORA ISD 3,486 

 TRINITY ISD 1,201 

  Total Region 6           86,584 

7 ALBA-GOLDEN ISD 858 

 ALTO ISD 681 

 ARP ISD 896 

 ATHENS ISD 3,430 

 BECKVILLE ISD 681 

 BIG SANDY ISD (Upshur) 708 

 BROADDUS ISD 458 

 BROWNSBORO ISD 2,878 

 BULLARD ISD 2,115 

 CARLISLE ISD 677 

 CARTHAGE ISD 2,856 

 CAYUGA ISD 606 

 CENTER ISD 2,653 

 CENTRAL HEIGHTS ISD 917 

 CENTRAL ISD 1,509 

 CHAPEL HILL ISD (Smith) 3,337 

 CHIRENO ISD 349 

 CROSS ROADS ISD 609 

 CUSHING ISD 483 

 DIBOLL ISD 1,989 

 DOUGLASS ISD 372 

 ELKHART ISD 1,325 

 ELYSIAN FIELDS ISD 1,043 

 ETOILE ISD 165 

 EUSTACE ISD 1,478 

 EXCELSIOR ISD 115 

 FRANKSTON ISD 798 

 FRUITVALE ISD 430 
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7 GARRISON ISD 724 

 GARY ISD 417 

 GILMER ISD 2,422 

 GLADEWATER ISD 2,018 

 GRAND SALINE 1,102 

 HALLSVILLE ISD 4,317 

 HARLETON ISD 730 

 HARMONY ISD 1,079 

 HAWKINS ISD 741 

 HEMPHILL ISD 935 

 HENDERSON ISD 3,327 

 HUDSON ISD 2,654 

 HUNTINGTON ISD 1,738 

 JACKSONVILLE ISD 4,963 

 JOAQUIN ISD 749 

 KARNACK ISD 213 

 KILGORE ISD 3,884 

 LANEVILLE ISD 174 

 LAPOYNOR ISD 461 

 LEVERETTS CHAPEL ISD 259 

 LINDALE ISD 3,732 

 LONGVIEW ISD 8,482 

 LUFKIN ISD 8,588 

 MALAKOFF ISD 1,264 

 MARSHALL ISD 5,829 

 MARTINS MILL ISD 489 

 MARTINSVILLE ISD 344 

 MINEOLA ISD 1,601 

 MOUNT ENTERPRISE ISD 396 

 MURCHISON ISD 138 

 NACOGDOCHES ISD 6,464 

 NECHES ISD 370 

 NEW DIANA ISD 986 

 NEW SUMMERFIELD ISD 495 

 ORE CITY ISD 843 

 OVERTON ISD 546 

 PINE TREE ISD 4,724 

 QUITMAN ISD 1,135 

 RAINS ISD 1,622 

 RUSK ISD 2,128 

 SABINE ISD 1,290 

 SAN AUGUSTINE ISD 849 

 SHELBYVILLE ISD 755 

 SLOCUM ISD 404 

 SPRING HILL ISD 1,881 

 TATUM ISD 1,537 

 TENAHA ISD 534 
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7 TIMPSON ISD 651 

 TRINIDAD ISD 176 

 TROUP ISD 1,073 

 TYLER ISD 18,480 

 UNION GROVE ISD 750 

 UNION HILL ISD 309 

 VAN ISD 2,308 

 WASKOM ISD 786 

 WELLS ISD 329 

 WEST RUSK CISD 959 

 WEST SABINE ISD 664 

 WESTWOOD ISD 1,720 

 WHITE OAK ISD 1,446 

 WHITEHOUSE ISD 4,593 

 WINNSBORO ISD 1,444 

 WINONA ISD 1,039 

 WODEN ISD 828 

 ZAVALLA ISD 471 

  Total Region 7         162,775 

8 ATLANTA ISD 1,798 

 AVERY ISD 400 

 AVINGER ISD 137 

 BLOOMBURG ISD 267 

 CHAPEL HILL ISD (Titus) 939 

 CHISUM ISD 819 

 CLARKSVILLE ISD 711 

 COMO-PICKTON CISD 825 

 COOPER ISD 831 

 CUMBY ISD 415 

 DAINGERFIELD-LONE STAR ISD 1,227 

 DEKALB ISD 821 

 DETROIT ISD 485 

 FANNINDEL ISD 186 

 HARTS BLUFF ISD 452 

 HOOKS ISD 971 

 HUBBARD ISD (BOWIE) 102 

 HUGHES SPRINGS ISD 1,124 

 JEFFERSON ISD 1,225 

 LEARY ISD 112 

 LIBERTY-EYLAU ISD 2,829 

 LINDEN-KILDARE CISD 777 

 MALTA ISD 143 

 MAUD ISD 518 

 MILLER GROVE ISD 252 

 MOUNT PLEASANT ISD 5,290 

 MOUNT VERNON ISD 1,561 

 NEW BOSTON ISD 1,393 
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8 NORTH HOPKINS ISD 454 

 NORTH LAMAR ISD 2,900 

 PARIS ISD 3,777 

 PEWITT CISD 1,031 

 PITTSBURG ISD 2,490 

 PLEASANT GROVE ISD 1,920 

 PRAIRILAND ISD 1,130 

 QUEEN CITY ISD 1,082 

 RED LICK ISD 465 

 REDWATER ISD 1,133 

 RIVERCREST ISD 736 

 ROXTON ISD 195 

 SALTILLO ISD 256 

 SIMMS ISD 545 

 SULPHUR BLUFF ISD 227 

 SULPHUR SPRINGS ISD 4,144 

 TEXARKANA ISD 6,927 

 WINFIELD ISD 155 

  Total Region 8           56,177 

9 ARCHER CITY ISD 504 

 BELLEVUE ISD 175 

 BENJAMIN ISD 75 

 BOWIE ISD 1,667 

 BRYSON ISD 206 

 BURKBURNETT ISD 3,373 

 BYERS ISD 77 

 CHILLICOTHE ISD 196 

 CITY VIEW ISD 918 

 CROWELL ISD 240 

 ELECTRA ISD 465 

 FORESTBURG ISD 222 

 GOLD BURG ISD 106 

 GRAHAM ISD 2,531 

 HARROLD ISD 109 

 HENRIETTA ISD 938 

 HOLLIDAY ISD 896 

 IOWA PARK CISD 1,791 

 MIDWAY ISD 102 

 MONTAGUE ISD 102 

 MUNDAY CISD 364 

 NEWCASTLE ISD 179 

 NOCONA ISD 814 

 NORTHSIDE ISD 193 

 OLNEY ISD 737 

 PALESTINE ISD 3,241 

 PERRIN-WHITT CISD 385 

 PETROLIA ISD 475 
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9 PRAIRIE VALLEY ISD 138 

 QUANAH ISD 537 

 SAINT JO ISD 293 

 SEYMOUR ISD 575 

 THROCKMORTON ISD 211 

 VERNON ISD 2,232 

 WICHITA FALLS ISD 14,569 

 WINDTHORST ISD 468 

 WOODSON ISD 103 

  Total Region 9           40,207 

10 AVALON ISD 320 

 BELLS ISD 762 

 BLAND ISD 575 

 BLUE RIDGE ISD 646 

 BONHAM ISD 1,923 

 CADDO MILLS ISD 1,485 

 CAMPBELL ISD 403 

 CANTON ISD 2,019 

 CELESTE ISD 483 

 CELINA ISD 1,953 

 COLLINSVILLE ISD 547 

 COMMUNITY ISD 1,612 

 CRANDALL ISD 2,839 

 DENISON ISD 4,474 

 DESOTO ISD 9,165 

 DODD CITY ISD 329 

 DUNCANVILLE ISD 12,880 

 ECTOR ISD 283 

 ENNIS ISD 5,821 

 FARMERSVILLE ISD 1,444 

 FERRIS ISD 2,437 

 GRAND PRAIRIE ISD 26,433 

 GUNTER ISD 791 

 HOWE ISD 1,001 

 ITALY ISD 613 

 JACKSBORO ISD 935 

 KAUFMAN ISD 3,747 

 KEMP ISD 1,575 

 KNOX CITY-O'BRIEN CISD 266 

 LANCASTER ISD 6,253 

 LEONARD ISD 893 

 LONE OAK ISD 887 

 MABANK ISD 3,311 

 MAYPEARL ISD 1,051 

 MELISSA ISD 1,450 

 MIDLOTHIAN ISD 7,540 

 POTTSBORO ISD 1,281 



107 
 

REGION DISTRICTS PERMITTING CORPORAL PUNISHMENT STUDENT ENROLLMENT 

10 PRINCETON ISD 3,198 

 PROSPER ISD 4,334 

 QUINLAN ISD 2,546 

 ROCKWALL ISD 13,965 

 ROYSE CITY ISD 4,542 

 S AND S CISD 824 

 SAM RAYBURN ISD 444 

 SAVOY ISD 308 

 SCURRY-ROSSER ISD 909 

 SHERMAN ISD 6,774 

 TERRELL ISD 4,115 

 TIOGA ISD 141 

 TOM BEAN ISD 786 

 TRENTON ISD 548 

 VAN ALSTYNE ISD 1,348 

 WAXAHACHIE ISD 7,373 

 WHITESBORO ISD 1,490 

 WHITEWRIGHT ISD 773 

 WILLS POINT ISD 2,620 

 WOLFE CITY ISD 634 

 WYLIE ISD 12,472 

  Total Region 10       180,571 

11 ALVARADO ISD 3,511 

 ALVORD ISD 741 

 AZLE ISD 5,754 

 BLUFF DALE ISD 96 

 BRIDGEPORT ISD 2,287 

 BROCK ISD 894 

 BURLESON ISD 9,989 

 CALLISBURG ISD 1,197 

 CASTLEBERRY ISD 3,604 

 CHICO ISD 579 

 CLEBURNE ISD 6,906 

 DECATUR ISD 3,007 

 DUBLIN ISD 1,254 

 EAGLE MT-SAGINAW ISD 16,664 

 ERA ISD 430 

 EVERMAN ISD 5,056 

 GAINESVILLE ISD 2,715 

 GARNER ISD 204 

 GLEN ROSE ISD 1,640 

 GODLEY ISD 1,581 

 GORDON ISD 222 

 GRAFORD ISD 298 

 GRANBURY ISD 6,573 

 GRANDVIEW ISD 1,087 

 HUCKABAY ISD 188 
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11 HURST-EULESS-BEDFORD ISD 21,000 

 JOSHUA ISD 4,845 

 KEENE ISD 817 

 KENNEDALE ISD 3,167 

 KRUM ISD 1,692 

 LAKE DALLAS ISD 4,090 

 LINDSAY ISD 542 

 LINGLEVILLE ISD 235 

 LIPAN ISD 278 

 MILLSAP ISD 787 

 MORGAN MILL ISD 116 

 MUENSTER ISD 479 

 PARADISE ISD 1,064 

 PEASTER ISD 1,074 

 PILOT POINT ISD 1,548 

 PONDER ISD 1,225 

 POOLVILLE ISD 500 

 RIO VISTA ISD 858 

 SANGER ISD 2,603 

 SANTO ISD 523 

 SIVELLS BEND ISD 66 

 SLIDELL ISD 264 

 SPRINGTOWN ISD 3,447 

 STEPHENVILLE ISD 3,623 

 STRAWN ISD 177 

 THREE WAY ISD 68 

 TOLAR ISD 634 

 VALLEY VIEW ISD 642 

 VENUS ISD 1,846 

 WALNUT BEND ISD 63 

 WEATHERFORD ISD 7,639 

 WHITE SETTLEMENT ISD 6,271 

  Total Region 11       148,660 

12 ABBOTT ISD 297 

 ACADEMY ISD 1,103 

 AQUILLA ISD 263 

 BARTLETT ISD 379 

 BLOOMING GROVE ISD 834 

 BLUM ISD 357 

 BRUCEVILLE-EDDY ISD 841 

 BYNUM ISD 244 

 CHILTON ISD 506 

 CHINA SPRING ISD 2,336 

 CLIFTON ISD 1,137 

 CONNALLY ISD 2,465 

 COOLIDGE ISD 300 

 COPPERAS COVE ISD 8,311 
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12 CORSICANA ISD 5,715 

 CRANFILLS GAP ISD 112 

 CRAWFORD ISD 591 

 DAWSON ISD (Navarro, County) 445 

 DEW ISD 163 

 EVANT ISD 232 

 FAIRFIELD ISD 1,769 

 FROST ISD 350 

 GATESVILLE ISD 2,863 

 GHOLSON ISD 144 

 GOLDTHWAITE ISD 599 

 GROESBECK ISD 1,577 

 HALLSBURG ISD 94 

 HAMILTON ISD 812 

 HICO ISD 615 

 HILLSBORO ISD 1,928 

 HOLLAND ISD 568 

 HUBBARD ISD (HILL) 416 

 IREDELL ISD 139 

 ITASCA ISD 733 

 JONESBORO ISD 136 

 KERENS ISD 636 

 KILLEEN ISD 40,165 

 KOPPERL ISD 252 

 LA VEGA ISD 2,855 

 LAMPASAS ISD 3,381 

 LOMETA ISD 313 

 LORENA ISD 1,616 

 MALONE ISD 99 

 MARLIN ISD 1,106 

 MART ISD 585 

 MCGREGOR ISD 1,321 

 MERIDIAN ISD 507 

 MEXIA ISD 2,132 

 MILDRED ISD 740 

 MOODY ISD 684 

 MORGAN ISD 125 

 MOUNT CALM ISD 166 

 MULLIN ISD 103 

 OGLESBY ISD 154 

 PENELOPE ISD 179 

 PRIDDY ISD 120 

 RICE ISD 808 

 RIESEL ISD 588 

 ROGERS ISD 894 

 ROSEBUD-LOTT ISD 760 

 SALADO ISD 1,354 
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12 TEAGUE ISD 1,254 

 TEMPLE ISD 8,840 

 TROY ISD 1,284 

 VALLEY MILLS ISD 636 

 WACO ISD 15,240 

 WALNUT SPRINGS ISD 197 

 WEST ISD 1,506 

 WESTPHALIA ISD 155 

 WHITNEY ISD 1,520 

 WORTHAM ISD 515 

  Total Region 12       132,164 

13 BLANCO ISD 966 

 BURNET CISD 3,343 

 COUPLAND ISD 124 

 DIME BOX ISD 173 

 ELGIN ISD 3,943 

 FAYETTEVILLE ISD 219 

 FLATONIA ISD 577 

 FREDERICKSBURG ISD 2,950 

 GIDDINGS ISD 1,895 

 GONZALES ISD 2,608 

 GRANGER ISD 409 

 HARPER ISD 599 

 HUTTO ISD 5,394 

 JOHNSON CITY ISD 707 

 LA GRANGE ISD 1,884 

 LAGO VISTA ISD 1,276 

 LEXINGTON ISD 922 

 LLANO ISD 1,908 

 LOCKHART ISD 4,684 

 LULING ISD 1,458 

 MARBLE FALLS ISD 4,058 

 MARION ISD 1,352 

 MCDADE ISD 186 

 NAVARRO ISD 1,557 

 NEW BRAUNFELS ISD 7,926 

 NIXON-SMILEY CISD 1,063 

 SCHERTZ-CIBOLO-U CITY ISD 12,389 

 SCHULENBURG ISD 720 

 SMITHVILLE ISD 1,735 

 TAYLOR ISD 3,074 

 THORNDALE ISD 538 

 THRALL ISD 660 

 WAELDER ISD 247 

  Total Region 13         71,544 

14 ABILENE ISD 16,987 

 ALBANY ISD 504 
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14 ANSON ISD 690 

 ASPERMONT ISD 240 

 BAIRD ISD 295 

 BLACKWELL CISD 164 

 BRECKENRIDGE ISD 1,559 

 CISCO ISD 838 

 CLYDE CISD 1,481 

 COLORADO ISD 1,085 

 COMANCHE ISD 1,183 

 CROSS PLAINS ISD 368 

 DE LEON ISD 700 

 EASTLAND ISD 1,159 

 EULA ISD 378 

 GORMAN ISD 345 

 GUSTINE ISD 220 

 HAMLIN ISD 501 

 HASKELL CISD 653 

 HAWLEY ISD 739 

 HERMLEIGH ISD 230 

 HIGHLAND ISD 222 

 IRA ISD 256 

 JIM NED CISD 1,028 

 LORAINE ISD 160 

 LUEDERS-AVOCA ISD 126 

 MERKEL ISD 1,149 

 MORAN ISD 161 

 PAINT CREEK ISD 169 

 RANGER ISD 482 

 RISING STAR ISD 211 

 ROBY CISD 301 

 ROSCOE ISD 345 

 ROTAN ISD 320 

 RULE ISD 140 

 SIDNEY ISD 112 

 SNYDER ISD 2,783 

 STAMFORD ISD 649 

 SWEETWATER ISD 2,280 

 TRENT ISD 196 

 WESTBROOK ISD 211 

 WYLIE ISD 3,331 

  Total Region 14         44,951 

15 BALLINGER ISD 982 

 BANGS ISD 1,073 

 BLANKET ISD 210 

 BRADY ISD 1,260 

 BRONTE ISD 304 

 BROOKESMITH ISD 169 
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15 CHEROKEE ISD 117 

 CHRISTOVAL ISD 450 

 COLEMAN ISD 891 

 COMSTOCK ISD 210 

 CROCKETT COUNTY CONSOLIDATED CSD 754 

 EARLY ISD 1,259 

 EDEN CISD 263 

 GRAPE CREEK ISD 1,070 

 IRION COUNTY ISD 328 

 JUNCTION ISD 695 

 LOHN ISD 103 

 MASON ISD 676 

 MAY ISD 272 

 MENARD ISD 325 

 MILES ISD 404 

 NOVICE ISD 93 

 NUECES CANYON CISD 281 

 OLFEN ISD 70 

 PAINT ROCK ISD 148 

 PANTHER CREEK CISD 169 

 RICHLAND SPRINGS ISD 127 

 ROBERT LEE ISD 248 

 ROCHELLE ISD 209 

 ROCKSPRINGS ISD 303 

 SAN ANGELO ISD 14,043 

 SAN FELIPE-DEL RIO CISD 10,346 

 SAN SABA ISD 716 

 SANTA ANNA ISD 276 

 SCHLEICHER ISD 592 

 SONORA ISD 915 

 STERLING CITY ISD 215 

 VERIBEST ISD 274 

 WALL ISD 1,047 

 WATER VALLEY ISD 319 

 WINTERS ISD 612 

 ZEPHYR ISD 200 

  Total Region 15         43,018 

16 ADRIAN ISD 136 

 AMARILLO ISD 32,445 

 BOOKER ISD 388 

 BORGER ISD 2,763 

 BOVINA ISD 503 

 BROWNWOOD ISD 3,587 

 BUSHLAND ISD 1,306 

 CANADIAN ISD 848 
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16 CHILDRESS ISD 1,094 

   CLARENDON ISD 516 

 CLAUDE ISD 349 

 DALHART ISD 1,676 

 DARROUZETT ISD 156 

 DIMMITT ISD 1,199 

 DUMAS ISD 4,528 

 FARWELL ISD 578 

 FOLLETT ISD 175 

 FORT ELLIOTT CISD 144 

 FRIONA ISD 1,202 

 GRANDVIEW-HOPKINS ISD 44 

 GROOM ISD 127 

 GRUVER ISD 417 

 HAPPY ISD 251 

 HART ISD 292 

 HARTLEY ISD 184 

 HEDLEY ISD 133 

 HEREFORD ISD 4,265 

 HIGGINS ISD 101 

 HIGHLAND PARK ISD 983 

 KELTON ISD 152 

 KRESS ISD 231 

 LAZBUDDIE ISD 142 

 LEFORS ISD 174 

 MCLEAN ISD 216 

 MEMPHIS ISD 553 

 MIAMI ISD 190 

 NAZARETH ISD 240 

 PANHANDLE ISD 674 

 PERRYTON ISD 2,287 

 PLEMONS-STINNETT-PHILLIPS CISD 617 

 PRINGLE-MORSE CISD 121 

 RIVER ROAD ISD 1,492 

 SAMNORWOOD ISD 64 

 SANFORD-FRITCH ISD 845 

 SHAMROCK ISD 347 

 SILVERTON ISD 185 

 SPEARMAN ISD 832 

 SPRING CREEK ISD 81 

 STRATFORD ISD 589 

 SUNRAY ISD 534 

 TEXHOMA ISD 368 

 TEXLINE ISD 174 

 TULIA ISD 1,059 

 TURKEY-QUITAQUE ISD 208 
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16 VEGA ISD 325 

 WALCOTT ISD 126 

 WELLINGTON ISD 551 

 WHEELER ISD 423 

 WHITE DEER ISD 385 

 WILDORADO ISD 101 

  Total Region 16         74,829 

17 ABERNATHY ISD 785 

 AMHERST ISD 178 

 ANTON ISD 244 

 BORDEN COUNTY ISD 227 

 BROWNFIELD ISD 1,803 

 COTTON CENTER ISD 120 

 CROSBYTON CISD 398 

 DENVER CITY ISD 1,531 

 FLOYDADA ISD 879 

 GUTHRIE CSD 116 

 HALE CENTER ISD 670 

 IDALOU ISD 957 

 JAYTON-GIRARD ISD 153 

 KLONDIKE ISD 238 

 LAMESA ISD 1,883 

 LEVELLAND ISD 2,918 

 LITTLEFIELD ISD 1,484 

 LOCKNEY ISD 555 

 LOOP ISD 123 

 LORENZO ISD 315 

 LUBBOCK ISD 28,680 

 MEADOW ISD 287 

 MORTON ISD 461 

 MOTLEY COUNTY ISD 183 

 MULESHOE ISD 1,499 

 NEW HOME ISD 194 

 O'DONNELL ISD 313 

 OLTON ISD 682 

 PADUCAH ISD 237 

 PATTON SPRINGS ISD 96 

 PETERSBURG ISD 282 

 PLAINS ISD 501 

 PLAINVIEW ISD 5,839 

 POST ISD 777 

 RALLS ISD 568 

 ROOSEVELT ISD 1,088 

 ROPES ISD 328 

 SANDS CISD 242 

 SEAGRAVES ISD 624 

 SEMINOLE ISD 2,428 
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17 SHALLOWATER ISD 1,504 

 SLATON ISD 1,282 

 SMYER ISD 358 

 SOUTHLAND ISD 153 

 SPRINGLAKE-EARTH ISD 390 

 SPUR ISD 305 

 SUDAN ISD 428 

 SUNDOWN ISD 667 

 TAHOKA ISD 604 

 WELLMAN-UNION CISD 229 

 WHITEFACE CISD 293 

 WHITHARRAL ISD 191 

 WILSON ISD 133 

   Total Region 17        67,423 

18 ALPINE ISD 1,100 

 ANDREWS ISD 3,242 

 BALMORHEA ISD 159 

 BIG SPRING ISD  3,909 

 BUENA VISTA ISD 105 

 COAHOMA ISD 772 

 CRANE ISD 1,010 

 CULBERSON COUNTY-ALLAMOORE ISD 464 

 ECTOR COUNTY ISD 27,806 

 FORSAN ISD 689 

 FORT STOCKTON ISD 2,364 

 FT DAVIS ISD 311 

 GLASSCOCK COUNTY ISD 283 

 GRADY ISD 226 

 GRANDFALLS-ROYALTY ISD 113 

 GREENWOOD ISD 1,701 

 IRAAN-SHEFFIELD ISD 481 

 KERMIT ISD 1,212 

 MARATHON ISD 51 

 MARFA ISD 377 

 MCCAMEY ISD 483 

 MIDLAND ISD 21,614 

 MONAHANS-WICKETT-PYOTE ISD 1,968 

 PECOS-BARSTOW-TOYAH ISD 2,164 

 RANKIN ISD 228 

 REAGAN COUNTY ISD 790 

 SAN VICENTE ISD 20 

 STANTON ISD 773 

 TERLINGUA CSD 106 

 TERRELL COUNTY ISD 138 

 VALENTINE ISD 47 

 WINK-LOVING ISD 356 

  Total Region 18        75,062 
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REGION DISTRICTS PERMITTING CORPORAL PUNISHMENT STUDENT ENROLLMENT 

19  CLINT ISD 11,614 

 DELL CITY ISD 104 

 FABENS ISD 2,459 

 FT HANCOCK ISD 520 

 SIERRA BLANCA ISD 159 

 TORNILLO ISD 1,342 

  Total Region 19        16,198 

20  BANDERA ISD 2,462 

 BOERNE ISD 6,632 

 BRACKETT ISD 611 

 CENTER POINT ISD 639 

 CHARLOTTE ISD 525 

 COTULLA ISD 1,186 

 CRYSTAL CITY ISD 1,997 

 DEVINE ISD 1,962 

 D'HANIS ISD 328 

 DILLEY ISD 940 

 DIVIDE ISD 24 

 EAST CENTRAL ISD 9,571 

 EDGEWOOD ISD 11,904 

 HARLANDALE ISD 14,846 

 HUNT ISD 181 

 INGRAM ISD 1,050 

 JOURDANTON ISD 1,318 

 KERRVILLE ISD 4,859 

 KNIPPA ISD 255 

 LA PRYOR ISD 505 

 LA VERNIA ISD 3,021 

 LEAKEY ISD 252 

 LYTLE ISD 1,737 

 MEDINA ISD 302 

 MEDINA VALLEY ISD 3,475 

 NATALIA ISD 1,073 

 PEARSALL ISD 2,274 

 PLEASANTON ISD 3,429 

 POTEET ISD 1,763 

 POTH ISD 805 

 RANDOLPH FIELD ISD 1,167 

 SOMERSET ISD 3,779 

 SOUTH SAN ANTONIO ISD 9,860 

 SOUTHSIDE ISD 5,310 

 SOUTHWEST ISD 11,779 

 UTOPIA ISD 209 

 UVALDE CISD 4,888 

  Total Region 20      116,918 

TOTAL  1,870,890 
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