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Abstract 

 
The Kenya government outlawed Physical Punishment in schools through enactment of The Basic Education Act 
(2013). This was as a result of the recommendations of the Task Force on Student Discipline and Unrests in 
Secondary Schools which revealed that Physical Punishment was one of the major contributors to indiscipline 
among students. Despite the ban the level of indiscipline in schools had remained a major concern in Ugenya, Gem 
and Siaya sub-counties, where cases of indiscipline for the years 2010-2015 were 514 (51%) higher than those 
experienced in Siaya County, 694 (44.1%) and national, 22050 (42.7%) for the same period. Therefore the objective 
of the study was to establish the influence of Physical Punishment ban on the level of student discipline in 
secondary schools in Ugenya, Gem and Siaya sub- counties. Discipline and organization among students in 
schools is vital in creating a conducive environment for learning. Discipline is a big concern for the teacher 
because the success or failure of a teacher or a principal of a school depends on it. Therefore students discipline is 
a critical factor in judging the performance of teacher. Besides, teachers are in loco parentis while a child is in 
school; they serve as surrogate parents. It is on this basis that teachers in Kenya were legally permitted to use 
physical punishment in 1972 through Legal Notice No. 40 of 1972. However, in 2001, the same Legal Notice was 
overturned by Legal Notice No. 56 of 2001, Children Act 2001, Constitution of Kenya, 2010 and The Basic 
Education Act 2013 because the disadvantages of use of physical punishment outweighed its advantage. It was 
also against the universal Declaration of Human Rights, that no person should be subjected to degrading 
treatment, torture and inhuman treatment, a product of United Nation to which Kenya is a signatory. It was also 
ostensibly against Kenya’s penal code. The study established that physical punishment ban in secondary schools 
was about 60%. The relationship between the physical punishment and level of student discipline was high, 
positive and statistically significant. Regression analysis revealed that increase in the increased level of student 
discipline in public secondary schools. Physical punishment means inflicting pain to a person’s body. The forms of 
physical punishment include: canning, slapping, pinching, manual work, sitting in hot sun, kneeling, punching, 
running around school, play grounds, smacking, fetching water from streams, and spanking. The infractions to 
which these forms of physical punishment were found applied included: violence upon teachers and other fellow 
students, robbery, engaging in habitual profanity, vulgarity, sexual assault, terrorist threat against school authority 
extortion, death threats, drug abuse, vandalism, theft, disobedience, sneaking from school, truancy, possession of 
inflammable substances, firearms, gay, physical attacks, fighting, sexual harassment, bullying, noise making, 
unrest, strikes, fornication and flirtation. Prior to the ban the level of student discipline had seriously deteriorated 
to the extent that some parents were withdrawing their children from schools, which had been perceived earlier as 
havens of peace and institutions of character building apart from talent development and expertise re-engineering. 

 
Keywords: Influence, Physical Punishment Ban, Student Discipline, Public Secondary Schools, Ugenya, Gem and Siaya 

Sub-Counties, Kenya. 

 

 
INTRODUCTION 

 

Students discipline is critical in attainment of positive 
school outcomes. This is because inter alia it provides a 

sense of direction among learners besides increasing a 
teacher’s job satisfaction which is a critical correlate of 
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commitment to school goals (Simiyu, 2003). In spite of 
the crucial role that discipline plays in the overall school 
outcomes, the condition of student discipline in Kenya’s 
secondary schools has been disheartening. This is 
because hardly a school term goes without incidence of 
violent behavior being reported in the mass media 
(Ogetange, 2012).Teachers use different methods to 
manage discipline in schools, one of the methods used 
and the most controversial is physical punishment. In 
Kenya the government enacted The Basic Education Act, 
2013, Republic of Kenya, 2013 which banned physical 
punishment in schools. 

Mophosa and Shumba (2010) study revealed that the 
thrust of children’s rights and subsequent banning of 
corporal punishment has ushered in an era of freedom for 
learners who no longer have respect or fear for their 
educators. The study also revealed that learners do not 
fear or respect educators because they know that nothing 
will happen to them. After the introduction of Free 
Primary Education and Free Secondary Education 
policies in Kenya, enrolment has increased tremendously 
resulting in shortage of teachers. The banning of corporal 
punishment compounded with high enrolment and 
shortage of teachers has resulted in increased 
indiscipline in schools. Discipline in Kenyan secondary 
schools is a matter of concern and the upsurge of 
indiscipline is blamed on the law that has in recent years 
forced teachers and even parents to spare the rod 
(Ogemba, 2011). A study by Kiprop (2004) confirms this, 
establishing that the banning of the cane has undermined 
discipline in schools and that discipline in secondary 
schools in Kenya in the post-caning era has deteriorated. 
According to a report by the Provincial Students’ 
Discipline Committee in Central Province, indiscipline in 
secondary schools took various forms (Republic of 
Kenya, 2001a). Bullying was cited in this report to be one 
of the most common forms of indiscipline in secondary 
schools. The reviewed studies investigated the general 
level of discipline in schools after corporal punishment 
ban. The studies did not investigate the actual level of 
discipline in schools after physical punishment and 
mental harassment ban. This is the gap the current study 
strived to fill. 

The Basic Education Act, 2013, (Republic of Kenya, 
2013) does not give details of physical punishment. It is 
upon the individual teacher to interpret the Act. According 
to this study physical punishment includes caning, 
kneeling, pinching, manual work and any method of 
punishment that will inflict pain or involve physical torture 
of the student. Alternative methods of student discipline 
management include guidance and counseling, time off, 
withdrawal of privileges and suspension. Teachers are of 
the opinion that these alternative methods of student 
discipline management are not effective as they take too 
much time (Busienei, 2012). The government 

emphasized on guidance and counseling, as an 
alternative to physical punishment. According to Kaburu 
(2006) the use of guidance and counseling to manage 
student discipline is not effective because teachers lack 
guidance and counseling skills. This method is also time 
consuming and schools lack resources for effective 
guidance and counseling programs. Although the 
government has done a lot in order to curb violence and 
indiscipline in schools, there are still some cases of 
violence/strikes in schools. Furthermore many cases of 
other forms of indiscipline have been reported in the 
mass media (Murithi, 2010). Schools are now 
experiencing many forms of indiscipline as a result of 
physical punishment ban (Masau, 2012). Table 1 shows 
some forms of indiscipline cases experienced in Ugenya, 
Gem and Siaya Sub- Counties. 

Records at Siaya county education office show that 
the number of reported indiscipline cases in the sub- 
counties is higher than the national average level (Table 
2). 

In 2006 the United Nations Convention on the Rights 
of the Child resolved that children should be protected 
from physical punishment and non-physical forms of 
punishment that are cruel and degrading and thus 
incompatible with the convention. As a signatory to the 
convention, the Kenyan government therefore banned 
physical punishment and mental harassment in schools 
as stipulated in The Basic Education Act, 2013 (Republic 
of Kenya, 2013). Furthermore the Wangai report 
(Republic of Kenya, 2001a) also recommended the use 
of guidance and counseling instead of physical 
punishment and mental harassment. Records at the 
Siaya County Education Office show that from 2010 to 
2015 the number of reported cases of students physical 
abuse by teachers was higher in Ugenya, Gem and Siaya 
Sub- Counties one hundred and twenty six out of one 
hundred and sixty eight (75%) than the Siaya County 
schools average one hundred and forty two out of two 
hundred and sixty two (54%)].These figures imply that 
level of physical punishment and mental harassment use 
in schools within Ugenya, Gem and Siaya Sub- Counties 
is higher than the Siaya County level and the national 
level. 

This study therefore investigated the influence of 
physical punishment and mental harassment ban on 
student discipline in secondary schools in Ugenya, Gem 
and Siaya Sub- Counties, Kenya. 

 
 

Research Hypothesis 
 

Ho1: There is no statistically significant relationship 
between physical punishment ban and the level of 
student discipline in public secondary schools. 
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Table 1: Reported cases of indiscipline experienced in secondary school in Ugenya, Gem and Siaya Sub- 

Counties: 2010-2015 
 

Type of Indiscipline 2010 2011 YEAR 2012 2013 2014 2015 Total 

strikes 15 14 13 10 10 9 71 

Bullying 14 15 18 14 15 13 89 

Drugs 10 11 11 14 15 17 78 

Mobile phones 7 10 14 19 25 28 103 

Cheating/exams 17 18 20 14 20 25 119 

Pregnancy 6 9 8 9 10 12 54 

Source: Siaya County Director of Education office, 2015 
 

 
Table 2: Indiscipline Level in Schools in Ugenya, Gem and Siaya Sub-Counties compared to Siaya County and National levels (2010- 

2015) 

 

Forms of 
indiscipline 

Freq (f) % age Siaya 
County (f) 

Siaya 
County(%) 

National level 
(f) 

National 
level (%) 

Gravity of 
the offence 

Strikes 71⁄168 42.1 63/262 24.2 1918/8600 22.3 -Loss of property 
       -injury 

Bullying 89⁄168 53.2 111⁄262 42.4 3457/8600 40.2 -Mental torture 
       -physical injury 

Drug abuse 78/168 46.4 100⁄262 38.2 2864/8600 33.3 -Poor performance 
       -drop out 

Phones 103/168 61.3 157⁄262 60.1 5177/8600 60.2 -Confiscation 
       -truancy 

Cheating / 119/168 70.6 184⁄262 70.1 6020/8600 70.0 -Unrealistic results-results 
examinations       withheld 
Pregnancy 54/168 32.2 79⁄262 30.3 2614/5160 30.4 -drop out 

Total 514/1008 51% 694/1572 44.1% 22050/51600 42.7% 
-repetition 

 

 

Synthesis of literature on influence of physical 
punishment ban on student discipline in secondary 
schools 

Although corporal punishment was abolished in many 
states in America, teachers still use it to manage student 
discipline in schools (Thomson; 2002, Smith, 2008). This 
shows that corporal punishment ban has not been fully 
implemented in schools in America. This is because 
teachers feel that corporal punishment is effective in 
managing student discipline in schools and its ban results 
in increase in indiscipline (Hornsby, 2003). Despite the 
fact that corporal punishment was abolished in Australia, 
teachers still use it as a last resort to manage student 
discipline (Brister, 1999). 

Current research shows that cases of learner 
indiscipline are on the increase in South African schools 
and in some cases; learners are alleged to have 
murdered others in school premises (Zulu, Merwe and 
Walt, 2004). As such, a lot of learner indiscipline cases 
have been reported in schools and this has raised 
concerns about the safety of schools and classroom 

environments. In their study, Zulu et al (2004) reported 
cases of learner indiscipline in high schools in northern 
Durban. In a similar vein Aziza (2001) reported a sharp 
rise in cases of learners suspended and expelled from 
the Western Cape schools. Such cases of learner 
indiscipline have impacted negatively on teaching and 
learning in the schools (Zulu et al, 2004). Cases of 
learners injured and killed within the confines of the 
school are on the increase in South African schools. 
Press reports continue to alert the public on the rise of 
indiscipline cases (Thompson, 2002). The magnitude of 
reported cases of learner indiscipline warrants the use of 
different kinds of punishment-based disciplinary 
measures and the question still remains on the 
usefulness of such measures in curbing future 
occurrences of indiscipline or in helping the perpetrators 
(Thompson, 2002). 

Simatwa (2007) carried out a study on management of 
student discipline in secondary schools in Bungoma 
County. The study employed survey design. Instruments 
of data collection were questionnaires, interviews and 
document  analysis  guide. The  data  collected  was 
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Figure 1: Conceptual Framework showing the influence of physical punishment ban students 

discipline 

 

analyzed using descriptive statistics. The study revealed 
that teachers used a wide range of `methods to manage 
student discipline. Teachers used methods like caning, 
kneeling, pinching, physical punishment, detention, 
reprimand, and exclusion among others. The findings of 
the study show that teachers use physical punishment 
like caning, kneeling and Physical Punishment to manage 
student discipline; especially for serious offences. 

Busienei (2012) investigated the alternative methods 
which teachers used instead of corporal punishment and 
their efficacy. Instruments of data collection were 
questionnaires and interviews. The research study 
employed descriptive survey design. Data was analyzed 
using descriptive statistics. He found that, although 
teachers use alternative methods to corporal punishment, 
they believe that they are less effective compared to 
corporal punishment. In view of the findings, the study 
recommended urgent need to create awareness on 
alternative methods to corporal punishment and also on 
the overall effects of corporal punishment on the child. 
While the Busienei (2012) study focused on alternative 
methods which teachers used instead of corporal 
punishment and their efficacy, Simatwa (2007) study 
focused on management of student discipline in 
secondary schools. The present study was different in 
that it focused on the influence of physical punishment 
ban on student discipline in secondary schools. Both 
Simatwa (2007) study and Busienei (2012) study 
employed descriptive survey design. The current study 
employed both descriptive survey and correlational 
designs. While Busienei (2012) and Simatwa (2007) 

studies analyzed data using descriptive statistics, the 
current study analyzed data using both descriptive and 
inferential statistics. The reviewed studies investigated 
the implementation of corporal punishment ban in 
schools. But the studies did not investigate the effect of 
physical punishment ban on student discipline in 
secondary schools. The current study therefore 
attempted to fill this gap by investigating the influence of 
physical punishment ban on student discipline in 
secondary schools. 

 
 

Conceptual framework 

The study adopted a conceptual framework based on 
Douglas Mc Gregory’s Theory “Y” (Owens, 1987) Figure 
1. The conceptual framework (Figure 1) was based on 
the concept that when physical punishment is withdrawn 
and a conducive environment created are disciplined. 
people work. Coercion/ punishment is not needed for 
students to operate orderly and productively. The study 
investigated the influence of physical punishment ban on 
the level of student discipline in secondary schools. The 
conceptual framework postulates that physical 
punishment ban is the independent variable that affects 
the level of student discipline which is the dependent 
variable. Independent  variable is  a variable that 
researchers manipulate in order to determine its effects 
on the dependant variable. The conceptual framework 
envisages  that the independent variable physical 
punishment ban determine the level of student discipline 

 School culture 

 School rules 
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in schools. From the literature reviewed physical 
punishment ban is more effective in student discipline 
management compared to alternative methods like 
guidance and counseling. Students prefer physical 
punishment ban resulting in high level of discipline. The 
use of alternative methods of discipline management is 
less effective and results in high levels of offences 
(Busienei, 2012). Intervening variable is one that 
moderates the independent variables influence on the 
dependent variable (Kenya Institute of Management, 
2009). The conceptual framework postulates that 
intervening variables include school rules and school 
culture. For teachers to manage discipline using any 
discipline management method, there must be school 
rules in place. The school rules moderate the teachers 
influence as they manage student discipline without using 
physical punishment. School culture moderates discipline 
management methods in a school. Teachers’ attitudes 
towards methods of discipline management will 
determine whether these methods will be effective or not. 
Teachers are the implementers of policies at the school 
level (Ouma et al, 2013). Discipline management 
methods can only have an effect on student discipline 
level only if they are fully implemented. As a consequent 
to physical punishment ban in schools teachers feel that 
they have been completely deprived of their powers and 
have no control over their students and they feel they 
have been given no alternatives. As a result they feel 
completely helpless (Kopansky, 2002). A study by 
Omboto (2013) found out that teachers had a negative 
attitude towards physical punishment ban in schools. The 
attitude of teachers towards government policies on 
discipline affects discipline management in schools since 
teachers are the implementers of policies at the school 
level. The government emphasizes on guidance and 
counseling for discipline management in schools. 
Teachers argue that they lack guidance and counseling 
skills. They therefore need in-service training in guidance 
and counseling for them to be able to use it effectively to 
manage student discipline. Teachers argue that 
alternative methods of discipline management like 
guidance and counseling take a lot of time which should 
be used for learning activities. They argue that such 
methods are only effective in schools where students 
have self discipline (Samoei, 2012). 

School culture determines whether physical 
punishment can be used effectively to maintain discipline 
in schools. In some schools physical punishment is part 
of the school culture and students accept it. Physical 
punishment means methods that involve infliction of pain 
like caning and Physical Punishment. For example 
schools where the head teacher uses democratic style of 
management is likely to be inclusive whereby all 
stakeholders are involved and hence guidance and 
counseling method will be effective in discipline 

management. Suspension and expulsion are used as a 
last resort where other methods have failed. They are 
also used in cases of intolerable offences like fighting and 
destruction of property (Omboto, 2013). 

 
 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

The study was guided by Douglas McGregor's Theory Y 
(Owen’s 1987). The study employed descriptive survey 
and correlational research designs. The study population 
was 10,629 subjects. That is,168 principals, 168 deputy 
principals, 168 guidance and counseling teachers, 924 
class representatives, 9200 form four students, and the 
Siaya County Director of Education. Stratified random 
sampling technique was used to select 116 principals, 
116 deputy principals, 116 guidance and counseling 
teachers, 274 class representatives and 400 form four 
students. Saturated sampling was used to select the 
County Director of Education. The instruments of data 
collection were questionnaires, observation guide, 
interview schedule, focus group discussion guide, and 
document analysis guide. The content validity of the 
questionnaires, document analysis guide and interview 
schedule was addressed by research experts and their 
comments and suggestions were incorporated in the 
instruments. To enhance reliability, piloting was done in 
nine schools. Test-retest method was used to estimate 
the reliability of the instruments. Quantitative data on 
level of use of Physical Punishment and level of student 
discipline collected by use of questionnaires and 
document analysis guide was analyzed using frequency 
counts, percentages and means. Regression analysis 
was used to establish the influence of Physical 
Punishment ban on student discipline. Qualitative data 
collected by use of the in-depth interview, observation 
guide and focus group discussion was transcribed and 
arranged into themes and sub-themes as they emerged 
from the data. 

 
 

RESULTS 
 

Demographic Characteristics of the Respondents 
and School Data 

Information on demographic characteristics of deputy 
principals, guidance and counseling teachers and 
students was obtained through questionnaires and 
document analysis. The information was tabulated as 
shown in Tables 3, 4 and 5 respectively. Table 3 shows 
that 50 (43%) deputy principals were females while 66 
(57%) were males. Table 4 also shows that 39 (34%) 
deputy principals had experience of 1-11 months, 49 
(42%) had experience of 1-2 years and 28 (24%) had 
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Table 3: Deputy Principals’ Demographic Characteristics 

 

Demographic Data Frequency (f) Percentage (%) 

Gender   

Female 50 43 

Male 66 57 

Total 116 100 

Deputy headship experience   

1-11 months 39 34 

1-2 years 49 42 

3-5 years 28 24 

Total 116 100 

 
 

 
Table 4: Demographic Characteristics of Guidance and Counseling Teachers’ 

 

Demographic Characteristics Frequency (f) Percentage (%) 

Gender   

Female 56 48 

Male 60 52 

Total 116 100 

Experience in Guidance & Counseling   

1-11 months 50 43 

1-2 years 38 33 

3-5 years 28 24 

Total 116 100 

 
 

 
Table 5: Demographic Characteristics of Class Representatives 

 

 Demographic Data Frequency (f) Percentage (%)  

Gender 

Male 152 56 

Female 120 44 

Total Performance 272 100 

Above Average 139 51 

Below Average 133 49 

 Total 272 100  

 

 

experience of 3-5 years as deputy principals. Table 4 
shows Guidance and Counseling teachers demographic 
characteristics. 

Fifty six (48%) guidance and counseling teachers 
were females while 60(52%) were males. Table 4 also 
shows that 50(43%) guidance and counseling teachers 
had experience of 1-11 months as guidance and 
counseling teachers and 38(33%) had experience of 1-2 
years while 28(24%) had experience of 3-5 years. Table 

4 shows class representatives demographic 
characteristics 

Table 5 shows that 139 (51%) students were above 
average while 133 (49%) were below average in 
academic performance. Hence one hundred and fifty two 
(56%) students were males and 120 (44%) were females. 
Large student populations are more difficult to control 
than smaller populations. The schools were therefore 
categorized according to size. Table 6 shows that 51 
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Table 6: Schools Data 

  

Category of school Frequency (f) Percentage % 

Single-stream 51 44 

Multi- stream 65 56 

Total 116 100 

 

 
Table 7: Level of Student Discipline as Rated by Deputy Principals, Guidance and Counseling Teachers and 

Students 
 

Indicators 
of discipline 

Resp Level of Discipline 
   

MR SD OMR ANOVA 

  VH H M L VL     

Vandalism D/P 4 21 21 44 26 2.42 1.128 2.38 (F(2,501)=0.365,p=0.694) 
 G/C 3 21 21 44 27 2.39 1.109   

 S 8 44 44 108 68 2.32 1.106   

Noise making D/P 2 11 18 53 32 2.12 0.979 2.14 (F(2,501)=0.056,p=0.945) 
 G/C 3 12 19 49 33 2.16 1.038   

 S 5 27 44 120 76 2.14 0.994   

Lateness D/P 10 20 22 40 21 2.59 1.238 2.56 (F(2,501)=0.070,p=0.933) 
 G/C 13 12 20 49 25 2.53 1.233   

 S 27 38 49 104 54 2.56 1.235   

Not doing D/P 6 20 23 45 22 2.51 1.138 2.51 (F(2,501)=0.333,p=0.717) 

homework G/C 6 22 23 45 20 2.56 1.137   

 S 14 44 49 111 54 2.46 1.132   

Sleeping in D/P 3 21 20 35 37 2.29 1.172 2.32 (F(2,501)=0.117,p=0.890) 

class G/C 2 21 26 35 32 2.36 1.122   

 S 5 49 54 82 82 2.33 1.137   

Not putting on D/P 5 13 24 38 35 2.25 1.141 2.36 (F(2,501)=4.069,p=0.018) 

School G/C 4 24 13 36 40 2.30 1.230   

uniform S 11 44 44 87 86 2.29 0.971   

Vulgar D/P 13 20 20 41 22 2.66 1.278 2.57 (F(2,501)=0.524,p=0.593) 

Language G/C 10 15 26 41 24 2.53 1.205   

 S 27 38 49 95 63 2.53 1.262   

Vernacular D/P 14 22 25 30 25 2.74 1.320 2.70 (F(2,501)=0.591,p=0.554) 

speaking G/C 14 20 26 35 21 2.75 1.278   

 S 27 44 60 81 60 2.62 1.265   

Deviant D/P 5 20 24 41 25 2.46 1.145 2.43 (F(2,501)=0.099,p=0.905) 

behaviour G/C 4 22 22 41 26 2.44 1.144   

 S 11 44 54 98 65 2.40 1.136   

Sneaking D/P 4 20 12 52 28 2.32 1.124 2.26 (F(2,501)=0.368,p=0.692) 
 G/C 3 13 20 48 32 2.22 1.149   

 S 8 38 38 117 71 2.25 1.081   

Boy-girl canal D/P 6 21 23 45 21 2.53 1.138 2.56 (F(2,501)=0.562,p=0.571) 

Knowledge G/C 6 21 23 45 21 2.53 1.138   

 S 16 54 68 85 49 2.51 1.160   

Fighting in D/P 6 30 34 26 20 2.79 1.161 2.85 (F(2,501)=0.320,p=0.726) 

school G/C 6 35 35 23 17 2.91 1.139   

 S 14 76 81 57 44 2.85 1.151   

Delinquency D/P 7 10 21 56 22 2.34 1.072 2.37 (F(2,501)=0.120,p=0.887) 
 G/C 7 13 21 55 20 2.41 1.088   

 S 16 27 49 131 49 2.20 1.073   

Cheating in D/P 3 12 15 44 42 2.05 1.070 2.03 (F(2,501)=0.064,p=0.938) 

examinations G/C 2 11 17 42 44 2.02 1.034   

 S 5 27 33 109 98 2.02 1.024   

Drug abuse D/P 5 13 40 28 30 2.44 1.121 2.41 (F(2,501)=0.660,p=0.517) 
 G/C 4 15 39 30 28 2.46 1.099   

 S 8 27 82 87 68 2.34 1.050   

Indiana Journal | ISSN:0341-8642 https://indianajournal.fyi/

Volume 6 Issue 3 (2024) Page No:13



Table 7 continue 

 
Bullying D/P 4 12 45 37 18 2.54 0.990 2.54 (F(2,501)=0.002,p=0.998) 

School mates G/C 5 11 44 37 19 2.53 1.017   

 S 11 27 103 87 44 2.54 1.009   

Theft in school D/P 3 10 50 30 23 2.48 0.991 2.48 (F(2,501)=1.019,p=0.362) 
 G/C 2 9 47 35 23 2.41 0.952   

 S 5 27 121 81 38 2.42 0.915   

Disobedience D/P 3 4 35 55 19 2.28 0.873 2.29 (F(2,501)=0.014,p=0.986) 

to teachers G/C 2 5 35 56 18 2.28 0.842   

 S 5 16 88 109 54 2.30 0.915   

Truancy D/P 2 5 23 55 31 2.07 0.892 2.10 (F(2,501)=0.213,p=0.808) 
 G/C 3 4 23 57 29 2.09 0.904   

 S 5 16 60 120 71 2.14 0.932   

Defiance (co- D/P 3 11 20 55 27 2.21 0.991 2.25 (F(2,501)=0.475,p=0.622) 

Curricular G/C 2 12 22 56 24 2.24 0.957   

activities) S 8 33 54 117 60 2.31 0.038   

Overall D/P 5 16 26 43 26 2.41 1.128 2.41 (F(2,501)=0.003,p=0.997) 
 G/C 5 16 26 43 26 2.41 1.128   

 S 12 37 61 99 63 2.40 1.115   

Key: VH=very high, H=high, M=moderate, L=low, VL=very low. Resp =respondents, MR=mean rate, 

OMR=overall mean rate, SD=standard deviation. The five point scale used was as illustrated: 

 
Interpretation of mean rating 

 
Mean ratings Descriptor Percentage 
1.00-1.44 Very low 20 
1.45- 2.44 low 40 
2.45-3.44 Moderate 60 
3.45-4.44 High 80 
4.45-5.00 Very high 100 

 

 

(44%) schools were single stream schools and 65 (56%) 
schools were multi-stream schools. 

 
 

Objective 

The research objective was: To establish the influence of 
physical punishment ban on student discipline in 
secondary schools. 

The hypothesis that was used to establish the 
influence of physical punishment ban on student 
discipline was: “There is no statistically significant 
relationship between physical punishment ban and 
students discipline in public secondary schools”. The first 
step in data analysis involved descriptive analysis of the 
stress levels among students and the level of physical 
punishment ban in the three sub counties. Thus, to 
establish the influence of physical punishment ban on 
student discipline their level of student discipline was first 
established. The results were as shown Table 7. 

From Table 7, it can be observed that the students 
level of discipline was mean rated at 2.41. This means 
that the student discipline level was low at about 40%. 
The extent to which physical punishment ban was 

implemented in Ugenya, Gem and Siaya sub counties 
was established. The results were as shown in Table 8. 

From Table 8, it can be observed that the level of 
physical punishment ban in Ugenya, Gem and Siaya 
Sub-counties was mean rated at 2.88. This means that 
the level of physical punishment ban was at about 60% 
student discipline level was low at about 40%. The data 
on the level of physical punishment ban and student level 
of discipline ban was correlated using Pearson Product 
Moment Correlation coefficient to determine the strength 
and direction of relationship so as to infer the influence of 
physical punishment ban on student discipline. The 
results were as shown in Table 9. 

From Table 9 it can be noted that there was a strong 
positive and significant relationship between physical 
punishment ban and student discipline (r =.879, N=504, 
p<.05). 

To estimate the influence of physical punishment ban 
on student discipline, coefficient of determination was 
computed. The results were as shown in Table 10. 

From Table 10, it can be observed that physical 
punishment ban accounted for 77.3% of variation in 
student disciple line as signified by the Adjusted R square 
(R2).773. This implied that 77.3% of the total variance in 
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Table 8: Extent of Physical Punishment Ban (n=504) 

Offences Res PHYSICAL 
 PUNISHMENT Ban  

 

 
MR SD OMR ANOVA 

 VH H M L VL  

Truancy D/P 21 37 12 37 9 3.20 1.282 3.18 (F(2,501)=0.119,p=0.888) 
 G/C 21 37 11 37 10 3.19 1.298   

 S 46 85 27 90 24 3.14 1.288   

Noise D/P 11 18 35 35 17 2.75 1.282 2.22 (F(2,501)=0.103,p=0.902) 
 G/C 12 17 35 34 18 2.75 1.298   

 S 24 41 81 82 44 1.17 1.288   

Lateness D/P 11 23 23 44 15 2.75 1.171 2.75 (F(2,501)=0.174,p=0.840) 
 G/C 12 23 23 45 13 2.79 1.191   

 S 24 52 54 107 35 2.72 1.174   

Not doing D/P 18 37 21 29 11 3.19 1.244 3.14 (F(2,501)=0.406,p=0.666) 

homework G/C 17 37 21 29 12 3.16 1.248   

 S 38 82 49 68 35 3.07 1.275   

Sleeping in D/P 21 35 26 23 11 3.28 1.241 3.25 (F(2,501)=0.156,p=0.856) 

class G/C 21 35 25 23 12 3.26 1.259   

 S 46 79 60 57 30 3.21 1.254   

Improper dress D/P 23 21 45 18 9 3.27 1.170 3.24 (F(2,501)=0.263,p=0.769) 
 G/C 23 21 45 17 10 3.26 1.188   

 S 54 49 95 41 33 3.18 1.258   

Vulgar Language D/P 10 17 35 37 17 2.71 1.150 2.70 (F(2,501)=0.007,p=0.993) 
 G/C 9 18 35 36 18 2.69 1.145   

 S 22 41 82 86 41 2.70 1.145   

Mother tongue D/P 10 16 32 35 23 2.61 1.200 2.59 (F(2,501)=0.061,p=0.941) 
 G/C 9 16 33 35 23 2.59 1.165   

 S 22 38 71 81 60 2.57 1.204   

Disruptive D/P 11 18 27 37 23 2.63 1.234 2.61 (F(2,501)=0.141,p=0.868) 
 G/C 12 17 26 37 24 2.62 1.256   

 S 27 35 63 87 60 2.57 1.243   

Sneaking D/P 23 33 37 14 9 3.41 1.165 3.08 (F(2,501)=44.248,p=0.000) 
 G/C 23 32 37 14 10 3.38 1.184   

 S 54 76 82 33 27 2.46 1.051   

B/G relationship D/P 23 33 39 12 9 3.42 1.151 3.10 (F(2,501)=45.933,p=0.000) 
 G/C 23 32 40 11 10 3.41 1.165   

 S 54 76 87 33 22 2.48 1.034   

Disobedience D/P 6 11 26 40 33 2.28 1.133 2.31 (F(2,501)=0.122,p=0.885) 
 G/C 6 12 25 41 32 2.30 1.136   

 S 14 27 73 82 76 2.34 1.138   

Delinquency D/P 6 11 35 35 29 2.40 1.118 2.41 (F(2,501)=0.022,p=0.978) 
 G/C 6 12 35 34 29 2.41 1.127   

 S 14 27 87 76 68 2.42 1.121   

Cheating D/P 11 33 49 11 12 3.16 1.100 3.19 (F(2,501)=0.265,p=0.768) 
 G/C 12 32 49 12 11 3.19 1.071   

 S 27 82 109 27 27 3.24 1.086   

Drug abuse D/P 18 29 48 11 10 3.29 1.111 3.29 (F(2,501)=0.088,p=0.916) 
 G/C 19 29 47 12 9 3.32 1.108   

 S 41 68 108 33 22 3.27 1.109   

Bullying D/P 6 11 32 35 32 2.34 1.135 2.33 (F(2,501)=0.030,p=0.971) 
 G/C 6 12 31 34 33 2.34 1.150   

 S 14 27 73 76 82 2.32 1.154   

Theft D/P 14 22 49 20 11 3.07 1.109 3.05 (F(2,501)=0.124,p=0.883) 
 G/C 14 22 49 19 12 3.07 1.109   

 S 33 52 108 46 33 3.02 1.157   

Fighting D/P 14 22 51 18 11 3.09 1.100 3.06 (F(2,501)=0.293,p=0.746) 
 G/C 14 22 51 17 12 3.08 1.112   

 S 33 52 108 41 38 3.00 1.179   
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Table 8 Continue 

Vandalism D/P 6 11 35 35 29 2.40 1.118 2.40 (F(2,501)=0.608,p=0.992) 
 G/C 6 12 35 34 29 2.41 1.127   

 S 14 27 81 82 68 2.40 1.119   

Defiance D/P 11 18 27 37 23 2.63 1.234 2.61 (F(2,501)=0.145,p=0.865) 
 G/C 12 17 26 37 24 2.62 1.256   

 S 24 38 63 90 57 2.57 1.216   

Overall D/P 14 22 34 28 18 2.88 1.238 2.88 (F(2,501)=0.065,p=0.937) 
 G/C 14 23 34 28 17 2.90 1.240   

 S 31 53 78 66 44 2.86 1.235   

Key: VH=very high, H=high, M=moderate, L=low, VL=very low, MR=mean rate. 

Resp=respondent, OMR=overall mean rate, SD=standard deviation, S=students, 
D/P-=deputy principal, G/C=guidance & counseling teachers. The five point scale used was as illustrated: 

Interpretation of mean rating 
 

Mean ratings Descriptor Percentage 
1.00-1.44 Very low 20 
1.45- 2.44 low 40 
2.45-3.44 Moderate 60 
3.45-4.44 High 80 
4.45-5.00 Very high 100 

 

 
Table 9: Correlation analysis of the influence of Physical Punishment Ban 

and the Level of Student Discipline 
 

Student discipline 

physical punishment ban Correlation .879 
 Sig. (2-tailed) .000 

 N 504  
 

 
Table 10: Regression analysis of the influence of Physical Punishment Ban and the Level of Student 

Discipline 

 

 
Model 

 
R 

R 
Square 

Adjusted 
R Square 

Std. 
Error of the Estimate 

1 .879a .773 .773 .530 

a. Predictors: (Constant), physical punishment ban 

 
Table 11: ANOVA of Physical Punishment ban and student discipline 

 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 480.201 1 480.201 1.712E3 .000a 

Residual 140.838 502 .281   

Total 621.040 503    

a. Predictors: (Constant), physical punishment ban 
b. Dependent Variable: level of student discipline 

 

the level of student discipline was accounted for by 
physical punishment ban. The other 22.7% was due to 
other factors. 

To establish whether physical punishment ban was a 
predictor of student discipline ANOVA was computed. 
The results were as shown in Table 11. 
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Table 12: Simple Regression analysis of Physical Punishment Ban and Student Discipline 

 
 

 
Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients 

B Std. Error Beta 
 
t Sig. 

1 (Constant) .123 .060 2.051  .041 

Extent of implementation of 
.793 .019 .879 41.372 .000 

physical punishment ban 

a. Dependent Variable: Level of student discipline 

 
 
 

 

 
Figure 2: Scatter plot illustrating the relationship between physical punishment ban and student 

discipline 

 

 

From Table 11, it can be noted that physical 
punishment ban was a predictor of student discipline (F 
(1,502) = 583.502, p<.05). 

To establish the actual influence physical punishment 
ban on student discipline simple regression was 
computed. The results were as shown in Table 12. 

From Table 12 it can be noted that one unit increase 
in physical punishment ban can improve students 
discipline by .793 units. The regression equation is Y= 
.123+.793X 

A scatter plot was used to illustrate the relationship 
between physical punishment ban and student discipline. 
(Figure 2) 

The scatter plot indicates that there was a linear 
positive relationship between physical punishment ban 
and student discipline. That is, increase in 
implementation of physical punishment ban increases the 
level of student discipline. This means that if the ban is 
fully implemented the level of student discipline will be 
very high. 
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DISCUSSION 

Information was collected from both bright students and 
weak students. Students who perform poorly in 
examinations are often given physical punishment and in 
some cases reprimanded. Academically weak students 
are punished more often than bright students. This 
makes academically weak students to have a more 
negative attitude towards physical punishment and 
mental harassment. Male and female students perceive 
punishment differently (Mudemb, 2010). It was therefore 
necessary to collect information from both male and 
female students. Deputy principals, Guidance and 
counseling teachers and class representatives rated the 
extent of physical punishment ban implementation as 
moderate with respect to physical punishment use to 
control drug abuse by students. This indicates that 
physical punishment was moderately used to control drug 
abuse. Drug abuse is best dealt with by guidance and 
counseling rather than physical punishment (Gikonyo, 
2002). Deputy principals, Guidance and counseling 
teachers and class representatives rated the extent of 
physical punishment ban implementation at moderate 
with respect to controlling sleeping in class. This 
indicates that physical punishment is moderately used to 
control sleeping in class. Students who sleep in class 
may be having family related problems. The class 
teacher should try to find out the root cause of this 
behavior (Egan, 2002). A student commended on 
sleeping in class: “Those students who sleep in class are 
either made to stand in class, sent out of class or told to 
write commitment letter. It all depends on the teacher.” 
Standing in class is physical torture. Deputy principals, 
Guidance and counseling teachers and class 
representatives rated the extent of physical punishment 
ban at moderate with respect to controlling inappropriate 
dress code. This indicates that physical punishment is 
moderately used to control inappropriate dress code. 
Students may fail to put on the required attire because 
parents have not paid for it or it may have been stolen. 
Deputy principals, Guidance and counseling teachers 
and class representatives rated the extent of physical 
punishment ban at moderate with respect to controlling 
cheating in examinations. This indicates that physical 
punishment was moderately used to control cheating in 
examinations. Students cheat in examinations because of 
pressure from teachers and parents. The problem of 
students cheating in examination is best solved by the 
student being sent home to call the parents. The parents, 
together with the teachers and the students, jointly set 
achievable objectives for the student according to his 
ability. The ability of the student must be considered 
(Nyagah, 2008). Deputy principals, Guidance and 
counseling teachers and class representatives rated the 
physical punishment ban implementation at low with 

respect to controlling noise making. This indicates that 
physical punishment is highly used to control noise 
making. This finding is supported by (Ouma et al, 2013) 
who found out that teachers use physical punishment to 
control noise making. One student gave evidence to this 
when she said: “In this school water is a big problem. 
Those who commit some offences like noise making are 
told to go and bring water from the nearby stream to the 
kitchen.” 

Deputy principals, Guidance and counseling teachers 
and class representatives rated the extent of physical 
punishment ban as low with respect to bullying. This 
indicates that physical punishment was highly used to 
control bullying in schools. Deputy principals, Guidance 
and counseling teachers and class representatives rated 
the extent of physical punishment ban at low with respect 
to controlling disobedience in school. This indicates that 
physical punishment is highly used to control 
disobedience in schools. This finding is supported by 
Simatwa (2007) who found out that disobedience was 
one of the offences controlled by physical punishment. 
Deputy principals, Guidance and counseling teachers 
and class representatives rated extent of physical 
punishment ban in schools as moderate. Therefore 
physical punishment ban has not been fully implemented 
in schools. Teachers are still using physical punishment 
to manage discipline in schools. This finding is supported 
by a study carried out by Human Rights Watch (2005) 
which found that teachers still used corporal punishment 
to control student discipline in schools. The researcher 
observed students doing physical punishment in many 
schools. The study therefore established that physical 
punishment ban in Ugenya, Gem and Siaya sub-counties 
was low. This finding concurs with studies carried out by 
Thomson (2002), Smith (2008), Simatwa (2007) and 
Busienei (2012). These studies investigated the methods 
used by teachers to manage discipline in schools but 
they did not investigate the extent of physical punishment 
ban in schools. The current study established that 
physical punishment ban in schools in Siaya, Gem and 
Ugenya Sub Counties was moderate. Therefore this is 
the new knowledge generated by this study. During an 
interview with the principals one principal said that in 
large schools you cannot manage student discipline 
minus a cane. The director of education also seemed to 
confirm this when he said that his office has received 
many complaints about teachers using physical 
punishment to control student discipline. During the focus 
group discussion, students revealed that teachers used 
physical punishment to manage student discipline in 
schools. Surprisingly, school records like punishment 
books, did not show the use of physical punishment. This 
shows that the teachers intentionally avoided recording 
physical punishment probably because it is illegal. 
Evidence to this was given by one principal who said: 
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“Right now you cannot see a cane here but it will appear 
immediately it is needed.” This obviously indicates that 
the principals hide the canes from visitors. 

Schools that have implemented physical punishment 
ban have high level of discipline. In these schools, 
teachers use alternative methods of discipline 
management like guidance and counseling (Busienei, 
2012). Since these methods are learner friendly the 
students will cooperate with the teachers. The students 
will not rebel against methods that they find acceptable 
and pro-human rights. Furthermore, the guidance and 
counseling will make students to be self disciplined 
(Masitsa, 2008). These findings were supported by a 
principal who said that: “schools that have implemented 
physical punishment ban tend to have high level of 
discipline. In such schools teachers guide and reason 
with students and the students see the need for 
discipline. The students become self disciplined with 
subsequent increase in student discipline.’’ Another 
principal put it that: “In large schools with high student 
population teachers claim guidance and counseling 
cannot work considering the high student population and 
understaffing problems. Students are therefore coerced 
to be disciplined using traditional methods like physical 
punishment to save on time. In the absence of the 
teachers the students become indisciplined. Sometimes 
students rebel against these traditional methods resulting 
in more indiscipline.’’ The cited studies did not relate 
physical punishment ban and level of student discipline. 
The current study did establish that there is a high 
positive relationship (coefficient of correlation 0.879) 
between level of physical punishment ban and student 
discipline. This is the new knowledge generated by the 
study. 

With the enactment of the Basic Education Act 2013, 
the government banned physical punishment and mental 
harassment and emphasized on guidance and 
counseling for discipline management in schools. For full 
implementation of physical punishment ban, teachers 
should be trained in guidance and counseling. Guidance 
and counseling helps to make students self disciplined as 
they see the need to be disciplined (Kaburu, 2006). A self 
disciplined student does not need to be coerced to 
behave well. All he needs is guidance. Hence no need for 
physical punishment and mental harassment. Although 
corporal punishment was abolished in many states in 
America, teachers still use it to manage student discipline 
in schools (Thomson, 2002, and Smith, 2006). This 
shows that corporal punishment ban has not been fully 
implemented in schools in America. This is because 
teachers feel that corporal punishment is effective in 
managing student discipline in schools and its ban will 
result in an increase in indiscipline (Hornsby, 2003). 
Despite the fact that corporal punishment was abolished 

in Australia, teachers still use it as a last resort to 
manage student discipline (Brister, 1999). 

According to According to Thomson (2002), Smith 
(2006) and Brister (1999) Physical punishment is still 
used to control discipline in American and Australian 
schools. Hornsby (2003) found that teachers still use 
physical punishment to manage discipline in schools 
because it is effective and its ban will result in an 
increase in indiscipline. This is contrary to the findings of 
the current research study which found that physical 
punishment ban will result in an increase in student 
discipline. In South Africa, Mophosa and Shumba (2010) 
study revealed that the thrust of children’s rights and 
subsequent banning of corporal punishment has ushered 
in an era of freedom for learners who no longer have 
respect or fear for their educators. They concluded that 
educators were aware of the need to protect children’s 
rights and also ensuring that they were disciplined. 
However, educators felt that the alternative disciplinary 
measures to corporal punishment were not effective. 
Hence educators generally feel disempowered in their 
ability to institute discipline in schools in the absence of 
corporal punishment. The study also revealed that 
learners do not fear or respect educators because they 
know that nothing like Physical Punishment will be 
administered to them. This has resulted in an increase in 
indiscipline in schools. Current research shows that 
cases of learner indiscipline are on the increase in South 
African schools and in some cases; learners are alleged 
to have murdered others in school premises (Zulu, 
Merwe and Walt, 2004). As such, a lot of learner 
indiscipline cases have been reported in schools and this 
has raised concerns about the safety of schools and 
classroom environments. 

Simatwa (2007) carried out a study on management of 
student discipline in secondary schools in Bungoma 
County. The study revealed that teachers used a wide 
range of `methods to manage student discipline. The 
findings of the study showed that teachers used physical 
punishment like caning, kneeling and slapping to 
manage student discipline; especially for serious 
offences. 

Busienei (2012) investigated the alternative methods 
which teachers used instead of corporal punishment and 
their efficacy. He found that, although teachers used 
alternative methods to corporal punishment, they 
believed that they are less effective compared to corporal 
punishment. In view of the findings, the study 
recommended urgent need to create awareness on 
alternative methods to corporal punishment and also on 
the overall effects of corporal punishment on the child. 
This recommendation is in line with the finding of the 
current study which found out that there is need to create 
awareness on physical punishment ban. If students have 
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a positive attitude towards physical punishment ban the 
level of discipline will increase. 

Studies by Smith (2006), Simatwa (2007) and 
Busienei (2012) show that physical punishment ban has 
not been fully implemented in schools. Teachers are still 
using physical punishment to manage student discipline 
in schools. Studies by Hornsby (2003), Mophosa and 
Shumba (2010) and Zulu et al (2004) reveal that the level 
of discipline in schools is low. These research findings 
are in line with the current research which found that low 
level of physical punishment ban will result in low level of 
discipline. Hence the high level of indiscipline in schools 
can be attributed to low level of physical punishment ban. 
During an interview, one principle made the following 
comments on the extent of physical punishment ban in 
schools and the level of student discipline: “We are 
required to use guidance and counseling to discipline 
students. Physical punishment is now illegal in schools. 
We have tried it here but it did not work. I hear it has 
worked in Europe and somebody somewhere felt that it 
can also be implemented in Africa. Let’s wait and see. An 
African child is not like a European child. Conditions here 
are very different. Look at the understaffing here. How 
many teachers are trained in guidance and counseling? If 
teachers already are overworked, the syllabus not yet 
completed, books unmarked, where is the time for talking 
to individual students? Let alone talking to their parents. 
And do their parents come to school when they are 
called?” The comments made by the principal show that 
physical punishment ban has not been implemented in 
schools. The principal lamented that few teachers are 
trained in guidance and counseling. Furthermore 
teachers are overworked with heavy workloads that they 
do not have time for guiding and counseling individual 
students. Lack of guidance and counseling and the 
persistent use of physical punishment has resulted in low 
level of student discipline. This is in line with current 
study which found that low level of physical punishment 
will result in low level of discipline. The cited studies did 
not relate physical punishment ban and level of student 
discipline. The current study did establish that there is a 
high positive relationship (r =.879, N =504, p<.05) 
between level of physical punishment ban and student 
discipline in Ugenya, Gem and Siaya Sub-counties. This 
is the new knowledge generated by the study. Figure 1 
indicates that as physical punishment ban increases 
(becomes more positive) the level of students discipline 
increases. The study found that the overall physical 
punishment ban was 2.88 (60%) which corresponds to 
moderate ban and the level of student discipline was 2.41 
which corresponds to low level of discipline in Ugenya, 
Gem and Siaya- Sub counties. From Figure 4.4 the 
expectation is that moderate physical punishment ban 
would result in moderate level of discipline. But according 
to the findings of the study the level of student discipline 

was low. This discrepancy between the real results and 
the expected results can be explained by the fact that the 
physical punishment ban accounted for 77.3% of 
students level of discipline and other factors accounted 
for 22.7% hence the discrepancy. 

 
 

CONCLUSION 

The study concluded that the level of student discipline 
after the ban of physical punishment was low and the 
extent of physical punishment ban in schools in Ugenya, 
Gem and Siaya Counties were low and moderate with the 
overall mean ratings of 2.41 and 2.88 respectively. The 
study established that there was a strong relationship 
between physical punishment ban and the level of 
student discipline in secondary schools. Thus, the higher 
the extent of physical punishment ban the higher the level 
of student discipline. According to the findings of the 
current study, the low (2.41) level of student discipline in 
Ugenya, Gem and Siaya Sub-Counties was attributed to 
the moderate level (2.88) of physical punishment ban in 
managing student discipline. Student discipline level was 
low because physical punishment ban had not been fully 
implemented. 

 
 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

There is need for schools to implement physical 
punishment ban as stipulated in The Basic Education Act, 
2013. The Ministry of Education Science and Technology 
should ensure that this policy is implemented in all 
schools. Quality and standards assurance officers should 
visit schools frequently to ensure that schools have 
implemented the ban. 

Seminars and in-service courses should be organized 
for teachers to be enlightened on alternative approaches 
in managing student discipline. 

The Ministry of Education, Science and Technology 
should ensure that quality assurance staff within the 
ministry visit schools frequently to guide teachers on 
implementation of physical punishment ban and also 
make follow up visits to schools. 

In-service training and seminars should be organized 
for teachers to further train teachers in student discipline 
management techniques using the alternative methods. 

Teacher training colleges and universities should train 
teachers on student discipline management using 
alternative methods. The curriculum should be reviewed 
to include this. The government should collect teachers’ 
views on the problems and challenges they face in 
implementing physical punishment ban in schools and 
discuss with the teachers the solutions to these problems 
and the way forward. 
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The Ministry of Education, Science and Technology 
should organize for bench marking trips where teachers 
would visit schools that have successfully implemented 
physical punishment ban. This will motivate teachers to 
try it in their respective schools. 
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