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ABSTRACT

Disciplineis a way of ensuring conformity to rules and regulationsin relation to
obedience to set standards by someone in authority. This paper deals with the
problems of discipline in Nigerian schools which has been associated with
punishment of varying degrees of severity. The purpose of it isnot to seediscipline
as punishment but as a control measure, a way of learning. Today, to some extent,
indiscipline has eaten deep into our children in schools as a result which may be
due to lack of parental control, value orientation, school management and the
wholesale acceptance of the European frame of reference among others. The
descriptive method is therefore employed so that discipline should be seen as a
necessity for social life and a standard for morality while punishment asa means
for instilling such discipline. The management and the personal approaches to
behaviour control were also looked at. Therefore, suggestions were made as to
how the classroom teacher can in the light of the preceding analysis; promote
the spirit of discipline in Nigerian schools.
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INTRODUCTION

Inthe school system, ruleand regulationsare provided and enforced by teachersfor the
purpose of maintaining an effective disciplinewhereteaching and learning can take place.
There are aso laid down procedures for punishing pupilswho violates school rules.
Unfortunately, itissad to observethat the use of punishment had not inany way solved the
problem of indiscipline among school pupils. One explanation to thiseffect isthat by
frequent punishment, the pupils soon becomesused to it (Okpilike, 2010). Infact, no
society had been ableto livewithout regulations. Apparently, it isobserved that themore
complex the society, the greater the need for adetailed description of behaviour whichis
permitted and thosewhich are prescribed. Therulesand regulations are designed to make
it possiblefor mento livetogether and thusenhancetheliving condition of theindividuals.
A disciplined society had always been cherished throughout human history. Thusin most
African societies, the parents, brothersand membersof thecommunity participateinthe
education of theyounger ones.

According to Oroka(1990) everyoneinthe society wantsthe childto grow upa
conforming mora actor and adisciplinedindividua . Theprocessof transmitting thisvaue
may includedirect teaching by elders of what to do and correction by punishment when
thechild goeswrong; indirect method of benefiting from the experience of othersthrough
observation of how others behave and observation of how thosewho fail to conformto
givennormsarepunished.
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However, disciplinein Nigeriaschool s has been associ ated with punishment of
varying degreesof severity. Theauthoritarian approach to disciplinary problemsin Nigerian
schoolsisagpparently encouraged attitude of our society to disciplinemost Nigerian parents,
for instance, demand ahigh degree of respect from childrenfor their social superiorsand
they easily regard any disobedienceto school authorities asto disobedienceto parental
authority. AsNakpodia(2010) hasobserved, most Nigerian parentsare quick to condemn
their children'smisbehaviour in school and "would, when need be, plead with the teacher
not to sparetherod inthetraining of the children™.

Ontheother hand, the authoritarianismwhich characterizesNigerian educationa
ingtitutions hasnot gone unchalenged by students particularly sincethe 1960 when Nigeria
began to experience increasing outbursts of students' unrest. The typical reaction of
government and school authoritiesto students unrest isto take severe punitive measures
againg rebdl lious studentsin the hopethat such tacticswoul d foster discipline. However,
experience hasshown that such measures have not produced their expected result namely:
therestoration of disciplinein the nation'seducation institutions, students unrest increase
infrequency of occurrence and violence despite the punitive response by the authorities
such asthe suspension of studentsand closing down of theingtitutionsinvolvedin violent
demondtrations. Inthe present decadethe situationis pretty much the same. The problems
of disciplineinthesociety at largeaswd| asin our educationd ingtitutionsremainaburning
issue. Asastepinthisdirection thispaper attemptsaphilosophica andysisof thenature of
disciplineand exploreitsrelationship with punishment, social lifeand moral education.
Etymologicaly, ‘'discipline isderived from the Latin verb 'disco’ which means™l learn”.
Thenoun disciplinemeansinstruction, thetype givento disciplesor scholars. However,
other meaningswhich theword discipline hascometo acquire over theyearsare:

1. A branch of instruction or education; department of learning or knowledge,

2. Instruction aimed at theformeation of proper conduct and action, mental and moral
training; thetraining effect of experience, advergty etc.

3. Theorderly conduct and action resulting from training; atrained condition,

4 The order maintained and observed among pupilsor other personsunder control

or command, such assoldiers, sailors, inmatesof areligioushouse, aprison etc.;

asystemof rulesfor conduct, and
5. The system or method by which order ismaintained in the church and control

exercised over the conduct of itsmembers.

Basically, discipline hastwo different but related meanings. First, disciplineisa
concept rooted in alearning situation which implieslearning to submit oneself to rules
whether they are rulesnecessary for the acquisition of knowledge or for orderly conduct.
Secondly, disciplinemay refer to punishment inflicted on someonefor failingto bring his
conduct into linewiththeruleshehaslearned. Punishment especidly in the school context
isoften associated with discipline. However, punishment isconceptually distinct from
discipline. Discipline, asaready stated, isamoreinclusive notion which conveystheidea
of submissionto rules. To confuse punishment with disciplineasmany classroomteachers
seemto doisto confusejust one method of fostering disciplinewith disciplineitself,
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Punishment isanintentiona infliction of pain or unpleasantnessby someonein aposition of
authority upon aperson who has committed an offence or broken the rules (Nakpodia,
2010). Discipline, ontheother handisnot necessarily painful or unpleasant andit doesnot
haveto emanate from someonein authority, The conceptual relation between discipline
and punishment isto befound inthefact that punishment isusudly inflicted for abreach of
ruleslearned under discipline.

Disciplineand Morality: A Necessity of Social Life: Thevalueof disciplineissometimes
narrowly conceivedintermsof thebehaviour it prescribes. Sometimes, it hasbeen suggested
that discipline constitutes aregrettable though inevitabl e curtailment of one's personal
freedom. However, it can be shown that discipline; far from being acurb on personal
freedomisindeed anecessary meansfor the preservation of social lifeaswell asfor the
development of genuinefreedom. Disciplineimpliessubmissionto ruleswhich ensure
regularity inbehaviour for socia lifeto endure; itisnecessary that people should beableto
rely on definite, gppropriateand individual responsesto the stimuli provided by thesocial
environment. Socid lifeissubject tothesameimperativesof regularity asisfoundinany
living organism. AsNakpodia (2010) putsit, "at each pointintime, it isnecessary that the
functioning of familial, vocational, and civic life be assured; normsmust be established
which determinewhat proper rel ationshipsare, and towhich peopleconform.” Itisdiscipline
or submission to established normswhich providesthe basisfor social lifeanditsrole
expectations. Secondly, discipline, far from being an obstacleon theroad to freedomisin
fact the natural and i ndispensable meansof achieving genuinefreedom. Man by natureisa
limited beingwho hastoliveinalimited andfiniteenvironment. Inorder tosurvivephysicdly
and psychologically man must bring hisactivities, hopesand desiresin harmony with his
finitephysical and socia environmen.

Acceptanceof disciplineinto one'slifeisthereforenecessary for our biological
and psychol ogical well-being. Paradoxically, asit may appear, thelimitationsimposed on
all by disciplinearethe necessary condition for one'shappinessand personal freedom. By
condition of discipline, onelearnsto accept the limitations of hisenvironment without
which heremainsfor ever unsatisfied and unhappy. Theability torestrain our desiresand
thusboremastersof ourselvesisacrucial meansof achieving genuinefunctionsand of
developedindividua personality. The connection between disciplineand morality stems
from thefact that, both conceptsare closaly associated with submissionto rulesimposed
by an authority. Infact, the spirit of disciplineisthefirst element of mordity and behaviour
according to rulesand submissonto authority characterizemorality aswell asdiscipline.

Infact, disciplineisnot simply an external forcewhosesingleraison d'éreisto
prevent certain behaviors; it israther "ameans sui generisof moral education.” There
existsinfact, asort of symbiotic relationship between morality and disciplinesincethey
both function asinstrumentsof socia control concerned with regulating human behaviour.
Themora lifeimposesdiscipline on thosewho live according to itsimperativeswhile
discipline predisposestheindividual to accept the valueswhich moral education seeksto
foster and devel op. Thecloserdationship between moral education and disciplinemay be
seen also from the fact that prospectsfor achieving their goals are brighter when the
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teacher relies more on rational procedures and respect for persons rather than on
authoritarian with punitive measures. Just asin moral education theteacher must, among
other things, seek toimpart knowledge and understanding of mora issuesand principles,
so themeasureshetakesto foster disciplinemust includerationa approachesdesignedto
promote salf-discipline. An enlightenment programmeon school disciplinewill aso perform
themoral function of training children for self-control and incul cating respect for rules.
Having explored therd ationship between disciplineand mordity, wemay well ask, whether
asimilar relationship exists between punishment and moral education. Specifically, we
may ask two different but rel ated questions. First, ispunishment an appropriate way of
dedingwith lawbregkersparticularly inthe caseof children? Secondly, evenif punishment
may bejustified in some cases, can punishment haveany positiveroleinmoral education?

TheJustification of Punishment: Thereisthe need to providerational justification for
most universal tendency to punish lawbreaker because normative question areinvolvedin
thevery notion of punishment whichinvolvesddiberately conflicting pain or deprivationon
someone. Some have argued that punishment isan inappropriate way of dealing with
crimesinceintheir view; crimeisaform of sicknessfor whichits perpetratorsare not
responsiblefor. Inthe case of children, it has been seen that punishment representsan
authoritarian and repressive expression of adult hostility which may |eave permanent
emotional scarson achild's personality. Marshall (1984) argues that the concept of
punishment isnot logically gpplicableto theimpositioninflicted on children and principles
of justification of the punishment of children.

Therefore, punishment represents attemptsto providerationd justification for the
universal inclination and practice of inflicting somekind of pain on peoplewho break the
normsof their society. Physically, fivedifferent theoriesof punishment have been proposed.
Firgt, thereisthetheory of retribution. According to thistheory whichisstrongly supported
by intuitionigts, itismordity fitting thet those, who commit such offences shoul d be punished
becauseitissaf-evident. Ewing (1929) observesthat "most people strongly tend to think
thatitisintringcally fitting that man should " get hisdeserts'. However, thetroublewiththis
argument based onintuitionisthat it lacksobjectivity. Thereisrealy no objectiveway of
evaluating such argumentsto say that the punishment of offendersisright becauseitis
evidentisnot really tojustify punishment. It israther to deny that punishment needsany
justification. A more popular theory of punishment isthe deterrent theory. According to
thistheory, punishment isjustified asameansof preventing violationsof therule.

We punish so that the offender doesnot try to break therule again, and to prevent
othersfromfollowing hisexample. Inthisview, thefunction of punishment or thethresat of
punishment isessentialy to deter offendersand potentid offenders. Peters, (1966) apparently
endorsesthedeterrent theory in hisview, "thebasi c case of punishmentissurely intermsof
deterrence and prevention”. There is considerable merit to the deterrent theory of
punishment. It cannot be denied 'that the fear of punishment can exert arestraining and
salutary influence on many people. However, experience has shown that punishment or
thethreat of punishment doesnot aways produce the expected deterrent effect. Thisfact
of experience has often been adduced in support of theabolition of the death pendty since
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the death penalty has not ‘proved itself to beauniversally effective deterrent to crime.
Besides, onemay wonder whether deterrence should be regarded asthe main purpose of
punishment in the context of promoting disciplineor moral education. Punishment, even
whenitworks, hasonly atemporary effect onthe person who receivesit anditseffectis
restricted to particular instances of overt behaviour. Punishment initself cannot produce
theinterior postivedispositionswhich areessentia for thedevel opment of self - discipline.
AsDurkheim hasremarked, punishment whenit functionsonly act asathreat which merely
guaranteesovert and superficia propriety. Assuchitissmply "apolice procedure’ which
isnot"inany senseamordizingingrument” (Durkheim, 1961). A third theory of punishment
isthereform theory whichiswidely regarded asaprogressive and an enlightened view of
punishment. According to thisview theinfliction of punishment may be permitted only
when thereisachancethat the person being punished will bereformed or made better in
the process.

However, itisdifficult to establish that peopleare actudly reformed by punishment.
Infact, theavailable empirical evidence doesnot support the view that punishment has
positiveeffectson the character devel opment of children (Sears, McCoy and Levin, 1957).
Kohlberg (1973) sharesthe same view when heremarked that thereisevidence "that
punitive aggression by the parent |eadsto aggression by the child, but no evidencethat it
leadsto moral learning”. Thereform theory of punishmentisparticularly attractiveto
educatorsand classroom teachers, perhapsbecauseit isthought that punishing childrenin
school may make them more committed and devoted to school work. Hereagain there
seemsnot to beany evidenceto support theview that punishment improves pupils academic
performance. Onthe contrary, avail able evidence suggeststhat rewards and encouragement
for taskswell done are much morelikely toimprove performance than punishment and
blame. AsPeters(1966) has observed " punishment isone of themost potent devicesfor
bringing about estrangement” rather than commitment to school work.

Thefourthtraditiona theory of punishment isthe educativetheory. Ewing (1929)
sressestheeducativefunction of punishment inreationto children. Punishment, heobserves,
servestoingtill good habitsin children by fear of the consequencesof actingwrongly and
because of the emphatic condemnation of ateacher or parent whoseauthority they respect.
Findly, thereisyet another justification of punishment which may becalled theexpiatory
or compensatory theory. According to thisview, the basic rationalefor punishmentisto
restorethemoral authority of therulelost by itsviolation. It ispointed out that themoral
authority of therulecomesmtheforce of public opinionwhichregardstheruleas sacred
andinviolable. But therule ceasesto appear inviolablewhenever itisactualy violated.
Consequently, whether in the school context or in, thewider society, any violation of the
ruletendsto erodeitsmoral authority and the peopl€'sfaithintheinviolability of social
norms. Thisisthe moral damage caused by violationsof therules; they shatter people's
faithintheauthority of socia norms. A sacred thing profaned will no longer appear sacred
'if nothingisdoneto restoreitsoriginal status. Punishment thereforeis society'sway of
neutralizing the demoralizing effectsof aviolation of itsrule. Itisnecessary torestorethe
moral authority of thelaw that hasbeen violated if thelaw isnot to loseitscredibility.
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Basicdly then, according to thistheory, therole of punishment in mora education or inthe
devel opment of disciplineisnot to maketheguilty pay for hiscrimethroughthe pain he
suffers, nor eventointimidate possbleviolaor of thelaw; itisrather toregister unequivocaly
society'svigorousdisapproval of theviolation of itsnormsaswell asto restorethemoral
authority of the particular rulethat hasbeen broken.

Punishment and Moral Education: Marshall (1984) arguesthat punishment and moral
education areincompetible, becausein hisview, thetraditional reasonsgiven to punishment
retributive, deterrent, reformative and educative are incons stent with moral education.
Briefly, Marshall'sargumentsareasfollows: retribution isessentialy backward looking at
thecrimecommitted, whereasmora educationisforward looking. Besides, itisnot obvious
that children deserve punishment. With regard to the deterrent theory, Marshal | observes
that in someinstances, cases of onechild may not deter other children. Marshall appear to
regard thevery ideaof deterrence asmorally suspect, involving asit doesthreatening
people, treating them as "unconscious or sub-conscious beings' and abusing "their
rationdity". For suchthen Marshall concludesthat " deterrenceinvolvesassumptionsand
procedureswhich are antithetical to moral education”. Marshall (1984) also findsthe
reform theory asincompatiblewith moral education for smilar reasons. Reformisaso
backward |ooking asit impliesthe notion of returning to some previous state of grace.
Besides, many of theassumptionsunderlying reform - presupposing children's™ badness
or unworthiness', "aposition of superiority and authority” areincompatiblewith moral
education. Finally, with regard to the educative theory, Marshal | saysthat ingtilling good
habitsin children through fear of punishment isnot arational way of proceeding and
cannot count as education which isconcerned with the devel opment of rationdity through
rational procedures. AsMarshall (1984) seesit " punishment does not educate evenif it
changesbehaviour".

Itwill besufficient for our purposeto notethat Marshall's conception of thenature
of mora education isone-sided and thusinadequate.’ Marsha | seemsto admit only strictly
national proceduresinmoral education evenwhenwearedealing with very young children
who obviously are not in aposition to appreciate rational argument. Moral education
programme requiresan integrated approach taking into account the emotional aswell as
therational foundations of human behaviour. Far from being incompatiblewith moral
education, Hobson (1986) has pointed out that punishment can in certain circumstances
play apositiverolein mora learning. With very young children, for instance, punishment
may bethe only way to get them to develop good habits. Besides, it may infact betheonly
way of getting them to understand the concept of wrongnessinthefirst place. Children's
moral thinking in the earliest stagesisthus characteristically based on an avoidance of
punishment orientation. Secondly, punishment can bejudicioudy used to teach thechild
therel ative seriousness of different offences. Animportant moral lessoniscommunicated
toachildwho receivesastronger form of punishment for moral offences(such asbullying
other children) than he or she getsfor |ess serious misdemeanours such as bad table
manners. Thirdly, the experience of being punished whenitisdeserved couldlead children
to appreciate why certain courses of action are condemned. They could for instance,
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cometo appreciatethe need to observe the golden rule of doing unto othersasyou would
likeother to do unto you. Thiscould happen when children are punished by having exactly
thesamething doneto them which they did to another. Moral lessonson theimportance of
sharing, being fair and refraining from hurting other people could betaught in thisway.
M ethods of moral education involving the use of equivalent punishment should not be
madearegular practiceand should not include measuresthat are so severethat theharm
doneto the child outweighs any val uable moral |esson that may belearned.

TheTeachers Rolein the Promotion of Disciplineand Morality: We may distinguish
basi cally two approachesto behaviour control which the classroom teacher may adopt.
Oneisthemanagement approach whichisbased onthe psychologica principlethat people
behavein responseto thekind of forcesexerted onthem. Itis, of course, afact of experience
that people perform many of their socia duties such aspaying their taxes, obeying orders
and so on, asaresult of pressures exerted upon them in variousways. From thisfact of
experience, it would seemthat the proper way for theteacher to solve behaviour problems
in hisclassisto manipulate the external forcesor stimuli at hisdisposal. In practice,
adherenceto thisprincipleresultsin the use of motivationd forcesthat are dependent upon
rewarding what isperceived asright behaviour and punishing what isperceived aswrong
behaviour. Inaignment with the management gpproach to behaviour problems, it must be
admitted, often works particularly in situationswhere we expect only compliancewith
prescribed rules. Disruptive behaviour inthe classroom, for instance, can be stopped by
variousformsof reward and punishment. But thetroublewith thistechniqueisthat their
effectsare short-lived and transient. They do not lead to permanent behaviour changes.
The other approach to behaviour problemsisthe persona approach.

The objective of thisapproach isto bring about a change in aperson's belief
system. It concentrates on ways of assisting peopleto solvetheir behaviour problems
rather than on direct control and management of specific behaviors. The persona gpproach
to disciplinary problemsismore consonant with the objectives of school education. Schools
areprimarily concerned with the achievement of long-term goal s such asbringing about
permanent desirable changesin studentsbeliefs, values, fedlings and attitudes, imparting
skillsneeded for intelligent and responsible action. M anagement approaches, by their
nature are not adequate for the achievement of many long-term educational goals. The
classroom teacher will make agreater contribution to the devel opment of the spirit of
disciplineif heor sheadoptsthe personal gpproachto disciplinary problems. Theadoption
of such an approach by theteacher will mean that heor shewill striveto give studentsan
understanding of the need for disciplineinthe school. Pupilscan be brought to appreciate,
for instance, the connection between discipline and morality or between disciplineand
socid life. Pupilscan be madeto understand that disruptive behaviour isincompatiblewith
teaching and learning and that disciplineisnecessary for successin school work, the
development of their personality and asuccessful lifein society. Student should be helped
to seeschooal disciplinenot asan unnecessary and vexatiouslimitation ontheir freedom but
rather asanindispensablemeansof their intellectual and moral development.
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Secondly, theteacher through whom therulesof the school are presented must be
abletoradiate authority which comesnot merely from hispower to punish and reward but
asofrom hispersond exampleand commitment to themoral ideal which theschool seeks
to uphold. Therule should be presented as an impersonal authority which both teacher
and pupil willingly accept. AsDurkheim (1961) put it the teacher must present therules
not ascoming from him personaly, "but asamora power superior to him, and of which he
istheinstrument not theauthor"”.

Findly, theteacher should have ashisor her aim the achievement of democratic
discipline consonant withtheidedl of ademocratic society to whichthenationiscommitted.
When he hasto punish he should not do soinaharsh, abusive and vindictive manner. If
punishment isto perform apositiveroleinthe promotion of disciplineand mora education
theteacher must avoid harsh and authoritarian procedureswhich can destroy the mutual
understanding which should exist between him and the pupils. Democratic disciplineisa
rational and human approach to the problem of behaviour control. It isbased on the
respect for personsand it avoids exaggerated emphasi s on status differences between
subordinatesand superiors. It repudiates arbitrary and authoritarian reactionsto instances
of misbehaviour. It providesexplanationsand rationa efor actionstaken, permitsdiscusson
of issues and wel comes suggestionsfrom pupilsasto how to improvethe standard of
school discipline.

CONCLUSION

Theobviouslack of successof thetraditiona approach to the problemsof disciplinehas
cdledfor changeof attitudeand redirection of effort onthe part of the authoritiesconcerned.
Therefore, thereisneed to review our concept of disciplineand the conventiona methods
we have been employing to achieveit. If weareto succeed infinding alasting solution to
the problem of disciplinein our society aswell asin our educational ingtitutions, more
comprehensive gpproach rather than the conventional tacticsneedsto be attempted. The
recognition of the close connection between discipline, socid lifeand mordity may pointa
way to such an gpproach. Discipline should beingtilled in children assoon asthey develop
moral consciousnessto enabl e them distingui sh between good and bad so that it would
form part of their moral code. Thishasbecome necessary becausethe problem of discipline
isnot peculiar to children and schoolsaonebut appliesa soto alarger society. Indeed, it
isthespillover of inevitable collapse of disciplinein schoolsin spiteof previouseffortsis
thelack of consciousand sustained effortsto fight the problem. And unlessthisisdone, the
problem of indisciplineisschoolsislikely to rob usour aspirations of achieving moral
stability and rapid but prosperousnatural devel opment intheyear 2020 and even beyond.
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