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ABSTRACT

	This study examines the alignment between teachers’ perceived seriousness of student indiscipline behaviours and their selection of behaviour management strategies. Using a descriptive survey design, data were collected from 160 elementary school teachers through a self-constructed questionnaire. Teachers assessed the seriousness of various indiscipline behaviours and indicated their preferred management strategies, including punitive strategies, non-punitive measures, and counselling and rehabilitation approaches. Frequency and percentage analyses reveal that teachers apply a graded perception of behavioural seriousness, distinguishing clearly between academic lapses, classroom disruptions, and behaviours involving aggression, safety risks, or moral violations. Importantly, the findings show a strong alignment between perceived seriousness and strategy selection; however, increasing seriousness does not result in proportional reliance on punitive measures. Instead, counselling and rehabilitation strategies dominate across all levels of seriousness, including behaviours perceived as highly serious. Punitive strategies remain secondary and limited in use. The results indicate that teachers’ disciplinary reasoning is proportional, rehabilitative, and reflective, reflecting a shift toward non-punitive and child-centred disciplinary orientations in elementary education. The study highlights the need for strengthening counselling competencies and institutional support systems to sustain effective non-punitive discipline practices.
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1. Introduction
Student indiscipline remains a persistent concern in elementary education, as it directly influences classroom climate, instructional effectiveness, and students’ social and moral development (Rino & Setiawan, 2025; Salim et al., 2026). Teachers routinely encounter a wide range of indiscipline behaviours, varying from minor academic lapses to serious acts involving aggression, defiance, and safety risks. Importantly, these behaviours are not treated uniformly in classroom practice; instead, teachers make judgment-based evaluations regarding the seriousness of different behaviours, which in turn shape their disciplinary responses (McMasters, 2002; Konti, 2011). Understanding how teachers perceive the seriousness of student indiscipline is therefore critical for examining the logic underlying behaviour management in schools.
The literature suggests that teachers’ perceptions of seriousness function as a mediating mechanism between student behaviour and disciplinary action. Research has shown that behaviours perceived as threatening classroom order, moral norms, or student safety are more likely to elicit intensified disciplinary responses, while academic or attentional behaviours are often addressed through corrective or supportive measures (Rossouw, 2003; Kimani et al., 2012). These seriousness judgments are influenced by multiple factors, including teachers’ professional experience, institutional expectations, and socio-cultural norms, resulting in variability in how similar behaviours are interpreted across contexts (Konti, 2011; Mumthas, Munavir, &Gafoor, 2014).
In recent years, the increasing emphasis on non-punitive and child-centred disciplinary approaches has further complicated teachers’ disciplinary decision-making. With the restriction or abolition of corporal punishment in many education systems, teachers are required to manage even serious forms of indiscipline without relying on punitive sanctions. Studies indicate that while teachers broadly support non-punitive discipline in principle, their strategy selection is closely tied to how serious a behaviour is perceived to be (Busienei, 2012; Cheruvalath & Tripathy, 2015). As a result, the same non-punitive policy framework may produce varied classroom responses depending on teachers’ seriousness judgments.
Despite a substantial body of research on student discipline, existing studies have largely focused either on disciplinary practices, teachers’ attitudes toward punishment, or policy implications, with relatively limited attention to the behavior wise seriousness judgments that precede strategy selection. In particular, there is a lack of empirical evidence that systematically examines how elementary school teachers classify a broad range of indiscipline behaviours according to perceived seriousness and how these classifications align with preferred behaviour management strategies. This gap is especially evident in studies conducted within government school contexts, where teachers operate under both policy constraints and resource limitations (Wairuri, 2014).
Against this backdrop, the present study examines teachers’ perceived seriousness of student indiscipline behaviours and their corresponding strategy selection in managing such behaviours at the elementary level. By analysing teachers’ seriousness ratings across thirty-two distinct indiscipline behaviours and mapping these perceptions onto preferred behaviour management strategies, the study seeks to provide a nuanced understanding of the seriousness–strategy alignment underlying classroom discipline. The findings are expected to contribute empirical insight into teachers’ disciplinary reasoning and to inform the development of proportionate, consistent, and developmentally appropriate behaviour management practices in elementary education.
2. Review of Related Literature
Existing research on student discipline consistently demonstrates that teachers do not respond uniformly to all forms of misbehaviour; rather, their disciplinary actions are guided by perceptions of behavioural seriousness. Studies on classroom management and disciplinary judgment show that teachers differentiate between behaviours they perceive as minor disruptions and those considered serious violations of school norms, safety, or authority (McMasters, 2002; Konti, 2011). Empirical evidence suggests that behaviours involving aggression, defiance, or harm are generally perceived as more serious than routine classroom disruptions such as inattentiveness or talking out of turn (Ali et al., 2014; Mumthas et al., 2014). Teachers’ judgments of seriousness are shaped by professional experience, institutional culture, and socio-cultural expectations, resulting in variability in how behaviours are classified and prioritised across contexts (Kimani et al., 2012).
The literature further indicates a strong relationship between perceived seriousness and disciplinary responses, with behaviours judged as severe more likely to elicit escalated or formal interventions (Rossouw, 2003; Cheruvalath & Tripathy, 2015). At the elementary level, such judgments are complicated by developmental considerations, as behaviours must be interpreted in relation to children’s age, emotional regulation, and socialisation processes (Ahmad, Said, & Khan, 2013). Despite this, most existing studies focus on disciplinary practices or punishment outcomes rather than systematically examining how teachers perceive and classify the seriousness of specific indiscipline behaviours, particularly within non-punitive policy contexts (McMasters, 2002; Wairuri, 2014). Consequently, there is limited empirical evidence that provides behaviour-wise classifications grounded in teachers’ perceived seriousness. Addressing this gap is essential for promoting proportionate, consistent, and developmentally appropriate discipline in elementary schools, and it forms the focus of the present study.
Research Questions
The present study is guided by the following research questions:
1. How do elementary school teachers perceive the seriousness of different student indiscipline behaviours?
2. What behaviour management strategies do teachers prefer for managing various forms of student indiscipline in elementary schools?
3. To what extent is teachers’ strategy selection aligned with their perceived seriousness of student indiscipline behaviours?
Objectives of the Study
In line with the above research questions, the objectives of the study are to:
1. To study elementary school teachers’ perceptions regarding the seriousness of various student indiscipline behaviours.
2. To identify teachers’ preferred behaviour management strategies for addressing different forms of student indiscipline.
3. To analyse the alignment between perceived seriousness of indiscipline behaviours and teachers’ strategy selection in classroom discipline management
3. Methodology
3.1 Research Design
The study employed a descriptive survey research design to examine elementary school teachers’ perceptions of the seriousness of student indiscipline behaviours. This design was appropriate as the study aimed to describe teachers’ judgments of behavioural severity as they exist in natural school settings, without manipulating variables or establishing causal relationships.
3.2 Population and Sample
The population of the study comprised elementary school teachers working in government schools in western Odisha, India. The accessible population included teachers from two districts—Boudh and Sonepur. Four administrative blocks (Harbhanga, Kantamal, Birmaharajpur, and Ulunda) were selected for the study.A total of 160 elementary school teachers constituted the sample. A purposive sampling technique was adopted to ensure the inclusion of teachers who had direct classroom teaching experience and regular involvement in managing student behaviour.
3.3 Tool for Data Collection
Data were collected using a self-constructed questionnaire developed by the researcher. Only the section of the questionnaire related to teachers’ perceptions of the seriousness of student indiscipline behaviours was utilised.This questionnaire consisted of a list of identified student indiscipline behaviours, for which teachers were asked to indicate the degree of seriousness. Responses were recorded using a graded seriousness scale, enabling classification of behaviours based on perceived severity.
3.4 Validity andReliability
Content validity of the seriousness scale was ensured through an extensive review of literature on student discipline and behaviour classification, followed by expert review by specialists in education and teacher education. Their feedback was used to refine the list of behaviours and ensure clarity and relevance.Reliability of the seriousness scale was established through the test–retest method during pilot testing. The questionnaire was administered to a group of 20 elementary school teachers and re-administered after a suitable interval. The test–retest reliability coefficient was found to be 0.77, indicating acceptable stability and consistency of the instrument.
3.5 Procedure of Data Collection
Data were collected over a period of approximately one month using multiple modes, including personal visits to schools, direct interaction with teachers, and limited digital distribution. Participation was voluntary, and confidentiality of responses was assured.
3.6 Data Analysis
Data were analysed using descriptive statistical techniques, primarily frequency and percentage analysis. Based on teachers’ responses, student indiscipline behaviours were categorised into minor, moderate, and severe levels of seriousness.
3.7 Ethical Considerations
Ethical considerations were strictly observed. Teachers were informed about the purpose of the study, participation was voluntary, and anonymity was maintained. No identifying information was disclosed in the reporting of results.
4. Results and Discussion
This section presents the findings related to teachers’ perceptions of the seriousness of student indiscipline behaviours and their corresponding behaviour management strategy selections. Data obtained from 160 elementary school teachers were analysed using frequency and percentage analysis. The results are organised into three parts: (i) teachers’ perceived seriousness of different student indiscipline behaviours, (ii) teachers’ preferred behaviour management strategies in response to these behaviours, and (iii) the alignment between perceived seriousness and strategy selection. The findings are presented through tabular summaries accompanied by descriptive narratives to highlight dominant patterns and trends.
4.1 Teachers’ perceived seriousness of different student indiscipline behaviours
Table 1 presents teachers’ perceptions of the seriousness of various student indiscipline behaviours, categorised as highly serious, somewhat serious, and not serious. The findings demonstrate that teachers apply a graded and differentiated evaluation of indiscipline, rather than viewing student misbehaviour as a uniform construct.
Table 1. Teachers’ Perceived Seriousness of Student Indiscipline Behaviours (N = 160)
	Sl. No.
	Student Indiscipline Behaviour
	Highly Serious (%)
	Somewhat Serious (%)
	Not Serious (%)

	1
	Not doing homework
	25.00
	50.63
	24.38

	2
	Giving wrong answers in class
	6.25
	51.88
	41.88

	3
	Forgetting books / study materials
	35.63
	50.00
	14.38

	4
	Talking behind the teacher
	26.88
	55.00
	18.13

	5
	Disrupting class by talking/playing
	66.88
	23.75
	9.38

	6
	Absence / running away from school
	66.88
	27.50
	5.63

	7
	Destroying school property
	72.50
	19.38
	8.13

	8
	Disobeying teacher’s order
	63.75
	26.25
	9.38

	9
	Attacking another child
	73.13
	21.88
	5.00

	10
	Tearing books and copies
	60.00
	31.88
	8.13

	11
	Mimicry of teachers
	51.25
	38.75
	10.00

	12
	Coming without school uniform
	32.50
	46.88
	20.63

	13
	Wearing fashion accessories in school
	32.50
	46.88
	20.63

	14
	Not responding to teacher in class
	23.13
	55.00
	21.88

	15
	Showing rude behaviour to teacher
	55.63
	35.00
	9.38

	16
	Malpractice in examination
	61.88
	29.38
	8.75

	17
	Bringing barred items to school
	63.75
	23.75
	11.88

	18
	Teasing other students
	41.25
	41.88
	16.88

	19
	Stealing in school
	66.88
	25.63
	7.50

	20
	Drug abuse
	78.13
	15.63
	6.25

	21
	Engaging in hazardous activities
	70.63
	23.75
	5.63

	22
	Using slang language
	59.38
	31.25
	9.38

	23
	Having unhealthy habits
	48.75
	40.63
	10.63

	24
	Becoming arrogant
	45.00
	43.75
	11.25

	25
	Maintaining love relationship with peers
	43.75
	45.63
	10.63

	26
	Harassing other competitors
	40.63
	50.63
	8.75

	27
	Dozing in classroom
	33.13
	53.75
	13.13

	28
	Wasting food / mid-day meal
	31.88
	55.00
	13.13

	29
	Remaining unpunctual
	30.63
	56.25
	13.13

	30
	Remaining inattentive in class
	23.13
	68.75
	8.13

	31
	Making nuisance in school
	23.75
	68.13
	13.13

	32
	Forming gangs for bullying and fighting
	58.13
	37.50
	4.38


With respect to academic-related behaviours, not doing homework is predominantly perceived as somewhat serious (50.63%), although a quarter of teachers (25.00%) consider it highly serious, suggesting concern when such behaviour becomes habitual. In contrast, giving wrong answers in class is largely viewed as not serious (41.88%), with only 6.25% rating it as highly serious, indicating strong developmental sensitivity. Similarly, forgetting books or study materials is mostly perceived as somewhat serious (50.00%), though a notable proportion (35.63%) regard it as highly serious due to its impact on classroom functioning.
Regarding classroom interaction and attentional behaviours, talking behind the teacher is viewed as somewhat serious by a majority (55.00%), while over a quarter (26.88%) classify it as highly serious. Not responding to the teacher in class (55.00% somewhat serious) and remaining inattentive in class (68.75% somewhat serious) are generally seen as moderate concerns rather than serious misconduct. Dozing in the classroom (53.75% somewhat serious) and remaining unpunctual (56.25% somewhat serious) are also primarily perceived as moderate behavioural issues. Likewise, making nuisance in school and harassing other competitors are mainly rated as somewhat serious, reflecting concern over disruption without categorising them as extreme violations.
In relation to rule-based and decorum-related behaviours, coming without school uniform and wearing fashion accessories in school show identical patterns, with 46.88% of teachers rating them as somewhat serious and 32.50% as highly serious. Wasting food or the mid-day meal (55.00% somewhat serious) and maintaining love relationships with peers (45.63% somewhat serious) are similarly perceived as moderate issues, indicating moral or social concern without consensus on high severity. Becoming arrogant and having unhealthy habits also fall within this moderate-seriousness range, with pluralities rating them as somewhat serious.
Behaviours involving disruption and defiance attract substantially higher seriousness ratings. Disrupting the class by talking or playing is considered highly serious by 66.88% of teachers, reflecting its direct interference with teaching–learning processes. Disobeying the teacher’s order is rated as highly serious by 63.75%, underscoring the importance teachers place on authority and compliance. Using slang language (59.38% highly serious) and mimicry of teachers (51.25% highly serious) are also viewed as serious challenges to respect and discipline.
Acts involving damage, dishonesty, and examination ethics are perceived as particularly serious. Tearing books and copies (60.00% highly serious) and destroying school property (72.50% highly serious) are strongly condemned. Malpractice in examination receives a high seriousness rating from 61.88% of teachers, reflecting its ethical and academic implications. Stealing in school is also viewed as highly serious by 66.88%, with minimal tolerance reflected in the low “not serious” responses.
The highest seriousness ratings are reserved for behaviours posing safety, moral, and social risks. Attacking another child is perceived as highly serious by 73.13% of teachers, while engaging in hazardous activities (70.63%) and absence or running away from school (66.88%) similarly evoke strong concern. Drug abuse emerges as the most serious behaviour, with 78.13% of teachers rating it as highly serious. Finally, forming gangs for bullying and fighting is perceived as highly serious by 58.13%, with very few teachers (4.38%) considering it not serious, indicating strong consensus regarding its severity.
Overall, the detailed behaviour-wise analysis demonstrates that teachers’ perceptions of seriousness are systematic, differentiated, and context-sensitive. Academic lapses and attentional issues are largely viewed as moderate or low concerns, rule-breaking and disruptive behaviours as moderately to highly serious, and behaviours involving aggression, immorality, or safety threats as unequivocally serious. This comprehensive hierarchy of seriousness provides a robust empirical foundation for interpreting teachers’ subsequent disciplinary strategy selections.
4.2 Teachers’ preferred behaviour management strategies (punitive strategies, non-punitive measures, and counselling and rehabilitation strategies)
Table 2 presents teachers’ preferred behaviour management strategies—punitive strategies, non-punitive measures, and counselling and rehabilitation strategies—in response to various student indiscipline behaviours. The findings reveal a clear pattern in which teachers align their choice of strategy with the nature and perceived seriousness of the behaviour, while consistently demonstrating a strong preference for non-punitive and rehabilitative approaches.
Beginning with academic-related behaviours, not doing homework is predominantly managed through counselling and rehabilitation (75.00%), followed by non-punitive measures (24.38%), with almost no reliance on punitive strategies (0.63%). Similarly, giving wrong answers in class is addressed mainly through counselling (65.63%), while 31.88% of teachers prefer non-punitive measures and only 2.50% endorse punitive strategies. Forgetting books or study materials shows a comparable pattern, with 67.50% favouring counselling, 30.63% non-punitive measures, and 1.88% punitive strategies, indicating that academic lapses are largely treated as learning issues requiring guidance.


Table 2. Teachers’ Preferred Behaviour Management Strategies for Student Indiscipline (N = 160)

	Sl. No.
	Student Indiscipline Behaviour
	Punitive Strategy (%)
	Non-Punitive Measures (%)
	Counselling & Rehabilitation (%)

	1
	Not doing homework
	0.63
	24.38
	75.00

	2
	Giving wrong answers in class
	2.50
	31.88
	65.63

	3
	Forgetting books / study materials
	1.88
	30.63
	67.50

	4
	Talking behind the teacher
	8.13
	32.50
	59.38

	5
	Disrupting class by talking/playing
	6.25
	35.63
	58.13

	6
	Absence / running away from school
	5.00
	28.25
	68.13

	7
	Destroying school property
	10.63
	46.88
	42.50

	8
	Disobeying teacher’s order
	8.13
	35.63
	56.25

	9
	Attacking another child
	14.38
	36.25
	48.75

	10
	Tearing books and copies
	9.38
	39.38
	51.25

	11
	Mimicry of teachers
	8.13
	41.25
	50.63

	12
	Coming without school uniform
	6.25
	41.88
	51.88

	13
	Wearing fashion accessories in school
	6.25
	41.88
	51.88

	14
	Not responding to teacher in class
	3.75
	39.38
	56.88

	15
	Showing rude behaviour to teacher
	11.25
	38.13
	50.63

	16
	Malpractice in examination
	12.50
	35.63
	51.88

	17
	Bringing barred items to school
	11.88
	34.38
	53.75

	18
	Teasing other students
	9.38
	37.50
	53.13

	19
	Stealing in school
	11.25
	29.38
	59.38

	20
	Drug abuse
	11.88
	25.00
	68.13

	21
	Engaging in hazardous activities
	10.63
	28.75
	60.63

	22
	Using slang language
	9.38
	33.13
	57.50

	23
	Having unhealthy habits
	8.75
	36.88
	54.38

	24
	Becoming arrogant
	8.13
	39.38
	52.50

	25
	Maintaining love relationship with peers
	7.50
	41.25
	51.25

	26
	Harassing other competitors
	9.38
	38.75
	51.88

	27
	Dozing in classroom
	2.50
	39.38
	58.13

	28
	Wasting food / mid-day meal
	3.13
	40.63
	56.25

	29
	Remaining unpunctual
	3.75
	41.88
	54.38

	30
	Remaining inattentive in class
	2.50
	41.88
	55.63

	31
	Making nuisance in school
	3.75
	40.63
	55.63

	32
	Forming gangs for bullying and fighting
	10.00
	28.13
	61.88



For classroom interaction behaviours, talking behind the teacher is primarily managed through counselling (59.38%), followed by non-punitive measures (32.50%), while punitive strategies are used by 8.13% of teachers. Not responding to the teacher in class is addressed mainly through counselling (56.88%), with 39.38% opting for non-punitive measures and only 3.75% resorting to punitive strategies. Similarly, remaining inattentive in class (55.63% counselling) and dozing in the classroom (58.13% counselling) are overwhelmingly managed through supportive approaches rather than punishment. Remaining unpunctual also follows this pattern, with counselling (54.38%) and non-punitive measures (41.88%) preferred over punitive strategies (3.75%).
With regard to decorum- and rule-based behaviours, coming without school uniform and wearing fashion accessories in school exhibit identical strategy distributions, with 51.88% of teachers preferring counselling, 41.88% opting for non-punitive measures, and 6.25% using punitive strategies. Wasting food or the mid-day meal is addressed mainly through counselling (56.25%) and non-punitive measures (40.63%), while punitive strategies are minimal (3.13%). Maintaining love relationships with peers is similarly managed through counselling (51.25%), followed by non-punitive measures (41.25%), indicating moral guidance rather than sanction. Becoming arrogant (52.50% counselling) and having unhealthy habits (54.38% counselling) are also largely addressed through rehabilitative strategies.
For disruptive and defiant behaviours, counselling continues to dominate, though the use of punitive strategies increases modestly. Disrupting the class by talking or playing is managed primarily through counselling (58.13%) and non-punitive measures (35.63%), with only 6.25% of teachers using punitive strategies. Disobeying the teacher’s order follows a similar pattern, with 56.25% preferring counselling, 35.63% non-punitive measures, and 8.13% punitive strategies. Using slang language is addressed mainly through counselling (57.50%), while mimicry of teachers is managed through counselling by 50.63% of teachers, reflecting an emphasis on behavioural correction rather than punishment.
In relation to property-related misconduct and examination ethics, tearing books and copies is primarily managed through counselling (51.25%), followed by non-punitive measures (39.38%) and punitive strategies (9.38%). Destroying school property shows a slightly different pattern, with non-punitive measures (46.88%) marginally exceeding counselling (42.50%), while 10.63% of teachers prefer punitive strategies. Malpractice in examination is addressed mainly through counselling (51.88%), followed by non-punitive measures (35.63%) and punitive strategies (12.50%). Stealing in school is predominantly managed through counselling (59.38%), with 29.38% opting for non-punitive measures and 11.25% for punitive strategies.
For behaviours involving aggression, safety risks, and severe misconduct, counselling and rehabilitation remain the dominant strategy, although punitive responses become more visible. Attacking another child is managed through counselling by 48.75% of teachers, followed by non-punitive measures (36.25%) and punitive strategies (14.38%). Engaging in hazardous activities is addressed primarily through counselling (60.63%), with 28.75% using non-punitive measures and 10.63% punitive strategies. Absence or running away from school shows a strong counselling preference (68.13%), indicating concern for underlying causes. Drug abuse, despite being the most serious behaviour, is predominantly managed through counselling and rehabilitation (68.13%), while punitive strategies are supported by 11.88% of teachers. Finally, forming gangs for bullying and fighting is addressed mainly through counselling (61.88%), followed by non-punitive measures (28.13%), with punitive strategies remaining secondary (10.00%).
In summary, the construct-wise analysis in Table 2 demonstrates that teachers consistently prioritise counselling and rehabilitative strategies across all thirty-two indiscipline behaviours. While punitive strategies are employed more frequently for severe misconduct, they never emerge as the dominant response. This behaviour-specific pattern reflects a reformative, proportional, and child-centred disciplinary orientation among elementary school teachers.
4.3 Teachers’ perceived seriousness of student indiscipline behaviours and their corresponding preferences for behaviour management strategies
Table 3 presents a synthesis of teachers’ perceived seriousness of student indiscipline behaviours and their corresponding preferences for behaviour management strategies. The table reveals a clear and systematic alignment between severity perception and strategy orientation, demonstrating that teachers’ disciplinary responses are graduated rather than reactionary.
Table 3. Alignment between Perceived Seriousness of Student Indiscipline Behaviours and Teachers’ Preferred Management Strategies (N = 160)
	Severity Category (Dominant Perception)
	Representative Student Indiscipline Behaviours*
	Dominant Strategy Orientation
	Empirical Pattern 

	Low Seriousness
	Giving wrong answers, not responding in class, remaining inattentive, dozing in classroom, remaining unpunctual
	Counselling & Rehabilitation
	Counselling dominates (≈55–66%); non-punitive measures secondary (≈39–42%); punitive negligible (≤3%)

	Moderate Seriousness
	Not doing homework, forgetting books, talking behind the teacher, teasing peers, wasting food, coming without uniform
	Counselling + Non-Punitive Measures
	Counselling remains highest (≈51–59%), closely followed by non-punitive measures (≈35–41%); punitive limited (≈6–9%)

	High Seriousness
	Disrupting class, disobeying teacher, stealing, attacking peers, destroying property, drug abuse, gang formation
	Counselling > Non-Punitive > Punitive
	Counselling still dominant (≈48–68%); non-punitive substantial (≈25–36%); punitive increases but remains secondary (≈10–14%)


For behaviours classified under low perceived seriousness, which primarily include academic lapses and attentional issues, teachers consistently align these behaviours with counselling and rehabilitative strategies. Behaviours such as giving wrong answers in class, not responding to the teacher, remaining inattentive in class, dozing in the classroom, remaining unpunctual, and making nuisance in school are predominantly perceived as either somewhat serious or not serious, and are correspondingly managed through counselling and guidance. Across these constructs, counselling and rehabilitation clearly dominate strategy selection, while punitive strategies remain negligible. This alignment indicates that teachers interpret these behaviours as developmentally expected or situational in nature, warranting corrective support rather than disciplinary sanction.
The moderate seriousness category encompasses behaviours related to routine classroom management, decorum, and social interaction, such as not doing homework, forgetting books or learning materials, talking behind the teacher, coming without school uniform, wearing fashion accessories, wasting food or mid-day meals, teasing other students, harassing other competitors, maintaining love relationships with peers, becoming arrogant, and having unhealthy habits. These behaviours are largely perceived as somewhat serious, with a substantial minority of teachers rating them as highly serious. In alignment with this perception, teachers adopt a dual strategy orientation, combining counselling and rehabilitation with non-punitive corrective measures. Counselling remains the dominant response across these constructs, while non-punitive measures such as verbal warnings and corrective guidance gain prominence. Punitive strategies continue to occupy a marginal position, reflecting teachers’ preference for proportionate and corrective responses rather than coercive discipline for moderately serious behaviours.
The high seriousness category includes behaviours that directly threaten instructional order, authority, safety, or moral norms, such as disrupting the class by talking or playing, disobeying the teacher’s order, using slang language, mimicry of teachers, tearing books and copies, destroying school property, malpractice in examination, stealing in school, absence or running away from school, engaging in hazardous activities, attacking another child, drug abuse, and forming gangs for bullying and fighting. These behaviours are predominantly perceived as highly serious, and the alignment pattern shows a clear escalation in strategy use. However, this escalation does not result in punitive dominance. Instead, counselling and rehabilitation remain the most preferred strategies, followed by non-punitive measures, with punitive strategies increasing but remaining secondary. This pattern is especially evident for severe behaviours such as drug abuse, attacking another child, and gang formation, where counselling continues to be prioritised despite high seriousness ratings.
Across all three severity categories, Table 3 demonstrates that increasing perceived seriousness leads to an intensification of supportive and corrective strategies rather than a proportional increase in punishment. Teachers consistently align low-severity behaviours with counselling, moderate-severity behaviours with counselling and non-punitive measures, and high-severity behaviours with a combination of counselling, non-punitive measures, and limited punitive responses. This graduated alignment indicates a rehabilitative escalation model, in which seriousness prompts deeper intervention rather than harsher sanction.
Overall, the construct-cluster analysis in Table 3 confirms that teachers’ disciplinary decision-making follows a coherent seriousness–strategy pathway. The alignment across all thirty-two indiscipline behaviours reflects a disciplined professional logic grounded in proportionality, developmental sensitivity, and a strong normative preference for non-punitive and reformative discipline in elementary schools.
The alignment between teachers’ perceived seriousness of student indiscipline behaviours and their preferred behaviour management strategies reveals a graduated and reflective disciplinary logic, rather than a simplistic punitive response pattern. The findings demonstrate that teachers systematically adjust their disciplinary strategies in relation to how serious a behaviour is perceived to be, which supports earlier research suggesting that teachers’ disciplinary actions are mediated by professional judgment and contextual interpretation rather than by rigid rule enforcement (McMasters, 2002; Konti, 2011). For behaviours perceived as low in seriousness, particularly academic lapses such as giving wrong answers or incomplete homework, teachers overwhelmingly favourcounselling and rehabilitative strategies. This pattern aligns with research indicating that teachers tend to interpret academic non-compliance as a learning difficulty rather than as wilful misconduct (Mumthas, Munavir, & Gafoor, 2014). Such findings are also consistent with developmental perspectives that view errors and non-completion as part of children’s learning trajectories, especially at the elementary level (Rossouw, 2003). The negligible reliance on punitive strategies for these behaviours suggests an implicit recognition that punishment is pedagogically inappropriate for learning-related issues.
In cases of moderate seriousness, such as classroom disruption and minor defiance, the data reveal a dual strategy orientation combining counselling and non-punitive corrective measures. This balanced approach reflects teachers’ efforts to maintain classroom order while avoiding excessive disciplinary escalation. Similar trends have been reported in studies showing that teachers often rely on verbal warnings, guidance, and corrective feedback when behaviours interfere with instruction but do not pose serious risks (Konti, 2011; Kimani, Kara, &Ogetange, 2012). The limited use of punitive strategies at this level suggests restraint and proportionality in teachers’ disciplinary reasoning. Most notably, even for behaviours perceived as highly serious—including aggression, stealing, property destruction, and drug abuse—teachers continue to prioritisecounselling and rehabilitation strategies over punitive measures. Although punitive responses increase slightly for such behaviours, they remain clearly secondary. This finding resonates with studies indicating a gradual shift away from punitive discipline toward rehabilitative and restorative approaches, particularly in contexts where corporal punishment has been restricted or abolished (Busienei, 2012; Cheruvalath&Tripathy, 2015). Teachers’ preference for counselling even in severe cases suggests that serious indiscipline is increasingly viewed as indicative of deeper psychosocial, familial, or environmental issues requiring structured support rather than coercive control.
Overall, the alignment pattern revealed in Table 3 challenges the assumption that higher behavioural severity automatically results in punitive dominance. Instead, the findings support a rehabilitative escalation model, in which increasing seriousness leads to intensified guidance, counselling, and corrective intervention. This orientation reflects broader educational discourses advocating child-centred and non-punitive discipline (Ahmad, Said, & Khan, 2013; Wairuri, 2014). The results underscore the importance of equipping teachers with adequate counselling skills and institutional support systems, as their disciplinary judgments increasingly emphasise reformative rather than punitive responses.
5. Implications
The findings of this study have significant implications for teacher education, school practice, and disciplinary policy. First, teacher education and professional development programmes should explicitly address how teachers assess behavioural seriousness and translate these assessments into appropriate disciplinary responses. Training should strengthen teachers’ counselling skills, behaviour analysis competencies, and understanding of developmentally appropriate interventions, particularly for serious forms of indiscipline that require structured support rather than punitive control.
Second, at the school and policy levels, the dominance of counselling and non-punitive strategies underscores the need for institutional support systems that enable teachers to implement rehabilitative approaches effectively. Schools should ensure access to counselling resources, parental engagement mechanisms, and collaborative behaviour management frameworks. Disciplinary policies should move beyond prohibiting punishment to actively supporting teachers in applying consistent, proportionate, and rehabilitative responses to student indiscipline. Strengthening such support structures is essential for translating teachers’ non-punitive orientations into sustainable and effective disciplinary practice in elementary schools.
6. Conclusion
The present study examined elementary school teachers’ perceptions of the seriousness of student indiscipline behaviours and their corresponding behaviour management strategies. The findings demonstrate that teachers do not perceive student indiscipline as a uniform phenomenon; rather, they apply a graded and hierarchical understanding of behavioural seriousness, distinguishing clearly between academic lapses, classroom disruptions, and behaviours that threaten safety, morality, and institutional order. Importantly, the study reveals a consistent alignment between perceived seriousness and disciplinary strategy, characterised by a strong preference for counselling and rehabilitative approaches across all levels of seriousness. Even for behaviours perceived as highly serious, punitive strategies remain secondary to counselling and non-punitive measures. This pattern indicates that teachers’ disciplinary reasoning is reflective, proportional, and reform-oriented, rather than punitive or reactionary. Such an orientation suggests an implicit shift toward child-centred and non-punitive disciplinary norms within elementary school contexts. Overall, the findings highlight that teachers’ judgments of behavioural seriousness play a central role in shaping disciplinary responses and that these judgments are informed by developmental sensitivity, concern for student well-being, and a preference for corrective intervention over punishment.
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