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ABSTRACT

Corporal punishment is the use of physical for¢ernided to cause some degree of
pain or discomfort for discipline, correction, aodntrol, changing behaviour or in the
belief of educating or bringing up the child. Therpose of the study was to explore
teachers’ perspectives regarding the policy proihidpithe use of corporal punishment in
Malawi primary schools. Specifically, the studyght to explore teachers’ perspectives
on the policy, identify reasons for such views agtuss the effects that the identified
teachers’ perspectives might have on the policjyempntation and continued prevalence
of corporal punishment in Malawi schools. The gtiiargeted public primary school
teachers. Data for the study were generated thrquglitative research methods using
in-depth interviews and focus group discussionsie Main finding of the study is that
there are mixed perspectives regarding the pohcguestion. Minority of the teachers
had positive perspectives while the majority hagatiwe views. The main argument is
that the findings reflected a variety of teachgrstspectives such as ignorance of the
policy, resistance of the policy, adoption of tfaigy, and adaption of the policy. These
views are consistent with issues discussed in iteeafure review and the conceptual

framework of the study.
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY

1.0 Chapter Overview

This chapter introduces a phenomenological studieachers’ perspectives of the policy
prohibiting the use of corporal punishment in Malashools. The term perspective is
used here to refer to the teachers’ views of tHeyorhus, the chapter starts with the
background to the study and then moves to histbopiporal punishment in Malawi and
rationale for the research. This is followed bgtestnent of research problem, purpose
statement and critical research questions. Thafsignce of the study and researcher’s

role in the study are then described. Finallyptliasummary concludes the chapter.

1.2 Background to the Study

Historically, corporal punishment is the oldest amnmonest means of punishment in
schools as well as at home. It has been a classibod of administering punishment
since ancient civilizations (Lambert, 2010). Hrgtof corporal punishment can be traced
back to the middle ages till the 19th Century. nkrd9th Century, corporal punishment
was subjected to heavy criticism to the extent ithdlhe late 20th century public opinion
turned against its use in schools (Lambert, 201D)e use of corporal punishment in
schools has been banned in several countries @ntréicnes in line with the demand to

1



promote human rights and child rights (Newell, 2010Following the dawn of

democracy and the constitutional change, Malawistitutionally outlawed the use of
corporal punishment in 1995 (The Malawi Constitntib995; section 4 subsection 5).
This study, therefore, sought to explore teachmesspectives on the policy that prohibits

the use of corporal punishment in Malawi schools.

1.3 Rationale of the Study

The existing research on corporal punishment inaMiakchools has focused on several
areas. For instance, the study by Malawi Human Rigtommission done in Malawi

aimed at establishing the existence and prevaleha®rporal punishment in schools
after prohibition. The study found out that cogdopunishment in Malawi primary

schools is still existent and prevalent in spitepobhibition (Malawi Human Rights

Commission, 2007).

Furthermore, in his study on Malawi’'s progress @olshment corporal punishment,
Newell (2010) observes that corporal punishmeriélatawi is only prohibited at school
but not at home. He argues that such a scenamprommises the respect of rights of a
child at home and is used by some teachers tohjusti use at school. In addition,
Burton (2005)found out that of more than 4,500 children who elgueed violence at
school, one fifth had experienced something whicddenthem afraid to go to school,
including violent corporal punishment (10.9%). fréeachers’ own reports, the study
found corporal punishment to be the most commom fof “discipline” (36.3%), despite
its prohibition. Thus the study confirms the pilewae of corporal punishment.

2



Based on the above discussion, it can thereforartpeed that there is generally little
focus on the general subject of corporal punishnmenMalawi thereby creating a

research gap which needs to be filled.

1.4 Statement of the Research Problem

Despite the prohibition of corporal punishment ialBvi schools, research continues to
show that the use of corporal punishment in schoHill prevalent (Malawi Human
Rights Commission, 2007; Burton, 2005; CFSC, 2018j.the time of this study, the
researcher did not find any study which was donexfgore teachers’ perspectives of the

policy prohibiting the use of corporal punishmantalawi Schools.

Generally, many studies have been conducted onredatdd to, the subject of corporal
punishment. Areas of corporal punishment that haeen researched worldwide (as
discussed under literature review in chapter twajude the origin and definitions of
corporal punishment; effects of corporal punishmésdchers’ perspective on corporal
punishment; prohibition of corporal punishment icheols; and teachers’ attitudes
towards prohibition of corporal punishment. Outtloé above cited areas, the study by
Cicognani (2004) focused on teachers’ attitudesatdws the abolition of corporal
punishment in Republic of South Africa using mixagproach. Therefore, the studies

are different in their context and approach.



Firstly, Malawi is a different context from SoutHrika and other contexts where studies
on corporal punishment have been done. Doingstitidy in Malawi would, therefore,
help to unearth peculiar perspective of teachexswiould assist to explain the continued

use of corporal punishment in Malawi in spite a# firohibition.

Secondly, Cicognani (2004) study used mixed approadhich combines both
guantitative and qualitative techniques. The studgwever, was biased towards
guantitative thereby limiting qualitative depth. eiBg qualitative in nature, this study
aims at exploring the views of Malawian teacherstlo® policy in question. Finally,
Cicognani (2004) focused on the teachers’ attitutesards banning of corporal
punishment while this study focuses on teachersivsi regarding the prohibition of

corporal punishment.

1.5 Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to explore the petspes of teachers regarding the policy
prohibiting the use of corporal punishment in Malaehools using the perspectives of

public primary teachers in Blantyre district in tBeuth West Education Division.

1.6 Research Questions
The study was guided by the following critical rasdh question: “How do teachers view
the policy prohibiting the use of corporal punisimti@ schools?” In order to answer this

guestion deeply, the study was guided by the fallgveub-research questions:



1. What are teachers’ perspectives regarding the ypghiohibiting the use of
corporal punishment in schools?

2. Why do teachers have such views regarding the yp@rohibiting the use of
corporal punishment in schools?

3. How do teachers’ views affect the implementatiortha policy banning the use

of corporal punishment?

1.7 Significance of the Study

This study makes a contribution to the discussibprohibition of corporal punishment
in Malawi by drawing attention to the significanaieteachers’ perspectives regarding the
policy prohibiting the use of corporal punishmemtMalawi schools. This is important
because it shades light on how teachers view thlisypchange and the role that their
views play in the implementation process of theqyol The study also contributes to the
discussion of the role that teachers’ views playh& prevalence of the use of corporal
punishment in spite of the ban. Therefore, thevalmited contributions of the study add

to the body of knowledge on the topic under disicuss

1.8 Researcher’s Position

The researcher’s role was to record the realities feach participant without any bias or
distorting its meaning. Besides recording, the aedeer’s role was to describaterpret,
and do a critical reflection of the phenomena &sved and given by participants while
maintaining confidentiality and neutrality. As aguiomenological qualitative study, the
researcher engaged participants in the study toesgptheir views on the policy in

5



guestion. Views of each participant representesllgjective reality as seen by that
participant. In this way, the study was ontoloyibacause it embraced the idea of

multiple realities (Creswell, 2007).

Secondly, the researcher conducted the study imo¢Ehvhere participants live and work
to appreciate the contexts of their views and legbke distance between them and the
researcher. The researcher visited the teachéng athools and interviewed them right
there because as argued by Creswell (2007) epikigioally, qualitative study embraces
the practice in which the researcher attemptsdsele distance between himself and that

which is being researched (Creswell (2007).

1.9 Outline of Thesis Chapters

The first chapter of this thesis provides generabduction and analysis of the problem
under investigation. Chapter two covers revieMitefature on corporal punishment and
the conceptual framework used in the study. Téifllowed by chapter three which

zeroes in the methodology implied in the study. @@&afour centres on a discussion of
the findings of the study. Chapter Five contamsonclusion, implications and

recommendations of the study.

1.10 Chapter Summary

This chapter has provided general introductiorheostudy focusing on the problem. The
problem arises in historical setting where it ha&erb noted that the use of corporal
punishment in Malawi schools has been one of timenoconest and oldest practices since

6



time immemorial. The coming in of democracy hasrbene of the major influences for
the prohibition of corporal punishment in many coigs including Malawi. The study’s
rationale was the absence of literature on theestibjnder study and its contribution to
the discussion of the role that teachers’ viewsy ptathe prevalence of the use of
corporal punishment in spite of the ban. The stifipdings, therefore, attempt to fill
the literature gap but also add to the body ofrditere on the subject in question

especially in Malawi schools.



CHAPTER TWO

LITERATURE REVIEW

2.0 Chapter Overview

This section discusses what literature has higtémjhon the subject of corporal
punishment, first at a global level and then atamat level. Due to limited research and
limited documents in Malawi on corporal punishmanich of the reviewed literature is
from other countries which cover origin and conaefisation of corporal punishment,
effects of corporal punishment, perspectives oeogdf of corporal punishments, policy
prohibiting the use of corporal punishment in sdhoand teachers’ attitudes of
prohibition of corporal punishment. The chaptenaades by looking at the conceptual

framework that guided the study.

2.1 Conceptualisation of Corporal Punishment

Corporal Punishment has been conceptualised wibglyseveral people (Save the
Children, 2003; Straus, 1994; Hyman, 1990; Coh&84)l According to Save the

Children (2003), corporal punishment is the usphyfsical force intended to cause some
degree of pain or discomfort for discipline, cotree, and control, changing behaviour
or in the belief of educating or bringing up theld@dhSave the Children (2003 p. 1)

further contends that “Physical pain can be catlmisedifferent means such as hitting the
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child with a hand or other object, kicking, shakiogthrowing the child, pinching or

pulling the hair, caning or whipping”. The conceglisation contains many notable
details that are common in many conceptualisatadrsorporal punishment by different
authors. However, Save the Children’s conceptaiddis is unique in the sense that it
exceptionally points out that corporal punishmentone in the belief of educating the

child.

Not differing much from Save the Children, Strau®994 p. 4) defines corporal
punishment against a child as “the use of phydmale with the intention of causing a
child to experience pain but not injury for the poses of correction or control of the
child’s behaviour”. Focusing on the intent, Straaems to assert that though injury may
result from corporal punishment, it is not the mtted goal. Straus (1994 p. 5) further
states that “the most frequent forms of corporahigiument are spanking, slapping,
grabbing or shoving a child roughly (with more ferihan is needed to move the child),

and hitting with certain objects such as a haisbrielt, or paddle”.

Supporting this definition, Cohen (1984) identifiggkecific forms of corporal punishment
such as paddling, flogging and beating. Reflectngractices in school situations, and
contextualising the definition of corporal punishmén schools, Hyman (1990 p. 10)
states that “corporal punishment in schools is itiféction of pain or confinement

(detention for a period of time) as a penalty faraifense committed by a student”.
Notwithstanding what others have said on corporatighment, Hyman’s definition

explicitly conceptualises corporal punishment school context thereby making it more

9



specific and relevant to this discussion. In gahethese definitions point out that

corporal punishment is the use of physical forceatose pain on a learner.

For this study, the working definition is that corpl punishment is the use of physical
force to cause a child experience pain for the @sep of discipline, correction or control
of child’s behaviour. Considering the Malawian o, the use of physical force in the
study shall mean, hitting the child with a handather object, kicking, shaking or
throwing the child, pinching or pulling the hairfsacaning or whipping, slapping and

grabbing.

2.2 Effects of Corporal Punishment

Many researchers have studied effects of corpamispment (Bitensky, 1998; Save the
Children, 2003; Human Rights Watch Kenya, 1999;ar 2001; Straus, 1994;
MacMillan, et al, 1999; Hyman, 1990; Tharps, 2003). Research coaduny different
researchers including some from the above mentidisedeveals the severity of harm
that can be inflicted on children when adults wwyntanage their behaviour (Save the
Children, 2003). Besides being harmful, effectscofporal punishment affect many
areas of the life of the child and can be lastimegching well into adulthood (Bitensky,
1998). In general terms, the effects can be catsgbras physical, psychological or

emotional, personal, social and behavioural as agicademic.

Firstly, corporal punishment has been associat#idl s@using physical effects. These are
effects caused by corporal punishment on the bodyligée of the victim. According to

10



Save the Children the Children (2003) children esufihjuries arising from corporal
punishments that need medical attention, leave qeemt damage and even cause their
death. This includes children being knocked uncans, bleeding, broken limbs,
damaged eyes and stitches; being beaten with ingpitnsuch as canes, belts, or thorns;
being whipped or lapped, punched or kicked. Ineawuntries, reported punishment in
schools has included being forced to stand for ©iouthe sun, smoke red pepper, which
causes coughing and vomiting, being made to cottterbody into shapes which cause
fainting and nose bleeding, pulling hair and e#&oscing pupils into humiliating and
painful contortions (Save the Children, 2003). §hghildren on whom corporal
punishment is administered are often left with ptaisevidence of the abuse. UNICEF
(2001) report of a study done in Asia indicates thaAsia children’s eardrums have

burst as a result of corporal punishment.

Human Rights Watch Kenya (1999) report of a studlyedin Kenya indicates that minor
injuries such as bruising and swelling are commmoare severe injuries such as “large
cuts, sprains, broken fingers” as well as teethdp&nocked out, broken wrists and collar

bones and internal injuries requiring surgery doundrom corporal punishment.

Second effect of corporal punishment is that itsesupsychological effects. These are
effects that affect the mental or emotional aspettthe learner. Straus (2001 p. 53)
further explains that “...the psychologically harmgffects of corporal punishment are
parallel to the harmful effects of physical abuseept that the magnitude of the effect is
less”. Firstly, corporal punishment results nolyan the child exhibiting “externalising

11



behaviours” such as hitting others but can alsd teathe child internalising his or her
feelings about being physically punished. Suchriaksing often results in depression,
low self-esteem and negative psychological adjustni8traus, 1994). Research has
shown that a correlation does exist between cofppumishment and depressive
symptoms (Straus, 1994). In their study, Strawsd.€t1994) found that adolescents who
were subjected to corporal punishment displayediremeased risk of developing
depressive symptoms as adults. Furthermore, dlogéncy of suicidal ideation (thoughts
and plans about suicide) also increases with tegquincy of corporal punishment
experienced as an adolescent (Straus, et.al., 19943 is further associated with a high
frequency of suicidal thoughts as an adult (Stratia)., 1994). There have been reported
cases of children committing suicide as a resulthefhumiliation and shame they feel
due to physical and mental punishment (UNICEF Adreport, 2001). Holden (in
Straus, 1994) argues that repeated corporal pueishleads to chemical and structural
changes in the brain which result in depressiontheOpsychiatric disorders have also
been found to correlate with corporal punishmenacMillan, et.al. (1999) studied the
effects of slapping and spanking during childhood $ound out that there is a linear
relationship between the frequency of slapping sgrehking and the lifetime prevalence
of other psychiatric disorders. In particular, €ttassociation is weak for major
depression and anxiety, and stronger for alcohotalor dependence and externalising
problems,” (MacMillan,et.al, 1999, p. 808). Besides, Hyman (1990) contends tha
children who experience psychological abuse becatis®rporal punishment or other
forms of abuse may suffer from sleep disturbandesluding the reappearance of
bedwetting, nightmares, sleepwalking, and fearallinig asleep in a darkened room.

12



Furthermore, somatic symptoms such as stomach-abkadaches, fatigue, and bowel
disturbances, accompanied by a refusal to go toachan also occur (Hyman, 1990 p.
19). Research by Hyman (1990) also confirms tkpegence of corporal punishment in
schools is a critical traumatic experience fordigh and the symptoms experienced as a
result are comparable to symptoms of Post Traunsitess Disorder (PTSD). This area
of post traumatic stress has been termed Educadoicéd Posttraumatic Stress Disorder,
and it explores a child’s reaction to traumaticestes in the learning environment.
Furthermore, according to Hyman (1990) though kahjitbut studies have indicated that
symptoms learners experience as a result of tranrtee classroom include problems in
school; aggressive behaviour; avoidance behavioalgnges in personality; re-
experiencing the trauma,; fearful reactions; somatimplaints; withdrawal; memory and
concentration problems; dependency and regressi@abit disorders and sleep
disturbances” (Hyman, 1990 p 100-101 in Cicognaii4). Finally, the effects can
reach beyond school going years and well into &dold with more severe psychiatric

conditions resulting from harsh corporal punishngatctices (Hyman, 1990).

The third effect of corporal punishment is thaviblates the rights of a child/learner.
Hitting children breaches human rights, in paréeuto respect for every person’s human
dignity and physical integrity and to equal proi@ctunder the law, upheld in the
Universal Declaration on Human Rights and the magonal Convection on Civil and
Political Rights (Newell, 2010). The UN conventiam the Rights of the Child
(UNCRC) explicitly protects children from all formaf physical violence (Article 19)
and from inhuman and degrading treatment or purestirfirticle 37). It requires school
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discipline to be “consistent with the child’s humdignity and in conformity with the
present Convention” (Article 28 (2). In view oftldlamage that corporal punishment can
do to children’s attendance and learning experiei@an also breach Article 28, which
stipulates children’s right to receive primary ealimn (Article 28.1.a) and requires
States to take measures to encourage regular attemcht school and reduce drop-out
rates (Article 28 (1.e). The General Principlestloé CRC, which also inform this
position, provide that in all actions concerningldiien the best interests of the child
should be a primary consideration (Article 3); thirerent right of every child to life and
to survival and development (Article 6); the rightnon-discrimination (Article 2) and
the right of children to express their views freglyall matters affecting them and these

views be given due weight (Article 12) (Save theld@kn, 2003.

The fourth effect of corporal punishment is thatatises social and behavioural effects.
Corporal punishment also affects the social andawelr dimensions of life of the

victimised learner. Surely, the aim of complianseoften reached through use of
corporal punishment; however, research has shoatrttike child does not understand and
learn the incorrectness of their behaviour (Thag@)3). Thus, the child stops the
behaviour fearing corporal punishment but not #son why the behaviour should be
stopped. Consequently corporal punishment cabrgeshild to fail make a link between

their behaviour and the punishment. As such, cafpounishment does not promote
lessons about right and wrong but rather empha$esasand violence (Tharps, 2003).

According to the Harvard Mental Health Letter (2@02):-

14



Children whose parents hit them feel pain, anged, faar that lead them

to ignore the disciplinary message and to resenp#rent instead. Some

lose their incentive to internalize social valuesl aevelop self-control.

They concentrate on their own grievance insteatiioking about the act

for which they were punished and the harm it causednight have

caused.
Emphasising and expounding the idea cited abovegbani(2004) states thatlthough
compliance is often obtained, the effect of theiglument leaves children feeling more

resentful as opposed to having learnt correct iebhes: They are left focusing on the

hurt they feel and not the lesson they could learn”

Furthermore, studies show that “children who arangpd have a less trusting and
affectionate relationship with their parents anel fess remorse about misbehaviour, as
opposed to being caught” (Harvard Mental HealthtdreP002 p. 1). Correspondingly,
research by Straus (1994) indicates that childréo are disciplined through corporal

punishment have a greater probability of develogielinquent tendencies.

Additionally, studies by Straus and Yodanis (1986int out that those adolescents who
are punished through frequent corporal punishmeatah a greater risk of assaulting
spouses later in life. Concurring with Straus afwdlanis, studies by Greydane, al,
(2003) found that children who have been subjetbediolence are more likely to use
violence in their own families later in life. Thu®rporal punishment perpetuates the

cycle of abuse, violence and hostility.
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Apart from that, UNICEF's Asian Report (2001 p. @) corporal punishment states,
“punishment reinforces uncertainty and an identityfailure. It reinforces rebellion,
resistance, revenge and resentment”. Consequehtilgiren interpret people’s actions as
aggressive and they learn that similar situatioeguire hostile responses (Harvard
Mental Health Letter, 2002). To that end, the afseorporal punishment or violence as a
disciplinary measure does not set the appropriséenple, because children learn that
acts of violence are a means of solving problenmsds 2003). Related to that, research
conducted by Hyman (1990), found that learners atgphysically punished are more
likely to bully their peers and can develop intalksl who display little or no empathy,
and will hurt without conviction (Human Rights Whtc1999). In connection to that
Brezina (1999) discovered that through corporalighunent children learn aggression as
an effective means of problem solving, as corppualishment intimidates other children.
This display of aggression has wider implicatioresduse, as Brezina (1999 p. 418)

“

suggests, “...such behaviour is likely to posses&rsglforcing properties” and has

“implications for the control of teenage violence”.

According to Brezina (1999) the use of corporalipiment also reinforces the message
that force can be used to control those weaker tmaself. In this way, according to
studies done by Save the Children (2003) the sasthgsually unintended, message that
corporal punishment sends to the mind of a chilthés violence is acceptable behaviour,
that it is right for a stronger person to use fait@wecoerce a weaker one. This helps to
perpetuate a cycle of violence in the family andsatiety (Save the Children, 2003).
Thus confirming what Straus (1996 p. 838) statemt th..cross-cultural evidence
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suggests ... that corporal punishment is associatiédl an increased probability of

societal violence”.

Besides behavioural effects, corporal punishmenalso seen to cause academic or
educational effects. According to Straus (2008 telationship between academic
achievement and success later in adult life ind#hat corporal punishment early in life
affects cognitive development. Corporal punishnmexgerienced during adolescence is
inversely related to graduation from college andssociated with lower economic and
occupational achievement in adulthood (Straus, R0G®rporal punishment decreases a
child’s motivation and increases his or her anxiets a consequence the ability to
concentrate is inhibited and learning is poor (URFCAsian Report, 2001). The use of
corporal punishment also influences children’s sthaitendance, in that the learning

environment is not perceived as safe and schanlagled.

Corresponding and substantiating to UNICEF Asigoore Save the Children (2003)
consultations with children in over 15 countrie®whthat Children also frequently cite
corporal punishment as a reason for dropping ostbbol. For example, 14 per cent of
Nepalese children interviewed had dropped out bbstbecause they were afraid of the
teachers. Kenyan Children, left with little remeadgainst corporal punishment, have
responded to injuries and severe punishment bgfEeimg from abusive schools, or by
dropping out of school altogether. In Malawi, Rurt(2005) found out that corporal

punishment was one of the factors that is continigub school drop out.
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2.3 Perspectives on Effects of Corporal Punishment

Although we have delineated enormous studies @ctsfiof corporal punishment, studies
on corporal punishment reveal that not all reseasclare of the opinion that corporal
punishment is a harmful and destructive act thaises emotional, physical and
psychological damage to a child. Researchers ssietyman (1990), Straus (1994, 1996,
2003), and Gershoff (2002) explore the harmful &w$ desirable effects of corporal
punishment such as somatic complaints, increasgktgnchanges in personality and
depression. They view corporal punishment as naly onaltreatment but also
psychological abuse of the child. On the other hasskarchers such as Baumrind (1996)
view the use of corporal punishment as a valid mesndiscipline. Baumrind (1996)
claims that current research methods are not abbetermine accurately the negative
effects of corporal punishment. Baumrind, furttetates that although there is a strong
correlation between corporal punishment and psydichl consequences, it is difficult
to determine the exact causal relationship andeffects that may result. However,
studies done by researchers such as Straus (1884)yman (1990) remain primarily
correlational and significant. Consequently, tHeeats of corporal punishment are
viewed on a continuum ranging from “not harmful” ‘tabusive” (Cicognani, 2004).
There is a belief among some researchers that atiterof corporal punishment are not
intended to cause harm and should therefore notldesified as abuse. Straus and
Yodanis (1996) see spanking as part of a rangeinigah abuse. Endorsing this
perspective is Hyman (1990) who views the use gh@@l punishment as psychological
maltreatment. He further argues that “the symptomgsychological maltreatment are

identical to those that occur from physical abu@idyman, 1990 p. 19). Therefore
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discussion in this section indisputably indicatee tisagreement among researchers
about the harmful effects of corporal punishmetitwould therefore be concluded that
acts of corporal punishment are viewed on a coatmuanging from mild to severe
(Cicognani, 2004). For the purposes of this stutynetheless, all acts of corporal
punishment are regarded as multidimensionally harorf children. This is based on the
observation that although Baumrind (1996) questithiesresearch methods adopted by
researchers such as Straus (1994) and Hyman (1&@03tudies (Straus, 1994; Hyman,
1990) do reflect the intense, insightful and indisble effects that corporal punishment

can have on children both in raising them and withe school environment.

2.4 The Prohibition of Corporal Punishment on the hternational level

The prohibition of corporal punishment started iardpe particularly in Sweden and
spread to other countries and continents (New8l02 The international movement to
ban corporal punishment was greatly triggered kB democratic dispensation. The
embracement of democratic system of governancessiéatd the formulation, adoption
and implementation of the constitution that prosideespects and protects human rights
(Newell, 2010). Therefore, mostly, where democrhaayg prevailed, the use of corporal
punishment has been faulted, condemned and abdlistEause it violates human rights
(Newell, 2010). However, even in some of the cdastwhere democracy prevalil
implementation of policy prohibiting use of corpbpainishment has not been and is not
always easy (Durrant, 1996; Greydanetsal, 2003). On one hand democracy facilitates
and promotes constitutional abolishment of corpgrahishment but on the other
implementation or enforcement of the ban remaiolsadlenge in many cases (Cicognani,
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2004). In United States of America, for examplerporal punishment had been
abolished in many states by 2003 however by theesggar 2003 approximately 2 to 3
million cases of physical punishment were beingregal each year with 10000 to 20000
pupils requiring subsequent medical treatment @salt of the punishment (Greydanus,
et al 2003). In South Africa corporal punishment we® abolished in 1996 but its use
is still reported in schools (Cicognani, 2004). eOmonders why implementation of ant-
corporal punishment policy is a problem even inntdas where democracy has
prevailed. One possible reason according to UNI@ERn Report (2001) is that it is

difficult to enforce prohibition of corporal punistent in some countries where it has

been banned because many teachers still consiecassary.

In South Asia, for instance, corporal punishment‘affen considered necessary to
children’s upbringing, to facilitate learning and instil discipline” (UNICEF Asian

Report, 2001). It can therefore be noted that saimallenges to implement the
prohibition of corporal punishment are fuelled bg tview that if corporal punishment is

not used to punish children they will develop intauly and uncontrollable citizens.

Newell (2010) further argues that condoning the okeorporal punishment at home
when it was abolished at school undermines theesstal implementation of the policy
at school. He argues that influenced by a bekiaf torporal punishment is necessary,
some parents even encourage teachers to use dgsporshment against their children.
This practice promotes the violation of the polipyohibiting the use of corporal
punishment.
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Failure of Education System (MoE) to adequatelyorrd the prohibition of corporal

punishment is seen as another contribution. M¢2@00) for instance, explains that the
Department of Education in South Africa failed t ehough to enforce the prohibition
of corporal punishment. The department could tay sr punish perpetrators of corporal
punishment especially in South African schools Whigere traditionally headed by

authoritarian figures where students were expectdée respectful.

2.5 The Prohibition of Corporal Punishment in Malawi

In Malawi, history of corporal punishment can bactrd back since time immemorial. Its
presence during the period of colonialism is evidgtuthemba-Mwale, 1996).As a
British colony, Malawi adopted colonial educatioesments, practices and styles. The
1962 Malawi Education Act which has been in udehg time of this study was one of
the significant colonial educational elements whiets adopted. One of the documented
practices in the Act relates to use of corporaligument in Malawi schools. It stipulates,
“The minister may from time to time make rules présng the conditions for
administration of corporal punishment” (Malawi Gaweent 1962, sect 65(t). This
confirms that corporal punishment in Malawi hadrb@euse under the guidance of the
minister in schools during the colonial era. Sigipgly, this education act has been in
use till at the writing of this paper. As a resuiltthis, the conflict between this old act
and the current constitution has been somewhates®f debate and dilemma among

some quarters.
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According to Newell (2010) when Malawi became inelegeent under the leadership of
Dr Hastings Kamuzu Banda, the education act fortadlay the colonialist government
permitting corporal punishment was inherited. ©@oap punishment was an approved
form of disciplining learners in schools. In fattie United Nations human rights report
(2010), states that, the 1964 Constitution hadlaoBiRights which guaranteed human
rights. However at the attainment of a Republistatus in 1966, when Dr. Hastings
Kamuzu Banda became President, the new Constitugomoved the Bill of Rights.

Among the removed ingredients of the Bill of Rightsre the right to life, the prohibition

of torture, cruel, inhuman or degrading treatmentayporal punishment and a cluster of
fair trial. The elimination of Bill of Rights compmised provision, protection and
respect of concerned human rights by the Kamuzud&8anregime (United Nations,

2010). Consequently, Dr Banda’s regime was assatiaith torture, cruelty, inhuman or
degrading treatment and corporal punishment. QCatpmunishment was practised in

schools, prisons and other settings (United Natiag%0; Newell, 2010).

In 1993, through a referendum, the people of Mahkated for a change from one party
system of government to a multiparty system of gowent leading to the general
elections in 1994 which ended the three decade aliler. Hastings Kamuzu Banda.
Malawi’'s political transformation also entailed thdoption of a new constitution. The
new political system transferred the supreme aiuthdrom the presidency to the

constitution. Hence the constitution became andanesithe supreme authority in Malawi
(Matenje & Forsyth, 2007). The supremacy of thastibution implies that it is the

constitution that binds all executive, legislatiaed judicial organs of the State at all
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levels of Government and all the people in Malawhis supremacy further implies that
any act of Government or any law that is inconsist&ith the provisions of this
constitution shall, to the extent of such incomesisy, be invalid (The Malawi

Constitution 1995; section 4, 5).

The new constitution was adopted with a fully-fledgBill of Rights. One of the
prominent elements in the Bill of Rights is the lghation of torture, cruel, inhuman or
degrading treatment or corporal punishment (Uniiations, 2010). This means
prohibition of corporal punishment in Malawi emasatfrom the constitution. Of
particular interest and relevance to the discusisi@ection 19(5) of the 1995 constitution
of Malawi which stipulates, “No person shall be jeab to corporal punishment in
connection with any judicial proceedings or in anlyer proceedings before any organ of
the State”. Related to the treatment of primatyost children, the constitution further
states:

All children, regardless of the circumstances @irtltbirth, are entitled to equal
treatment before the law. Children are entitledb® protected from... any
treatment, work or punishment that is, or is likedy— be hazardous; interfere
with their education; or be harmful to their headthto their physical, mental or
spiritual or social development (Malawi Constitutio1995; section 23 (2),
(4a,b,c, 5).

This means corporal punishment (in form of treattnerk and punishment) in Malawi
is unlawful in schools. Although the old educatibact empowers the minister to
determine the conditions of corporal punishmente tinister cannot make any

directive/rule/decision against the provisions leé tonstitution (Matenje, and Forsyth
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2007). Thus, the adoption and operationalisatibthe 1994 constitution legally and

technically implied the ban of corporal punishmiengchools.

Following the constitutional prohibition of corpbnaunishment (Malawi Constitution,
1995, sections 19 (5); 23 (2), (4a,b ¢ ) ( 5) drdlobal wind of change sweeping in the
educational system advocating for abolishment op@@l punishment, the Malawi's
Ministry of Education prohibited the use of cordopmnishment in schools in 1999
(Centre For Social Concern, 2009; MoEST 2008). fidmmg and communicating the
prohibition of corporal punishment in schools, Mimistry of Education in 2008 released
guidelines for school discipline. In the guidebnéhe Ministry provided alternatives to
corporal punishment as follows:-

(a) Sending a child out of the class for a short tilmeNMaking a child stand on one
leg for some time (c) Making a child run round swhool if he/she is late for
school (d) Giving a child a piece of work to doeafbormal school (e) For coming
late, a child may be asked to do the part of teede which he/she missed. This
should be done after normal school hours (f) Payorgthe damage done (g)
Public repentance: a child who commits an offerscasked to repent in front of
the class or school (i) Reprimand: The Head invites offending child to the
office and talks to him/her strongly to make thelcthealize his/her mistake

(MOEST, 2008).
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Banning of corporal punishment, however, appearbet@ difficult policy change for
some teachers to accept. At present, there dreepidrted cases of corporal punishment

being used in schools in Malawi (Zuberi, 2005; Bar2005).

Malawi Human Rights Commission (2007) wrote abaarporal punishment in Malawi.

The article on corporal punishment is written ag pé the report on the gender based
violence in schools. As a consequence of this,ctir@gent on corporal punishment is
brief. It does not provide a wide and adequateudision on the topic in question.

Besides, the article does not base its discussiang theory.

Burton (2005) also did a study in Malawi on violena school. Hdound out that of
more than 4,500 children’s experiences of violeateschool found that one fifth had
experienced something which made them afraid totggschool, including violent
corporal punishment (10.9%). From teachers’ owpores, the study found corporal
punishment to be the most common form of “discigli(86.3%), despite its prohibition.
The strength of the study was that it revealedptieealence of corporal punishment after
the ban. It also shed light on the impact of caappunishment especially on drop out.
However, corporal punishment was not the main fafuhe study as a result no much

details are provided. Besides, the study useth@ary to guide it.

Global Initiative to End All Forms of Corporal Pghiment (2010) and Newell (2010)
have discussed corporal punishment only as padad&wi’'s constitutional progress on
the abolishment of corporal punishment at home titactual perspectives of teachers
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towards the ban of corporal punishment. As a tesud significance of the teachers’
perspectives on the ban of corporal punishmenteslooked or at least not revealed.
Hence need for a study focusing on the teachersppetives on prohibition of corporal

punishment in Malawi.

2.6 Teachers’ Attitudes towards the Ban of CorporaPunishment

There are different teachers’ attitudes towardshipiton of corporal punishment in
schools. Some teachers support the policy whilerstcondemn it. In Australia, corporal
punishment is banned. However most teachers giipart the use of corporal
punishment and this view has not changed much singeoral punishment was first
banned in schools. Research conducted in Ausfrliad that most teachers view the use
of corporal punishment as necessary and many wikeldo use the cane as a last resort
(www.education.qgld.gov.au/corporate/professionathaxge/edhistory/edhistopics/corpo

ral/ union.html).

In an American poll conducted by ABC news titl&&lUpport for Spanking” it was found
that “sixty-five percent of Americans approve ofisging”, although only “26 percent
say that grade-school teachers should be allowedspgank kids at school”
(www.search.abcnews.go.com/query.html). Accordm§lynn (1994) southern residents
of the USA, have favourable attitudes towards caippunishment and 81.1% support its
use. This is reflective of southern educators béregstrongest proponents of corporal

punishment in schools (Boser, 2001).
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Corporal punishment in Pakistan has existed in @shfor nearly 143 years (Igbal,

2003). Recently, efforts have been made to banocakpunishment. Teacher’s opinions
supporting this ban are growing. Some teachersgehiexy still feel that those who use
corporal punishment should not be punished, asocakpunishment is seen as part of
doing the job. Teachers who support the ban, fes torporal punishment is a lazy

means of control (Igbal, 2003).

In Trinidad, where corporal punishment has beemédrior nearly three years, teachers
and parents are requesting its reinstatement. Ielis that children are becoming
increasingly unruly and corporal punishment wouddist in reinstating order in schools

(Richards, 2003).

Teachers in Bangkok are unhappy about the ban o punishment and fear that it
will result in students becoming more aggressivan@kok Post, 13 September 2000). A
secondary school executive association member mglgxk felt that the “ban would

infringe on the rights of teachers”, and a teadhbether stated “...if | cannot control

them. | have to hit them in these cases” (The Matis! September 2000). In some
countries, the use of corporal punishment by teacisereinforced by its use in the home
or from teacher’'s experiences of their own schaplim Botswana and Kenya (Unicef
Asian Report, 2001 and Human Rights Watch Keny®9)1%eachers use corporal
punishment because it is expected by parents. Bammorse the use of corporal

punishment, as it is the method they themselvesaudiscipline their own children.
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Students entering training colleges bring with thteir own discipline experiences and
ideas of how to discipline. According to Tafa (2003 “trainees brought strong beliefs
about caning to colleges of education primarilyniraheir schools rather than their
homes”. This is then coupled with the poor trainiigeachers in classroom management
and as a result teachers drawing on their own expees of being disciplined with the

cane (Unicef Asia Report, 2001 and Human Rightscitenya, 1999).

According to Hyman (1990) there are conflictingds&s about which teachers are more
likely to use paddling. It appears that as studes older, teachers administer less
corporal punishment possibly as a result of befrdof retaliation (Hyman, 1990). In a
Gallup poll conducted in 1988 in the United State6 percent of elementary school
teachers and 55 percent of high school teachersowgh of corporal punishment in
lower grades” (Hyman, 1990 p. 62). In a study imfessee it was also found that
teachers with emotional problems are more likelyise corporal punishment (Hyman,

1990).

In South African, a study by Rice (1987) before @@ on corporal punishment, found
that male teachers tend to favour corporal punisiinas do younger teachers under the
age of 25 years. She also found that experiencenalichave an impact on the use of
corporal punishment. That is, teachers teachindeks than 5 years and those with more
experience are almost equally likely to use corppuaishment. More recently, and post
the ban on corporal punishment in South Africa, €volj1996) conducted a study on
teachers’ and pupils’ attitudes towards corporalighiment. According to Cohen (1996
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p. 47) “teachers are ambivalent towards corporalighument, their views are still not
totally in line with the literature, nor with theinas of the new education policy”.
Furthermore, the majority of the teachers in thelgtfelt that corporal punishment was

necessary in order to maintain discipline.

Cicognani (2004) conducted a study@auteng area in Republic of South Africa on
Teachers’ attitudes towards the ban of corporalighment. Results of this study
suggest that teachers still view corporal gment as having a place in education.
Teachers are concerned amongst others abaitt fgersonal safety and feel the
administering of corporal punishment will ensutieeir safety. Teachers’ do report
that they have found alternatives that dorkwbowever, they still feel that the

training that is provided is not able to méle¢ir needs in the classroom situation.

Hyman (1990), however, argue that there are cdimfitjcviews about which teachers are
more likely to use paddling. It appears that agests get older, teachers administer less
corporal punishment possibly as a result of befmgdhof retaliation (Hyman, 1990). In

a poll conducted by Hyman in 1988 “56 per cent lefmentary school teachers and 55
per cent of high school teachers approved of catppunishment in lower grades”
(Hyman, 1990 p. 62). In another study Hyman (196Qhd that teachers with emotional
problems are more likely to use corporal punishmexstudy by Rice (1987) found that
male teachers tend to favour corporal punishmenticayounger teachers under the age
of 25 years. She also found that experience dichaee an impact on the use of corporal
punishment. That is, teachers teaching for lessm th years and those with more
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experience are almost equally likely to use corpouaishment. But according to Cohen
(1996 p. 47) “teachers are ambivalent towards gafgmnishment, their views are still
not totally in line with the literature, nor witthé aims of the new education policy”.
Furthermore, the majority of the teachers in thalgtfelt that corporal punishment was

necessary in order to maintain discipline.

2.7 Conceptual Framework

This study has employed a conceptual framework doase four concepts reflecting
teachers’ attitudes to policy change, namely, ignoe of the policy, resistance of the
policy, adoption of the policy, and adaptation bk tpolicy. These concepts were
proposed by Lindblad (1990), as shown in the tablel

Table 1: Concepts of conceptual framework: Teachetg\ttitudes towards Change

Attitudes towards change

Negative Positive
) ] Resist Adapt )
Knowledge & skill High High
LOW [Mgnore Adopt Low

As table 1 indicates, teachers’ attitudewards policy change can either be positive or
negative. Positive attitude constitute two consammely; adoption and adaptation of
the policy. On the other hand negative attitudepolicy change entails ignorance and
resistance of the policy change (Clasquin-Johng6a1, Lindblad, 1990; Richardson &
Placier, 2002). These teachers’ attitudes are eshdyy different factors such as

knowledge, context, characteristics, beliefs andctores of teachers. Besides, the
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framework also holds that the positioning (andrtlaility to move from one position to

another) on the matrix depends on the level of kedge and skills. The belief is that
teachers with no knowledge of change are moreylikelhave negative perspective and
ignore the policy where as teachers with little Wiemlge and negative attitude to change
are more likely to resist. Teachers with adeqéai@wvledge and positive attitude but
with limited skills may adopt the policy. On théher hand, teachers with high levels of

knowledge and a positive attitude to change aresrlikely to adapt the policy change.

This study, therefore, used ignorance, resistaadeption and adaption as concepts to
guide the explanation. These concepts were chosesuse they provide important ideas
on policy change and teachers’ perspectives onsdéimee. So they act as bedrock of

explanations for this study. The concepts areudised below:

2.7.1 Ignorance of the Policy Change

Generally, ignorance of policy refers to paying attention to new changes by policy
implementers (Wolf, et.al., 1999). According to Myet.al. (1999) ignorance entails lack
of knowledge of something. Therefore, to the teaghignorance entails doing nothing
about the policy because they do not know it. Tieashers do not implement policies
they have not been communicated to. Wolf, et.&99) assert that teachers who do not
know policy reforms cannot implement required clemngnd it would be unfair to expect
change from them on something they do not know.cofding to Clasquin-Johnson
(2011) teachers may ignore policy changes if theiowledge is shallow. In this

situation, teachers’ beliefs, attitudes and pergnare not adequately challenged by
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shallow knowledge of the merits of the change.sTéaves teachers with nothing but the

belief in the old policy and practices.

In terms of the nature of policy ignorance, Clasginhnson (2011) states that some
teachers ignore the whole policy while others jgsbre some of the policy requirements

that they do not believe.

2.7.2 Resistance of the Policy Change
Resistance of policy change refers to refusing doept or implement a new policy
change (Johnson, 1969). Contrary to ignoranceotifyy here teachers have knowledge

of the policy but do not implement it by choice dodifferent reasons.

Reasons for resistance to policy change aboundstlyfiJohnson (1969) argues that
some teachers just hate directives. Thus, top-dpelity approaches which do not
involve and consult teachers adequately face eegist because teachers are
uncomfortable just to being commanded to changenstin (1969) also notes that such
resistance to directives on policy change and ¢he Visibility of teachers’ classroom

behaviour makes it possible for teachers to avoplémenting desirable change.

Secondly, it is also argued by Bailey (2000) tlegtchers believe that mandated change
implies a criticism of what they are currently dgias such they respond by resisting the
change. Apart from that, misinformation influencesistance If incorrect information

is given about a change, the teachers’ view ofd@nge will be unclear; hence the
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usefulness of the change will not be perceived fdc& Kajengo, 2000). Additionally,

Gitlin and Margonis (1995) argue that resistancethange could represent a quest for
stability. A change may mean adopting new waysdaihg things. Old ways that

teachers are used to or are competent in are nelsss If there is no training to develop
new skills to cope with the change, then the chamfide resisted. Other teachers resist
change because of the uncertainty about causesff@ots of the change. While to some,
changes can reduce the influence one has in alscBoch a change will be resisted by
the affected persons. In other words teacherstresange if they feel it is a threat to

their stability, status and comfort.

Furthermore, timing of policy can influence resmte. Rowan and Miller (2007) argue
that teachers who resist change often have ingrffitime or energy. It is also observed
that teachers need time to change their thinkingparing for, and getting used to the
change before administrators can realistically ekpleem to implement it (Fink and
Stoll, 2005). Teachers who are constantly forcgdib unrelenting plethora of changes
over a short time period tend to be exhausteds thises teachers to find it too hard to
keep up their energy, enthusiasm and ultimatelflingihess for change (Ballet &

Kelchtermans, 2008).

In addition, teachers “resist change when the rieetsf the change does not match the

realities of their experiences” (Datnow & Casteia@000, p. 778; Gitlin & Margonis,

1995). If teachers see that educational reforrhneil bring their expected result or if the
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benefits of the change are not clear, the changseén as a threat to the already

established routine hence they will resist the gegiargreaves, 2005)

Besides above reasons, studies conducted by Chif208%) in Zimbabwe, Mweemba
and Chilala (2001) in Zambia, and Samuel (2004hdha, Khaniya and Williams (2004),
indicate that limited resources, inadequate pradess development, poor supervision
and poor policy enforcement constitute significardrriers to effective policy
implementation. With such barriers, many teacheesforced to resist implementation of

necessary policy changes.

2.7.3 Adoption of the Policy Change

Adoption of policy refers to implementation of tpelicy without any modifications.
The teachers’ implementation of the policy is siggabto exactly conform to policy
makers’ view. One of the criteria for successfplementation relates to the degree to
which teachers’ adoption of the new policy confotm$olicy makers’ views of what it
should look like (Richardson & Placier 2002). Squet.al (2003) note that teachers are
expected to preserve the integrity of externallyali@ped education innovation through
“whole cloth adoption” (Adoption without alteration). In oth&ords teachers are
expected to render total compliance to the polidy. this way the adoption approach
constitutes implementation fidelity in which teachare viewed as too faithful and loyal

to alter the policy implementation (Penuel, Fishméamaguchi & Gallagher, 2007).

Datnow and Castellano (2000, p. 778) argue thari@ssof imposed changes creates a

“culture of compliance” leading teachers to wankb@w how to implement the required
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change “as painlessly as possible”. According twy 2008), performance agendas
coupled with continuing monitoring of teachers’ exffiveness, implicitly encourage

teachers to comply uncritically with policy chang@olicy makers want teachers to be
faithful to the goals of policy reforms (Drake & &in, 2006). Although implementation

fidelity is seen as a useful goal, when it is accamgx by tight restrictions on teacher
autonomy and a corresponding narrow focus on tegcpractices, there are many
negative side-effects, such as: (i) decreased ataiiv among teachers whose
professionalism would be undermined; (i) a possibhisfit between a change
programme's narrowly prescribed teaching regime thedarger goals of teaching and
learning (Rowan & Miller, 2007). Consequently haligh adoption of policy may please
many policy makers, only very few teachers affdrégpecially where there is forced
compliance and strict supervision. Therefore alhgaeachers to (buy-in) participate in
re-designing correct reforms would be far strortgan forcing them to adopt (Datnow &

Castellano, 2000).

2.7.4 Adaptation of the Policy Change

Adaptation of policy change involves teachers bagvely involved in reproducing,
interpreting and transforming policy through indival action or agency (Osgood, 2006).
“Teachers interpret, filter and modify policy in erdto safeguard their sense of
professional autonomy” (Ballet & Kelchtermans, 200854). Policy makers therefore
need to recognize that teachers develop, definereinterpret the policy instead of
merely delivering it (Hargreaves, 2005). For tidasonSmylie and Perry (2005) regard
teachers as active agents when they adapt elemieptdicy change to their classrooms
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because when working with a complex, conceptuatly policy, different teachers make
different choices and adaptations (Drake & She?dQ6). They do this to balance
multiple issues, including their own ideologies grast pedagogical practices, with a host
of new demands as they attempt to incorporate ypohange. Top-down policy change
disregards this power of teachers to mediate thagds (Fink & Stoll, 2005; Priestley &

Sime, 2005).

Successful innovation is better achieved throughoaess of adaptation, which combines
central impetus with active engagement by teach€iange must reflect the dynamic
two-way relationship between the initiative and tomtext for enactmenand therefore

local change agents must be included in everydtépe process.

Teachers are also bound by what they feel they whaigb practically respond to their
learners’ needs and so they tend to adapt polmtesrdingly (Datnow & Castellano,
2000). Adaptive approaches seek to create inmm&tihat accommodate local settings
by encouraging teachers to discover and dissemioeddly effective teaching practices,
while simultaneously giving them sufficient dis¢oet and autonomy to adapt their
practices to theirown classroom strategies (Rowan & Miller, 2007). hefiefore,
successful reform of both policy and practice reggimutual adaptation (Drake & Sherin
2006).

Nevertheless, Leander and Osborne (2008) notepiblaty makers often misinterpret
how teachers respond to change. In particulaicyohakers may often view teachers’
modifications or adaptations of externally-drivemce as corrupting the change effort.
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However, only partial change is achieved if thelea is construed as a “thoughtless and
rationalless appropriator of materials” (Leande©&borne, 2008). Leander and Osborne
(2008) argue that teachers are not just resporisitbeir learners; their work is also

highly responsive to many different audiences.

In addition, as teachers respond to change, thesowoand redevelop “best ideas”.
According to Drake and Sherin (2006), teacherstatsme identities frame the ways in
which they use, alter or adapt the policy, befa@jng and after instruction. Teachers’
past experiences, their current identities, and tthesire to re-create intergenerational
learning found in their own homes, lead them toetligy different ideas about how to

reach policy goals (Drake & Sherin 2006).

The role of adaptation is complex since teachirgires improvisation and adaptation
on the one hand, while being faithful to the gaxlgolicy and curriculum change on the
other. Teachers adapt the policy to meet locasiramts, match their pedagogical goals

or fulfil the needs of their learngfSquire, et.al. 2003).

However, teachers' necessity to adapt policy utelgapresumes “one best way” of
implementing policy. Squire, et.al. (2003) view dears' adaptations as policy
innovations created in response to their contékésichers’ adaptations of innovations
are not phenomena to be avoided, but rather animpgwocess to be supported. As
such, the goal of policy makers should not be howreate policy that teachers may not
be able to adapt it by modifications. Instead,qytesigners might reconceptualise
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“implementation” as supporting teachers in contakting policy to meet their local

needs (Squire et al. 2003).

This framework, therefore, has been used as arysasdbol on teachers’ views on the
policy in question. Teachers’ views were related the framework to guide the
understanding and explanation. The framework pexvid basis on which participants’

responses were examined and understood.

2.8 Chapter Summary

This section has first reviewed literature relai@dhe subject of corporal punishment. It
has mainly highlighted what scholars have foundhenconceptualization, effects of the
corporal punishment, prohibition of corporal pumgnt and teachers’ attitudes towards
the ban of corporal punishment. A brief sectios h&so been dedicated to review of
Malawi literature on the topic under study. A dission on the conceptual framework
concludes the chapter. From the discussion, thexgeit is notable that literature reveals
that teachers’ perspectives to policy change vary tb a number of factors. Some
teachers view policy change positively while othgesv the same change negatively. As
a policy change, the prohibition of corporal punigmt in schools is viewed differently

by different teachers for different reasons. Whibene might negatively view it, others

look at it positively. They either adopt it or ad.
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CHAPTER THREE

RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY OF THE STUDY

3.0 Chapter Overview

This chapter describes and justifies the reseagsigd and the methodology employed in
the study to show how the research questions waeeationalised. It first situates the
study approach within the Phenomenological Methaglpland interpretive paradigm. It
then presents the sampling procedures of the soofdaformation. This is followed by
an account of data collection techniques that vsed during the study and how this
data was analysed. The section concludes withatersent of ethical considerations

taken care of in the study.

3.1 Phenomenology

This qualitative study used phenomenology as isa@gach. The choice for this approach
was made because phenomenology desgribesprets, and does a critical reflection of
the meaning of the phenomena as viewed and givgratiicipants (Creswell, 2007). In
research, the phenomenon or concept is the topdiest by the researcher and is the
topic described by the participants in the studiffiids, 2009). In this study, therefore,

the phenomenon was “Teachers’ perspectives ofdheyrohibiting the use of corporal
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punishment in Malawi schools”. Thus, the choice floe approach was based on its

suitability to the purpose of the study.

On the question of the type of phenomenolddyis study subscribed to the Existential
type of phenomenology because other types of phenolongy seem to focus on essence
of experience, conscious and intentionality butsketitial phenomenology extend to

other issues of life including, the study of petpes (Wadham, 2009).

On sample size, the study involved 32 teachererXuthors contradict one another on
phenomenological study sample size (Groenewald42@oyd (2001) regards two to
ten participants as sufficient to reach saturatiGmeswell (1998, pp. 65 & 113)
recommends “long interviews with up to ten peoplef a phenomenological study.
Polkinghorne (1989) recommends that researcheesviatv from 5 to 25 individuals
who have all experienced the phenomenon. But &list of well acknowledged
phenomenological study models, Creswell (2007)uidetl a study by Anderson &
Spencer (2002). In their study, Anderson & Sperig@02) used a purposive sample of
58 participants. With this controversy, Groenew@@04) argues that researchers need
to exercise well informed choices, make their choiknown and substantiate it
(Groenewald, 2004). Consequently, the sample &fizhis research was 32 teachers in
which sixteen were interviewed through in-deptheimiews while the sixteen

participated through Focus Group Discussion.
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The number of participants for in-depth intervie(@$) was mainly influenced by the
research decision to interview one participant frgumior/infant section and one
participant from senior section per each of thecBosls. This was meant to capture
details or experiences across the sections. Thispertant because certain issues which
affect classroom management such as enrolment BRIVRAry from section to section

(MOEST, 2008).

One the other hand, the number for FGD (16) intigsenced by two reasons. First, it was
necessary to organise two groups. One in the ualbanone in the rural since Blantyre district
comprises urban and rural areas. Second, theipatthg schools have standard one to eight so
the researcher wanted to give opportunity to oraeher per class; from standard 1 to 8 to
participate as their experiences were deemed ¢tiacihe discussion. In terms of gender, efforts
were made to achieve equal representation of balesnand females. However the use of
convenience sampling left participant availabiktyd willingness to participate as the decisive
factors. Consequently, out of the sixteen partimipavho participated in the In-depth interviews
ten were females and six males. On the other HhedJrban FGD comprised five females and

three males while the Rural FGD had four femalesfanr males.

3.2 Interpretive Paradigm

This study subscribed to interpretive paradigmhaf qualitative approach. The topic
entailed interpreting subjective views (realitiepm participants to explore the
richness, depth, and complexity of teachers’ patspes on the policy under discussion
(Myers, 2002; Neil, 2006). As Carballo (2003) argugarticipants’ perspectives

influence them to make decisions and act in accm&lawith their subjective
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understandings and interpretations of the situationwhich they find themselves in;

hence engagement of an interpretive qualitativecamh.

3.3. Sampling Techniques

Convenience sampling was predominantly used sigtudy. This sampling was used to
identify research site, schools of the researchigiaants and sample size. The
researcher lives in Blantyre and conducting a rekein Blantyre was therefore, quite
convenient to him. The choice of the 8 schoolsmftehich participants were drawn was
also based on convenience to the researcher. aBBaes who participated in the study
were also conveniently sampled by ensuring thay ¢éimbse available and those who
volunteered to participate were given chance (BabbP95; Greig & Taylor, 1999).
However during interviews teachers mentioned isdhes$ required verification with
other authorities. Hence, triangulation was emgtbyAs a result, two Primary Education
Advisors (PEAs) were purposively sampled as kegrimfints for being rich sources of

the required data. The PEAS participated throughrkdepth interviews.

3.5 Data Collection Methods

In this study, data was collected using In-deptkriiews and Focus Group Discussion.
According to Creswell (2007) qualitative researatpys different methods rather than
relying on a single method. The use of multiplehuds in this study enriched the data
as participants provided data using methods they there most flexible to and most

comfortable with.
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Table 2: Showing Data Collecting Methods

SCHOOL A D G H B C E F TOTAL
Location Urban | Urban | Urban | Urban | Rural |Rural |Rural | Rural |8
In-depth 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 16

participants

FGD
Participants 8 8 16
PEAs 1  (Through Ir-depth interview | 1 (Through Ir-depth interview | 2

3.5.1 In-Depth Interviews

The study used in-depth interviews as one of thethods because as argued by
Creswell, (2007, P. 131) “For a phenomenologicaidgt the process of collecting

information involves primarily in-depth interviewsBesides, Krauss (2005 p. 764) also
adds that,

face-to-face interaction is the fullest conditidrnparticipation in the mind
of another human being, understanding not onlyrtkerds but the
meanings of those words as used by the individualkaws us a glimpse

into how and why and the meaning behind individasiakhaviour.

Sixteen out of the 32 participants provided daraubh in-depth interviews. For this
type of interview to be effective, participants eersked to be free to speak and share
ideas (Creswell, 2007). This was done to ensuaé tich and quality data could be
collected. Thus the in-depth interviews provideskm and enriched exploration of the
topic as it allowed probing. The interviews weremsestructured, audio taped and

transcribed.
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3.5.2 Focus Group Discussion

This study also used Focus Group Discussions (FGDH)is was a form of group
interview, though not in the sense of a backwarus farwards between the interviewer
and the group. In these discussions, the reliarazom the interaction within the group
discussing a topic supplied by the researcher (Bord988). Hence the participants
interacted with each other rather than with therwiewer. It is from thenteraction of

the group that the data emerged (Morgan, 1988)s flethod was chosen because of its
many benefits. The discussion helped in developimgnes, topic, and schedules for
subsequent interviews (Morgan, 1988; Krueger, 19&xcondly, FGDs helped in
generating suggestions that derived from the irtsighd data from the group (Morgan,

1988; Krueger, 1988

There were two FGDs in total. One of these was gotedl in Blantyre rural at school F
and another in Blantyre Urban at school D. Eadugrhad 8 members from the same
school to enhance openness and participation. dBgsit was also easy to organise
members within the school. In principle, out o teight members, 4 were supposed to
come from senior section (STD 5 to 8) while 4 framior section (STD 1 to 4). In
practice, however, in the rural FGD there was at#lbof one member from senior
section who was then replaced by a member fronojusection. Chairing the meeting
was done in a way that struck a balance betweerglieo directive and veering off the

point, i.e. keeping the meeting open-ended buheégbint (Morgan, 1988).
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3.4 Pilot Testing

To ascertain the worthiness and clarity of therinésv protocols were developed. They
were subjected to an expert’'s analysis and advinghat regard, my course supervisor
was consulted. Belt, at al (1984) persuade resees¢h pass on their interview schedules
to experienced people for comment. Besides expetlysis, instruments were also pilot
tested at one of the primary schools in Zomba urPammission was sought from the
head teacher of the school and eight teachers wweodved in the pilot testing. Two
teachers did in-depth interviews while six partatgdl in focus group discussion. The
pilot testing was done to verify clarity of quesiso It also enabled the researcher to
engage with the real situation and to assess #s#biéity of what was proposed in terms
of time, effort and resources (Robson, 1993; Blagteal 2001; Gay, 1987). Following
the pilot testing of instruments problems of term#gerview time or duration and

interpretation were identified. Consequently insteumts were refined.

3.6 Data Analysis

Thematic analysis method was used to analyse tiaefrien all the methods. In thematic
analysis the researcher identified patterns founthé data and categorised the data by
theme (Aronson, 1994; Gibson, 2006; Tere, 2006).th% thematic qualitative analysis
was based on participants’ conceptions of actuainsonication episodes; a theme was
identified based on recurrence, repetition, anddiiness (Andretta, 2008, Tere, 2006).
Since the study was exploratory and involved gettite different views through in-depth
interviews and FGDs, the thematic analysis was @eeappropriate. The study based its
analysis on six steps developed by Braun and CI20@8) as table 5 displays.
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Table 3: Showing Steps for Data Analysis

Thematic Procedure Proposed by Braun and Clarke

Familiarising with data

Generating initial codes

Searching for themes

Reviewing themes

Defining and Naming themes

Producing the report

The first step was familiarisation with data. TBigp is similar to what Marshall and
Rossman (2006) call organising the data. At @nel, the researcher organised and read
the data. Recorded data was organised and treedcriThe master copy of the data was
kept. Three working copies were prepared for bggk The work was double-spaced
and had wide margins. Paragraphs were numberatefiness and easy correction. The
working data copies were kept until the dissertat®approved, in case of revisions or
guestions. At this stage the entire master trgptssas read for meaning and sense. The
entire transcript was re-read more than once uinéil researcher became confident of

overall meaning of the text (Andretta, 2008).

The second step was to generate the initial cddasshall and Rossman (2006) call this
step coding the data. The process involved idgngf meaning units of teachers’
perspectives. Meaning came from the transcriphe ®riginal text was divided into
meaning units-single thought units, using a simplethod (e.g. underlining alternate
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meaning units, italicizing,). A meaning unit isting of text that is expressing a single
coherent thought, up to the point at which the catiethought changes (Andretti, 2008).
Each meaning unit was numbered or otherwise cooleldter tracking and organization.
Thereafter, the meaning units were checked (Andr2®08; Aronson, 1994; Gibson,

2006.

The third step wasearching for themes. This is similar to what Matsand Rossman
(2006) call generating categories and themes. r@$earcher grouped patterned meaning
units of teachers’ perspectives on the policy iregion. This entaileddentifying
recurring meaning units of teachers’ perspectivésen recurring meaning units were
grouped together to generate category or themee checking of the groupings of
meaning units was done by returning to master ¢rgstsand re-reading for sense.
Meaning units were reviewed and revised as neédedretta, 2008 Aronson, 1994,

Gibson, 2006).

The fourth step was reviewing themes, a step wMahshall and Rossman (2006) call
offering interpretations through analytical memoghis involvedre-reading the master

transcript with themes in mind to ensure accuraay/ravising any theme word or phrase
to fit the overall meaning of the original meanimgjts (Andretta, 2008 Aronson, 1994;

Gibson, 2006).

The fifth step was defining and naming themes. Kaisand Rossman (2006) call this
step searching for alternative understandings. at®rg tables of themes and meaning
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units (instances or themes) of perspectives othacof corporal punishment policy. A
table for each theme, showing all the related mmeponits which exemplify the theme
was created. The tables of teachers’ perspectiees checked through evaluating each
meaning unit to ensure that the theme adequatelyaacurately captures its meaning of

the topic under study.

Step six was producing the report, a step that Mdlrand Rossman (2006) call writing

the thesis. This involved writing out a summarytleé main issues being investigated.
The discussion on themes and results of teachezssppctives was checked by
comparing each theme statement with the theme wargbrases generated in step four
to ensure that the theme expresses their origieahnmgs. A comparison of each theme
statement with all instances (meaning units) ip $ite= matrices was also done to ensure
that the theme statement adequately and accurtehgesses their meanings (Aronson,

1994; Gibson, 2006)

3.7 Ethical Considerations

The researcher sought consent of the participamttgate-keepers (the Head teachers and
District Education Managers) in consideration d¢fiel implications of the study. Apart
from that, the background information of the stwdys provided to the participants to
avoid the conundrum of deception. To maintain aeritiality and protect the anonymity
of participants, the paper does not reveal namdsigentities of the informants. For

example, the respondents are identified as “A telagharticipants, “Blantyre Urban” or
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“A Blantyre Rural. Besides, participants reserviee tight not to undertake the study or

to withdraw if they did not feel comfortable to peipate.

To establish credibility, the perspectives of resegarticipants are presented in a way
that does not alter the original views articuldbgdparticipants themselves. In this way,
the findings in this study represent participanigws and not the researcher’s view of

the phenomenon.

3.8 Chapter Summary

This chapter has described and justified the rebedesign employed in the study to
show how the research questions were operatiodalide has first located the study
gualitative design within the phenomenological aggh and interpretive paradigm. It
then presented the sampling procedures of the esswfinformation. This is followed
by an account of data collection techniques thaewesed during the study and how this
data was analysed. Next, the discussion highltgktatement of ethical considerations

taken care of in the study.
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CHAPTER FOUR

PRESENTATION AND DISCUSSION OF RESEARCH FINDINGS

4.0 Chapter Overview

This chapter presents and discusses the findingseoftudy on teachers’ perspectives
regarding the policy prohibiting the use of corpgranishment in Malawi schools. It
starts with the teachers’ perspectives and reaswasding the policy prohibiting the use
of corporal punishment. This is followed by a @msition on how teachers’ perspectives
affect the implementation of the policy in questioA chapter summary concludes this

chapter.

4.1 Positive Perspectives on the Policy Prohibitinthe Use of Corporal Punishment

Two major categories of teachers’ perspectives geteifrom the study findings: the
Positive and Negative perspectives. Positive pets@s are perspectives of the
participants in favour of the policy in questidn total, 6 out of 16 participants of in-
depth interviews had positive perspective of thdicgo Generally, the pro-ban

participants viewed the policy as good, useful aecessary.
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4.1.1 The Banning of Corporal Punishment Policy Crates a Good Relationship
between the Teacher and Learner

The relationship of the teacher and the learness ihluence over the teaching and
learning proces¢Bandura, & Walters, 1963 It affects quality and level of learning

(Cicognani, 2004). The relationship can be goolaat, hostile or peaceful.

Responding to what was their perspective on thaipitton of corporal punishment, all
the pro-ban teachers (6 out of 6) from the In-deptérviews felt that the policy ensures
good relationship between the teacher and thedea@ne respondent saihe policy
creates a good relationship between the teacherleahers which is destroyed when a
teacher uses corporal punishment.(In-depth Interview, School C, Blantyre rural)
Concurring with this view, a participant in a FGIdmitted that fearners who are
beaten do not relate well with a teacher as theysader him/her as an enemy and they
label him/her as Sadam, Savimbih, Osama Bin lad@fGD participant, School F,
Blantyre Rural). Thus participants who supported lfan felt that the use of corporal
punishment affects teacher-learner relationshipuee it causes the victimised learner to
hate the teacher. In such a case, hatred destraghdr-pupil relationship. Consequently
the ban is viewed to be good because it removedityothat develops when the teacher
uses corporal punishment. These views agree werature. Tharps (2003) argued that
corporal punishment perpetuates the cycle of liystietween teachers and learners.
Prohibition of corporal punishment is, thereforensidered a positive step towards
eradication of things that threaten and negatiaedgct the relationship between teachers
and learners.
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4.1.2 The Banning of Corporal Punishment Policy Prgerves and Increases

Learner’s Interest in School
Learner’s interest in school is important for edearner's attendance, continuity and
performance (Burton, 2005). For learners to haverést in school, a conducive
environment must be available and maintained. Camduenvironment include an
environment which is safe and violent-free. A pladeere learners do not feel ill-treated
and threatened. All pro-ban teachers that partiegban the in-depth interviews indicated
the policy was promoting learners interest in sthBmviding more details on the point,
in contrasting the policy and corporal punishmeng respondent said:

Yeah! Corporal punishment is bad especially whenused beyond the
limit. | recall when | was in standard 8 my teackeverely whipped me
in the buttocks. | stopped going to that schoalearly stopped school
had it not been for the teachers’ effort to call Ibaek and apologise after
noticing my absence for some days. So this polieljpd to increase
learners’ interest in school especially those leesnwho were being
affected by corporal punishment like me (In-deptteiview, School B,

Blantyre rural).

This increased interest in school after the barcarporal punishment may help to
minimise rate of absenteeism, failure, and repetitvhich come about when a learner
has lost interest in school because of corporaispument. This position concurs with
Burton’s (2005) findings. In his study in Malawihsmls, Burton found out that corporal
punishment is indeed a problem that contributesbenteeism, failure and repetition in

Malawi because it makes learners dislike goingctwosl where they are beaten. Hence
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the prohibition of corporal punishment is, to thegonents for the ban, viewed as

positive towards reducing learning hindrances #hlaarner faces at school.

4.1.3 The Banning of Corporal Punishment Policy Raates Abseentism and Drop-
out

Absenteeism and drop-out are major challenges itaeWMaeducation system (World

Bank Report, 2010). Many reasons are attributedthiese challenges. However

respondents felt that forms of punishments are ahthe contributors. A record of

testimony from FGD states:

Use of corporal punishment in schools was a soofcéar to some
learners. They [learners] feared teachers more tlemessary and they
feared going to school which promoted drop-out rae illiteracy....”

(FGD patrticipant, School F, Blantyre rural).

They claimed that such fears do not help the leaimeoncentrate on learning. Some
learners are just put-off while other learners @b go to school regularly because of
fearing corporal punishment. According to BurtoA@3) corporal punishment in Malawi
causes some learners to be too terrified to gachod thereby contributing to school
drop out. The prohibition is, therefore, necessarseduce drop-out which is contributed

by fear of corporal punishment.
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4.1.4 The Banning of Corporal Punishment Policy Upblds and Respects Human
Rights

Children are human beings entitled to rights aeeédom (Newel, 2010). Five out of the

six pro-ban teachers felt that the policy is humghts centred. It preserves, promotes

and respects rights of the child. Another partiotpdaimed that:

As our country observes several human rights arsl thaman rights
activists, the banning is just good to follow swith the current situation...
Teachers should observe the international humadntsripr the child (In-
depth Interview, School A, Blantyre urban)

These views are in tandem with Newell’s (2010) \sewhich contend that hitting
children breaches human rights, in particular, eespor every person’s human dignity
and physical integrity and to equal protection untdte law, upheld in the Universal
Declaration on Human Rights and the Internationahv@ntion on Civil and Political
Rights. The pro-ban participants felt it is a sheoptradiction and great injustice not to
prohibit corporal punishment in schools when theintoy claims to be democratic,
constitutionally-governed and strives to provideprpote and respect human rights as

enshrined in the constitution.
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4.1.5 The Banning of Corporal Punishment Policy Blils and Enhances
Communication between a Teacher and a Learner

Communication is a fundamental activity between tieacher and the learners
(Cicognani, 2004). Teachers need to share idefsatners through communication and
learners provide the feedback to teachers throwghnwnication. 5 of the 6 pro-ban
teachers indicated that the policy promotes comoation between a teacher and a
learner. Some pro-ban teachers said

Corporal punishment blocks good communication betwthe teacher
andthe learner as the victimised learner concestran the pain than

anything else (FGD participant, school D, Blantyrban).

Corporal punishment acts as a communication baraereen the teacher

and learners in class,” (In-depth Interview papigeit, School B).

Resounding to this point, Harvard Mental Healthtée(2002 p. 1) contends that learners
on whom corporal punishment is administered “cotre¢@ on their own grievance
instead of thinking about the act for which they@vpunished and the harm it caused or
might have causedThus by prohibiting corporal punishment in schablsieans some
communication barriers are removed and communiediik between the teacher and

learner is cultivated and enhanced.
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4.1.6 The Banning of Corporal Punishment Policy Camols Teachers’ Choice of

Type of Punishment

When learners misbehave teachers respond by adenings a punishment. Where
corporal punishment is prohibited, teachers arepsdied to find alternatives (Cicognani,
2004). Five out of six of the pro-ban respondentswed the policy as controlling
instrument. From School Bne teacher arguedsdme teachers are by nature cruel and
such individuals hide behind corporal punishment”.

Expressing similar sentiments some teacher stréhaed

It's good that corporal punishment is banned inosth because teachers
are forced not to use it..... (FGD participant, &itF, Blantyre rural).

You know what, some teachers take advantage ofocalrpunishment
and really ill-treat learners but since its barckess are encouraged to use
other forms of punishment (FGD participant, ScHopBlantyre urban )

The ban, therefore, obligates and guides teachensse the other forms of punishments

rather than corporal punishment.

4.1.7 The Banning of Corporal Punishment Policy Falitates Learning

Eighty three percent of the pro-ban in the In-deipterviews indicated that the policy
enhances both academic and behavioural learning @spondent explained that,
academically, the policy ensures that learnergndithn is focused on the lesson. The

teacher argued that:
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The policy ensures that learners remain focusedragnto corporal
punishment which disturbed learning because on@tehethe learner
focused on the pain (In-depth Interview, School G).
Another teacher saidu$e of corporal punishment slows down the learpragess since
the punished learner takes time to switch backh® lessoh (In-depth, School B,
Blantyre rural) Adding on the effects of the policy on the leamiprocess, group

discussions revealed that:

Corporal punishment was not solving learners’ @oid in class, it is
impossible for the child to learn after being beateéGD participant,
School D, Blantyre urban).

The pain also causes him/her to quickly forget wihaty learnt (FGD
participant, School F, Blantyre rural)

These views agree with Harvard Mental Health Lefg)02) which found that use of
corporal punishment inhibits learning because tbh8mised learner focuses on the pain
than the lesson. Echoing and stressing on thetedfemorporal punishment on learning,
UNICEF (2001) reports that corporal punishment éases a child’s motivation to learn
and increases his/her anxiety. As a consequencabiligy to concentrate on learning is
inhibited and learning is poor. Hence the ban iBigq step towards enhancement of

learning in class.

Besides academic learning, other pro-ban partitspargued that at school learning is
beyond academics. Learners learn behaviours by atimyl teachers’ behaviour.

Whatever teachers do is what learners follow. #chers use corporal punishment to
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correct behaviour, learners will also employ viderfor behavioural changblarrating
the argument one teacher had this to say,

Once upon a time there was a duck. One day shéé¢oldhildren to walk
for her to see how they do it. To her surprisetadl children were walking
poorly (potopoto! potopoto). She beat all of thewhile crying, the
children told their mother, “Why are you beating when we are walking
exactly as you do?” So in the same way, learnerdamus teachers. You
know what! We, teachers, are models (In-depth weer, School A,

Blantyre urban).

Resonating with this point, Brezina (1999) arguest tthrough corporal punishment,
children learn aggression as an effective meamsaiflem solving as it intimidates other
children. It reinforces the message that force lmarnused to control those weaker than
one. This helps to perpetuate a cycle of violemcéhe family and in society (Save the
Children, 2003). Based on this perspective, it Waubt be incorrect to suggest that the
high cases of societal violence in Malawi couldpaetly results of corporal punishment
in schools. Therefore as stated in the German gdiiett “what you want in society, put
it first into schools," prohibition of corporal pishment is one way of dealing with issues
of violence in society since learners tend to dawtihey have learnt or confirmed at

school.
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4.2 Negative Perspectives on the Policy Prohibitingpe Use of Corporal Punishment
Besides themes reflecting positive perspectivasiesparticipants expressed perspectives
against the policy under discussion. Generally,y tllescribed the policy as bad,
ineffective, not instantaneous, unrealistic, bissgless, confusing, unnecessary directive,

inappropriate, irritating and irrelevant, unbiblicanrealistic and oppressive to teachers.

4.2.1 The Banning of Corporal Punishment Policy Pnmotes Excessive Indiscipline
Indiscipline is one of the major challenges thatasds are experiencing (Kuthemba-
Mwale et al, 1996). Wilson (1981) refers to indwitie as disobedience, disrespect and
bad behaviour. In schools, pupils are expectedty @nd respect heads of their schools,
teachers and support staff. They are supposeddidl &dad language and inappropriate
clothing. According to Kuthemba-Mwale, et al (1996)rms of indiscipline are
manifested in disobedience to teachers’ orderseness and bad language, noise;
unnecessary movements in classrooms, lack of palitgtudefiance of authority and not

writing assignments.

All anti-ban participants blamed the policy as aiehe main influences of excessive
indiscipline in schools. One respondent saitbday’s learners are disobedient and
unruly because they know that they will not be migerporal punishment,{In-depth
Interview, School C, Blantyre ruralBesides, disobedience and unruliness, one teacher
added the policy encourages learners to be naughty arelhsl language,” (In-depth
Interview, School H, Blantyre urbargichoing and emphasising the point on naughtiness,
one teacher reported thahe standard eight pupil even told hkat “Madam, | can
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marry you. Reverberating naughtiness and bad language ateangers, it was reported
that:-

Imagine. Some female pupils in my class wereusising and pointing at
their male teacher, “taona chokodzera cha Aphuneitadzuka.”(Look,
the teacher is horny”. So what can you do to swedrners? (FGD
participant, School D, Blantyre urban)
Besides bad language, late-coming was also meiwtiander indiscipline. Learners are

not obedient to school rules hence they often dahseerve punctuality. Some anti-ban

teachers felt the ban is responsible for the irseed this problem. They said:

Coming late to school is commahese days. Truly, the school has gone
down with this policy (In-depth Interview, Schoo| Blantyre urban)

The ban has promoted late-coming to learners inymsahools as learners
don'’t fear these other punishments (FGD particip&chool F, Blantyre
rural).

In addition to late-coming, the anti-ban respondédeit that absenteeism and drop-out

are disciplinary problems that the policy is promgt One teachargued

Absenteeism and drop-out are high because theynfles don't fear
anything. They know they won’t be beaten....” (pth Interview, School
H, Blantyre urban).

The above citations indicate that the anti-banheescconsider disobedience, unruliness,
noise, naughtiness, use of bad language, late-gprabsenteeism and drop-out as forms
of indiscipline as they are violations or non-coiapte to school rules and regulations.

This augurs well with Wilson’s (1981) definition wfdiscipline.
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The study done by Kuthemba-Mwale et al (1996) iatdicthat indiscipline cases have
been on the rise since democracy was realized itawiaciting misunderstanding,
misconception, and misinterpretation of the newdyngd political pluralism-especially
human rights, freedom, and democracy as the ragtecaf indiscipline in schools. The
study, however, does not clearly point out the afléhe policy in question in the much
touted indiscipline. In contradiction, anti-ban dkars believe that the rising cases of
indiscipline are also made worse by the prohibitdbcorporal punishment. These views,
however, contradict with the views of the pro-baews and literature (Burton 2005;
Save the Children, 2003) which contend that usearporal punishment has more
harmful effects than the than effects of policyguestion. Such contradictions probably
indicate that anti-ban respondents do not deepllyaalequately understand the harmful
effects of corporal punishments and merits of tloéicp in question. Such lack of
understanding influences some teachers to base i@evs on emotions and attitudes

which are not supported by literature or the newucation policy.

4.2.2 The Banning of Corporal Punishment Policy isot more Effective than

Corporal Punishment

Teachers’ choice of a particular punishment isuigrficed by the belief that it is effective
enough (Cicognani, 2004). Related to the polibg, majority of the anti-ban teachers
claimed the policy is ineffective. They argue ttrag proposed policy alternatives are not

effective enough to address indiscipline cases:-
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Alternatives are not effective. In fact some ofrthring fun for learners.
You know what they do, when you make them starely tto funny things
once the teacher faces the chalkboard. This cankes learners to laugh
and make noise thereby disturbing the lesson eughelr. Worse still
when this is done during Tikwere radio programme efffects are more
critical as the radio program does not wait for yowilence them. A lot is
missed in that lesson. So standing on one leg sptnishment but “an
acrobatic fun”. They like it. It disturbs the clagsther. When you send
them out, that's what many of them look for. Otheit ask to go to the
toilet when they want just to play with those sent. Besides, sending
them out causes the learner to miss the lessorhvididouble punishment
(FGD participant, School D, Blantyre urban).

After-class punishments are worse to us teacheesn&®d to go home and
do other things then why should we remain behin@¥Fparticipant,
School D, Blantyre urban).

Putting more emphasis to after-class punishmenevitnming another teacher said:

Chibalo poweruka!! Asa ndiye inenso ndili pa chdtal (after-class
punishment! Oh! no that is punishment for me asaxther). You mean
instead of knocking off at 1pm | should be here3jim because of him or
her! Haa! We are supposed to operate within wgrkiours. After which
we are tired so why should | wait for them? Whoeésng punished there?

(In-depth Interview participant, School G, Blantymdan)

Commenting on problems of after-class punishmesmesBlantyre rural teachers had

this to say:

62



After- class punishment to us doesn’t work. Mahy® here come from
far, so if we are to punish them after class whelhwe go and reach
home? Sometimes because of the distances youddrel inconsistent in
administering punishment after class which latekesalearners not to
take us serious when we tell them to remain belf@D participant,
School F, Blantyre rural).

Apparently from above references, anti-ban teactlersot like after-class punishment
essentially because this is like a punishmentémtand not because they are ineffective.
In terms of punishment and long distances therdearethings to note. Fist, schools in
the rural areas are far from each other than sshaadthe urban. Second, rural teachers
have no or limited transport alternatives whereashair urban counterparts sometimes
benefit from the presence of buses. Thus, whemeh&r in the urban is late or tired to
walk buses provide relief. As per the citation,ctesxrs feel compelled to use type of
punishments which will not delay them anymore tbsty reach home late. Ironically, as
cited above, even teachers in the urban schoots after-class punishments are bad
because they delay them. Many female teachers eththrey needed to rush home after

knocking-off to prepare meals for their children.

It was, therefore, noted that teachers who claiat #iternative are not effective had
never tried all the alternative punishments. Fas thason, their claim that alternatives
are not effective is a generalisation problem. &rgument of ineffectiveness, therefore,

cannot be applicable on alternatives which havébaen tested or practised.
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4.2.3 The Banning of Corporal Punishment Policy hago Alternatives to replace
Corporal Punishment
The majority of anti-ban teachers argued that entlie policy, corporal punishment is
instantaneous (zachangu) The policy alternatives were viewed as
Sizachangu/Sipompopomglostantaneousless or it is not instantaneous/ grizdua).
Amazingly, from all focus groups one statement ttzahe out is “Corporal punishment is
Zachangupompopompb(FGD participant, School D, Blantyre urban)he perspective
is comparative. Corporal punishment is easy andckquwo administer. Results are
instantly seenExpressing a similar sentiment in different paekamnother urban teacher
said,“As a teacher, corporal punishment is a direct om@sce a learner is punished in
this way the teacher forgets and continues teachmgsualln-depth Interview, School
A, Blantyre urban)On this basisteachers’ choice of punishment is also determined b
how fast the punishment may be administered. Uadbdni some forms of corporal
punishment such as beating, whipping, kicking astaintaneous. Thus some teachers
dislike the policy because some of its approvedighuments are not as instant as other

forms of corporal punishment.
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4.2.4 The Banning of Corporal Punishment Policy iaot Realistic in Classes with

High Teacher —Pupil Ratio
Teacher Pupil Ratio (TPR) has bearing on classrd@uipline. Many of the ant-ban
respondents indicated that the policy is impratiitéarge class. Some commented that:-

As long as classes remain large, as it is nowpbiigy can’'t work here in
Malawi. It's not necessary ...High-Teacher pupilacanakes teachers have
no control over the learners. Imagine some of asheclasses with over
135 learners...It's difficult to control a class @¥er 100 learners... Can
you teach a large class like mine without usingpoaal punishment..? It's
difficult to control the class now especially witme teacher one class
policy. We used to be two teachers in the pastilit the change when
you are facing the chalk board it means there ismeto assist you (FGD
participant, School D, Blantyre urban)

Admitting the effects of class size, MOEST (201dntend that:

...the very large size of classes (100 to 300 &arim one class)... makes

it virtually impossible for teachers to work effeely and for children to

learn what they are supposed to learn at eachastdnd
Teachers are therefore correct when they say begt face more problems to control
large classes of playful learners. The questiomsetheless, remains does the large

class/overcrowding justify corporal punishment?

Besides class size, shortage of resources is tumdeeason the concerned respondents
felt makes the policy to be unrealistic. Anti-daachers argue that it is difficult to adopt

and use this policy in a resource-stricken contéxtas reported that:
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Economically we are very poor. We do thatve enough resources such as
teachers, classrooms and books. As a result cssedaare crowded thereby
making indiscipline cases higl@an learners be quiet when scrambling for

learning materials? (FGD participant, School D,rByae Urban)

According to literature, shortage of resourcesieed one of the major challenges in any
policy implementation process. Stressing the po@hjrume (2007); Mweemba and

Chilala (2001); Samuel (2004); Khaniya and WilliafZ)04) argue that absence or
shortage of resources for policy implementatioons of the reasons why teachers ignore

and resist policy change.

Nevertheless, when ignorance and resistance afypoiange entails abuse of the learner
more questions than answers are raised; Is ithobation, and not the learner, which is
responsible for shortage of resources? Is it taatrefore, for the learner to be the victim
of such unavailability of the resources? Is inag@y of resources correct and sufficient
justification to use corporal punishment which et inhibits learning? By using
corporal punishment in a resource —stricken sibmais it not adding another barrier to

the learning process?

Reflection of the above questions reveals thatheyac have serious and frustrating

problems to teach and handle classes without enmaghrials. However, directing the

frustration on the learner is no justification.
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4.2.5 The Banning of Corporal Punishment Policy Fawrs Learners’ Rights and
Freedoms against those of the Teachers and School

As human beings, learners have rights and freedbfasy of the anti-ban participants
felt the policy is bias. Such a section of respansiéelt that the prohibition of corporal
punishment gives more freedom to learners thaedohters. Some teachers arguddhis
policy just gives too much freedom and rights ® lgarner(In-depth Interview, School
H, Blantyre urbaj Sharing similar sentiments in an FGD, some teexteported that:

Some learners take advantage of this policy tddadiely irritate teachers
as they think teachers can’t use corporal punishmelt is bringing

disobedience and enhancing bad behaviour becaaseete come to
school to actualise their freedom (FGD participéthool D, Blantyre

urban).

Teachers holding these views also felt that agptiey gives more freedom to learners,
it also deprives teachers of their freedom to chaws how to discipline learners. One of
the respondents said:

It is biased because it over-emphasises childrghtgi.. Learners have
more freedom than teacher3eachers do not have freedom and this
makes us to overlook the pupils whenever they rhiabe (FGD

participant, School F, Blantyre rural).

By giving more freedom to learners, some teacheet dppressed. They claimed the
policy, “ikukhomelera aphuzitsi” (oppresses teachers) (Iptdelnterview, School B,
Blantyre rural).It blocks teachers from using corporal punishmemnen situation that

they feel would be justifiablé’hey say,
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Why did they abolish the use of corporal punishr€fttis ban unfairly
blocks us from using this punishment even in sitmst where no any
other punishment can help except corporal punishridims is oppressing.
“Anatikhomelera pakuika lamulo limeneli’'Haa! Yokhefera (they are
oppressing us through this policy) (FGD participedthool D, Blantyre
urban)

Although Kuthemba-Mwale et al (1996) argue thmatiscipline cases have been on the
rise since democracy in Malawi, teachers’ argument bias may be a result of
misunderstanding of sensitization as any new pakguires sensitization (Wolf, Lang,
Mount, Van Belle-Prouty, 1999). Therefore, effddsnake people and learners aware of

the new policy do not necessarily mean bias.

4.2.6 The Banning of Corporal Punishment Policy Cages Learners not to Fear their
Teachers

Majority of the anti-ban teachers claimed this ppliemoves fear in learners. Explaining
on the relationship of fear and the ban of corpguahishment, few points came out
clearly. Firstly, teachers who mentioned fear s@lieve that fear of corporal punishment
causes learners to be disciplined. One responti€otporal punishment promotes fear
so once they see those of us who use it, all neasenstopped”, (In-depth Interview,
School A, Blantyre urban)n the same vein, it was claimed during discussitat:

Without Corporal punishment learners have no fdaslf... Learners
don't fear teachers who don’t use corporal punigitm&hey even say,
“Aja samenyatu” (That teacher does not beat. (F@Rigpant, School F,
Blantyre Rural)
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Secondly, these anti-ban teachers perceive fear @scessary condition for learning.
They said, Corporal punishment brings fear and this encouralges learning in pupifs
(FGD, Blantyre Urban,)These views contradict the pro- ban views on feaargued
under positive perspectives. The pro-ban teachigteed that,

Corporal punishment promotes fear not learningarhers could absent
themselves for fear of the corporal punishment 6t ndone
homework...Corporal punishment cannot bring digegln learners but
fear (In-depth Interview, School G)

Pro-ban views are supported by literature (Thag)3; Save the Children, 2003;
Burton, 2005 etc.) while anti-ban views are notisThherefore, shows that proper
understanding of harmful consequences of corpoualishment propels teachers to

positively perceive the ban of corporal punishment.

4.1.7 The Banning of Corporal Punishment Policy Crates Confusion in the Schools
Many of anti-ban teachers felt the policy is coigs Reporting on her personal
experience of confusion, a teacher from school B, S was reprimanded by our PEA
because | had sent out one boy who was making moise/ class A similar report
came out in during discussions:

Confusion is experienced when PEAs have come. mdtares allow
teachers to send out learners. Yet when PEAs serels outside they
blame the teachers and force us to let them in.nTlwbat do they
implicitly imply? It's confusing | tell you. Imagim that their alternatives
don’'t work, learners are provoking you. What do ydo? (FGD

participant, School D, Blantyre urban)
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When asked to comment, PEAs admitted that the gerpd punishment is not to deny
learners their right to education but to corredtdxour. As such, punishments that give
a chance for the learners to learn are better ardeacouraged. Thus, although
alternatives allow sending children outside, theehers’ main aim should not be sending
them out because apart from punishing, such mettiepisve learners of the opportunity

to learn. Once that happens it means the learrerdw@ived double punishment for one
offence. He said as PEAs they encourage after-gmssshment (PEA, Personal

Interview).

4.2.8 The Banning of Corporal Punishment Policy Laked Consultation

Consultation has bearing on policy acceptabiliggitimacy and implementation. Some
of the respondents felt the ban was another unsaceslirective from policy makers
who have no experience of challenges on the groBechoaning how this policy was
introduced, some respondents wondered why teacineraot consulted when they are

the ones expected to implement. Commenting on ¢iatisun, some teachers argued:

If the standard of education is going down, it is bheeaof the policy
makers who don't consult us when they are makiag policies. Look! It
doesn’t address issues satisfactorily (FGD paditipSchool D, Blantyre

urban).

When asked to comment whether teachers were cedsuit this policy, one PEA said,
“the teachers were indeed not asked whether to sibar not to abolish the use of
corporal punishment because it was constitutionntt@nned and the policy is just

complying with the constitution(Key Informant Interview)in terms of the supremacy,
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it is true that any education policy, law or condigcinvalid if it contradicts with the
constitution and its provisions (Matenje & Forsy2007). This provision, however, does
not prohibit or undermine policy consultation araligy dialogue. From what the PEA
said, it is clear that little or no policy constibe was done to get teachers’ views during

the policy formulation.

Furthermore, it is also difficult to guarantee theachers were consulted on the ban
during the constitution making. In his study doneMalawi, Chunga (2009) examined
the politics of constitution making in Malawi sindemocratization in 1994 with special
focus on the constitutional review process betw2@d and 2008. The main purpose
was to find out if the process had been represeatalowards this objective, the study
set to find out the level of public participationdainclusiveness; and whether and how

politics impacted on the process and constitutichalces that actors made.

Chunga’s central argument is that Malawi’'s demogr@sts on weak foundation for the
failure of the process of making the constitutibwattdefines the democratic system.
Findings of the study show that some strides ha Ineade in departing from the path of
undemocratic constitution making but the proceswaieed undemocratic as far as
representation is concerned. Popular participatias very low and political expediency
remained a dominant, if not, the motivation for stitational choices for the actors in the

process.
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On the basis of these findings, teachers’ comaant lack of consultation at policy
formulation level and constitution making level ataid. Teachers are a crucial policy
constituency of the policy in question, they desdrto be consulted. Their views could
have been crucial not only in the policy formati@md implementation but also policy

dialogue, policy legitimation and social learning.

4.2.9 The Banning of Corporal Punishment Policy Camadicts Malawi’s Cultural
Beliefs

Culture affects how change is viewed and receilvany of the anti-ban respondents

considered the policy as culturally inappropridd&e respondent stated thAn African

child grows with a whigIn-depth Interview, School B, Blantyre ruyaAccording to

some concerned anti-ban respondents,

. itis not good to ban corporal punishmentth#ir parents beat them at
home why not at school ...We are also parents aneat our children at

home so why not at school... (FDG participant, &tk Blantyre rural)

The above citations reveal how cultural beliefs aattitudes influence people’s
perspective towards the policy. According to Datnamd Castellano, (2000}eachers
are strongly influenced by what they believe isuresl to practically respond to their
students’ needs.” Newell (2010) argues that progress in almdtig corporal
punishment in schools also depends on progress wradbke abolishment of corporal
punishment at home coupled with abolishment ofucaltelements that support the use

of corporal punishment.
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4.2.10 The Banning of Corporal Punishment Policypni@adicts the Bible’'s
Teaching
Religion has bearing on change and people’s agituderspectives and beliefs. Some of
the anti-ban respondents claimed the ban as uhs@ifunbiblical. They claimed the
Bible does not support the ban. One respondentedrdgWhipping children need to be
there because it is biblicale cannot run away from it”, (In-depth interviewgh®ol F,
Blantyre rural) Another teacher, just said:Ven the Bible says so,” (In-depth interview,
School E, Blantyre rural)ln an FGD at School D, reference was made to thok lod
Proverbs which says:

He that spareth his rod hateth his son: but heltvath him chasteneth
him...Withhold not correction from the child: fortifiou beatest him with
the rod, he shall not die... Thou shalt beat him wite rod, and shalt
deliver his soul from hell (Proverbs 13:24; 23:13)-

Basing on these views, anti-ban teachers view thleeyp as unscriptural because it
clashes with their religious beliefs. Thus theg vsligion as another justification against
the prohibition of corporal punishment. Howevde wuse of religion to crash with the
policy at school may be a defensive measure whighnot compatible with
professionalism and learner-centred teaching appesa Teaching is a profession based
on approaches that are supported by research sotp@rsonal beliefs. The current
research shows that proper learning takes pla@ danducive and learner friendly or
violent free environment (Burton, 2005). It is, rbere, required of teachers as
professionals to adopt most recent resedased approved approaches which enhance
the learning process.
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The foregoing discussions on teachers’ perspectiggarding the policy indicate that
responses of pro-ban are in line with literaturalevhesponses from anti-ban teachers
lack support from literature especially on learnentred approaches. Views from anti-
ban teachers are therefore influenced much by fbekdtitude, personality and lack of

consultation.

4.3. How Teachers’ Perspectives May Affect Implemeation of the Policy
Perspectives are crucial in policy change. Henbe, researcher wanted to find out
whether the perspectives of teachers had any effettie implementation of the policy in

guestion. The results on this question are magdghers’ claims and they reveal that:

4.3.1 Teachers with Positive Perspectives Implemestt the Policy
Majority of teachers with positive perspectivesighiat they implemented the policy.
Responses on why they implemented attracted the aaswers as those stated in the

fore going section under positive perspectives.

Majority of the pro-ban who claimed to implemene tholicy said they use alternative
punishments such as asking the learner to standuahavork and counselling. This
implies that out of the participants who complieihvthe policy, a good number of them
adopted the alternatives stated above. On the btred, only one participant claimed
that he uses touch assignment as a punishmentrepteted that: I' sometimes give

learners ‘educative punishments’ like giving offersd tough academic work to do
especially in senior classes(In-depth Interview, School B, Blantyre rural). cBua
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punishment is not on the list of proposed alteuestiand shows that instead of just
limiting himself to the given list of alternativethe teacher designs and uses something
different. According to Hargreaves (2005) durindigo adaptation, teachers develop,
define and reinterpret the policy instead of meivering it. Such innovation can

therefore be considered a form of adaption of gpatitange.

4.3.2 Some Teachers with Positive Perspectives didt implement the Policy

Minority of teachers with positive perspectivesdsthey did not implement the policy.
Such respondents indicated that they were not irmgxiéing the policy mainly because of
time and pressure. For them change takes timeey Bklieved that they needed more

time to adjust and get used to alternatives. kamgple, one teacher observed that:
| stopped beating them but occasionally | just fihdt | have beaten a
pupil unintentionally after he or she has irritated so much. But with

time | know | will completely stop, (In-depth Inteew, School C,

Blantyre rural)

The above citation supports Ballet & Kelchterma®808) who argue that for
some teachers it is difficult to change overnighiew they have been used to a

particular practice for a long time.

In terms of pressure, it was mainly from junior tgat teachers with more numbers of

learners per class.
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They claimed:

...for us in the junior section with big classesmstimes there is too much
indiscipline which irritates and gives you presstorgust punish the ring
leaders there and then to teach the whole classsan,” (FGD participant,

School F, Blantyre rural).

The foregoing discussion on teachers with posipeespective is consistent with the
conceptual framework in that teachers who poskiyerceived the policy were those
who had knowledge of the policy. Teachers who sstband adapted the policy were
mainly those who had knowledge and positive mirtdefethe change. The study,
however, revealed that some of the participants hdumb knowledge and positive mind-
set of the change had not yet adopted or adapéepdircy because of time and pressure.
The issue of pressure reveal teachers’ struggtd @d skill or option to address the

problem.

4.3.3 Teachers with Negative Perspectives did natroply with the Policy

Majority of teachers who had negative perspectofdbe ban reported that they were not
implementing this policy. They were still usingrporal punishment because the policy
alternatives were not effective to adequately dedh the indiscipline. However,
analysis of their reasons makes striking revelatiofirstly, their views are not in line
with literature and aims of the policy in questioBecondly, anti-ban teachers had not
tried other alternatives like after class punishindimis shows that anti-ban teachers’
perspectives were mainly influenced by beliefs @bdlie policy in question.

Consequently some of the teachers ignored the ypokguirements. These two
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observations substantiate the conceptual framewlak teachers with low levels of
knowledge and negative attitude and beliefs tentgnore policy change while those

who are not convinced of the change tend to resist.

4.3.4 Some Teachers with Negative Perspectives Cdiag with the Policy

Few of anti-ban teachers claimed that they werdampnting the policy. Firstly in order
to please policy makers) tomply to please policy makers; what else carolad a
teacher” (In-depth Interview, School H, Blantyre urbanyhus although the teacher had
negative attitude, the fear of unknown result oact®n from parents and other
authorities influenced compliance. This reasoncaos with Drake & Sherin, (2006)
who argue that some teachers comply with policyngbegust to please their superiors.
Secondly, other anti-ban teachers comply with tlodicp due to loyalty. It was
prohibited; so | need to respect the lawm-depth Interview, School B, Blantyre rural).
This citation shows that some teachers adopt theygast out of loyalty and not out of
proper understanding and satisfaction. Thirdlyj-bah teachers comply with the policy
out of fear.“l am afraid of consequences of violating the bardaome parents can sue
you to court” (In-depth, School G). This reference shows tloates teachers adopt the
policy just out of fear of the consequences. T&is agreement with Cicognani (2004)
who argues that fear of penalties help to enfooreptiance. With only very few teachers
implementing the policy, the result is in agreemeith Datnow & Castellano ( 2000)
who argue that very few teachers adopt policy rafoespecially where there is no forced

compliance and strict supervision. In Malawi coiapte is not strongly enforced
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through punitive measures or strict supervisiortt@npolicy in question. This probably

could give an explanation on the prevalence of @@igpunishment in spite of the ban.

In summary, most of the pro-ban teachers claimed they were implementing the
policy while very few of the pro-ban said were maplementing the policy. Compliance
with the policy was mainly through adoption of tAkernatives except one participant
who reported to have been (adapting by designihgroalternatives) using educative
punishments such as essay writing and differenicstred questions from different
subjects besides the policy alternatives. On therdhand, the majority of teachers with
negative perspectives did not implement the polidey ignored and resisted the policy
while the minority of the same group did implemént Thus, on this basis it can be

argued that teachers’ perspective affect implentiemtaf the policy in question.

4.4 Factors that Influence Teachers’ Perspectived the Policy Prohibiting the Use

of Corporal Punishment in Schools
Synthesis of participants’ justifications of thgiews reveals that teachers’ perspectives
were influenced by a number of reasons. The fadctmisde knowledge and skills, lack
of continuous professional development/trainingpteces, beliefs, attitudes, motivation

and personality.
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4. 4.1 Teachers Levels of Knowledge and Skills

Knowledge and understanding of corporal punishmetgsiegative effects and reasons
for abolishment are imperative. They are the basisvhich acceptance or rejection of
banning of the corporal punishment rest and dejfesvel, 2010). The results revealed
that all of the participants had knowledge on coappunishment and the prohibition of
corporal punishment. On the other hand, the resottate that most of the pro-ban
teachers demonstrated a deeper understanding ocativeegeffects of the corporal
punishment than the anti-ban teachers. This reswdimilar to a study by Cicognani
(2004) on teachers’ attitudes towards abolitiorcafporal punishment in South Africa
who found that many teachers who had negativeud#itowards banning of corporal
punishment had shallow understanding on harmfecesfof corporal punishment on the
learner.

It is worth noting, therefore, that responses franti-ban teachers did not only lack
understanding of negative effects of corporal pumisnt but they were also supported by

inadequate academic literature.

4.4.2 Lack of Training on the New Policy and its Aernatives

Training is a form of professional development whis an important aspect of policy
change. It is the process in which individual teashacquire new knowledge, skills and
values for the constant improvement of the qualityheir services (Kwakman, 1999 in
Sleegers et.al., 2002). It is the key to sustaitestther effectiveness and continuous
growth (Chen & Chang, 2006). It is needed to chamegehers’ classroom practice and
facilitate their understanding of the new policyaoge (Ryan & Ackerman, 2003).also
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provides adequate knowledge which increases one$ideace in performing and
maintaining a skill (Datnow & Castellano, 2000).rrary to these facts, this study found
that no participant had been trained in the nevwcpand its alternatives. Teachers were
just told to stop using corporal punishment buteveever oriented on how best to make
use of alternatives. Having received no trainingstipipants in this study showed that
although they were aware of the new policy, they tehallow knowledge and
understanding of the policy, limited skills and tidance to implement it. Evidently,
even some of the pro-ban respondents did not imglérthe policy in spite of their

positive perspectives of the policy.

4.4.3 Teachers’ Beliefs and Attitudes

Teachers’ beliefs play a major role in their demmsmaking about policy change (Keys
and Bryan, 2001). Teachers’ beliefs also affectngleaby serving as a filter through

which teachers interpret new information, includiaducational policies, curriculum

content and recommendations for change (Collop§3R0Consistent to these facts, this
study found out that teachers’ beliefs influencegachers’ perspectives. The majority of
anti-ban teachers believed that the policy is notereffective than corporal punishment.
Some of anti-ban teachers argued that the policyatas their cultural beliefs and

tradition. A few of anti-ban teachers claimed ttied policy contravenes, contradicts and
disrespects their religious doctrines. In this rdgéhe finding of the study is consistent
with Pease (1996) who found that teaching practeed behaviours are shaped by

teachers’ attitudes and beliefs.
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4.4. 4 Teachers’ Lack of Resources

Resources are decisive to the success of any pdiiagge. Enough classrooms, enough
teachers, enough teaching and learning materials@ne of the resources that teachers
need for successful instruction and policy chanlyjgvéemba and Chilala, 2001).
Shortage of such resources causes many problens asuhigh teacher pupil ratio,
classroom congestion, scrambling of materials whiftact classroom management and
discipline (Chirume, 2007). The study found out timajority of the participants teaching
in junior classes had an average of hundred amnty tldarners per class against the
recommendation of 1:60 (MoEST, 2011). At schooloDe teacher had an enrolment of
220. Books and other materials were also inadeqii@&chers had problems to control
noise as learners scrambled for materials. Teadseed stressed and openly resorted
to corporal punishment. These results are consistgh the MoEST (2011) who found
out that very large size of classes (100 to 30én&ra in one class) makes it virtually

impossible for teachers to work effectively

4.4.5 Lack of Teacher Support Groups

Teacher support groups are crucial for collegiaeraction, experience sharing,
enhancement of learning, transformation of pracioe implementation of policy change
(McLaughlin, 2002). The study found out that at thee of study no teacher support
group existed to enable teachers discuss the néiay mnd how to apply it in most
challenging situations. Paradoxically, Smylie andrrf? (2005) found that teacher
learning is enhanced by support groups especialhounities to work and learn from
other teachers of similar position and status. Tdnsourages teachers to gradually
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transform their practice through ongoing negotiaibdd meaning as they engage with one
another and respond to changing conditions in thawironment. Coburn and Stein
(2006) are in accord that the teachers need contisimf practice to develop and share
practices, resources, and common perspective.ningaoccurs as teachers participate in
the social and cultural activities of their comntigs, sharing and exchange information
(Coburn & Stein, 2006; McLaughlin, 2002). Lack afogps of such significance is,
therefore, worrisome because as noted by Ryan j28ligence of such groups means
teachers have no regular and intensive one-on-enknical assistant, as well as
opportunity to meet other teachers and talk abmeit efforts to change. The professional
isolation of teachers limits their access to neealdand better solutions, increases their
stress level, fails to recognize and praise succass$ permit incompetence. Lack of
these groups is also preventing a collaborativeusail(Gitlin & Margonis, 1995) which
exposes teachers to new ideas about policy chamge enables them to expand their
knowledge and improve their practices on properiggunent of learners (Symlie &

Perry, 2005).

4.4.6 Lack of Enforcement of the Policy

Enforcement has a bearing on adoption of policyngka The stronger the enforcement
the more people are pressurised to adopt the pahagge (Rowan & Miller, 2007). The
study found out that there are no strict inspestionsupervisions to enforce compliance
with the policy. One respondent openly saiipfhetimes | don’t think enough is being

done to enforce this policy”, (In-depth Intervie8chool B, Blantyre rural).
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Besides, the policy guidelines from MoEST do naticate any punitive measure that
would be meted out on to the culprit. Consequertdpchers do not feel obliged to
comply. This lack of enforcement and supportivedesys do not force teachers to comply

with the policy.

4.4.7 Lack of Strong Motivation

Motivation is important for policy change. Motivati to implement policy change is
closely related to a teacher’'s personal interpoetatand emotions regarding change
(Sleeger=t. al.,2002). Issue of financial support/ incentives lmees critical to teachers
for successful policy change. The study found thatt low teacher salaries, affect
teachers levels of motivation to comply with thdigo The findings revealed that many
of teachers who stay far from school disliked affess punishments because they made
them arrive late since they could not afford baagdmini bus on daily basis due to
meagre salaries. Teachers with big classes werenabvated to teach one part of the
class in the morning and the other part in theraften as they felt their incentives were
not good enough. These findings are similar toltesaf Bailey (2000) who noted that
overarching consequence of poor financial suppocteiases teachers’ reluctance to
comply with policy change. On the other hand, TatquRaikers and Huddleston-Cases
(2007) found out that better compensated teachersmetivated to produce higher

quality care and educational changes.
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4.4.8 Lack of Consultation

Consultation has a bearing on policy change andleimgntation. It increases
acceptability and eligibility of policy change (Jwon, 1969). As discussed earlier on
teachers, as a key policy constituency, were swgpa® be consulted both at
constitution-making process as well as policy foatian level. However, this appear to
have not happened. Hence, some of respondents’lamm®g about lack of consultation
as one major reason why implementation of educapolicies fail in Malawi. One
participant angrily said;The policy makers don’t consult us that's why theelicies
don’t work” (FGD participant, School F, Blantyre ral).

4.4.9 Teacher Personality

Teachers’ personality has bearing on their readiiofearners’ deviant behaviour. The
study found out that many of the respondents adchttiat their character shortfalls such
as short-temperedness fuelled use of corporal pom@at. One participant said:

Some of us teachers are harsh and cruel by nahareva hide behind
corporal punishment to ill-treat learners” (FGD tmapant, School F,

Blantyre rural).

These results are consistent with results of Ciang(2004) who found out that there are

cruel teachers who take advantage on the corparasipment to abuse the learner.

4.5 Teachers’ Perspectives versus Implementatior the Policy Banning the Use of
Corporal Punishment
The conceptual frame work relies on the theoretomaicepts of knowledge or skills,

beliefs or attitudes or emotions associated witnge. It believes that teachers with low
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or no knowledge and negative attitude of change naoee likely to have negative
perspective and ignore the policy where as teachighshigh levels of knowledge and a
positive attitude to change are more likely to addpe policy change (Ballet &
Kelchtermans, 2008) .In this regard, the resultguauwell with the conceptual
framework in a number of ways. Firstly, most of fite-ban teachers were implementing
the policy while very few of the pro-ban were neiplementing. Compliance with the
policy was mainly through adoption of the altemasi except one participant who
reported to have been (adapting by developing dtrers of altenatives) using educative
punishments such as composition writing and differstructured questions from
different subjects. On the other hand, the majaftjeachers with negative perspectives
did not implement the policy. They ignored andstesl the policy while the minority of

the same group did implement it.

However, the results revealed that not all teactvis had positive perspectives reported
to implemented the policy. Actually a few of teacheiith positive perspectives did not
implement the policy but they had the willingne€3n the other hand, some of anti-ban
teachers who had negative perspectives complietd Whie¢ policy. In this regard,
therefore, the results of this study do not agréé the conceptual framework that all
teachers with positive perspectives adopt or agafity reforms. Similarly the results
do not agree with the framework that all teachdth wegative perspectives do ignore or
resist the policy. This calls for review and mazifion of the framework to

accommodate the group that is willing to implement.
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4. 6 Chapter Summary

This chapter has reported the findings of the stadg has further critically discussed
these findings. In summary, the findings fall untleo categories. The first is a positive
category. This category constitutes perspectivelsraasons that support the prohibition
of corporal punishment. The second is the negatategory. This category comprises
views and explanations that are against the bancasporal punishment. Few

contradictions have been exposed whereby bothbam-and pro-ban views have used
some similar words to defend their view. On fdar,example, anti-ban teachers still
believe that fear of corporal punishment causesnéga to be disciplined. On the

contrary, pro-ban teachers believe corporal punestimeleases fear in learners which
inhibits learning. Perspectives of pro-ban areseiant with literature while the views of

the anti-ban contradict the literature and the asfrthe new policy.

The chapter has also established that perspectna® an effect on teachers’
implementation of the policy because most of thachiers who have a negative
perspective towards the ban of corporal punishrdiehbhot implement the policy. On the

other hand, the majority of those with a positieegpective implemented the policy.

Finally the chapter has shown that levels of knogtand skills, beliefs and attitudes,
lack of resources, lack of training, lack of teackepport groups, lack of enforcement,
lack of motivation, misunderstanding of consultatiteacher personality are some of the

factors which shaped teachers’ perspectives.
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CHAPTER FIVE

CONCLUSION, IMPLICATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

5.0 Chapter Overview

This chapter makes conclusions, implications, reoemdations based on the findings of
the study as presented and discussed in chapter Ifostarts with conclusions of the

study, followed by the implications of the studgdings and recommendations. It finally
suggests areas that need further research witlrdragathe prohibition of corporal

punishment in Malawi schools.

5.1 Conclusion of the Study

One general conclusion is that there are mixedspaetives regarding the policy
prohibiting the use of corporal punishment in Malaghools. Some perspectives are
positive while others are negative. The minoritytted teachers had positive perspectives
while the majority of them had negative perspestivEhus, few teachers were in favour
of banning the use of corporal punishment in schediile the majority were unhappy

with the policy.

On the reasons for teachers’ perspectives regatdengolicy, several issues were raised.

Generally, the teachers’ levels of knowledge anlisskack of training on the new policy
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and its alternatives, beliefs and attitudes, latkresources, lack of teacher support
groups, lack of enforcement, lack of enough moibrgtand lack of consultation and

teacher personality are some of the factors th#teinced teachers’ perspectives.
Reasons from pro-ban teachers were consistent Métature and revealed deeper
understanding of effects of corporal punishment.ti@nother hand, views from anti-ban
lacked the deeper appreciation of negative effeict®rporal punishment on the learners.
Like Baumrind (1996) many ant-ban teachers vieviieduse of corporal punishment as a
valid means of discipline necessary to learnerg ifkrease in number of teachers with
negative perspectives against the policy probatdycates lack of adequate consultation

at constitution-making process as well as poliayniaation and implementation levels.

Finally, on how teachers’ perspectives affected lementation of the policy change,
participants’ claims revealed that most of the leas with positive perspectives
implemented the policy. They claimed that they dat use corporal punishment as a
means of disciplining learners. On the other hamel majority of teachers with negative
perspectives said that they resisted the implertientaf the policy because it affected
negatively the management of learners in the schimolthe absence of effective
alternatives ways of disciplining learners. It ctirerefore, be concluded that teachers’

perspectives positively or negatively affect poligyplementation.
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5.2. Implications of the Study

One implication for policy change to be effectivatyplemented is that people expected
to implement the policy change should be orientatl Gapacitated by taking into account
their concerns, fears, and anxieties as observeldublgn (2001). So the implication is
that there is need to build teachers’ capacity hgraasing teacher professional
development with regard to managing learners inogshusing the alternatives of
corporal punishment. Teachers need ongoing prafiessipport since they often struggle
to maintain ideal practices when confronted wittassfoom reality (Nobble &
Macfarlane, 2005). This will reduce disciplinaryagsroom problems which emanate
from lack of support and shortage of resources. rEokeiced classroom problems will

mean reduced stress and appetite for corporal pueist.

Furthermore, the study has shown that there argtroag enforcements of the policy in
the education system. The policy itself does naivide for punitive measures to
teachers who violate the policy. Consequently, wteachers feel that they cannot be
easily taken to court by students, they continuagusorporal punishment without fear.
Practically, it means there is little or nothingféace teachers to comply with the policy.
There is need to introduce and sensitive teaclperstive measures for teachers who use
corporal punishment. Additionally, there is alseed to review the practice of one
teacher per class. Common among the participathgas was such a practice of one
teacher one class especially in the infancy, juagwvell as standards five, six and even
seven. In such a case one teacher teaches allltfexts. Pathetically, for most primary

schools in Malawi, it is the junior section wheeac¢her- pupil ratio is very high. At one
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of the schools one teacher had 280 pupils. Durisgudsion teachers complained that
this increases classroom management problekssthie teacher faces the chalkboard,
pupils begin to play and disturb the clasgFGD participants, School D, Blantyre
urban) Teachers’ views agrees with MOEST findings that

...the very large size of classes (100 to 300 krarim one class)... makes
it virtually impossible for teachers to work effeetly and for children to
learn what they are supposed to learn at eachatisOEST 2011).

It would, therefore, be better if classes with mégrners had two teachers so that as one
is teaching, the other teacher would help to cdntine class. Alternatively, if the
Ministry has problems with two teachers per cléetthe idea of introducing Teaching
Assistants (TAs) in schools with High TPR would &ebetter option. With proper
training teachers should be coached on how to engxgeptional fast learners into
teacher assistants. If this is implemented indis@pcases that come from high TPR and
poor classroom management can be minimised. Fuartre, the results seem to raise an
important question over whether the approach begegl by NGOs to sensitize teachers
and students is really effective to the teachefs® folicy addresses a human right issue
as such the intervention of NGOs to complementMivgstry’s efforts is imperative. It

is commendable that NGOs have done a lot to eddearmers on their rights and
prohibition of corporal punishment in schools. Theffort, however, has been
misunderstood and misinterpreted by teachers. Asdnm the findings of the study,
many teachers feel the NGOs’ approach makes learagpgant. It is therefore
important that the NGOs’ approach should be revieveed balanced to increase

teachers’ engagement for change. NGO may helprdangse trainings and establish
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teacher support groups on prohibition of corporahiphment. Interventions such as
these would equip teachers with knowledge and sskithich could challenge their

beliefs, attitude, and personality and motivaterthe change.

5.3. Areas for Further Study

This study focused on the question of teachersyesatives of the policy prohibiting the
use of corporal punishment in schools. There amesguestions that need further
research from the issues that have been presentbdtavere not the focus of this study.
First, the observation that the approved formsusfighments are not effective means that
the alternatives are not regarded as super suiestitd corporal punishment. This area
needs a study to specifically find out from teash&nd even learners what could be the
best replacement of corporal punishment. With theeovation that teachers are not
consulted on policies such a study would help tinerawhat teachers think is the best

“dose” for indiscipline to replace corporal punistm

Another area is the assessment of factors thattaféachers’ attitudes regarding the
prohibition of corporal punishment. This would dhmore light on dominant or most
influential factors that require immediate attentibteachers’ negative attitudes are to be
challenged. A further study of education -stakedb’ perceptions of the policy
prohibiting the use of corporal punishment wouldskgnificant. This would help to find
out from learners, parents, educational managagistsractivists, religious leaders and
community leaders what they think about the prdiubi of corporal punishment in
Malawi.
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APPENDICES
Appendix 1: Informed Consent Letter

Dear Research Participant,

I am currently undertaking my masters’ degree irudatdion Policy, Planning and
Leadership. In order to complete this degree | amdacting research on corporal
punishment policy in schools. In this study, cogpgrunishment is the use of physical
force to cause a child experience pain for the @sep of discipline, correction or control
of child’s behaviour. The use of physical forcethe study shall mean, hitting the child
with a hand or other objects, kicking, shakinglmowing the child, pinching or pulling
the hair/ears, caning or whipping, slapping, gragbiThe Ministry of Science and
Technology (2008) prohibited the use of any of tigove mentioned forms of
punishment. The aim of the study is to explore iee&€ perspectives on the policy
prohibiting the use of corporal punishment in s¢eodhe following questionnaire asks
for your opinion on a number of issues relatingtohibition of corporal punishment in
schools. You have been chosen for this study thr@ugrocess that took cognizance of
your experience and expertise in teaching. It geeted that the results of this study will
address the silence of written literature, and adgaunderstanding of teachers’

perspective on the policy prohibiting the use afpooal punishment in Malawi.

It would be greatly appreciated if you would pravigour candid opinion on all the
guestions contained in this questionnaire. Thermé&tion collected from you will not be
shown to anyone outside of this study and the arsabyf reporting will not disclose your
identity. You reserve the right not to undertake study or withdraw if you do not feel

comfortable to participate. Otherwise your parttipn and views are greatly valued.

Yours sincerely,

Moses Kasitomu
M.Ed Policy Planning and Leadership Student
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Appendix 2: In-Depth Interview Guide with Primary School Teachers

The policy says that it is unlawful to use corpgrahishment in schools. As such pupils
are not to be hit (with a hand or other object&}kdd, shaken or thrown, pinched or
pulled (pulling the hair/ears) caned or whippedppkd, grabbed (by force to cause pain).
Instead the Ministry (2008) recommended the follayias approved forms of
punishment.

(a) Sending a child out of the class for a shamtti

(b) Making a child stand on one leg for some time

(c) Making a child run round the school if he/stdsite for school
(d) Giving a child a piece of work to do after n@school

(e) For coming late, a child may be asked to do ghrt of the lesson which he/she
missed. This should be done after normal schooishou

(f) Paying for the damage done

(9) Public repentance: a child who commits an aféeis asked to repent in front of the
class or school

() Reprimand: The Head invites the offending chitdthe office and talks to him/her
strongly to make the child realize his/her mistake

1. Knowledge of the policy.
a) Have you ever heard of the current corporal ghunent policy in Malawi school
before?
b) How and where did you hear the policy?

2. Perspective of the policy
a) What are your views about the policy frdimg the use of corporal punishment?
in schools?
3. Reasons for the perspective
a) What are the reasons for each of yowspsstive that you have mentioned?
b) Are there any factors that have influengedr views?
4. Ignorance
a) Do you think you have enough informatioonuwtthis policy?
b) What beliefs do you have about proper veagunishment learners?

c) Do you have any other information or dstaguestions that you think you do
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not know or understand?
d) Do you think you have all the details dommation you need on this policy?
5. Resistance
a) Are you happy with how this policy was coomicated to you? Explain?
b) Were you/ teachers consulted on this p8lityo, was this consultation necessary?
¢) How much time do you think you need to cbnip corporal punishment policy?
d) Do you have any fears about this policy?
e) Has the policy affected you self-esteem?
f) Are the alternatives effective?
g) Do you comply or resist the policy? Explain
h) Are you satisfied with the policy? Explain.
6. Adoption
a) Do you adopt every requirement of the poliExplain
b) What restrictions are there to force complehc
c¢) Do you feel forced to adopt this policy? Expla
d) What is areas of the policy do you think ylminot understand?
7. Adaptation
a) Which policy alternatives do you use most?

b) Do you have any other forms of punishments gt use apart from of policy
alternatives?

c) Do you feel encouraged as teacher to createpwks and use other practices in
addition to the approved alternatives?

e) Have ever modified any of the policy alternagit® make them more effective?
8. Effect of the perspective on policy implementation

a) Do you implement/comply with this policy?

b) What makes you comply/not comply with thadigy?

c) Do you think your action for or against fh@icy are affected by your views
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of the policy?
e) Is there any other reason that influences garrent views of the ban of
Corporal punishment?
9. Perspective and Prevalence of corporal punishmen
a) Do you still use corporal punishment now?
b) What makes you use/not use corporal punishment?
c) Do you think and believe the proposed alternatareshelpful and effective

d) What do you are the reasons for the continued pgeega of corporal punishment
after it was banned?

Do you have any additional comments regarding tbkcy prohibiting the use of
corporal punishment in Malawi schools?

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR TIME AND PARTICIPATION
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Appendix 3: Focus Group Discussion Guide With Tedeers
ISSUESIN THE DISCUSSION

1. Knowledge of the policy

a) Introduce the policy of corporal punishment; waheard before? How they
heard the policy?

2. Perspectives of the policy
a) Discuss the policy Perspectives of thegyoli
b) Debate the significance of the policy

« Do you agree/disagree with the policy prohibitinge tuse of corporal
punishment in Malawi schools?

3. Reasons for the perspectives
a) Discuss reasons for agreement and disagrdevith the policy?
b) Discuss other factors that have influengmar perspective of the policy?
4. Effect of teachers’ perspectives on policy implemeation
a) Discuss perspectives in relation to policy immpatation/compliance?
b) Justify reasons for compliance or non-caoamale with this policy?

+ Do all teachers who disagree with the policy immabcomply with the
policy

« Are all policy alternatives effective? Explain?

«+ Are there any punishments used which are not otighef the alternatives?
5. Perspectives on prevalence of corporal punishment

a) Discuss perspectives in relation to prevalenasgboral punishment:

< Is there any relationship between perspective &edprevalence of
corporal punishment in Malawi

+ Do you have any additional comments regarding tiey prohibiting
the use of corporal punishment in Malawi schools?

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR TIME AND PARTICIPATION
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Appendix 4: In-Depth Interview Guide with Primary E ducation Advisors

1. Knowledge of the policy
a) Introduction the policy.
b) Policy background;
c) The policy objectives
d) The policy alternatives
2. Policy Consultation and Communication
a) Policy consultation; levels of consultations.
b) Mode of policy communication
b) Feedback mechanisms
3. Policy Enforcement
a) Capacity building measures

b) Enforcement measures

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR TIME AND PARTICIPATION
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Appendix 5: Table of Themes the Data

REFLECTING
QUESTION FOCUS | POSITIVE
PERSPECTIVES | THEMES
1.Teachers’ Perspectives
of the policy
The policy creates good relationship
Good between the teacher and learner
The policy raintains and increase learner
Useful interest in school
The policy nsures that learners have 1
Necessary fear
Helpful It minimizes absenteeism
Comprehensive It promotes Child rights
It Builds and enhances good communica
Constructive between teacher and learner
It ensures learners are protected from-
Protective treatment/abuse of corporal punishment
Regulative The policy Control Teachers’ behavigur
Facilitative It facilitate/smoothes learning
The policy promotes and models ggod
Model Behaviour
IDEAS
REFLECTING
NEGATIVE
PERSPECTIVES
Themes
The pdicy promoes
excessive indiscipline (disobedience,
rudeness
Bad Promotes laziness
The policy [roposes alternatives that a
not effective enough to deal with
Ineffective indiscipline
The polic' proposed alternatives are n
instanteneousless instantaneous
The policy is not practical to big classes
It does befit to poor countrigs
characterized by lack of resources |ie
Unrealistic teachers.
Bias The policy favours learners than teachers
The policy causes learner to have |no
Helpless fear which helps them to learn
Confusing The policy auses misunderstanding

110



corporal punishment by overemphasi
on its negatives

ng

The policy is directive that is n

Dt
e.

for

essential to people who value disciplin
Useless
inappropriate It is culturally in appropriate
Unbiblical It contradicts what the Bible says.
It is a burden and stress to teachers a
forces then to abandon what is effective
Oppressive deviant learners
2. How Teachers’ -Lack ofdeep knowledge to challenge th
Perspectives may beliefs.
affect the - Corporal punishment proves to be the
Implementation of | Ignore best last resort
policy -it is a good policy
Adopt -To please policy makers
-Afraid of consequences of violating it
-Because it was prohibited
Resist - Alternatives not effective.
-Difficult to change in a short time
Adapt -Give learners educative punishments
Teachers perspectives
on reasons for| Attitudes
Continued Use of
Corporal Punishment | Training
in Some Schools in Resources Alternatives are not effective
Spite of Its | Beliefs Lack of proper consultation, trainin
Abolishment motivation and communication.
Personality Lack of resources and large classes
Enforcement Religion and culture

Lack of motivation

Personality of teachers

Lack of punitive measures by MoEST
Change takes time

111



