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e To what extent do educators use different disciplinary actions namely,
verbal warning, community service, demerits, additional work, small
menial tasks, and detention for learners’ misconduct inside the classroom
(level 1) as alternatives to corporal punishment?

o Do educators’ biographical variables (gender, teaching experience and
teaching phase) have any influence on their usage of different
disciplinary actions namely, verbal warning, community service,
demerits, additional work, small menial tasks, and detention for
learners’ misconduct inside the classroom (level 1) as alternative to
corporal punishment?

e To what extent do educators generally use corporal punishment in
school?

e Do educators’ biographical variables (gender, teaching experience and
teaching phase) have any influence on their general usage of corporal
punishment in school?

Concept clarification

In this study, the term educator refers to a teacher. South African Schools Act
No. 84 of 1996 (Republic of South Africa, 1996: 2) also refers to a teacher as an
educator. Several authors have adopted this definition (Potgieter, Visser, Van der
Bank, Mothata & Squelch, 1997: 24 ; Ngidi, 2004: 261). Disciplinary measures in
this study shall mean actions taken by educators in order to discipline learners for
their misconduct. A practical guide for educators on alternatives to corporal
punishment (Replublic of South Africa, 2001: 20) also defines it this way. The
term corporal punishment refers to any deliberate act against a child that inflicts
pain or physical discomfort to punish or contain him/her (Department of

Education, 2000: 6).
METHOD
Aim and objectives of research

The present research aimed at achieving the following objectives:

e To ascertain the extent to which educators use different disciplinary
actions namely, verbal warning, community service, demerits, additional
work, small menial tasks, and detention for learners’ misconduct inside the
classroom (level 1) as alternatives to corporal punishment.

e To establish whether educators’ biographical variables (gender, teaching
experience and teaching phase) have any influence on their usage of
disciplinary actions namely, verbal warning, community service, demerits,
additional work, small menial tasks, and detention for learners’ misconduct
inside the classroom (level 1) as alternatives to corporal punishment.

e To ascertain the extent to which educators generally use corporal
punishment in school.

e To establish whether educators’ biographical variables (gender, teaching
experience and teaching phase) have any influence on their general usage
of corporal punishment in school.
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Hypotheses
The following theoretical hypotheses were formulated:
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TABLE 1

DISTRIBUTION OF PARTICIPANTS ACCORDING
VARIABLES (N=252)

TEACHING
EXPERIENCE

TO BIOGRAPHICAL

F= i :
Foundation phase; I=Intermediate phase; S=Senior ph
; = r phase

Table 1 istributi

biographicaslh\?:;isabfgs distribution of participants in accordance with thei

i énamely, gender, teaching experience and teaching pha i
ed 252 educators, exclusively from previous black schoolz ;St
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of 300 questionnaires that were distributed, 252 were returned, which is an 84%
return rate.

Measures
The questionnaire was used as a research instrument for collecting data. The

questionnaire was appropriate for eliciting and rating educators’ responses as
well as for quantitative analysis of data. It consisted of three sections covering
the aims of study. The first section (Section A) consisted of educators’
biographical information (gender, teaching experience and teaching phase). The
second section (Section B) consisted of level 1 disciplinary actions scale (L1DAS).
The third section (Section C) consisted of a single item scale on educators’
general usage of corporal punishment in school.

L1DAS

Informed by the examples of disciplinary actions for level 1- misconduct inside
the classroom, as alternatives to corporal punishment (Department of Education,
2000: 25), the researcher developed the Level 1 Disciplinary Action Scale
(L1DAS). This is a four- point scale. Respondents were asked to indicate how
often they use each disciplinary action for different level 1 misconducts listed.
The ratings were: never (0), seldom (1), regularly (2), always (3). The internal-
consistency reliability for this study measured by Cronbach’s alpha was, 0.71;
0.76; 0.74; 0.73; 0.75 and 0.79 for Verbal warning; Community service;
Demerits; Additional work; Small menial tasks and Detention subscales,
respectively. The internal-consistency reliability for the whole scale was 0.88.
According to Nunnaly and Bernstein (1994), a reliability estimate of 0.70 and
above represents acceptable reliability. Therefore, this instrument is regarded as

satisfactory.

Each disciplinary action subscale consists of 5 items. Therefore, the lowest
possible score on each disciplinary action subscale is 5x0=0 and the highest
possible score is 5x3=15. This continuum of 0-15 was arbitrarily divided into
three categories, namely: 0-5 indicating a low usage level (LUL); 6-10 a
moderate usage level (MUL); and 11-15 showing a high usage level (HUL). Thus
the respondent’s summated score on each subscale was classified accordingly
into one of these three categories. This procedure yielded data to fulfil the first
aim. Data obtained through this procedure were also used together with those of
educators’ biographical data in order to meet the second aim of the present

study.

With regard to the single item scale on educators’ general usage of corporal
punishment, respondents were asked to indicate how often they generally use
corporal punishment as a disciplinary measure for learners’ misconduct in the
school. The same ratings used for L1DAS, namely, never (0), seldom (1),
regularly (2), always (3) were retained and used as four categories. Thus the
respondent’s single score was classified accordingly into one of these four
categories. This procedure yielded data to fulfil the third aim. Data obtained
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Results

Inferential statistics for aim number one are presented in Tables 2 to 7
The chi-square 2= - .
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( ding indicates that educators differ in the extent to which eZhree e
4 Iic?e for learners’ misconduct inside the classroom. Thg ; differ?antly =
(s:grn:munity service usage levels differ among themselves. Pu ,
existence of these three groups is not due to chance factors.

NING
TABLE 2 RESPONDENTS GROUPED ACCORDING TO VERBAL WAR
USAGE LEVELS

LUL MUL HUL
(0-5) (6-10) (11-15)
119
115
Frequencies 18
¥’ =77.881; df = 2; p<0.05

SERVICE
TABLE 3 RESPONDENTS GROUPED ACCORDING TO COMMUNITY
USAGE LEVELS

LUL MUL HUL
(0-5) (6-10) (11-15)
33
123
Frequencies 96
¥°=50.786; df=2; p<0.05

SAGE
TABLE 4 RESPONDENTS GROUPED ACCORDING TO DEMERITS U

(0-5) (6-10) (11-15)
Frequencies 73 132 47
x°=45.167: df=2; p<0.05

LEVELS
LUL MUL HUL
(0-5) (6-10) (11-15)
36
126
Frequencies 90
x> = 48.857, df=2; p<0.05

WORK
TABLE 5 RESPONDENTS GROUPED ACCORDING TO ADDITIONAL
USAGE LEVELS

(0-5) (6-10) (11-15)
Frequencies 89 123 40
X’ = 41.452; df = 2; p<0.05

LUL MUL HUL
(0-5) (6-10) (11-15)
43
136
Frequencies 73
¥’ = 53.643; df=2; p<0.05

indi ignificance
= ; df=2; 0.05) indicates that signi
i- test (x> = 48.857; df=2; p< i
Zir:erz:lczq\lljvzrse found (gmong the low usage Ife\éel (th'LS),(Trr;ctn)(ljeeri;e 'IL'JhSiasggnding
igh usage level (HUL) groups o _demeri )- A
érgvlv_g tahr:i :cli%catorsgdiffer in the extent to which they use demerits for lear
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misconduct inside the classroom. The
differ among themselves, put differently
not due to chance factors.

three groups of demerits usage levels
, the existence of these three groups is

- The three groups of
additional work usage levels differ among themselves. Put differently, the

existence of these three groups is not due to chance factors,

TABLE 6 RESPONDENTS GROUPED ACCORDING TO SMALL MENIAL TASKS
USAGE LEVELS

MUL HUL

The chi-square test (42 = 45.167; df=
difference was found among the low us
(MUL) and high usage level (HUL) group:
finding shows that educators differ in the

2; p<0.05) indicates that significance
age level (LUL), moderate usage level
s of small menial tasks (Table 6). This

TABLE 7 RESPONDENTS GROUPED ACCORDING TO DETENTION USAGE
LEVELS

HUL

2; p<0.05) reveals that significance
age level (LUL), moderate usage level
nding
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€ groups of detention usage
the existence of these three
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] in
The results for aim number two, with significant differences, are presented i
e
Tables 8 to 10.

GENDER AND COMMUNITY SERVICE USAGE LEVELS

TABLE 8 - =
GENDER LUL MU -
©-5) (6-10) (11-
4
Male 31 = 29
Female 65 -
X2= 6.679; df = 2; p<0.05

_— -y t
= ; df=2; .05) indicates that significan
i~ st (x> = 6.679; df=2; p<0 )
Zr;?erg:lc:qx:;efoaid b(étween males and females with regard to reported usage
|
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ifl\f;uence on educators’ usage of communi'gffservnc: f;)errt;::g Al o
insi nder differences differenc
inside the classroom. Gel "
community service usage levels were not due to chance facto
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Lol 62(92 =lgl-igoér?;_;6 Z:g'?a?o;i years of tegching ex.perier;ci
ith el amongorted, usage levels of detention (Table 9). This finding |n§ncafi A
S regarq = r)(fperience has an influence on educators’ usage of detgfr;tlor:] i
L tea’ChIn'gsceceml?:luct inside the classroom. Teaching experience (fmctec:ri
l;!:rtcg?r:isngn;(; the three detention usage levels were not due to chance fa i

TEACHING EXPERIENCE AND DETENTION USAGE LEVELS

TABLE 9 i
TEACHING LUL MUL i
EXPERIENCE (0-5) (61-10) (
6
30
33
- 27
10-19 44 80
: T
20+ 12 13
x° = 9.460; df=4; p<0.05
TABLE 10 TEACHING PHASE AND DEMERITS USAGE LEVELS .
HU
TEACHING LUL MUL i
(0-5) (61-10) (11-15)
PHASE i
67
Foundation 47 “ -
Intermediate 16 o ;
Senior 27
x°=10.058; df=4 p<0.05
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The chi-square test O = 10.058; df=4; p<0.05) shows that significant
difference was found among Foundation phase, Intermediate phase and Senior
phase with regard to reported usage levels of demerits (Table 10). This finding
indicates that teaching phase has an influence on educators’ usage of demerits
for learners’ misconduct inside the classroom. Teaching phase differences
pertaining to the three demerits usage levels were not due to chance factors.

The results for aim number three are presented in Table 11,

TABLE 11 RESPONDENTS GROUPED ACCORDING TO CORPORAL
PUNISHMENT USAGE LEVELS

SELDOM REGULARLY
Frequencies 52 125 61 14

2= 101.111; df = 3; p<0.05

The chi-square test (% = 101.111; df=3; p<0.05) indicates that significance
difference was found among the never, seldom, regularly and always usage
levels (Table 11. This shows that educators differ in the extent to which they
generally use corporal punishment in school. The four groups of corporal
punishment usage levels differ among themselves. Put differently, the existence
of these four groups is not due to chance factors.

The analysis of data for aim number four indicates that educators’ biographical
variables (gender, teaching experience and teaching phase) have no influence on
their general usage of corporal punishment in school.

The descriptive statistics of the L1DAS items are presented in Table 12.
TABLE 12 RANK ORDER OF GROUP RESPONSES TO ITEMS 1-30 (N=

Rank
Order Factor

252)

Verbal warning for learners who fail to be in class on time
2 Verbal warning for learners who fail to finish homework 225 .90
3 Verbal warning for learners who fail to respond to reasonable

instructions 2.04 .95
4 Verbal warning for learners who are being dishonest such as lying 2.00 .96
5 Verbal warning for learners who bunk classes 1.99 .98
6 Small menial tasks like tidying up the classroom for learners who
fail to be in class on time 167 1.01
7 Small menial tasks like tidying up the classroom for learners who
bunk classes 1.54 1.02
8 Additional work for learners who fail to be in class on time 1.52  1.03
9 Additional work for learners who bunk classes 150 1.02
10 Community service for learners who fail to be in class on time 1.47 .94
11 Demerits for learners who fail to finish homework 1.45 .98

12 Additional work for learners who fail to respond to reasonable

instructions 1.44
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12 Additional work for learners who fail to finish homework 144 1.01
14 Small menial tasks like tidying up the classroom for learners who
fail to respond to reasonable instructions 1.42 97
15 Small menial tasks like tidying up the classroom for learners who
fail to finish homework 1.41 .98
16 Detention for learners who bunk classes 1.39 1.00
1.39 99

16 Detention for learners who fail to finish homework ]
18 Additional work for learners who are being dishonest such as lying 1.36  1.00
18 Small menial tasks like tidying up the classroom for learners who

are being dishonest such as lying 1.36 91

20 Demerits for learners who fail to respond to reasonable instructions 1.35  1.00
21 Demerits for learners who are being dishonest such as lying 1.34 1.01
21 Community service for learners who fail to finish homework 134 1.05
23 Community service for learners who are being dishonest such as
lying 1.33 1.04
24 Community service for learners who fail to respond to reasonable
instructions 132 1.02
132 1.02

24 Detention for learners who fail to be in class on time
26 Detention for learners who fail to respond to reasonable instructions 1.30  1.04

26 Demerits for learners who fail to be in class on time 1.30 1.11

28 Detention for learners who are being dishonest such as lying 1.29 1.02
28 Demerits for learners who bunk classes 1.29 .98
125 1.02

30 Community service for learners who who bunk classes

Table 12 shows that verbal warning was ranked high for all the learners’
misconducts. This gives an indication that, of all the disciplinary actions included
in the study, verbal warning is mostly used by educators for learners’
misconducts in the classroom as an alternative to corporal punishment.

Discussion

The findings revealed that educators differ in the extent to which they use verbal
warning for learners’ misconduct inside the classroom. A higher percentage of
educators (47%) reported a high level of using verbal warning compared to those
who reported a low level (7%) and those who reported a moderate level (46%)
(Table 2). This means that the majority of educators highly use verbal warning
for learners’ misconduct inside the classroom. There may be several reasons for
educators’ high level of using verbal warning for learners’ misconduct inside the
classroom. One of these reasons may be that it is the easier and less demanding

disciplinary action to use.

The findings also revealed that educators differ in the extent to which they use
community service for learners’ misconduct inside the classroom. A higher
percentage of educators (49%) reported a moderate level of using community
service compared to those who reported a low level (38%) and those who
reported a high level (13%) (Table 3). This implies that the majority of educators
moderately use community service for learners’ misconduct inside the classroom.

The findings further revealed that educators differ in the extent to which they use
demerits for learners’ misconduct inside the classroom. A higher percentage of
educators (50%) reported a moderate level of using demerits compared to those

134

Journal of Educational Studies Volume 6 (1) 2007

who repo
ported a low level (36%) and those who reported a high level (14%)

(Table 4). This shows th
ik at the majori
learers’ misconduct inside the da;gz)tg rr?f educators moderately use demerits for

The findi indi
b allngsW g:'s(o lfndlcated tha,t edgcators differ in the extent to which they use
berte e edu(c)rt Iearneros misconduct inside the classroom. A higher
il oo, r;':100rs (54%) reported a moderate level of using additional
g ek (s_rea\év'ZO ;;epoTﬁgd a (quw level (29%) and those who reported
ok il - Ihis Indicates that the maiori

erately use additional work for learners’ misconduct insideJthg:lggsriil:ﬁators

The findi indi
indings further indicated that educators differ in the extent to which they

The findi
detenlt?:r:ngzra:zc;riz?geﬂ .that :ducators differ in the extent to which they use
Isconduct in the cla i
il ssroom. A high
i rgs rg:g%) Ireported a moderate level of using detentiong cgn;)::ggnttagﬁ .
a low level (35%) and those who reported a high Ievelo(16?’/s§
0

(Table 7). This implies that jori
the majority of
for learners’ misconduct inside the cf]asst:}c;:m.educators Thoderatel. yse defeben

There may be several reasons wh
mod

effectively.

With regard to the influen
. ce of educators’ bi i i
usage of different disciplinary actions, tr?éoggaphlcal ot e

educators (51%) reported a low level of using c
percentage of females (51%) reported a mode
me jori

ans that the majority of female educators use community service more than

their male counter,
parts. The reason for this st i
are more concerned about caring for the commia.ltneit:/)f RS v e

ommunity service while a higher
rate usage level (Table 8). This

The ﬁndir_lgs also indicated that tea
of detention. A higher percentage

(48 /0) IEDOI ted a 'OW level 0 Usl“g detellthll whi p
le at Igher per Ce“tage of tt 10se
\N't'] |0llgel teadl" 1g expEI ence (53 u/0) lel orted an Odelate Usage level ( Table

135




Journal of Educational Studies \/olume 6 (1) 2007

9). This implies that the more experienced the educators become the more they
use detention.

The findings further indicated that teaching phase influences educators’ usage of
demerits. A higher percentage of educators at Foundation phase (53%) and
Intermediate phase (52%) reported a moderate level of using demerits while a
higher percentage of those at Senior phase (44%) reported a low usage level
(Table 10). This implies that the lower the phase educators teach the more they
use demerits and vice versa.

Another finding relates to educators’ general usage of corporal punishment in
school. It revealed that educators differ in the extent to which they use corporal
punishment. A higher percentage of educators (50%) reported that they seldom
use corporal punishment compared to those who reported that they regularly use
it (24%), those who reported that they always use it (5%) and those who
reported that they never use it (21%) (Table 11). In other words, 79% of
educators in this study reported that they, at various degrees, use corporal
punishment in school. These findings support the results of previous studies
(Education 2000 Plus project, 2000; Morrell, 2001; Maree & Cherian, 2004) and
newspapers reports (Isolezwe, 2006; The Mercury, 2006). Conflicting policies,
those passed by the Department of Education and those of school governing
bodies, as well as teachers’ frustrations as a result of learners’ unruly behaviour
have been cited as some of the reasons why educators use corporal punishment
((Isolezwe, 2006; The Mercury, 2006). These reasons may also be true for
educators in this study. Another reason may be that educators regard other
disciplinary actions as not effective.

With regard to the order of disciplinary actions, in relation to learners’
misconducts inside the classroom ranked by educators, verbal warning, with all
learners” misconducts associated with it was ranked high (Table 12). This shows
that verbal warning is the most popular disciplinary action among educators.

The disciplinary action that was ranked high after verbal warning was small
menial tasks, especially with misconducts related to classroom attendance.
Additional work was ranked high after small menial tasks, also especially with
misconducts associated with classroom attendance. This implies that, if not using
verbal warning, small menial tasks and then additional work are preferred by
educators, especially for classroom attendance-related misconducts.

Other than used for learners who fail to be in class on time, community service is
ranked the lowest with demerits and detention. This indicates that these three
disciplinary actions are not popular among educators. However, although not
among the top ten, demerits is preferred by educators for learners who fail to
finish homework if verbal warning is not used.
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CONCLUSION
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