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?Z:Zf:dﬁnvestigated educators’ usage of different disciplinary measures for

learners’ misconduct inside the classroom (level 1) assa/t/erf}fzsilt;ii )towggrggzl
A iscipli Action Scale A
X . 7o this end, the Level 1 D/SC/p//na(y . ’ ‘
pmu,;/%;z%gs indicated tlhat educators differ S/gn/ﬁcanp/y in thg exient t/c? v;/,;;g//v/
they use verbal warning, community service, demerits, aij/t/onc: %Zrﬁnwngs
Z g ves to corporal punishment.
ks, and detention as alternatives X . -
ITZ;? I?/:af;’zzted that educators’ gender has a significant /nﬂueqce on th?gnzézagsso;
: mmunity service. The findings further indicated that. teaching :Xfr:;; i
27 nificant influence on educators' usage of detention aqd tl 77am pigpeisl
/gase has a significant influence on the/( usage of demeztf_.h i s n
ghowed that educators differ significantly in the extent to whi y

punishment in school.

INTRODUCTION

i i new,
After 1994, when South Africa stepped o_ut of |sqla§|on ar:]cla Ii?;/jo?rt:gd :m ané
democratic constitution guaranteeing the right to dlgﬂlty,d:ﬁ1 ocrac’ies i Lo
security for all citizens, it followed the path of most ot etzrof rpinale |l
legislation to outlaw corporal punishment (Departmen L
The banning of corporal punishment in all school; wasS oth e e
South African Schools Act No. 84 of 1996 (Republilc of Sou hoolls WL
= 1) “No person may administer corporal punishment at sC i 4
?g;/i\gy)perso% who contravenes subsection 1 is guilty of a:: '?ff'?'rr::sewas oo
iction to a sentence which could be imposed for assault”. Tt e
anVI ction. Some educators and parents were very pos@v Rt i
vrcclexrzdvreer?/ égnéerned in that they felt that there were no viable a
corporal punishment (Pienaar, 2003: 261-262).

t make corporal

Besides South African Schools Act, there are other |1a2v\lso ftr;e Suth A

punishment illegal. Among these Iawsl'aref:ssii’goAnfrica 1006: 8), which states

ituti No. 108 of 1996 (Republic of So frica, el inhuman or

%02552322;:? has the right not to be treated_or punlsr;zed LIR) "accg g et

v ding way”; the National Education Policy Act ( epnishment o sublet
(ljgg:ia) IC\lghich salys “No person shall administer corporal pu
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student to psychological or physical abuse at any educational institution”
(Department of Education, 2000: 5). :

South Africa is a signatory to the United Nation’s Convention on the Rights and
Welfare of the Child, which compels it to pass laws and take social, educational,
and administrative measures to “protect the child from all forms of physical and
mental violence, injury or abuse, neglect or negligent treatment, maltreatment or
exploitation, including sexual abuse” (Department of Education, 2000: 5).

The African Charter on the Rights and Welfare of the Child commits its member
countries to the same measures and adds that they must take steps to ensure
that a child “who is subjected to school or parental discipline shall be treated with

humanity and with respect for the inherent dignity of the child” (Department of
Education, 2000: 5)-

Although the South African Schools Act clearly prohibits corporal punishment in
schools, there is research evidence which shows that educators are still using
corporal punishment in schools. For example, the survey by the Education 2000
Plus project found that in most of the 27 schools across the country, where the
survey had been conducted, educators still resort to corporal punishment
(Tleane, 2002: 6). The findings of the project reveal that 81.5% of learners,
74.0% of educators and 74.0% of principals reported that corporal punishment is
practiced in their schools (Prinsloo, 2005: 8). The shocking list of educators found
guilty of misconduct between April 2004 and August 2005 includes 44 for
administering corporal punishment (Sunday Times, 2005: 1). The newspaper

The Mercury, 2006: 5). Corporal punishment remains widespread, particularly in
historically black schools and is experienced disproportionately by African learners
(Morrel, 2001: 296). COSAS has also emphasised that the reason for continuing
with corporal punishment in some schools is a result of conflicting policies passed
by the Department of Education and those of school governing bodies (Isolezwe,
2006: 21). Teachers’ frustrations as a result of learners’ unruly behaviour has also

been cited as one of the reasons why educators use corporal punishment (The
Mercury, 2006: 5).

DEALING WITH MISCONDUCT
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o level 2-misconduct by breaking school rules;
level 3-"serious” misconduct or serious violation of school codes;

level 4-"very serious” misconduct or very serious violation of school codes;
level 5-criminal acts which not only violate school codes but which

breach the law.

Level 1 includes misconducts such as failing to be in class on time, bunking
classes, failing to finish homework, failing to respond to reasonable
instructions, being dishonest with minor consequences. Examples of
disciplinary actions for level 1 misconduct-carried out by class teacher are:

e Verbal warnings;

o Community service;
e “Demerits” losing credits which have already been gained;
L]

Additional work which is constructive and which possibly relates to the
misconduct;

Small menial tasks like tidying up the classroom;

Detention in which learners use their time constructively but within the
confines of the classroom i.e. they cannot participate in extra-mural

activities or go home.

Level 2 involves misconduct such as frequently repeating level 1 misconduct
and not responding to disciplinary measures taken by the educator, smoking
or carrying tobacco, leaving school without permission, using abusive
language, interrupting education in the classroom, showing disrespect for
another person, engaging in minor vandalism like graffiti, being dishonest
with more serious consequences. Examples of disciplinary actions for level 2
misconduct-carried out by higher authority such as the head of department
are:

Any of the disciplinary actions listed above;

Disciplinary talk with the learner;

Talks with learner’s parents or guardian;

Written warnings;

Signing “contract” with learner who agrees to improve;

Daily report taken by learner and signed by all parents;

Performing duties that improve the school environment such as
cleaning, gardening or administrative tasks.

Level 3 includes misconduct such as frequently repeating level 2 misconc!uct
and where action taken by school authorities is considered ineffectl\_/e,
inflicting minor injury on another person, gambling, being severely disruF)t"Ve
of classes, forging documents or signatures with minor consequences, using
racist, sexist or other discriminatory behaviour, possessing or distributing
pornographic, racist or sexist materials, possessing dangerous weapons, theft,
vandalism, cheating during exams. Examples of disciplinary actions for level 3
misconduct-carried out by the principal or referred to an outside agency for
counselling are:

e Any of the disciplinary actions listed above . :
e Written warning of the possibility of suspension from the school;
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Referral to a counsellor or social worker;

* Community service, once ission i
il s B permission is granted by the provincial

Level i i i i
where4dg'csiclcimdua myolves misconduct like repetition of level 3 misconduct
. Plinary action has been ineffective, threatening another person

gszzn;uvce::l;aslly thbrefatening thg safety of another person, engaging in sexual
P v alcoho?ra bing, engaglhng in sexual activity, selling drugs, possession
e a1 erc:;irzrugsh orlbefmg drunk or under the influence of narcotics
. school: for example, boycottin i icket
without consent forging docum el (ol o
2 ents or signatures with seri
Examples of punishments for e i i dous byt
vel 4 misbehaviour-carried inci
or the school governin i OUt' bY i b
bl iy g body together with the provincial education
* Any of the disciplinary actions listed above;
. Aksf?.rratl. of learner to an outside agency for counselling;
. plication to the provincial education . imi
suspension from all school activities. s .

y l;\;;l Cgln?;jﬁc:;wduct inclt:]des repetition of level 4 acts intending to inflict major
on another person (assault) intenti(’) Il i
weapon, sexual harassment sexual abus ; by L
. : - € and rape, robbery, mai
ggggﬁlgg;fongve?nsterlpg lo(tj:ked premises, murder. Examplesrycl)f dijsgpltirrlng?y;
misconduct - carried out by the princi
_ : principal and
gov.ernrpgpﬁé);{otogzet?;r with the provincial education depa?tment _tf;t:es-chool
N to the provincial ed i i :
iy Uk il ucation for expulsion or transfer of the
e Allow for criminal or civil prosecution which may follow, given that the

misconduct is of a crimi
ey criminal nature (Department of Education, 2000: 25-

It IS Cleal rom the 10l€gOlIe (=} ()
X 'al 1ation tl at levelS 3 to 5 are serious
miscor ldUCtS wh |CI are beyOl 'd edUCBtOIS CapaC ty to ca y out dlSClplIl a Yy

purpose of this study, th i :
classroom. Y, the focus is on level 1- misconduct inside the

PROBLEM STATEMENT

Ve i i

difrZrefr?rlld ilsfdalrily stud|e§, have attempted to investigate educators’ usage of

i Lol plinary actions o.r measures for learners’ misconduct inside the
(level 1) as alternatives to corporal punishment. The present study

intends to do that. More s cificall i
following research questiong? Y, this study attempts to find answers to the
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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:

* Educato i i
disciplin;sry (;gt i onot differ in the extent to which they use different
e s, ns namely, verbal warning, community service, demerits
neide th ek » Small menial tasks, and detention for learners’ r,nisconducé
B0 bi(s);?grpnhi(ég\l/el 1) ai lalternatives to corporal punishment.
' variables (gender i ience
;e;_chmg phase) have no influence or(vgtheir 1’15 teachlng_ sl ¥y
- IEHS namely,_verbal warning, community service demerits
|or , Small menial tasks, and detention for lea 'y :
; E ;35::3:2 ((jlevel tlgj?fs alternatives to corporal punishment
( 0 not differ in the e i :
et T xtent to which they generally use corporal
. :Educgtors’ biographical variables (gender,
eac.;hmg phase) have no influence on thei,r
punishment in school.

teaching experience and
general usage of corporal

Participants

There i i i
e ;A:;ir:nfou_ll'_ﬁgsuecat;gg%nfglpns t'r? the Kwazulu-Natal province in the time of
; In their alphabeti : ini
R . pnabetical order ;
o se'éacfcntt)s, uZMglgungundloyu; and Zululand. Simple random sar?'nrelin e
€ Zululand region, which has three districts namels gmv;?:-zs useg:l
] f ngeni,

Obo”'el” and Vly leld. Il OIdEI to ensure tl at tl 1€ re l.l"S are no II
S| t blased, eac

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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thl Ougl t' lS pl OcedUIe were a SO Used t t! T 1 I ose of the educato S
' : Oge he wit thos
b Ogl ap' lcal data In or de| to meet the 10Urt 1 alm O tl e p' eser 't‘ stu y

Procedures

Questionnai i i

ke pEErS?)'r: ‘;ﬁly Mcljlgl]ivae rl:(t;tetroexprl]aln;ng the nature and purpose of the research
schoo 4

personally collected when completed.s that were part of the sample and were

Categorical data (Orlich 1978;

g0 ; ; Borg & Gall, 1983:
s i 3, Behr, 1988). i
o tgsdglt?ar:n ;J:ed :]o test the hypotheses of the study. Inferential)stalgsf;rent'a'
P i 1c_ehw ether differences between groups are due to chance gs art:
( W - Ihey are also used for generalisi i
inferences about a wider Population (Borg g Gal';a fglgg) TRNE, SR

le“' was cor wver ted to the nomina cat gorie: gave an III(’I(Bl on of “Ie gl()l.l')s
' el S, it
’ \
eSpOllSe to a pa thUlal |te|“ (0| "C ; 197 8, HEHEI son IVIOIHS & F ltZ'G’be”
’ ’

Results

Inferential statistics for aim number one are presented in Tables 2 to 7
The chi-square 2= - .
q test (x° = 77.881; df=2; p<0.05) indicates that significance

differen:
ce was found among the low usage level (LUL), moderate usage level

warni " mi i

verbrlallngw;(')’rrﬂrlle;arzggz emllsco'ndt.ldctt:f inside the classroom. The three groups of
. evels differ among them i

existence of these three groups is not due togchanceslec\:/tisr's Pt BTeu e

The chi-square test O’ =
differe ; 7 P<0.05) reveals tha i
nce was found among the low usage level (LUL), moderaté Slsgargzczzxﬁ
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i i . This
MUL) and high usage level (HUL) groups of communlty_ sert\;:ce t(; Zb(l:?)rgr)nunity
( 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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difference was found among the low us
(MUL) and high usage level (HUL) groups of detention (Table 7). This fi
indicates that educators differ in the extent to w
learners” misconduct inside the classroom. The thre
levels differ among themselves. Put differently,
groups is not due to chance factor
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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
hich they use detention for
€ groups of detention usage
the existence of these three

131




Journal of Educational Studies \Volume 6 (1) 2007

] 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
|

i i r has an
levels of community service (Table 8). This ﬂndnng showsI thate?se’mrl::sconduct
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

; df=4; veals that significant difference
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
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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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