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1.

Executive Summary
Foundational to children’s learning to read are school learning environments that
enable students to reach their potential in a setting that is safe, gender-responsive,
inclusive, and supportive (i.e., receiving positive reinforcement in the classroom).
This report presents key findings on these four elements of learning environments in
Malawi’s schools, as affirmed by Malawi’s National Reading Programme (NRP) and
as assessed in the 2017 National Assessment of School Inclusion and Safety
(NASIS).
The NASIS was conducted from February to March 2017 across a randomized
national sample of 86 Ministry of Education, Science and Technology (MoEST)
primary schools. Activities for MERIT: The Malawi Early Grade Reading Improvement
Activity Component 1 (National Assessment of Reading Instruction [NARI]), including
baseline evaluation activities, took place in the same 86 schools. The NASIS
assessed the Objective 3 component of MERIT, which supports the implementation
of the NRP across the country. Among other activities, in 2016–2017 MERIT
supported the integration of concepts in gender-responsiveness, inclusive education,
safety, and positive reinforcement of students into trainings for Standard 1 teachers
and head teachers across all 5,600+ MoEST primary schools. In August 2017,
training was expanded to Standard 2, 3, and 4 teachers and head teachers. NASIS
data were collected at the school level and from teachers in Standards 2, 3, and 4
from each of the 86 schools. Data collection activities included a school observation;
interviews with the school’s head teacher or designee (77 men and 9 women); and
focus group discussions with Standard 4 girls and boys from the school. At the
classroom level, a total of 172 teachers (98 men and 78 women) from Standards 2,
3, and 4 were interviewed for the NASIS, and a total of 172 30-minute classroom
observations were also completed, one for each teacher who was interviewed. Data
collection activities for the National Assessment of Reading Instruction (NARI)
occurred concurrently to the NASIS data collection but were carried out only in
Standard 1. Since MERIT training activities were implemented with Standard 1
teachers only before data collection, the NASIS data collection (with Standard 2, 3,
and 4 teachers) serves as a true baseline for the study.
MERIT’s Objective 3 and the NASIS are designed to reinforce and assess the four
key elements, noted above, that reflect the goals of Malawi’s NRP and international
consensus and best practice:
1. Physical and emotional safety
2. Positive reinforcement
3. Gender-responsiveness
4. Inclusive education
Objective 3 activities focus on these four elements, which together constitute a
holistic model of safe reading environments. The NASIS is organized to collect
multiple forms of data concerning each of the four elements. To create holistic
baseline measurements of these four elements, NASIS provided for multiple forms of
data triangulation. When possible, data were collected on the following points:
•

What people said and what they did

•

What school leaders, teachers, and students said about inclusion and safety
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•

What was said and done at the school level and at the classroom level

•

What was occurring in Standards 2, 3, and 41

This data collection approach allows for multiple lines of comparison within each
element. To enable triangulation of the data, we used five data collection
instruments:
What people said:
1. Head teacher interview (school level)
2. Student focus group (school level)
3. Teacher interview (classroom level for Standard 2, 3, and 4)
What people did:
1. School observation (school level)
2. Classroom observation (classroom level for Standards 2, 3, and 4)
This report is organized broadly around the four key elements of school inclusion and
safety that are the focus of Component 3 activities and that are reflected directly in
Indicators 301 and 302 of MERIT’s Activity Monitoring and Evaluation Plan (AMEP):
Indicator-301: Percentage of teachers demonstrating behaviors of genderresponsive positive reinforcement in the classroom
Indicator-302: Percentage of schools achieving a satisfactory rating on
assessment scale of gender-responsive, inclusive, safe, protective, equality-,
and health-promoting school.
A few general themes that were evident across the elements and the indicators
emerged from the data analysis:
•

What head teachers and teachers said about daily school practice was not
always the same as what students reported they experienced. This was
particularly true regarding physical safety issues (e.g., if students at the
school were beaten, if the school was a safe space for students).

•

There were some important differences between what teachers and head
teachers said about school, and what enumerators observed at the school
and in classrooms.

•

Teachers and head teachers generally expressed strong support for official
policies related to gender-responsiveness, safety, inclusion, and positive
reinforcement. Many teachers voiced their support using simplified phrases
that were often very similar.

•

Teachers expressed greater discomfort and less knowledge about how to
implement inclusive education and positive reinforcement policies than they
did gender-responsive and safety policies.

These results underscore the importance of hearing directly from students about their
experiences, and of investigating both what people say and what they do.
1

MERIT aims to reach all schools and all Standard 1, 2, 3, and 4 classrooms across the country. In its first years,
it trained only Standard 1 teachers, who were therefore the focus of the NARI data collection process. The NASIS
data collection process therefore focused on Standard 2, 3, and 4 classrooms, where activities related to the four
elements of safe reading environments would be rolled out in 2017–2018 and beyond.
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Understanding the differences between and among groups’ accounts, and teachers’
statements versus their practices, is essential for building a more complete picture of
daily school practices and areas of needed intervention or support.

1.1

Physical and Emotional Safety

School observations were brief and were conducted in between other research
activities. Of the four elements, physical and emotional safety was the one in which
there appeared to be the greatest visible difference between national policy and safe
school frameworks and observed educational practice. In 37% of the schools,
researchers observed students (who ostensibly had arrived late) kneeling outside of
classrooms, being punished by having to wait to enter the class. This violates
national laws, which forbid punishments that deny children the right to learn. Since
the initial launch of Free Primary Education in 1994 (Kendall, 2004), schools have
made great progress in building the basic infrastructure necessary for children to be
protected from the elements and be able to relieve themselves while at school.
However, in almost half of the observed schools, at least one Standard 1–4 class met
outside due to insufficient, or to a lack of, classrooms. Only 11% of schools had clean
latrines with handwashing facilities. Schools also only rarely displayed school policies
that banned corporal punishment or that discussed other elements of safety.
Head teachers and teachers were more likely to express negative attitudes related to
student safety than they were to express negative attitudes towards the other three
elements. In interviews, while teachers and head teachers generally supported
providing safe, positive classroom environments for students, about 10% of
respondents consistently expressed support for unsafe school rules and norms (e.g.,
a student who arrives late should be sent home or punished). Data from classroom
and school observations and from student focus group discussions also indicated
that school environments were not consistently safe. In almost 20% of student focus
groups, at least one student reported feeling unsafe or frightened of being hurt at
school, and at least one student reported that there was no one at school to whom
they could speak about feeling unsafe.
Students also described witnessing corporal punishment at school. In 45% of student
focus groups, at least one student reported having seen a teacher beat a student.
Students with teachers who were men were more likely to report that a teacher hit or
harshly punished a student who was late. This was not consistently viewed
negatively: about one-third of student groups agreed that if a student misbehaved in
class, the student deserved to be beaten.
This indicates the conflicted feelings that many have about the role of corporal
punishment in school, but it also speaks to a trend seen across data points:
differences in teacher behavior concerning students’ safety was correlated with
differences in students’ beliefs. Teachers who were men were more likely to support
teacher practices that MoEST and the US Agency for International Development
(USAID) view as unsafe; similarly, students whose teachers were men were
statistically more likely to say they supported these teacher practices, including harsh
punishments for being late and beatings from teachers.
The NASIS data indicate that, while certain elements of school safety have improved
over the past decades, there is still a great deal of room for improvement, especially
in terms of supporting changes in teacher and head teacher attitudes regarding the
definition and importance of school safety.

Malawi 2017 National Assessment of Safety, Gender and Inclusion in Reading Environments

3

1.2

Gender-Responsiveness

Malawi has a long and successful history of girl-focused education programming. As
a result, the vast majority of teachers reported equitable viewpoints regarding boys’
and girls’ abilities in school. For instance, 97% of interviewed teachers disagreed that
boys are better leaders than girls at school. When compared to the other elements
investigated, teachers’ practices related to gender equity are more closely aligned
with their stated attitudes. Teachers displayed high levels of basic gender equity in
their classrooms; for example, calling on and giving positive reinforcement to
approximately the same number of girls and boys. These findings differ tremendously
from earlier gender analyses of Malawian classrooms (e.g., Davidson & Kanyuka,
1992; Kendall, 2004), and they offer a great deal of hope for the capacity of
concentrated policy and programming efforts to transform inequitable teaching
practices.
However, other data provides evidence that more changes are necessary. For
instance, there were very few women in positions of leadership at the schools;
students with a male teacher were more likely to be seated in a gender-segregated
and a gender-inequitable manner; and Standard 2 classes appeared to be less
gender-responsive than Standard 3 and 4 classrooms.
Student data revealed important differences between how teachers talked about
gender equity and how teachers acted towards the boys and girls in their classrooms.
For example, one-third of the student groups (33%, or 56 out of 168) had at least one
student who disagreed that girls and boys were treated equally at their school.
Students held some of the most gender-inequitable views at the schools. Boys were
more likely than their girl peers to express gender-inequitable views about who can
be a good student and who can be a good leader.

1.3

Inclusive Education

The vast majority of teachers and head teachers also expressed support for the
notion of inclusive education, and they expressed egalitarian beliefs concerning
students’ capabilities. However, teachers’ knowledge about students’ special learning
needs and about inclusion in daily school practices often did not match up with these
beliefs. Only 82% of teachers indicated that they knew one or more students in their
classroom with special needs. Teachers’ responses to open-ended questions about
inclusion indicated that most teachers feel undertrained, under-resourced, and
unable to exercise inclusion in daily practice. Here, students’ responses aligned with
teachers; interviewed students noted that students with special needs in their
classrooms were treated inequitably.
The NASIS data collection process revealed some of the difficulties of trying to
observe and record efforts to support inclusive teaching practices in primary
classrooms with large class sizes. In Malawi, although the average classroom size
for this assessment was 85 students, many classrooms had more than 100 students.
Brief classroom observations can reveal whether teachers are employing teaching
practices designed to improve all students’ learning. For example, in most classroom
observations, teachers used multiple approaches to explain the same concept, spoke
clearly, and faced students while teaching. These measures are important first steps
in documenting classroom inclusion. However, observational data that carefully
examine the classroom experiences of students with special needs are not easy to
capture through the brief observations carried out for this assessment. Observational
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research that provides more information about teacher practices and about the
experiences of students with diverse special needs could play a key role in informing
future trainings and in providing other forms of support for teachers and their
students.
In terms of inclusive school infrastructure, over 70% of schools did not have a latrine
that was accessible to students with physical challenges. Half the schools had no
classrooms or classroom blocks with ramps. These data differed significantly by head
teachers’ gender: all nine observed schools (100%) with a woman as head teacher
had at least one classroom with a ramp, while only 31 of 75 schools (41%) with a
man as head teacher had at least one classroom with a ramp.

1.4

Positive Reinforcement

All head teachers reported supporting positive and responsive school practices, such
as the use of positive reinforcement and positive discipline. Yet, between one-fourth
and one-third of head teachers reported that their school did not have a mission
statement, school rules, and code of conduct, all of which play a key role in defining
and promulgating policies to ensure safety and the use of positive discipline and
reinforcement. One-half or more of the schools had not publicly posted mission
statements, school rules, or a code of conduct for all to see. When rules were posted,
they seldom mentioned using positive reinforcement or positive discipline, or banning
corporal punishment.
Once again, there were gender differences in school and classroom experiences in
women-headed schools. Schools with a woman head teacher were more likely to
have one or more policy documents that addressed positive reinforcement and/or
school safety, and students at women-headed schools were more likely to report that
teachers praised their efforts.
At the classroom level, teachers provided positive reinforcement to students more
than twice as often as negative reinforcement. About one-third of teacher interactions
with students provided students with negative reinforcement for their efforts. Beyond
these one-on-one interactions between teachers and students, teachers did not
consistently display positively reinforcing classroom practices.
•

Over 80% of teachers did not invite questions (and students did not ask
questions) throughout the 30-minute observation.

•

In almost a quarter of classrooms, teachers only promoted the involvement of
a few students.

•

More than 50% of classroom observations did not include any type of group
work (reflecting a similar finding in NARI Standard 1 classrooms). Student
data regarding group work shows that students in classrooms with women
teachers reported more often working in small groups.

•

In over two-thirds of the classes observed, the teacher did not provide any
opportunities for students to lead any activities.

•

In more than half the observed classrooms in which a child became upset, the
teacher either ignored the child or responded with anger.

Comparing data across standards revealed that teachers’ use of positive
reinforcement differed, with Standard 3 and 4 teachers using positive reinforcement
more often than Standard 2 teachers. It is not clear why this would be the case, but
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along a number of dimensions, Standard 2 classrooms were less positive, safe, and
interactive. This may be due in part to the generally larger classroom sizes, but the
size difference is not large enough to explain fully the differences in behaviors.
Teachers’ responses to open-ended questions about positive reinforcement indicated
that they did not feel they understood or were trained to use positive reinforcement or
positive discipline methods. These responses from the Standard 2–4 teachers are
not surprising, since they had not yet received any MERIT training in positive
reinforcement, gender, or inclusion when the NASIS was administered in March
2017. They also noted that positive discipline approaches were particularly difficult to
use because their classes are so large.
Overall, the results of the NASIS indicate that head teachers, teachers, and, to a
lesser extent, students, expressed strong support for inclusive education and safety.
However, schools in Malawi were not always as inclusive and safe in practice as
teachers and head teachers said they were or should be, and their practices did not
always fully reflect the national policies and programs regarding inclusive and safer
school environments. The NASIS data also show the remarkable results that
sustained attention over time to topics like gender equity can have on teacher
practice, and they point towards new training avenues that can support MERIT
targets more effectively by increasing students’ comfort, attendance, and
achievement.

2.

Background
2.1

MERIT Initiates Nationwide Support for Improved Reading
Instruction in Chichewa and English in Standard 1

MERIT is a USAID-funded project launched in October 2015 to support the MoEST’s
NRP. A key component of strengthening children’s reading is improving school
learning environments, so that students can learn to read and reach their potential in
a safe, supportive setting. MERIT’s Objective 3 (Safer environment for reading
created) aims to support improved reading instruction in all Standard 1–4
classrooms.
MERIT’s Objective 3 and the NASIS are designed to address four key elements that
reflect the goals of Malawi’s NRP and are based on international consensus and best
practice: physical and emotional safety; positive reinforcement; genderresponsiveness; and inclusive education (see, for example, UNICEF’s Child Friendly
Schools model [UNICEF, 2009]; Osher, et al., 2009; and the Comprehensive School
Climate Survey [National School Climate Center, 2018]).
These four elements support improved reading by assuring that each child has the
opportunity to learn in a safe, supportive, equitable, and inclusive environment.
Though little empirical research on the impact of a safe school environment on
learning exists in Malawi or the region, research from the United States (e.g., Lacoe,
2013) indicates that school safety has a significant, positive impact on student
achievement by enabling students to engage fully in the learning process. In safe,
supportive, equitable, and inclusive school environments, teachers view all students
as proficient learners, and students can focus on their learning because they do not
fear physical or emotional violence.
Every child has the right to a school environment in which they are fully included,
treated equitably, and feel emotionally and physically safe. Such an environment is
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more likely to attract children and more likely to support their full potential. For
example, for children whose families have very few reading materials, attaining basic
literacy skills requires regular attendance in school. However, the NARI research
found that average attendance rates for Standard 1 learners was only 53% in the 86
surveyed schools. School inclusion and safety improvements can play an important
role in increasing children’s attendance, and thus, opportunities to learn.
Infonex, the sub-contracting partner to RTI responsible for all monitoring and
evaluation in MERIT, led the instrument design and the data collection process for
both the NARI and the NASIS studies in February/March 2017. Infonex then
analyzed the NARI data and prepared the report cited above. Miske Witt &
Associates (MWAI), sub-contracting partner to RTI responsible for MERIT Objective
3 and for gender across all MERIT components, contributed to the Infonex-led
instrument design process. At RTI’s request, from December 2017 to February 2018,
MWAI cleaned and analyzed the NASIS data, and developed the findings and
recommendations for this report.

2.2

The Component 3 Intervention

As reported in the 2017 NARI report:
In August 2016, all Standard 1 teachers nationwide received training
on how to apply the new Standard 1 pedagogies of reading instruction
in Chichewa and English. Together with head teachers and [infant
section heads] responsible for supervising instruction in Standards 1–
2, over 18,500 primary education professionals completed 10 days of
training for improved reading instruction delivered by more than 1,300
trainers and master trainers recruited from the MoEST (Primary
Education Advisors [PEAs], Key Teachers, Senior Education Methods
Advisors, [Malawi Institute of Education] instructors, teacher training
college lecturers). In December 2016, the same participants
completed a second round of training (5 days) in Standard 1 reading
instruction in Chichewa and English, supported with supplemental
trainer and trainee manuals developed by MERIT. MERIT also
initiated support for in-school coaching of Standard 1 teachers in
reading pedagogy by [infant section heads], key teachers, and PEAs
from November 2016. This was, altogether, the scope of MERIT
support for improved reading in Standard 1 Chichewa and English
prior to MERIT’s conducting the first NARI in Standard 1 in February
2017 (RTI International 2017).
The four elements of Objective 3 (Safer learning environments for reading created)
were included in all these MERIT trainings. Teachers were trained in positive
discipline and positive reinforcement (including why ridicule and name-calling are
harmful teaching-learning practices, as are other forms of physical corporal
punishment); gender-equitable practices; and inclusive education (including how to
identify and support learners with special needs).2 In 2016/2017, Standard 1 teachers
and head teachers received a total of 2 hours and 20 minutes of training on positive

2

MWAI is responsible for Objective 3 and for integrating gender throughout the project as a cross-cutting theme.
Perkins International is responsible for integrating inclusive education throughout the project as a cross-cutting
theme. MWAI and Perkins International work together closely to ensure the four elements are integrated into all
MERIT activities and processes.
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discipline and reinforcement, 3 hours and 10 minutes of training on inclusive
education, and 1 hour and 55 minutes on gender-equitable teaching practices, as
outlined in Table 1.

Table 1. Standard 1 teacher training—Topics percentage of total training time
Topic

Topic Time

Training Time

% of Time

Positive discipline and
reinforcement

2 hours, 20 minutes

114 hours

2.0%

Inclusive education

3 hours, 10 minutes

114 hours

2.7%

Gender-equitable
teaching practices

1 hours, 55 minutes

114 hours

1.7%

Since all teachers trained through NRP are practicing classroom teachers, it is likely
that many have received some training in gender equity in the classroom (e.g., in
teacher training programs) but less training in positive discipline and inclusive
education. Participatory training activities were developed based on the following
perspectives. In order to change teachers’ practices, teachers need to reflect on their
daily practices, specifically on how learners with disabilities are being taught and
disciplined as they learn to read. Teachers also need to reflect on widely held gender
beliefs about girls and boys, and on attitudes toward children with disabilities, since
these beliefs may lead teachers to teach in ways that serve to discriminate
unintentionally against some learners in their class. Reflection questions include the
following: Among the learners, who receives the most support from the teacher? Who
is ignored? Are any learners being ridiculed and/or harassed (either by teachers or
by other learners)? What methods are teachers using to discipline learners?
The cycles of MERIT in-service teacher training activities for Objective 3 were
developed to build on each other. Teachers started by reflecting on their own
experiences as primary school pupils in relation to widely held gender norms and
beliefs as well as discipline practices. After reflecting on gender and corporal
punishment in school, the training activities shifted to practices currently being used.
This enabled teachers to explore how practices can be altered to ensure that all
learners have equal opportunities to access resources and to receive support and
encouragement to learn to read. These activities were designed to deepen teachers’
understanding of the key concepts and daily practices related both to genderequitable teaching and to the use of positive discipline and reinforcement. For
example, while most, if not all teachers, understood that beating is a form of corporal
punishment, a much smaller percentage understood that ridicule and harassment are
forms of non-physical corporal punishment and, as such, are also very harmful to
children’s learning (UNICEF, n.d.).
MERIT training included activities that asked teachers to link the three core elements
of safe learning spaces to MoEST policy, specifically to the 2015 National Education
Standards. Each of these 26 standards describes minimum requirements and
expected practices for schools. Three National Education Standards relate directly to
gender-equitable and inclusive teaching and learning practices and to positive
discipline and reinforcement. These standards clearly articulate MoEST’s
expectations in regard to these three key elements of safe learning spaces.
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MERIT training activities asked teachers to discuss the extent to which their school
was fulfilling the minimum requirements of each of these three standards. If their
school was fulfilling the minimum standard, then teachers were asked how to achieve
a higher level. These activities deepen teachers’ comprehension of MoEST’s policy,
and are explicit, practical and enable teachers to understand how the key elements
of safe learning spaces are integral to their daily teaching-learning practices.

2.3

Purposes of the 2017 NASIS

The 2017 NASIS provides a first appraisal of the state of school safety, gender,
positive reinforcement, and inclusive education in Malawi. The appraisal was
conducted before the training of Standard 2, 3, and 4 teachers and head teachers,
but after MERIT’s training of Standard 1 teachers and head teachers. Therefore, the
NASIS can be viewed as a true baseline assessment, since there had been no direct
contact from MERIT to the Standard 2, 3, and 4 teachers at the time of the NASIS
assessment. It should be noted, however, that since Standard 1 teachers and head
teachers had been trained, some sharing of information within some schools and
across some standards may have occurred. The NASIS results provide a general
sense of the current state of the school safety and other issues in Standards 2, 3,
and 4 classrooms across the country. The results will also inform programming for
the 2018 MERIT trainings and materials related to each of the four elements of safe
classrooms and schools.
The NASIS results inform progress on two of the three Objective 3 (Safer learning
environments for reading created) results indicators from the MERIT AMEP, as
detailed in Table 2.

Table 2. Current results indicators and targets for MERIT Objective 3 (Safer
learning environments for reading created) that are informed by the NASIS
Indicator
No.

3.

Indicator Name

2017
Target

2018
Target

Ind-301

Percentage of teachers demonstrating behaviors of genderresponsive positive reinforcement in the classroom

30%

40%

Ind-302

Percentage of schools achieving a satisfactory rating on
assessment scale of gender-responsive, inclusive, safe,
protective, equality-, and health-promoting school.

20%

30%

Design and Implementation of the Malawi 2017
NASIS
3.1

Data Triangulation

To create holistic baseline measurements of the four elements, NASIS provided for
multiple forms of data triangulation. When possible, data were collected on the
following:
•

What people said and what they did

•

What school leaders, teachers, and students said about inclusion and safety

•

What was said and done at the school level and at the classroom level
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•

What was occurring in Standards 2, 3, and 43

What people said and what they did
Social science research exposes that what people say and what they do often differs
(Jerolmack & Khan, 2014; Rynes Gerhart & Minette, 2004, Van Maanen, 1979).
There are many different interpretations for why this is the case and great variation in
what kinds of data are most valued by different researchers and research traditions.
The NASIS research and analysis is aligned with the traditions of ethnography and
user experience research. Ethnographers attend carefully to three things: what
people say, what they do, and the artifacts they use. Ethnographers use this
information to build a holistic picture of how people make sense of what they do—a
process that assumes that what actually happens and how people make sense of (or
report on) what happens can be quite different, for a range of socially constructed
reasons. In these ethnographic traditions, a person’s own perspective—which is
shaped by their status, relations of power, and broader social systems—is partial,
and therefore may not reflect what might be considered objective truth, whether the
person reporting is “trying to lie” or not. For example, teachers can say that they
prepare lesson plans every day, while observations can indicate that they prepared
them only once during the observation week. A teacher’s statement that they prepare
lesson plans every day could reflect many different things: that the teacher knows
they are supposed to prepare lesson plans every day and says what they know they
are supposed to say (social acceptability); that the teacher wants to and always plans
to write lesson plans every night, but things often go awry (memory/recall); that the
teacher does “write lesson plans” every night, but usually only in their head
(definitional); that the teacher was ill this week, but every other week created lesson
plans (situational); that the teacher rationalizes away the need for lessons plans in
practice (e.g., they are not needed at the beginning or end of the term); and so forth.
By examining what people say and do, and what they say and do in different
circumstances, ethnographic traditions build a deeper understanding of how daily life
works in practice, how people make sense of daily practice, and what this means for
potentially changing and improving daily practice.
Research on user experience has very different goals and methods from
ethnography—but the field similarly includes research on what people say they want
out of a user experience, and what they actually do as a product user. These
methodologies provide very different kinds of data on product usability, and they
raise the clear issue of which kinds of data user experience researchers should
“believe” (e.g., Nielsen, 2001; Nielsen & Levy, 1994).
The NASIS does not set out to evaluate the meaning of differences between what
people say and what people do, but it does, whenever possible, provide the data
necessary to compare the two. In observing lessons in Standard 2, 3, and 4
classrooms, trained assessors utilized an observation form designed to
systematically collect evidence about the safety and inclusion of interactions in
classrooms. The Classroom Observation Instrument (COI), developed by MERIT for
the NASIS (Annex A), draws on previous instruments used to conduct observational
research on gendered classroom dynamics in Malawi (e.g., Kendall, 2008). The COI
Malawi’s NRP aims to reach all schools and all Standard 1, 2, 3, and 4 teachers nationwide. In 2016/2017,
Standard 1 teachers were trained on the NRP, including inclusive education and safety. These teachers were the
focus of the NARI data collection process. The NASIS data collection process focused on Standard 2, 3, and 4
teachers, who were trained on NRP, including inclusive education and safety in 2017/2018.
3
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reflects the key relational elements of gender-responsiveness in the classroom,
including teacher-student relationships, student-student relationships, and teacher
pedagogies and resource distribution in the classroom.
Researchers were trained to use the COI to conduct a 30-minute structured
observation. During the first 5 minutes, they recorded key components of the
classroom environment and organization (e.g., how many students, how they were
seated). Over the next 10 minutes, they recorded teacher and student behaviors
associated with each of the four constructs (e.g., calling on girls and boys by name,
speaking clearly while facing the whole classroom). Over the final 5-minute period,
they reflected on and recorded responses to issues related to equity and inclusion in
pedagogy and activities (e.g., gender equality in access to teaching and learning
materials, equitable inclusion in class).
The School Observation Instrument was used to collect systematic data on students’
physical and emotional safety. MERIT staff’s development of this instrument was
informed by a range of previous observational tools created for girls’ education
projects, as well as by best practice frameworks related to school inclusion and
safety. Using the School Observation Instrument, assessors recorded basic
components of the school’s infrastructure and regulations, and specific relational
behaviors that were not expected to occur often but that indicated threats to safety
(e.g., a teacher beating a child).
Two types of interviews were conducted: interviews with teachers and head teacher
as well as focus group discussions with students. When conducting head teacher
and teacher interviews, assessors focused on collecting parallel reports across each
of these stakeholder groups concerning their attitudes towards and school and
classroom practices associated with the four elements of safe and supportive schools
(e.g., types of punishments given at the school, inclusion of women and men leaders,
etc.). When conducting the student focus group discussions, assessors tried to make
the students feel as comfortable as possible so that they were free to speak their
minds about questions that could potentially get them in trouble if their responses
were shared inappropriately with others. Each focus group was conducted with three
students of the same gender who considered each other friends. All these diverse
instruments provided basic data on what was said and what was done by multiple
stakeholders at the school and classroom levels.
What school leaders, teachers, and students said about their reading and learning
environments
Programs and interventions that aim to improve children’s lives and experiences
should always include children in monitoring, evaluation, and learning (ME&L)
activities. Doing so allows student voices and opinions to be heard directly, allows
researchers to document students' experiences, and allows program officers to
respond to these findings to make project interventions more child-friendly. Indeed,
every stakeholder group should have an opportunity to be heard in assessment
activities. This is particularly important when power dynamics among stakeholders
are unequal, as is the case between teachers and students, or teachers and head
teachers. Structural inequality can lead to very different experiences for different
groups. This reinforces the need to hear from all key stakeholders, particularly those
in structurally subordinate positions (such as students in general, and girls in
particular), in order to build a more complete and robust sense of daily practices
(Mbilizi, 2008). In situations with power imbalances, it is important to address the
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fears that those in structurally inferior positions may have of speaking openly and to
collect information about their experiences as well as their statements.
The NASIS collected direct interview data from teachers and head teachers and
direct focus group data from students. It also systematically noted interactions among
teachers and students in classrooms and more generally attempted to collect data on
the relationships among different stakeholders at each school. These data allow for
careful analyses of how different stakeholders perceive certain situations, how they
interact in daily practice, and what they do in interaction with one another. These
relationships and interactions constitute the heart of safer, more inclusive, and
gender-responsive reading and learning environments.
What was said and what was done at the school and classroom levels
The NASIS collected systematic data on all four elements of inclusive and safe
schools—physical and emotional safety, positive reinforcement, genderresponsiveness, and inclusive education—at both the school and classroom levels.
Schools have their own cultures and norms, which are shaped by leadership,
collegial relationships, school-community relations, infrastructure, resources,
students, and so forth. Classrooms may also, to a greater or lesser extent, develop
their own cultures. This is more likely in situations where teachers have greater
autonomy over what occurs in their classrooms, and where teachers spend all day
with the same students. Thus, while classrooms usually reflect school norms and
practices, they may do so to a greater or lesser extent. The NASIS data allow for a
comparison of both levels—school/head teacher-level and classroom/teacher-level—
of beliefs and practices, thus providing insight into when and why these cultures and
practices align or fail to do so. For example, the NASIS data revealed that the gender
of the head teacher and the gender of the teacher have statistically significant effects
on certain measures of safety and inclusion. Data collection at the school and
classroom levels allowed for a careful examination of the alignment of these
processes, and their consequences.
What was occurring in Standards 2, 3, and 4
Many of the issues central to school safety and inclusion change in shape, scope,
and impact as students get older. Girls’ experiences of safety and inclusion, for
example, change after puberty. Teachers’ identification of and responses to children
with special needs may change as classrooms get smaller between Standard 1 and
Standard 4. The NASIS design allows for direct comparisons of school safety and
inclusion issues and practices in Standards 2, 3, and 4 in relation to the four
elements.

3.2

Implementing the 2017 NASIS in Sample MoEST Schools

Methodology
As described in the 2017 NARI report prepared by Infonex, a randomized national
sample of 86 MoEST primary schools, together with two replacement schools for
each sample school, was selected by MERIT for the 2017 NASIS (see Annex B for
the final sample). MERIT conducted its annual assessment of schools for Objective 3
(Safer learning environments for reading created), concurrent with the NARI. Data
collection instruments and processes were piloted over a multi-day period led by
Infonex ME&L staff. MWAI and Perkins International staff accompanied the pilot team
and provided feedback to the Objective 3 assessors.
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Field data collection was conducted in the 86 sample schools for the 2017 NASIS
over 8 days from February 20 to March 1, 2017, by 11 teams of assessors selected
by Infonex for the NARI and NASIS data collection. MERIT deployed 11 teams of
trained MoEST assessors to implement the Objective 1 and Objective 3 assessments
together in 11 different schools each day. Each team consisted of four assessors.
One assessor observed one school per day. Two assessors conducted the teacherclassroom observation of NRP reading instruction and one assessor conducted the
Objective 3 data collection and observations. Each team was led by a MERIT ME&L
staff member, who supported essential data collection for both assessments in each
sample school. Each sample school was visited by its MERIT assessor team leader
prior to the actual assessment visit to collect pre-assessment data on the number of
classes and classrooms, enrollment, and attendance, for each of Standards 1–4 in
the sample school. These pre-assessment data also informed the replacement of
four original sample schools with their replacement school.
Only Standard 1 teachers received NRP training, new teaching-learning materials
(TLMs), and coaching in the 2016–2017 school year—the first year of NRP
implementation in all MoEST primary schools. In each sample school, the NARI
researchers conducted observations in the Standard 1 classroom, while the NASIS
researcher conducted research in Standards 2, 3, and 4 (i.e., the classroom grade
levels that MERIT will target in the coming years). Each NASIS researcher conducted
all the research at one school. Their days included completing one school
observation; one interview with the head teacher or head teacher designee; two
observations of Standard 2, 3, or 4 classrooms; two interviews with the teachers
whose classrooms they had observed; and two Standard 4 student focus group
discussions, one with three girls and one with three boys. All interview protocols were
translated and back-translated from English into Chichewa. Most interviews were
conducted in Chichewa.
Selection of the Standard 2, 3, and 4 classrooms for observation and teachers for
interviews was done randomly, based on the list of all potential Standard 2, 3, and 4
classrooms at each school. Distribution of classrooms across the standards was
about even (see Table 3 below). The focus group discussions were formed by asking
the head teacher and Standard 4 teacher(s) to select the three best academically
performing Standard 4 girls and the three best academically performing Standard 4
boys. The data collector then chose the oldest-looking student of the three and asked
that student to bring two friends for a brief group discussion.
This selection design, which has been tested and utilized effectively in previous
research, maximizes student comfort during the focus group discussion. It may be
expected that friends might be more likely to agree with one another in such a
setting, but the comfort of friendship also allows students to feel safe expressing
opinions that might have repercussions if shared beyond the group. Data from the
focus groups indicates that students appeared generally comfortable disagreeing
with one another in the groups. There were only 10 groups (out of 172) in which all
three members never disagreed with each other (and all agreed with the desired
response). This was a strongly gendered response; 9 of these 10 groups were of
girls. This may reflect gendered norms about speaking out that are commonly
reported in Malawi, including by schoolgirls (Mbilizi, 2008). Nevertheless, a large
majority of student groups recorded disagreements on some questions.
Disagreement rates were generally higher for opinion questions than for questions
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about daily school practices, lending more credence to students’ comfort with
disagreeing with one another. For example, in 94% of focus groups, all three
students (who were all from the same classroom) agreed on their answer to the
question “Do you work in small groups in your classroom at least once a week?”
while in 31% of focus groups all three students disagreed with the statement “Boys
are better leaders than girls in school”—showing that students felt they could deviate
from the desired or ‘correct’ response.
High-performing students can generally be expected to attend school more regularly
than their lower-performing peers, and generally be more invested in and positive
about the school; they are the students who are most likely to benefit from their
schooling. Thus, it is reasonable to assume that this student selection method is
likely to yield a group of students who are more positive about—or at least more
invested in—the school than some of their peers.

Table 3. Objective 3 indicators, data sources, and sample sizes
Indicator
Ind-301

Ind-302

Data collection tool

Sample size

Classroom Observation Instrument

172 observations; 95 of Chichewa classes, 77 of
English classes

Student Interview Instrument

86 focus groups with 3 boys in each group, 86 focus
groups with 3 girls in each group

Teacher Interview Instrument

172 (94 men, 78 women)

Classroom Observation Instrument

172 observations

Head Teacher Interview Instrument

86 schools (77 men, 9 women)

School Observation Instrument

85 schools observed

Student Interview Protocol

86 focus groups with 3 boys in each group, 86 focus
groups with 3 girls in each group

Teacher Interview Protocol

172 (94 men, 78 women)

All instruments for the 2017 NASIS were implemented in paper format, and the
ME&L Assessor Team Leader collected all completed observations from assessors
at the end of each school visit. Double-blind data entry onto computers was
completed by two MERIT staff responsible for data entry and database management,
and then reviewed by ME&L staff.
Data cleaning
In December 2017, when RTI asked MWAI to analyze the NASIS data and write the
NASIS 2017 report, MWAI began by randomly selecting nine schools (10% of the
total sample) to spot-check the data entry for all five NASIS tools. As a result of this
spot-check, MWAI made a number of corrections across the instruments. Missing
values were added in the SPSS files for the classroom observation data, school
observation data, and teacher interview protocol data. Serious data entry errors were
found in the head teacher interview data, and this was corrected by re-entering the
raw data in a consistent fashion. A student interview protocol instrument coding error
was also remedied by recoding all the responses. Following this data cleaning
activity, MWAI’s data analyst recommends that for the next round of NASIS data
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collection, the response coding errors should be corrected in the data collection tool
itself. In this way, less time will be required for cleaning and recoding data.
Data analysis
Quantitative, qualitative, and mixed-methods data analysis mirrored data collection in
leveraging comparative possibilities to better understand school safety and inclusion
processes in the 86 selected schools. Thus, for example, analyses compared what
teachers and head teachers said about a topic, and what students said about the
same topic. They compared what teachers said and what they did. They examined
systematic gender differences in what people say and do, and they examine
systematic differences in what was said and done at each standard. These
comparisons support a more nuanced understanding of school safety and inclusion
processes, and thus also provide rich data with which to inform future programming.4
Qualitative data: In negotiations with Infonex, MWAI collected some qualitative data
from head teachers and teachers through the interview protocols. The goal of these
data was to hear from head teachers and teachers about their own knowledge
concerning each component of school inclusion and safety. The six qualitative
questions were as follows:
Head Teacher Interview
1. Please describe the system used at this school to respond to a student who
reports that they are being abused.
2. As head teacher, if you learn that a teacher has not followed rules and
regulations concerning school safety and inclusion, what do you do?
Teacher Interview
1. Please tell me if positive reinforcement works well in your classroom.
Whether you answer “Yes” or “No,” give me 2 examples of positive
reinforcement that you can use in your classroom.
2. Should teachers be sensitive to gender equality in learning? Whether you
answer “Yes” or “No,” give me 2 examples of how you can promote gender
equality in your classroom.
3. If a child is upset, angry, or withdrawn, how do you respond? Please give 2
examples.
4. Should teachers direct special attention to students with special needs in their
classroom? Whether you answer “Yes” or “No,” give 2 examples of how you
can give special attention to students with special needs in your classroom.

4

In June 2017, MWAI ME&L staff worked with Infonex staff to run basic descriptive statistics and chi-square tests on a sub-set
of items in the quantitative data. This analysis informed the initial presentation of data conducted by MWAI for MERIT and
MoEST staff in June 2017. In December 2017, after cleaning the quantitative data, MWAI analyzed all of the quantitative data
in SPSS. MWAI first ran descriptive statistics on all items (e.g., frequencies of teacher gender, number of years teaching, etc.).
To assess the differences between groups, such as female and male students/teachers/head teachers, MWAI calculated
Pearson’s chi-square tests for binary variables and t-tests for any ordinal or categorical variables. To assess differences
between groups with large differences in sample sizes (e.g., women head teachers versus men head teachers), MWAI ran
Mann-Whitney tests to determine any group differences. MWAI also ran Kruskal-Wallis tests to examine differences between
more than two independent groups, such as by standard. MWAI created a variety of new variables to further group and analyze
the data. For instance, for the student interview data, MWAI created binary variables, grouping the desired response (e.g., all
three students agreed teachers counsel students who are upset or crying) and grouping cases with at least one student who
reported the undesirable response (at least one student disagreed that teachers should counsel students who are upset or
crying).
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These questions provide important data on teacher attitudes concerning the four
elements of safe and supportive schools, and teacher knowledge of strategies or
approaches that can be used in the classroom to support each element. The
questions also provide a mechanism for judging change in teachers’ and head
teachers’ skill levels over time, regarding activities that may not be readily observable
in a 30-minute interview.5

4.

2017 NASIS
This section describes both the quantitative and qualitative data related to Objective
3 indicators 301 and 302. Data from the 2017 NASIS are presented across two levels
of analysis: school and classroom; across three stakeholder groups: head teachers,
teachers, and students; across three standards: 2, 3, and 4; and, where possible, the
analysis includes data on what was said and what was done.
Introduction to findings (analyzed data)
The data in this section are arranged both to respond to and to build on Indicators
301 and 302. Indicator 301 focuses on what teachers do in the classroom in relation
to two of the four components: gender-responsiveness and positive reinforcement. In
contrast, Indicator 302 focuses on school-level safety and inclusion discourse and
practice, and it includes all four elements. While the analyses below speak to the
specificity of each indicator, they also, where appropriate, move beyond these
analyses to explore broader trends.
Before exploring some of the key findings related to each indicator and element, a
few general themes emerged from the data analysis that were evident across the
element analyses:
•

What head teachers and teachers said about daily school practice was not
the same as what students reported experiencing. This was particularly true
around safety issues (e.g., if students at the school were beaten, if the school
was a safe space for students).

•

There were some important differences between what head teachers and
teachers said about school on the one hand, and what was observed at the
school and in classrooms. Similarly, there were important differences
between what head teachers and teachers reported about their school and
the behaviors observed during the school observation.

•

Teachers and head teachers generally expressed strong support for official
policies related to gender-responsiveness, safety, inclusion, and positive
reinforcement. Their support, however, was most often expressed in
simplified phrases that were similar across many teachers.

5

MWAI ME&L staff worked with Perkins International colleagues in June 2017 to create a qualitative data coding scheme for
each of the open-ended questions asked in the head teacher and teacher interviews (see Annex C). These coding schemes
were reviewed by Infonex’s Robert LaTowsky and Kondwani Nyirongo, and then finalized. The coding schemes were designed
to capture important differences in head teacher and teacher responses to safety and inclusion issues—for example,
differentiating between head teacher responses that did and did not provide a mechanism for addressing a school safety issue.
After finalizing the coding, three members of the Objective 3 team coded the qualitative data individually, and then compared
their scores. Differences between scores were carefully considered and discussed until consensus was met regarding scoring.
The rationale for the final score was then applied to all responses to assure consistent scoring.
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•

Teachers expressed greater discomfort with implementing or less knowledge
of how to implement inclusive-education and positive-reinforcement policies
than they did gender-responsive and safety policies.

These results once again reinforced the importance of hearing directly from girls and
boys about their experiences as students and of investigating both what people say
and what they do. Understanding the differences among groups’ accounts, and their
statements versus their practices, is essential for building a more complete picture of
daily school practices and areas of needed intervention or support.

4.1

Indicator – 301 Results

Activity Objective 3: Safer learning environments for reading created.
Ind-301: Percentage of teachers demonstrating behaviors of gender-responsive
positive reinforcement in the classroom
To examine teacher behaviors related to gender-responsive positive reinforcement in
the classroom, MWAI analyzed the teacher interview data (to hear what teachers
said), classroom observation data (to see what teachers did), and student interview
data (to hear about teacher behavior/interactions with students from students
themselves).
Basic classroom demographics
Data collectors interviewed 172 teachers across the 86 schools. Roughly one-third of
the teachers interviewed taught each of the standards, 2, 3, and 4 (see Figure 1);
55% of the 172 teachers were men (see Figure 2). The majority of interviewed
teachers (91%) had been assigned to the classroom (see Figure 3).

Figure 1.

Percent of interviewed teachers by standard (n = 172)
Standard 4

30%

Standard 3

36%

Standard 2

34%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Figure 2.

Percent of interviewed men teachers (n = 172)

55%
male
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Figure 3.

Percent of assigned teachers interviewed (91%, 156/172)

Across the 172 observations (2 observations at each of the 86 schools), data
collectors observed Chichewa classes 55% of the time (95 observations) and English
classes 45% of the time (77 observations). Class sizes varied greatly among schools,
with data collectors observing classes with between 4 to 118 boys and 3 to 134 girls.
The average class had 41 boys and 44 girls (boys’ median = 36, girls’ median = 41).
There were significant differences in the number of boys in attendance by standard:
Standard 4 classes had significantly fewer boys than Standard 2 (z = -2.090, p =
.037) and Standard 3 (z = -2.553, p = .011).
Gender-responsive classrooms
Malawi has a long and successful history of girl-focused education programming.
When interviewed, the majority of teachers reported equitable viewpoints regarding
boys’ and girls’ abilities as students. For instance, 97% of interviewed teachers
disagreed that boys are better school leaders than girls, and 97% of teachers could
name two examples of how they could promote gender equity in the classroom.
These two findings show both the power and the limitation of widespread, but highly
targeted, messaging on a key social change component. All the teachers’ answers
were entirely focused on gender parity, and they included only four behaviors: 1)
seating students together; 2) giving equal chances to girls and boys to answer
questions; 3) giving equal chances for girls and boys to serve in leadership positions;
and 4) giving equal chances for boys and girls to do classroom tasks.
Teachers displayed high levels of basic gender equality in their classrooms, such as
calling on about the same number of girls and boys (approximately 9 times each to
girls and boys over the course of a 30-minute observation) and giving positive
reinforcement in roughly equal amounts to girls and boys (about 5 times each to girls
and boys over the course of a 30-minute observation; see Figure 4). These findings
differ tremendously from earlier gender analyses of Malawian classrooms (e.g.,
Davidson & Kanyuka, 1992; Kendall, 2004), and offer a great deal of hope for the
capacity of concentrated effort to transform both teacher attitudes and teaching
practices.
Nonetheless, a difference between what teachers said and what they did existed
regarding the four behaviors that teachers themselves consistently identified in openended questioning as the mechanisms they could employ in their classroom to
increase equity: seating boys and girls together and giving boys and girls equal
chances to answer questions, serve in leadership positions, and do classroom tasks.
While 97% of teachers named two of these four behaviors as ways to increase
equity, only 77% of teachers seated girls and boys together. In 9% of classrooms,
teaching and learning materials were not equally available to girls and boys. When
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leadership opportunities were distributed, teachers were slightly more likely to give
them to boys than to girls.

Figure 4.

Average number of times a teacher called on or positively
reinforced students by student gender and teacher gender

Positive reinforcement to
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Thus, while overall gender equity trends show a remarkable and positive change
since the 1990s and 2000s, and teachers, head teachers, and MoEST should be
lauded for the efforts that have led to these changes, there were also signs that
classroom practices and student attitudes remained gender-inequitable in important
ways that influence school culture. For instance, in less than half of the observed
classrooms (81 out of 167, or 49%) attendance was recorded on the chalkboard by
gender. These recordings are an important first step in teachers’ and head teachers’
recognizing trends or differences in girls’ and boys’ attendance patterns, and they
need to be mentioned in teacher trainings in regard to learning to read.
In addition, while over three-fourths of
Figure 5.
Classroom seating
teachers (77%, 132 out of 172) seated
arrangements by
girls and boys together and mixed them
gender of teacher
equally on the furniture and floor, one
quarter of teachers did not. There were
also significant differences in seating
among women and men teachers. Men
69%
Mixed seating
86%
teachers more frequently arranged
students with girls and boys seated
Girls and boys on
15%
separately, either with girls in the back
4%
different sides
and boys in the front (16% of menGirls in back, boys
headed classrooms) or with girls and
16%
10%
in
front
boys on different sides (15% of menheaded classrooms), as opposed to
0%
50%
100%
seating boys and girls mixed together
Male teachers
Female teachers
(69% of men-headed classrooms).
Women teachers more frequently
arranged students with girls and boys mixed together (86% of women-headed
classrooms) as opposed to girls in the back and boys in the front (10% of womenheaded classrooms) or girls and boys on different sides (4% of women-headed
classrooms) (p = 0.02, see Error! Reference source not found.).
When examining the data by standard, Standard 2 classrooms appeared to be less
gender-responsive than Standard 3 and 4 classrooms. Girls in Standard 2 were less
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likely to be called on by name than girls in Standard 3 (z = -2.089, p = .037) or 4 (z =
-2.229, p = .026). In addition, teachers in Standard 2 were more likely to use
harsh/humiliating language toward boys than were Standard 4 teachers (z = -2.636,
p=.008).
Data from student focus groups also revealed important differences between how
teachers talked about gender equity and acted towards girls and boys, and between
teacher and student norms concerning gender equity. For example, 99% of teachers
agreed with the statement that “teachers should be sensitive to gender equality in
learning.” Yet, during focus group discussions, data collectors asked students if they
thought that girls and boys were treated equally at school. One-third of the student
groups (33%, or 56 out of 168) had at least one student disagree that girls and boys
were treated equally at their school.
While teachers reported equitable views related to boys’ and girls’ abilities to be
leaders at school, students disagreed. In over two-thirds of the student groups (69%),
at least one student agreed that boys were better leaders than girls at school. Groups
of boys were more likely to have at least one student agree that boys were better
leaders than girls (χ2 (1) = 4.844, p =.028). In 62% of girl groups, at least one girl
agreed that boys are better leaders than girls. In 77% of student groups, at least one
boy agree that boys are better leaders than girls.
Other research conducted in Malawi (e.g., CARE PCTFI) has indicated that teachers
may hold more gender-equitable and gender-responsive views, and they may
engage more often in practices that support these views than adults in surrounding
communities. The NASIS data may support this view: teachers appeared to have
more gender-equitable views than students, and in important ways, teachers enacted
gender-equitable practices in their classrooms. Classrooms and schools may
therefore serve as important sites for inculcating and normalizing more genderequitable norms than the communities from which students come.
Classroom safety, inclusion, and positive reinforcement
Classroom safety and the use of positive discipline and positive reinforcement are
closely linked. For example, a critical element of classroom safety is a classroom free
from physical harm and free from emotional harm. Positive discipline and positive
reinforcement help to assure such an environment. Similarly, student inclusion
deeply impacts student emotional safety. Thus, in reflecting on the use of positive
discipline and reinforcement in the classroom, we also reflect on issues of inclusion
and of safety.
Teachers largely expressed support for safe, inclusive classrooms and the use of
positive reinforcement. For example, 98 percent of teachers said that students with
special needs should participate in classroom activities. Observation data also
indicated that teachers were implementing key behaviors associated with classroom
safety, inclusion, and use of positive reinforcement. In almost nine in ten classroom
observations (87 percent, 149 out of 171), the teacher used two or more approaches
to explain the same concept more than one time. In almost all observations (97
percent, 165 out of 171), teachers were careful to speak clearly and look at students
when speaking. These behaviors are central to assuring that each child has an
opportunity to learn. These Standard 2, 3, and 4 teachers had not yet been trained
directly by MERIT yet. This is not exactly a baseline, as the Standard 1 teachers
have been trained, but there is little reason to believe that most teachers learned this
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from MERIT. Thus, some of the activities on which MERIT training is focused may be
redundant at a superficial level—as with gender-responsiveness, teachers may be
ready for the next level of complexity in trainings.
Yet, there are areas in which important improvements can be made. Only 82% of
teachers said that they knew of a child with special needs in their classroom; given
very high gross and net primary school enrollment rates, and estimates ranging from
1.7 to 2.4% (Malawi National Statistics Office, 2008; Tataryn, et al., 2017) of all
children in Malawi having a disability, it is unlikely that 20% of classrooms have no
children with special needs. Perhaps not surprisingly, given these statements, only
82% of students said that teachers showed positive care and attention to students
with special needs.
Teachers also expressed concern about their capacity to identify or respond
effectively to children with special needs. For example, when asked how they could
support children with special needs in their classroom, teachers often responded by
expressing concerns about their lack of training and resources (e.g., “We should use
proper teaching, learning and assessment resources (though we do not have them
here”). Teachers’ responses to this question were otherwise either entirely focused
on how to identify and support children with vision or hearing impairments or were
generally broad and undifferentiated: they represented good practices that support all
children’s learning. Broad responses included the following: change seating, speak
clearly and loudly, write in large words, give students more time, and express care
and encouragement.
Teachers were also not as successful in implementing other classroom practices that
support a safe, inclusive, and positive classroom environment. Data collectors
observed that most teachers (83%, 142 out of 171) did not encourage students to
ask questions (or students did not ask questions) in class. In over two-thirds of
observations (67%, 115 out of 172), the teacher did not provide any opportunities for
students to lead any activities. These behaviors differed by standard, as data
collectors reported that in almost all Standard 2 classrooms teachers did not
encourage students to ask questions and students did not ask questions or make
requests (55 out of 58 classrooms, or 95%) compared to Standard 3 (49 out of 61,
80%) or Standard 4 (38 out of 52 or 73%; χ2 (8) = 15.497, p =.050). And, though most
teachers used positive reinforcement in their classrooms, teachers’ responses to
open-ended questions about positive reinforcement indicated that they did not feel
they understood or were trained to use positive-reinforcement methods in class, and
that this felt particularly difficult to do because of their large class sizes.
Across multiple measures of safety, inclusion, and responsiveness, there were again
differences between the way teachers talked about classrooms, what teachers were
observed doing, and how students discussed teacher/student interactions. For
instance, almost all teachers (168 out of 170, 99%) agreed that having students work
together in small groups during class was a good way for students to learn. Yet,
group work was not observed in the majority of 30-minute observations (97 out of
172), paralleling low observed levels of group work in the longer Standard 1
observations conducted for NARI. Furthermore, in 16% of the total observations (27
out of 172), teachers assigned group work but then engaged with fewer than half the
groups. In addition, student focus groups reported differences in group work based
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on teacher gender. Student groups with women teachers were more likely to report
they worked in small groups at least once a week.6
While teachers expressed that they aimed to provide positive, safe classrooms,
classroom observations and student data told a different story. The vast majority of
teachers (97%, 165 out of 170) disagreed that speaking harshly to students was
good teaching practice; yet, in 19% of classroom observations, a student was upset
and the teacher either did not engage supportively with the student or responded with
anger (33 out of 172). In addition, in 15% of student groups (25 out of 171 groups), at
least one student did not agree that teachers counseled students who were upset.
Students (of Standard 4) also described witnessing corporal punishment at school. In
almost 40% of student groups (39%, 67 out of 172), at least one student reported)
that a teacher hit or harshly punished a student who was late, and this differed
among students with male and female teachers. Student groups with men teachers
were more likely to have at least one student report that a teacher had hit or given
harsh punishment to late students (see Figure 6).7 Similarly, 45% of student groups
(78 out of 172) had at least one student report they had seen a student beaten by a
teacher for their behavior at school. Again, student groups with men teachers were
more likely to have at least one student report that a student had been beaten by a
teacher for their behavior at school.8 This finding echoes findings from the 2014
Violence Against Children and Young Women in Malawi Report by the Malawi
Ministry of Gender, Children, Disability and Social Welfare, which stated, “Although
this study cannot distinguish whether physical violence by a teacher was related to
punishment or other factors, physical violence by teachers, especially male teachers,
was a common experience for both female and male children and included being
punched, kicked, whipped, or beaten with an object” (p. 157).
When asked if students who misbehaved in class deserved to be beaten, one-third of
student groups (33%, or 57 out of 172) agreed, and student groups with men
teachers were more likely to have at least one student agree.9 Teacher behavior
concerning students’ safety also appeared to impact student beliefs. There was a
significant, positive correlation between student groups that had at least one student
report that students who misbehave in class deserve to be beaten and that students
were beaten by teachers for their behavior at school (n = 172, r = .401, p < .001).
Similarly, there was a significant, positive correlation between student groups that
had at least one student report that students who misbehave in class deserve to be
beaten and that teachers had hit or harshly punished a student who was late (n =
172, r = .324, p < .001).

χ2 (1) = 4.460, p =.035; 97% of student groups with women teachers had all three students agree, while only 88% of student
groups with men teachers had all three students agree.
7 2
χ (1) 9.002, p=.003; 45% of student groups with men teachers and only 26% of student groups with women teachers, see
Error! Reference source not found. Error! Reference source not found.
8 2
χ (1) 4.350, p=.037; 52% of student groups with a man teacher compared to 36% of groups with a woman teacher.
9 2
χ (1) = 6.088, p =.014; 41% of student groups with male teachers compared to 23% of groups with female teachers.
6
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Figure 6

Percent of student groups with at least one student agreeing by
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In summary, data collected on classroom practices indicate that teachers express
very high levels of support for all four elements of classroom inclusion and safety.
When comparing these data to previous studies on school gender-responsiveness,
classroom observations revealed high levels of statistical equality in various
components of teachers’ interactions with students. This should be celebrated and
recognized as the outcome of 25 years of concentrated efforts on the part of MoEST
and USAID, among others, to increase gender equality in schools. However, in
practice, students’ experiences did not always reflect full inclusion, equity, and safety.
For example, in roughly one-third of teachers’ interactions with students, these
teachers provided negative reinforcement to students for their efforts when students
made errors.
Teachers also expressed the need for more training and resources to enable them to
use more inclusive practices and positive discipline and reinforcement; in the case of
gender-responsiveness, teachers were well versed in expected norms and policies,
and felt they had tools to create more gender-equitable settings. Nonetheless, even
with these higher levels of information and knowledge, teachers did not always
implement what they stated were more gender-equitable teaching practices.
For some elements of safety and inclusion, student experiences differed statistically
by the gender of their classroom teacher. Students with men teachers experienced
statistically fewer safe practices for some measures than did students with women
teachers. These students expressed lower levels of support for safe and inclusive
ideals, such as gender equity and children’s right to not be beaten at school, than did
students with women teachers. These results point to two important, underresearched issues: first, the impact of teachers’ attitudes and practices on students’
attitudes and practices in Malawi; and second, how to leverage further most teachers’
attitudes and practices as role models for students. The latter is important since
students generally expressed less-inclusive and less-equitable beliefs than teachers,
particularly in relation to issues of gender equity.
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4.2

Indicator – 302 Results

Activity Objective 3: Safer learning environments for reading created.
Ind-302: Percent of schools achieving a satisfactory rating on an assessment scale
of gender-responsive, inclusive, safe, protective, equality-, and health-promoting
school
Data on schools revealed some growing strengths and key challenges related to
inclusive education and safety. These data revealed discrepancies (sometimes
gender-differentiated) between what head teachers and teachers said and did, and
student-reported school/student interactions regarding gender-responsive, inclusive,
safe, protective, equality-, and health-promoting schools. An overview of the findings
associated with each element is included below. These sections include school-level
data collected through NASIS as well as some classroom-level data, when
appropriate, to draw a more complete picture of overall school inclusion and safety.
On average, school-level practices associated with each element were reflected in
classroom-level practices (that is, school and classroom cultures were more or less
aligned with school and classroom practices). When comparing these data across
grades, Standard 2 classes were on average less inclusive and safe than were
Standard 3 and 4 classrooms. Differences in data also became evident across
various levels of analysis when considering whether teachers and head teachers
were men or women. Data shows that having a woman head teacher and having a
woman teacher each made some aspects of the school safer and more inclusive.
Students with a woman teacher and/or a woman head teacher have safer and more
inclusive attitudes than students with a man teacher and/or a man head teacher.
Evidently, school and classroom cultures interact and shape one another in daily life
and practice. The NASIS consisted of one school observation, one head teacher
interview, two school-level student focus groups, and two classroom-level teacher
interviews and observations. This report only includes averages because the
information collected for NASIS does not provide sufficient data to unravel the
complex relationships among these levels of social organization.
Safety
School safety data collection attempted to observe and hear how school
stakeholders
understood and acted
Figure 7.
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toward issues of
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between teachers as well as between what stakeholders said and did became
evident once again.
Policies that can play an essential role in publicly defining and ensuring safety at
schools include having a mission statement, school rules, and a code of conduct that
are posted for all to see. Almost one-fourth of head teachers interviewed stated that
their schools did not have a mission statement (24%, 20 out of 85 schools) or school
rules (23%, 20 out of 86). More than one-third (37%, 32 out of 86) did not have a
code of conduct.
When data collectors observed the school and asked head teachers to show them
posted policies, different findings emerged (see Error! Reference source not found.).
School observation data revealed that over half the schools did not have a school
mission statement posted (55%, 47 out of 85). Forty% of the schools had a mission
statement, but it was not prominently posted; only 4 schools (4.7%) had a school
mission statement prominently posted in English. More than half of the 85 observed
schools (48 schools, 57%) did not have any posted school rules. Women head
teachers were more likely to report that their school rules were displayed than men
head teachers (p=.026). Two-thirds of observed schools (66%, 56 out of 85 schools)
did not have a code of conduct. Of the observed schools with a code of conduct, 79%
(23 out of 29 schools) did not mention corporal punishment in the code, and 52% (15
out of 29 schools) did not mention kindness, positive discipline, or positive
reinforcement. Only 1 of the 85 schools had its code of conduct prominently posted in
public in the local language.
Having and displaying positive reinforcement policies was correlated with the gender
of the head teacher. Of the 37 schools with a school mission statement that
discussed safety, schools with a woman head teacher were more likely to have a
school mission statement that mentioned safety (3 out of 5, 60%) than schools with a
man head teacher (3 out of 32, 9%, χ2(1) = 8.157, p = .004). Of the schools with a
code of conduct, schools with a woman head teacher were more likely to have
prohibited corporal punishment in the code of conduct (2 out of 3, 67%) than schools
with men teachers (4 out of 26, 15%, χ2(1) = 4.311, p = .038). The vast majority of
student groups with a woman head teacher (89% or 16 out of 18) were more likely to
have all three students agree that teachers praised students for trying compared to
56% (85 out of 153) of
students’ groups with
Figure 8.
Percent of observed schools with
men head teachers.
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During school
Dirty school grounds
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taught outside the school at the time of the observation (see Error! Reference source
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not found.).10 While this may be an improvement over previous infrastructure
shortages, this indicates much more work remains to be done to assure that children
and teachers are sheltered from the elements while learning. In terms of hygiene
facilities, while all observed schools had separate and private latrines for girls and
boys, only 11% (9 of 79) had clean latrines with functional hand-washing facilities.
More serious challenges to students’ daily safety and inclusion related to behaviors
and practices that are under the control of head teachers and teachers, and that can
be addressed at little or no cost. Students were observed kneeling outside of a
classroom waiting to enter class in more than one-third of schools (37%, 31 out of
84). This is further evidence of how statements of beliefs differ from practices. Only
12% of head teachers interviewed (10 out of 84) agreed that a student who arrives
late to school should be sent home or punished. Data collectors also observed
students being violent and harassing other students.
Unsafe attitudes and behaviors—or attitudes and behaviors at odds with official
MoEST policy—that were evident in classroom observation and student data were
also evident in school-level data. For instance, 11% (9 out of 80) of the head
teachers interviewed agreed that Standard 1–4 students behave better when they
fear teachers. This belief was seen in action, as an adult was observed holding a
stick or object used for beating in 13% (11 out of 84) of the school observations.
Head teachers were asked to “describe the system used at this school to respond to
a student who reports that they are being abused.” Roughly half of the 85 head
teachers interviewed (51%) provided robust responses that defined a mechanism for
examining claims of abuse, and in some cases explained how investigation would
occur. For example, one said, “I investigate about the abuse that happened. After this
I look at the type of abuse and if I can deal with it in my office, but if it is a serious
issue I report to the [parent-teacher association] and [school management
committee] for them to look into the matter. If the type of abuse is very serious, we
report the matter to the police. Lastly we provide guidance and counseling to the
learner who was abused.” Approximately one-half of the other head teachers
interviewed (49%, 42 of 86) gave an answer that either deflected responsibility away
from themselves and the school or provided a laundry list of people who might be
contacted. For example, one responded “reporting to a relevant authority” while
another explained that “Student Council are approached, school discipline committee
take part, School Management Committee and Mother Group is also involved. Police
can also be involved.”
In terms of peer-to-peer interactions, students were seen humiliating, verbally
bullying, or threatening another student in 13% of observations (11 out of 85).
Students were observed being physically aggressive to other students in 21% (18 out
of 85) of school observations. Aggressive behavior of students differed by grade
level. Data collectors observed that Standard 4 classrooms had fewer instances of
students (boys or girls) being verbally or physically aggressive to girls than both
Standard 2 (z = -2.379, p = .017) or Standard 3 (z = -2.144, p = .032). Standard 4
also had fewer instances where students (boys or girls) were verbally or physically

10

While Standard 1 classes were not observed for NASIS, during the school observation, the enumerators
counted the total number of classes sitting outside and then asked the head teacher which grades they were.
Hence, Standard 1 classes are included here.
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aggressive to boys than Standard 2 (z = -2.243, p = .025) and Standard 3 (z = 2.330, p = .020).
Students also discussed serious issues of safety at school. In a large majority of
student group discussions (92%, 159 out of 172), all three students agreed that a
teacher would intervene quickly if a student was being aggressive or bullying another
student. In 18% (31 out of 171) of student group discussions at least one student
reported feeling unsafe or frightened of being hurt at school. Similarly, in 17% of
student group discussions (30 out of 172) at least one student reported that there
was no one at their school that they would feel comfortable speaking with if they felt
unsafe.
School-level data in many ways reflected classroom-level data. While the majority of
teachers, students, and head teachers offered verbal support for safe school
environments, in practice, more students experienced unsafe school environments.
This was slightly more evident for students with men teachers and men head
teachers. However, it is important to note, as with the progress made in school
gender-responsiveness, that real and positive changes to the safety of school
infrastructure and daily practices appear to have occurred over the last two decades.
These shifts reflect the long-standing efforts of MoEST, USAID, and many others to
introduce and institutionalize new ways of doing things that are more closely aligned
with school safety best practices and that reflect child rights frameworks. Schools still
have some way to go, however, in terms of infrastructure development, official policy
adoption and dissemination, and daily educational practice.
Responsive/positive school environment
All head teachers reported that they supported positive reinforcement and discipline
at schools. All, also, agreed that positive reinforcement of Standard 1–4 students
promoted learning achievement. Eighty-three of the 86 head teachers interviewed
agreed that disciplining in a positive way was effective in assuring student discipline,
while 3 had no opinion or were not sure. Head teachers were broadly supportive of
taking steps to include all students in school and to assure that the school
environment was responsive to their needs. For example, almost all (94%, 81 out of
86) head teachers agreed that Standard 1–4 students living with grandparents need
special support and additional attention from teachers and head teachers.
Despite this broad support for positive discipline and reinforcement, data from school
observations and student group discussions revealed that a significant minority (if not
a majority) of students experienced negative discipline practices each day at school.
These practices ranged from teachers and head teachers punishing students for
being late by having them wait outside of the classroom to beating students for
misbehaving in class. These forms of negative discipline are safety and inclusion
issues as well and have a greater negative impact on already vulnerable students
including orphans (17% of children in Malawi are estimated to be orphaned [USAID,
2016] and “vulnerable”). Many vulnerable children make tremendous sacrifices to
attend school on a daily basis, but often have work burdens that cannot be put off
until after school. This is particularly true for girls and older children, some of whom
are regularly late to school. Enforcing negative discipline practices that cause these
students to miss more time in class reinforces the structural inequities that made
them arrive late in the first place. It also increases the likelihood that they will drop
out of school. Thus, such negative discipline practices should be viewed as posing
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significant threats to students’ opportunities to learn, with these practices likely
having an even greater negative effect on vulnerable students.
Gender-responsiveness
Head teachers, like teachers, described themselves as having gender-equitable
attitudes. Almost all head teachers (95%, 81 out of 86) thought that girls in
Standards 1–4 can be as effective as boys in leading class activities. Two-thirds
(66%, 57 out of 86) of head teachers reported readmitting a girl who dropped out due
to pregnancy. Yet head teachers’ support for gender equity did not always extend to
teachers. More than one-fifth of head teachers (21%, 17 out of 86) believe men
cannot be as effective as women in teaching Standards 1–2.
Gender-disaggregated data regarding school leadership at various levels revealed
stark gender inequities. Almost all (90%, 77 out of 86) head teachers were men. Most
of the 10% of head teachers who were women worked in urban and peri-urban
schools. There were 3 in urban schools, 1 was in a peri-urban school, and 5 were in
rural schools.
Eighty% of the deputy head teachers and senior section head teachers were also
men. Schools with a woman head teacher were significantly more likely to have
women senior section head teachers than schools with a man head teacher (χ2(1) =
8.118, p =.004). Over half (56%) the women head teachers worked at a school with a
woman senior section head teacher. In contrast, only 16% of men head teachers
worked at a school with a woman senior section head teacher. The pattern of men’s
dominance differs when comparing the composition of school leadership to the
composition of the teaching staff. On average, there were 4 women teachers in
Standards 1–4 compared to 3 men teachers.
As with other components of school inclusion and safety, what head teachers said
about gender-responsiveness and equity differed from how they behaved concerning
gender equity within their school leadership teams. These data show that many
students at the observed schools had not seen women teachers in leadership roles.
Especially for girls, this limits the types and numbers of role models in their lives. This
issue was compounded for rural girls, as most women head teachers in this
assessment worked in urban and peri-urban schools, as mentioned above.
Inclusive school environment
Head teachers and teachers at the majority of schools expressed support for the
notion of inclusion. As noted earlier, almost all head teachers (94%, 81 out of 86)
agreed that Standard 1–4 students living with their grandparents needed special
support and additional attention from schools. Almost all (97%, 82 out of 85) head
teachers interviewed agreed that students with special needs were equally capable
as other students to succeed in primary school. Similarly, 98% (169 out of 172) of
teachers interviewed agreed that students with special needs should be expected to
participate in classroom activities.
While teachers expressed broad support for inclusion, it was not clear that they
always took the steps needed to understand the issues of inclusion faced by their
students. For example, as noted previously, students faced high levels of negative
discipline, regardless of the reasons that they might have had to arrive late at school.
And, as noted previously, of the teachers interviewed, 82% (141 out of 172) indicated
they had one or more students with special needs, while 18% (31 out of 172) did not

28

Malawi 2017 National Assessment of Reading Instruction in Chichewa and English, Standard 1

know if they had any special needs students or did not have any special needs
students.
Teachers felt unsure about how to support students with special needs, noting that
they lacked training and resources to identify or address students’ special needs.
They could describe how to support children with hearing problems or visual
problems—and sometimes how to identify these children—but they had very little
information about other special needs, and they were very aware of their limited
understanding. Teachers’ responses to more pointed, open-ended questions about
inclusion indicated that most teachers feel undertrained, under-resourced, and
unable to practice inclusive education in their classrooms.
School-level data
revealed that only 1 of
the 85 observed
schools had posters or
Posters with special
wall messages that
1%
needs students
positively depicted
Accessible latrines
28%
students with special
needs (see Error!
Classrooms or blocks
48%
with ramps
Reference source not
found.). Over two-thirds
0% 20% 40% 60% 80%100%
(72%, 60 out of 83) of
schools did not have latrines that students with physical challenges could access,
while 52% (44 out of 85) of schools had no classrooms or classroom blocks with
ramps to provide students with mobility restrictions access.

Figure 9.

Percent of schools with inclusive
school grounds

Exploring data regarding ramps from a gendered perspective, all nine observed
schools with a woman head teacher had at least one classroom with a ramp
(accessible to students with physical challenges) compared to 41% (31 out of 75) of
schools with men head teachers. Most ramps were built as part of new classroom
blocks, and thus their being built was not based on a decision by the head teacher. It
is possible that all the women head teachers were, by chance, posted to schools with
ramps, and their over-representation in urban schools makes this more likely. It is
also possible that some chose to use school improvement grant money or found
other support to build the ramps.
Data from the student group discussions revealed that students described higher
levels of inequitable treatment for students with special needs when compared to
teachers’ responses. In about 19% (33 out of 163) of student group discussions, at
least one student disagreed with the statement that teachers showed positive care to
students with special needs.
The NASIS data collection process revealed some of the difficulties in observing
inclusion in settings like primary schools and classrooms in Malawi. It is possible to
develop an inventory regarding the responsiveness of a school’s infrastructure
relatively easily (though what constitutes a functional ramp or a functionally
accessible toilet, etc., will have to be determined). It is much harder to determine how
else inclusion might be measured without significantly more observational time. The
school observation was limited to only a few minutes, and in most cases (and unlike
gender), it was impossible to determine whether a student involved in any particular
interaction had special needs. Classroom observations were equally difficult since
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the average classroom size was 85 students, with many classes having more than
100 students. Brief research observations are unlikely to capture inclusive efforts
targeting a particular student or a particular type of special need, though they can
reveal whether teachers are employing pedagogies designed to improve all students’
learning. This is particularly important because other research on children with
disabilities in Malawi reports that children with special needs too often experience
high levels of discrimination, violence (including sexual violence) and social isolation
at school (Banks & Zuurmond, 2015). Thus, a major finding from NASIS is that
additional work must be done to identify research protocols and data collection
instruments that can enable a deeper understanding of the daily school experiences
of children with special needs and of the attitudes and practices of their head
teachers, teachers, and peers.

5.

Summary Conclusions
The NASIS data reveal a complex picture concerning school and classroom inclusion
and safety in Malawi. On the one hand, it is important to acknowledge and celebrate
what appear to be major changes and accomplishments in achieving more genderequitable classroom environments and in building the kinds of infrastructure that
support safer and more gender-inclusive school environments. It is also important to
note that head teachers and teachers consistently expressed attitudes towards
children and school practices that support inclusive, gender-equitable teaching
practice using positive reinforcement and ensuring students’ safety.
On the other hand, in practice, many aspects of students’ school experiences
reflected ongoing inequities that put some students’ physical and emotional safety at
risk. School leadership structures were deeply gender-inequitable, and very likely
non-inclusive (though this was not measured directly). This is problematic in terms of
teachers’ careers and opportunities for advancement and in terms of the lack of role
modeling it presents to young girls and women. It is also problematic because it
shapes students’ experiences and students’ own attitudes about safety, genderresponsiveness, and inclusion. Students in women-headed classrooms and/or
women-headed schools on average both experienced more equitable and inclusive
school environments and expressed more equitable and inclusive attitudes towards
their peers than students in men-headed classrooms and/or schools with men head
teachers.
NASIS research findings underscore the importance of collecting mixed-methods
data from multiple stakeholders, examining both what stakeholders say and what
they do, as well as recognizing the complex ways in which school and classrooms
are constructed among actors and how they change over time and in response to
interventions. For example, teachers’ and head teachers’ reported attitudes towards
school inclusion and safety clearly reflected official MoEST policies and discourses.
However, their daily practices did not always reflect these attitudes. Teachers’ and
head teachers’ open-ended responses revealed more of the depth, concerns, and
limitations of the information about, and actions that they felt they could undertake to
address problems, in school inclusion and safety.
It is also particularly important to note how much the responses of students—who are
the beneficiaries or the end recipients of MERIT—differ from adult responses in
terms of attitudes and reports of daily practices. Student voices and experiences
provided nuanced insights into differences between what adults said and what
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students experienced, as well as revealed some of the important (genderdifferentiated) student attitudes.
Overall, the NASIS data indicate that the Malawian government has made important
strides towards developing safe, gender-responsive, and inclusive schools and
classrooms across the country. Decades of efforts to improve gender equity and
school safety are paying dividends for children and the country. Yet, many
challenges remain. Roughly one-fifth of Malawian students reported that they did not
always feel safe at school. Many schools were utilizing negative discipline practices
that may have had harsh repercussions on already-vulnerable children. And teachers
and students still faced daily inequities in their experiences and opportunities.
Recommendations for future programming and research that arise from the 2017
NASIS are as follows:
1. Evidence from this assessment (e.g., codes of conduct and school rules not
posted obviously for all to see; inequitable gender attitudes among learners;
teachers’ inequitable gender practices in the classroom; teachers’ lack of
support for children’s safety; non-inclusive school infrastructure) must be
shared systematically and widely with MoEST, with the entire MERIT team,
and with the MERIT project partners. Mid-course changes can be made to
encourage trainers, head teachers, and section heads to integrate these
findings into the next phases of reading instruction training. Lessons learned
should also guide the selection of new supplementary readers and other TLM.
2. The amount of time dedicated to head teacher and teacher training on these
four elements (safety, gender responsiveness, positive reinforcement, and
inclusion in the reading classroom) must be increased from the current low
percentage of total training time. For teachers to develop new and deeper
understandings that result in changes in classroom practice requires more
than a set of classroom tips. Teachers need time to continue to build on what
they have learned in previous cycles of training; to reflect on these four
elements in relation to relevant, effective teaching reading practices in
classrooms and schools; and to discuss new learnings about, for example,
positive reinforcement strategies in reading with other teachers (e.g., in
professional communities of practice).
3. Working to ensure more equitable and inclusive school leadership structures
by increasing the number of women head teachers, deputy head teachers,
and senior section heads would have a direct effect on students’ experiences
as well as on students’ attitudes towards women as leaders.
4. Working with school stakeholders to strengthen national, district, and school
policies that support inclusive and protective practices—and to make them
visible (i.e., posted publicly) in schools—could improve environments for
learning to read. Of particular note here are negative disciplinary practices,
which may have an outsized negative impact on already-vulnerable students,
and which teachers felt they were not equipped to address or to replace with
positive discipline practices. Teachers expressed the need for more training
and resources to support inclusive education. Shifting from negative to
positive discipline and positive reinforcement in the classroom is obviously
difficult for many teachers and head teachers, though that shift is clearly
needed.
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5. Conducting more research into the relationship between teachers’ and head
teachers’ gender and the gendered structures of inclusion and safety in
schools can help inform the circulation of ideas (e.g., necessary reforms can
be learned from women-headed schools and classrooms and can be
disseminated elsewhere). This research could also help determine if, how,
and why women’s leadership impacts school inclusion and safety.
6. Strengthening and generating new data collection approaches for research on
teachers’ broadly inclusive practices (e.g., speaking clearly and loudly), and
on teachers’ interactions with students with a broad range of special needs is
clearly needed. Greater inclusion of students with special needs will require a
better understanding of the barriers students face in daily school practices,
achievement, and retention. There also must be greater understanding
regarding how teachers conceptualize and identify special needs, what
training and resources teachers need to support these students, and how
head teachers and teachers work to create school and classroom cultures
that support full inclusion.
7. Given the disparities between the standards, important insights could be
gained by conducting additional qualitative or mixed-methods research to
determine how and why Standard 2 classes are functioning differently from
Standard 3 and Standard 4 classes with regard to safety and inclusion.
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Annex A. Assessment Protocols for the 2018 NASIS
and Pre-Assessment School Visit Form
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School Observation Protocol
Gender-responsive, inclusive, safe, protective, and equality-promoting schools
District:

EMIS #

Date of Visit

Name of Assessor:

Code

School Name

Indicator

Scoring Matrix
School Administration

SO-1

School Mission Statement
School has a prominently displayed School
Mission statement

0 - NO School
Mission Statement.

1 - School has
Mission Statement
but it is not
prominently posted
(e.g., it is in the Head
Teacher’s office)

SO-2

School Mission Statement
School Mission Statement mentions gender
equity as a school value / operating
principle.

0 – School Mission
Statement does NOT
include gender equity.

1 –School Mission
Statement does
include gender equity.

SO-3

School Mission Statement
School Mission mentions safety as a school
value / operating principle.

0 – School Mission
Statement does NOT
mention school
safety.

1 – School Mission
Statement does
mention school
safety.

SO-4

School Mission Statement
School Mission mentions inclusion, (e.g. of
students with special needs) as a school
value / operating principle.

0 – School Mission
Statement does NOT
mention inclusion.

1 – School Mission
Statement does
mention inclusion.

SO-5

Code of Conduct – Teacher Ethics
School has prominently displayed Code of
Conduct / Ethics of Teachers.

0 - NO Code of
Conduct / Ethics of
Teachers.

1 - School has Code
of Conduct / Ethics of
Teachers, but they
are NOT prominently
posted.

SO-6

Code of Conduct – Teacher Ethics

0 – Code of Conduct /
Ethics of Teachers do

1 – Code of Conduct /
Ethics of Teachers
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2- School has Mission
Statement that is
prominently posted in
in public in English.

3- School has Mission
Statement that is
prominently posted in
public in local language.

2- Code of Conduct /
Ethics of Teachers are
prominently posted in
public in English.

3- School Rule Code of
Conduct / Ethics of
Teachers are
prominently posted in
public in local language.

Malawi 2017 National Assessment of Reading Instruction in Chichewa and English, Standard 1

Code

Indicator

Scoring Matrix

Code of Conduct / Ethics of Teachers
prohibit corporal punishment.

NOT mention
corporal punishment.

prohibit corporal
punishment.

SO-7

Code of Conduct – Teacher Ethics
Code of Conduct / Ethics of Teachers
promote kindness, positive discipline or
positive reinforcement of learners.

0 – Code of Conduct /
Ethics of Teachers do
NOT mention
kindness, positive
discipline or positive
reinforcement.

1 – Code of Conduct /
Ethics of Teachers do
mention kindness,
positive discipline or
positive
reinforcement.

SO-8

School Rules
School has prominently displayed School
Rules.

0 - NO School Rules.

1 - School has School
Rules, but they are
NOT prominently
posted.

SO-9

School Rules
School Rules specify equality of students
(students to be treated equally without
exception)

0 – School Rules do
NOT mention student
equality.

1 – School Rules do
specify student
equality.

SO10

School Rules
School Rules mention school safety or
student protection as core principles.

0 – School Rules do
NOT mention school
safety or student
protection.

1 – School Rules do
mention school safety
or student protection.

SO11

School Rules
School Rules prohibit physical violence or
aggressive behavior (e.g. fighting, bullying)
by students and adults.

0 – School Rules do
NOT prohibit physical
violence or
aggressive behavior
by students and
adults.

1 – School Rules
prohibit physical
violence or
aggressive behavior
by students and
adults.

SO12

School Welcomes Students with Special
Needs
School posters or wall messages positively
depict students with special needs.

NA – No outdoor
poster or wall
message visible at
school.

0 – No poster or wall
message depicts
students with special
needs.

0 – School grounds
are NOT clean today.

1 – School grounds
are clean.

2- School Rules are
prominently posted in
public in English.

3- School Rules are
prominently posted in
public in local language.

1 – School posters or
wall messages
positively depict
students with special
needs.

2 – School posters or
wall messages
prepared by teachers or
students positively
depict students with
special needs.

School Facilities
SO13

General School Appearance
School grounds are clean and neat.
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Indicator

Scoring Matrix

SO14

Latrines
Student latrines are clean, well-maintained
and health-promoting.

NA – School has NO
student latrines.

0 – Half or more of
student latrines are
NOT acceptably
clean or maintained.
NO handwashing
facility.

1A – Half or more of
student latrines are
NOT acceptably clean,
but they DO have
operating facility for
handwashing.

14.1 Time observed: __________
SO15

Latrines
School has separate latrines for girls and
boys.

0 – School does NOT
have any separate
latrines for girls.

1 – School has
designated latrines
for girls and boys.

2 – Latrines for girls
are in a separate block
from latrines for boys.

SO16

Latrines
Students’ latrines are private.

0 – NO student
latrines are private.

1 – Less than half of
student latrines are
private.

2 – Half or more of all
student latrines are
private.

SO17

Latrines
Student latrines are accessible to students
with physical challenges.

0 – School has NO
latrine accessible to
students with physical
challenges.

1 – School has at
least 1 latrine
accessible to
students with physical
challenges.

2 – School has
separate latrines for
boys and girls with
physical challenges
and latrines are clean
and well-maintained.

SO18

Classrooms
Classrooms are accessible to students with
physical challenges.

0 – NO classroom or
classroom block has
a ramp.

1 – Less than half of
classrooms or
classroom blocks
have a ramp.

2 – Half or more of
classrooms or
classroom blocks have
a ramp.

1B – Half or more of
student latrines are
clean, but there is NO
operating facility for
handwashing.

3 – Half or more of
girls’ latrines and half or
more of boys’ latrines
are private.

Behaviors Observed Outside Classrooms
SO19

Student Behavior
Student observed waiting to enter classroom
and not permitted to enter while class in
progress.

0 – OBSERVED and
NO student or adult
intervenes.

1 – Observed but other
student or adult
intervenes.

2 – Not Observed.

SO20

Student Behavior
Student observed being physically
aggressive (hitting, kicking, pushing) to
another student.

0 – OBSERVED and
NO student or adult
intervenes.

1 – Observed but other
student or adult
intervenes.

2 – Not Observed.

SO21

Student Behavior
Student observed humiliating, verbally
bullying, or threatening another student.

0 – OBSERVED and
NO student or adult
intervenes.

1 – Observed but other
student or adult
intervenes.

2 – Not Observed.
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2 – Half or more of
student latrines are clean
and have operating
facility for handwashing.

Code

Indicator

Scoring Matrix

SO22

ADULT Behavior
Adult observed holding stick or object used
for beating.

0 – OBSERVED and
NO student or adult
intervenes.

1 – Observed but other
student or adult
intervenes.

2 – Not Observed.

SO23

ADULT Behavior
Adult observed humiliating, verbally bullying,
or threatening another student.

0 – OBSERVED and
NO student or adult
intervenes.

1 – Observed but other
student or adult
intervenes.

2 – Not Observed.

SO24

ADULT Behavior
Adult observed being physically aggressive
(e.g. hitting, kicking) a student.

0 – OBSERVED and
NO student or adult
intervenes.

1 – Observed but other
student or adult
intervenes.

2 – Not Observed.

SO25

ADULT Behavior
Male adult observed humiliating, verbally
bullying or threatening a female adult.

0 – OBSERVED and
NO student or adult
intervenes.

1 – Observed but other
student or adult
intervenes.

2 – Not Observed.
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Classroom Observation Protocol
Gender-responsive, inclusive, safe, protective, and equality-promoting schools
District:

EMIS #

Date of Visit

Teacher Gender (circle):

Time Classroom Observation initiated

Code

School Name
M

F

Subject Observed

Time Classroom Observation completed

Indicator

Scoring Matrix

Classroom Observation – 5 minutes
CO‐1

Classroom Attendance
Classroom attendance is recorded on
chalkboard

0 – NO attendance
data recorded on
chalkboard.

1 – Attendance data
recorded on
chalkboard, but NO
gender data.

2 – Attendance data
recorded on chalkboard
by gender.

# Boys _______
TOTAL # _______
# Girls _______

CO‐2

Location of Students in Class Where are
students seated in the classroom?

0 – Girls and boys are
seated separately:
Girls in back, boys in
front.

1 – Girls and boys
seated separately.
Girls are chiefly
seated on floor; boys
are chiefly seated at
desks/benches.

2 ‐ Girls and boys are
seated separately: girls
on one side of the
classroom, boys on the
other side.

3 – Girls and boys are
mixed together equally
on furniture or floor.
Neither boys nor girls
are favored by location
in class.

CO‐3

Classroom Rules
Classroom Rules are prominently posted in
Chichewa or a local language.

0 ‐ NO Classroom
Rules posted.

1 – Classroom Rules
are posted but in
English ONLY.

2 – Classroom Rules in
Chichewa or a local
language are posted
but NOT prominent
(hidden, not clear,
small).

3 – Classroom Rules in
Chichewa or a local
language are
prominently posted.

CO‐4

Classroom Rules
Classroom Rules specify equality of students
(students to be treated equally without
exception)

0 – Classroom Rules
do NOT mention
student equality.

1 – Classroom Rules
do specify student
equality.

2 – Other classroom
resources (posters,
artwork, messages)
promote student
equality.

3 – Both 1 + 2 observed
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Code

Indicator

Scoring Matrix

CO‐5

Classroom Rules
Classroom Rules promote student safety or
protection.

0 – Classroom Rules
do NOT promote
student safety or
protection.

1 – Classroom Rules
promote student
safety or protection.

2 – Other classroom
resources (posters,
artwork, messages)
promote student safety
and protection.

3 – Both 1 + 2 observed

CO‐6

Classroom Rules
Classroom Rules condemn physical violence
(fighting, bullying) or aggressive behavior.

0 – Classroom Rules
do NOT mention
physical violence or
aggressive behavior.

1 – Classroom Rules
condemn physical
violence or aggressive
behavior.

2 – Other classroom
resources (posters,
artwork, messages)
condemn physical
violence or aggressive
behavior.

3 – Both 1 + 2 observed

CO‐7

Classroom Rules
Classroom Rules promote kindness, fairness
or compassion.

0 – Classroom Rules
do NOT promote
kindness, fairness, or
compassion.

1 – Classroom Rules
promote kindness,
fairness, or
compassion.

2 – Other classroom
resources (posters,
artwork, messages)
promote kindness,
fairness, or
compassion.

3 – Both 1 + 2 observed

CO‐8

Child‐engaging classroom The classroom
is print rich.

0 – No classroom
posters or wall
messages in print.

1 – Classroom print
materials are not
many. Very little
printed reading
materials.

2 – Classroom
materials are many and
include numerous
printed reading
materials.

CO‐9

Classroom welcomes students with
special needs
Classroom positively depicts students with
special needs.

NA – Classroom does
NOT depict humans.

0 – Classroom does
NOT positively depict
students with special
needs.

1 – Classroom depicts
students with special
needs in pictures or
messages.

2 – Classroom depicts
students with special
needs in pictures AND
messages.

Observed Behaviors of Teachers and Students in the Classroom – 25 minutes
CO10

Teacher Behavior with Students
Teacher nominates a student to answer a
question or participate in an action using the
students name.

Mark each instance
Teacher calls on
GIRL.

Mark each instance
Teacher calls on BOY.

CO11

Teacher Behavior with Students

Mark each instance
Teacher calls on
GIRL.

Mark each instance
Teacher calls on BOY.
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Scoring Matrix

Teacher nominates a student to answer a
question or participate WITHOUT using
student’s name.
CO12

Teacher Behavior with Students
Teacher gives positive reinforcement to
students. See Sample List of Positive
Reinforcement Behaviors.

Mark each instance
Mark each instance
Teacher gives positive Teacher gives positive
reinforcement to GIRL. reinforcement to BOY.

CO13

Teacher Behavior with Students
Teacher’s language is harsh, humiliating, or
critical toward a student.
See Sample List of Behaviors.

Mark each instance
Teacher is harsh,
humiliating, or critical
toward a GIRL.

Mark each instance
Teacher is harsh,
humiliating, or critical
toward a BOY.

CO14

Teacher Behavior with Students Teacher
is physically aggressive or threatening with
students. See Sample List of Behaviors.

Mark each instance
Teacher is aggressive
toward a GIRL.

Mark each instance
Teacher is aggressive
toward a BOY.

CO15

STUDENT Behavior
Student is verbally or physically aggressive
to other students.

Mark each instance
GIRL being physically
harassed.

Mark each instance
BOY being physically
harassed.

Equality and Inclusion in Classroom Pedagogy and Activities – Complete at End of Observation
CO16

Teacher Behavior with Students Teacher
responds positively to questions or requests
from students.

NA – Teacher does
NOT invite questions
and students do NOT
ask questions or make
requests.

0 – Teacher does
NOT acknowledge or
refuses questions or
requests from
students.

1 – Teacher allows
questions or requests
but is dismissive in
response.

2 – Teacher responds
without being dismissive
‐‐ or with care and
attention ‐‐ to questions
or requests.

CO17

Teacher Behavior with Students Teacher
recognizes and responds with care and
attention to upset or withdrawn students.

NA – NO student is
observed to be upset
or withdrawn.

0A – Student becomes
upset or withdrawn
during the observation
and teacher does NOT
engage student.

0B – Student becomes
upset or withdrawn
during the observation
and teacher responds
by getting angry or
sending them out of the
classroom.

1 – Student becomes
upset during the
observation and teacher
responds with care and
attention to the student.

CO18

Gender Equality in Access to
Learning Resources

0 – NO learning or
assessment resources
were used by students

1 – Students used
learning or
assessment resources

2 – Students used
learning or assessment
resources and both
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3 – Teacher invites
questions from students.
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Indicator

Scoring Matrix

Learning and assessment resources are
equally accessible and equally used by boys
and girls.

during the
observation.

but resources were
not equally available
to boys and girls.

boys and girls had
equal access to and
use of resources.
Neither boys nor girls
were favored.

CO19

Gender Equality in Activity Leadership
Teacher gives opportunities to lead
classroom activities equally to boys and girls.

0 – Teacher provided
NO opportunities for
students to lead a
classroom activity.

1A – Teacher provided
1 or more
opportunities for
students to lead a
classroom activity.
Boy(s) only lead the
activity.

1B – Teacher provided
1 or more opportunities
for students to lead a
classroom activity.
Girl(s) only lead the
activity.

CO20

Inclusive Classrooms
Teacher uses 2 or more approaches to
explain the same concept (e.g. speaking,
writing, demonstrating, using real objects).

0 – Teacher NEVER
uses 2 approaches to
explain the same
concept.

1 – Teacher uses 2 or
more approaches to
explain the same
concept but 1 time
only.

2 – Teacher uses 2 or
more approaches to
explain the same
concept more than 1
time.

CO21

Inclusive Classrooms
Teacher speaks clearly and looks at students
while speaking.

0 – Teacher is NOT
careful to speak
clearly or look at
students when
speaking.

1 – Teacher is careful
to speak
clearly and look at
students when
speaking.

CO22

Teacher Promotion of Groupwork Teacher
promotes groupwork by students and
engages actively with all groups.

0 – NO groupwork by
students observed.

1 – Teacher assigns
groupwork to students
but does NOT engage
directly with any
groups during activity.

2 – Teacher assigns
groupwork but engages
directly with less than
half of the groups.

3 – Teacher assigns
groupwork and engages
directly with half or more
of the groups.

CO23

Gender Equality in Groupwork Teacher
assigns group leadership equally to boys and
girls.

NA – NO
1A – Teacher assigns
groupwork by students groupwork but NO
group leadership
observed.
assigned.

1B – Teacher assigns
group leaders, but does
not assign leadership
equally to boys and
girls.

2 – Teacher assigns
boys and girls equally as
group leaders.

CO24

Equitable Participation in Class Teacher
promotes equitable participation by all
students.

0 – Teacher does
NOT promote any
student participation.

2 – Teacher promotes
student

1 – Teacher promotes
student participation in

Malawi 2017 National Assessment of Safety, Gender and Inclusion in Reading Environments

2 – Teacher provided
more than 1 opportunity
for students to lead
activity and both boys
and girls lead activities.
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Code

***

42

Indicator

Classroom activities observed during this
period: Check ALL that you observe during
this part of assessment.

Scoring Matrix

Teacher lecturing

class from only a few
students.

participation in class
from many students.

Students working
individually

Students working in
groups.

Students singing and
responding altogether
prompted by teacher.

Other
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Head Teacher Interview Protocol
Gender-responsive, inclusive, safe, protective, and equality-promoting schools
District:

EMIS #

Date of Visit
Gender of Head Teacher (circle)

Code

School Name

Name of Assessor
M

F

Name of Person Interviewed
Number of Years as Head Teacher at this School

Indicator

Scoring Matrix

Head Teacher Interview
HTI-1

Classes Under Trees
At the start of the school year, how many of
your standard 1-4 classes were conducted
outside?

Number of Std 1
classes outside:

Number of Std 2
classes outside:

Number of Std 3
classes outside:

Number of Std 4
classes outside:

HTI-2

Mission Statement
Does this school have a Mission Statement?

0 – NO

1 – Yes, but the
Mission Statement is
not displayed.

2 – Yes, but the
Mission Statement is
displayed ONLY in an
office.

3 – Yes, and the
Mission Statement is
publicly displayed.

HTI-3

School Rules
Does this school have School Rules?

0 – NO

1 – Yes, but the
School Rules are not
displayed.

2 – Yes, but the
School Rules are
displayed ONLY in an
office.

3 – Yes, and the
School Rules are
publicly displayed.

HTI-4

Code of Conduct – Teacher Ethics
Does this school have a Code of Conduct or
Teacher Ethics Statement?

0 – NO

1 – Yes, but the Code
of Conduct / Teacher
Ethics Statement is
not displayed.

2 – Yes, but the Code
of Conduct / Teacher
Ethics Statement is
displayed ONLY in an
office.

3 – Yes, and the Code
of Conduct / Teacher
Ethics Statement is
publicly displayed.

HTI-5

Inclusion
As Head Teacher, have you ever readmitted
any girl who dropped out due to pregnancy?

1 – NO

1 – YES

I would like to read you a set of statements. And for each statement, please tell me whether you Agree or Disagree.
HTI-6

Student Discipline

Disagree

Not sure / No opinion
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Code

Indicator

Scoring Matrix

If a student arrives late to school, the
student should be sent home or given a
punishment during the school day.
HTI-7

HTI-8

HTI-9

HTI10
HTI11

HTI12

HTI13

Student Discipline
Students in Standards 1-4 behave better
when they fear teachers.

Disagree

Not sure / No opinion

Agree

Student Discipline
Disciplining a student in a positive way is
effective in assuring student discipline.

Disagree

Not sure / No opinion

Agree

Gender Equality
Men can be as effective as women in
teaching Standards 1-2.

Disagree

Not sure / No opinion

Agree

Gender Equality
Girls in Standards 1-4 can be as effective as
boys in leading class activities.

Disagree

Not sure / No opinion

Agree

Positive Reinforcement
Positive reinforcement of students in
Standards 1-4 promotes learning
achievement.

Disagree

Not sure / No opinion

Agree

Inclusion
Students in Standards 1-4 living with their
grandparents need special support and
additional attention from schools.

Disagree

Not sure / No opinion

Agree

Inclusion
Students with special needs are equally
capable as other students to succeed in
primary school.

Disagree

Not sure / No opinion

Agree

13.2
Infant Section Head
M ______ F _______

13.3
Junior Section Head
M ______ F _______

HTI14

Gender in School Leadership
Please indicate the gender of school leaders
and number of teachers in Standards 1-4 by
gender.

13.1
Deputy Head Teacher
M ______ F _______

HTI15

School Safety

Write down Head Teacher’s statement on SCHOOL
SAFETY in the Head Teacher’s OWN words.
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13.4
Senior Section Head
M ______ F _______

13.5
# of Teachers
in Stds 1-4
M ______ F _______
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Code

Indicator

Scoring Matrix

Please describe the system used at this
school to respond to a student who reports
that they are being abused.
HTI16

School Safety and Inclusion
As Head Teacher, if you learn that a teacher
has not followed rules and regulations
concerning school safety and inclusion, what
do you do?

Write down Head Teacher’s statement on SCHOOL
SAFETY AND INCLUSION in the Head Teacher’s OWN
words.
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Teacher Interview Protocol
Gender-responsive, inclusive, safe, protective, and equality-promoting schools
District:

EMIS #

Date of Visit
Gender of Head Teacher (circle)

Code

School Name

Name of Assessor
M

F

Name of Teacher
Standard + Stream

Indicator

Scoring Matrix

Assessor Introduction of Teacher Interview
We are conducting a very short interview with 2 teachers that we observed today. To begin our interview, I will read you a series of statements about how children learn. For each
statement, please tell me if you agree, disagree, or are not sure. You are welcome to answer the questions in Chichewa or English.
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TI-1

Inclusion
Students with special needs should be
expected to participate in classroom
activities.
Ophunzira amene ali ndi ulumali akuyenera
kutenga nawo mbali pa zochitika mkalasi.

Disagree

Not sure / No opinion

Agree

TI-2

Positive Reinforcement
Teachers should only praise students who
give correct answers.
Aphunzitsi akuyenera kuyamikira ana
okhawo amene apereka mayankho okhoza.

Disagree

Not sure / No opinion

Agree

TI-3

Student Discipline
Students who fear their teacher will learn
better.
Ophunzira amene amachita mantha ndi
aphunzitsi awo amaphunzira bwino.

Disagree

Not sure / No opinion

Agree

TI-4

Student Discipline
Speaking harshly to students is good
teaching practice.
Kukalipira ana pophunzitsa ndi njira yabwino
yophunzitsira.

Disagree

Not sure / No opinion

Agree
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Code

Indicator

Scoring Matrix

TI-5

Groupwork
Having students working together in small
groups during class is a good way for
students to learn.
Kuika ana mmagulu mkalasi ndi njira
yabwino yophunzitsira.

Disagree

Not sure / No opinion

Agree

TI-6

Gender Equality
Boys are better leaders than girls in school.
Anyamata ndi atsogoleri abwino kuposa
atsikana.

Disagree

Not sure / No opinion

Agree

TI-7

Positive Reinforcement
Please tell me if positive reinforcement
works well in your classroom. Whether you
answer “Yes” or “No”, give me 2 examples
of positive reinforcement that you can use in
your classroom.
Ndiuzeni ngati kupereka chilimbikitso kwa
mwana pamene wachita bwino kapena
pamene walakwa kumathandiza pa
maphunziro amwana m’kalasi.
Perekani zitsanzo ziwiri za chilimbikitso
chimene mumapereka m’kalasi mwanu.

Write down teacher’s answer (Yes/No) and examples of
POSITIVE REINFORCEMENT in teacher’s OWN words.

TI-8

Gender Equality
Should teachers be sensitive to gender
equality in learning? Whether you answer
“Yes” or “No”, give me 2 examples of how
you can promote gender equality in your
classroom.
Kodi nkofunika kuti aphunzitsi aziwonetsetsa
kuti pasakhale kusiyana pakati pa anyamata
ndi atsikana pophunzira?
Perekani zitsanzo ziwiri za mmene
mungalimbikitsire kuti pasakhale kusiyana
pakati pa anyamata ndi atsikana.

Write down teacher’s answer (Yes/No) and examples of
GENDER EQUALITY in teacher’s OWN words.
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TI-9

Psycho-Social Support to Students
If a child is upset, angry, or withdrawn, how
do you respond? Please give 2 examples.
Mungachite chiyani pofuna kuthandiza
mwana amene akuwoneka wokhumudwa
kapena wokwiya?
Perekani zitsanzo ziwiri

Write down teacher’s examples on PSYCHO-SOCIAL
SUPPORT in teacher’s OWN words.

TI-10

Inclusive Teaching Practice
Should teachers direct special attention to
students with special needs in their
classroom? Whether you answer “Yes” or
“No”, give 2 examples of how you can give
special attention to students with special
needs in your classroom.

Write down teacher’s answer (Yes/No) and examples on
SPECIAL NEEDS STUDENTS in teacher’s OWN words

Kodi aphunzitsi akuyenera kuwonetsa
chidwi kwa ana amene ali ndi ulumali
osiyana siyana? Perekani zitsanzo ziwiri za
mmene mungathandizire ana oterewa
m’kalasi mwanu.
TI-11

Students with Special Needs
How many students with special needs do
you have in this class?
Muli ndi ana angati amene ali ndi ulumali
m’kalasi mwanu?

0 – ZERO Students with Special Needs or teacher does not
know.

1 – 1 or more students with special needs.

TI-12

Teacher Observed
Are you the teacher for this class or are you
the substitute teacher today?
Kodi ndinu mwini wa kalasi ino kapena
mwangogwirizira?

0 – Substitute Teacher

1 – Assigned Teacher
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Student Interview Protocol
Gender-responsive, inclusive, safe, protective, and equality-promoting schools
District:

EMIS #

Date of Visit
Gender of Class Teacher (circle)

Code

School Name

Name of Assessor
M

F

Number of Students in this
Interview:
Standard + Stream

Number
of Boys

Number
of Girls

Select older students from Standard 4

Indicator

Scoring Matrix
Student Interview

Interview Instructions
For the selected Standard 4 class, the Head Teacher requests that the Teacher identify their best learners who are present that day in their class: 3 boys and 3 girls. Assessor selects 1
girl and 1 boy who appear oldest. Assessor then asks the Teacher to ask the 2 students to each choose 2 of their friends (same gender) to join in a short discussion with the Assessor.
After each student (the selected boy and selected girl) chooses their 2 friends, the Assessor takes the 3 girls out of the classroom. The Assessor tells the 3 boys to stay in class and then
join the assessor when the girls return to the classroom. The Assessor takes the 3 girls to a private space, away from other students and adults, and then conducts the interview.
Assessor Instructions to Students
Thank you for joining me today. I want to ask you about being a student at this school, especially your experiences in and out of class. Please feel free. There are no right or wrong
answers to these questions. Our discussion today is private. No one except for us will know what you said: not your teacher, not the Head Teacher. You are free to agree or disagree
with each other in giving your opinion. I want your individual opinions on each question.
Let us begin.
Tathokoza kuti mwabwera. Khalani omasuka. Ngati mwana wa sukulu wa pano ndikucheza nanu nkhani zokhudza moyo wanu wa pa sukulu pano. Yankho lililonse lomwe mungapereke
lokhoza. Zimene tikambirane pano ndi za chinsinsi, sitiuza wina aliyense. Aliyense ndi ololedwa kupereka maganizo ake pa funso lililonse limene mungafunsidwe.
Tsopano tiyeni tiyambe.
PI-1

Opportunities for Groupwork
Do you work in small groups in your
classroom at least once a week?
Kodi m’kalasi mwanu mumapatsidwako
mwayi wokhala m’magulu pa nthawi
yophunzira pa Sabata iliyonse?

3 – YES, all 3
students agree.

1 – Yes, 2 of the 3
students agree.

2 – Yes, 1 of the 3
students agrees.

0 – NO, all 3 students
agree.

NS – Not sure / No clear
response.

PI-2

Care and Attention from Teachers
Do teachers counsel students who are upset
or crying?

3 – YES, all 3
students agree.

1 – Yes, 2 of the 3
students agree.

2 – Yes, 1 of the 3
students agrees.

0 – NO, all 3 students
agree.

NS – Not sure / No clear
response.
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Code

Indicator

Scoring Matrix

Kodi aphunzitsi amapereka uphungu kwa
mwana amene akudandaula kapena
akulira kumene?
PI-3

Care and Attention from Teachers
Every school has students who learn slowly,
have difficulty hearing or seeing, suffer
epilepsy or other physical problems. Do
teachers in the school show positive care
and attention to these students?
Sukulu iliyonse imakhala ndi ana amene
amatenga nthawi kuti aphunzire, amakhala
ndi vuto lakumva, vuto loona, matenda
akugwa ndi mavuto ena. Kodi aphunzitsi
amapereka chisamaliro chapadera kwa ana
oterewa?

3 – YES, all 3
students agree.

1 – Yes, 2 of the 3
students agree.

2 – Yes, 1 of the 3
students agrees.

0 – NO, all 3 students
agree.

NS – Not sure / No clear
response.

PI-4

School Safety
Do you ever feel unsafe or frightened of
being hurt at your school?
Kodi mumakhala mwa mantha pa sukulu
pano?

0 – YES, all 3
students agree.

1 – Yes, 2 of the 3
students agree.

2 – Yes, 1 of the 3
students agrees.

3 – NO, all 3 students
agree.

NS – Not sure / No clear
response.

PI-5

School Safety
If a student feels unsafe, is there someone
at this school that the student would feel
comfortable to speak with about this
problem?
Ngati mwana wa sukulu ali pa chiwopsezo
pa sukulu pano, angakadandaule kwa
ndani?

3 – YES, all 3
students agree.

1 – Yes, 2 of the 3
students agree.

2 – Yes, 1 of the 3
students agrees.

0 – NO, all 3 students
agree.

NS – Not sure / No clear
response.

PI-6

School Safety
If a student is being aggressive with or
bullying another student, will a teacher
intervene quickly to stop this behavior?
Kodi aphunzitsi amatha kuchitapo kanthu
mwachangu ngati awona mwana wa Sukulu
akuvutitsa mnzake?

3 – YES, all 3
students agree.

1 – Yes, 2 of the 3
students agree.

2 – Yes, 1 of the 3
students agrees.

0 – NO, all 3 students
agree.

NS – Not sure / No clear
response.
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Indicator

Scoring Matrix

PI-7

Class Discipline
Since you have been in Standard 4, has any
teacher in the school hit or given harsh
punishment to a student who is late?
Chilowereni mu Sitandade 4, kodi
munawonapo mphunzitsi akukalipira kapena
kumenya kumene mwana wa Sukulu
atachedwa kubwera ku sukulu?

0 – YES, all 3
students agree.

1 – Yes, 2 of the 3
students agree.

2 – Yes, 1 of the 3
students agrees.

3 – NO, all 3 students
agree.

NS – Not sure / No clear
response.

PI-8

Positive Reinforcement
When students answer questions
incorrectly, do teachers praise the student
for trying?
Ngati mwana wa sukulu wapereka yankho
lolakwa, kodi aphunzitsi amamuyamikirabe
chifukwa choti wayesera?

0 – YES, all 3
students agree.

1 – Yes, 2 of the 3
students agree.

2 – Yes, 1 of the 3
students agrees.

3 – NO, all 3 students
agree.

NS – Not sure / No clear
response.

PI-9

School Discipline
Since you have been in Standard 4, have
any students been beaten by a teacher for
their behavior at school?
Chilowereni mu Sitandade 4, kodi
munawonapo mphunzitsi akumenya mwana
wa Sukulu chifukwa cha khalidwe loyipa?

0 – YES, all 3
students agree.

1 – Yes, 2 of the 3
students agree.

2 – Yes, 1 of the 3
students agrees.

3 – NO, all 3 students
agree.

NS – Not sure / No clear
response.

PI-10

Teacher Encouragement of Gender
Equality in Class Participation
Are girls and boys treated equally at this
school?
Kodi pa Sukulu pano atsikana ndi anyamata
amatengedwa/kuonedwa mofanana?

3 – YES, all 3
students agree.

1 – Yes, 2 of the 3
students agree.

2 – Yes, 1 of the 3
students agrees.

0 – NO, all 3 students
agree.

NS – Not sure / No clear
response.

Gender in Leadership
Do you agree with this statement? “Boys are
better leaders than girls in school.”
Kodi ndizoona kuti anyamata
amatsogolera bwino kuposa atsikana pa
zochitika pa sukulu?

0 – YES, all 3
students agree.

PI-11

If NO, which gender is
favored: _______
1 – Yes, 2 of the 3
students agree.
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2 – Yes, 1 of the 3
students agrees.

3 – NO, all 3 students
agree.

NS – Not sure / No clear
response.
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Code

Indicator

PI-12

Student Discipline
Do you agree with this statement? “Students
who misbehave in class deserve to be
beaten.”
Kodi mukugwirizana nazo kuti mwana
amene wachita zolakwika mkalasi ayenera
kumenyedwa?

52

Scoring Matrix
0 – YES, all 3
students agree.

1 – Yes, 2 of the 3
students agree.

2 – Yes, 1 of the 3
students agrees.

3 – NO, all 3 students
agree.

NS – Not sure / No clear
response.
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Annex B. Final School Sample
#

Division

District

Zone

School ID

School Name

Sample Details

Date of Visit

1

Central Eastern

Dowa

Chigudu

500193

Chibanzi Primary School

Original

21/02/2017

2

Central Eastern

Dowa

Kafumphe

500840

Kafumphe School

Original

22/02/2017

3

Central Eastern

Dowa

Kabwinja

500386

Chimpeni Mduku School

Original

23/02/2017

4

Central Eastern

Kasungu

Chaima

504063

Chaima LEA School

Original

20/02/2017

5

Central Eastern

Kasungu

Mkhota

501843

Mkhota School

Wrong School i

01/03/2017

6

Central Eastern

Kasungu

Simlemba

504110

Manjondo School

Original

21/02/2017

7

Central Eastern

Kasungu

Suza

502704

Suza School

Original

22/02/2017

8

Central Eastern

Kasungu

Zyalambe

502086

Mthawira School

Original

23/02/2017

9

Central Eastern

Kasungu

Zyalambe

502409

Ng'ombe FP School

Original

24/02/2017

10

Central Eastern

Nkhotakota

Chipelera

506223

Dzanika School

Original

08/03/2017

11

Central Western

Lilongwe Rural West

Kabuthu

502507

Nthabza School

2nd Replacement ii

24/02/2017

12

Central Eastern

Nkhotakota

Mpandagaga

500347

Chilumba School

Original

27/02/2017

13

Central Eastern

Ntchisi

Boma

501441

Madanjala School

Original

27/02/2017
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#

Division

District

Zone

School ID

School Name

Sample Details

Date of Visit

14

Central Eastern

Ntchisi

Malomo

500120

Chamwazi School

Original

28/02/2017

15

Central Eastern

Salima

Chipoka

504197

Chipoka 1 School

Original

28/02/2017

16

Central Western

Kasungu

Chankhanga

500138

Chankhanga School

1st Replacement iii

24/02/2017

17

Central Western

Dedza

Bembeke

500381

Chimkombero School

Original

02/03/2017

18

Central Western

Dedza

Chikololere

500271

Chikololere School

Original

24/02/2017

19

Central Western

Dedza

Chilanga

501057

Kaphuka School

Original

28/02/2017

20

Central Western

Dedza

Kanyenda

501332

Liphunphwe School

Original

27/02/2017

21

Central Western

Dedza

Tchetsa

506069

Nkhumukumu School

Original

23/02/2017

22

Central Western

Lilongwe City

Chiwoko

504220

Chisamba School

Original

24/02/2017

23

Central Western

Lilongwe City

Chiwoko

504262

Ngwenya School

Original

22/02/2017

24

Central Western

Lilongwe City

Mvunguti

505525

Shire Urban LEA School

Original

01/03/2017

25

Central Western

Lilongwe Rural East

Balang'ombe

502945

Padzuwa School

Original

21/02/2017

26

Central Western

Lilongwe Rural East

Chankhandwe

500137

Chankhandwe School

Original

20/02/2017

27

Central Western

Lilongwe Rural West

Kalolo

500887

Kalolo FP School

Original

27/02/2017
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#

Division

District

Zone

School ID

School Name

Sample Details

Date of Visit

28

Central Western

Lilongwe Rural West

Malingunde

505097

Chibimphi School

Original

01/03/2017

29

Central Western

Lilongwe Rural West

Mdzobwe

505095

Maliwa School

Original

27/02/2017

30

Central Western

Lilongwe Rural West

Mteza

503006

Namanyanga School

Original

28/02/2017

31

Central Western

Lilongwe Rural West

Ndaula

504211

Kachere School

Original

28/02/2017

32

Central Western

Mchinji

Boma

502666

Sitoro School

Original

23/02/2017

33

Central Western

Mchinji

Kamwendo

500585

Chiwaula School

Original

22/02/2017

34

Central Western

Mchinji

Kapiri

502058

Mtapo School

Original

21/02/2017

35

Central Western

Lilongwe City

Kafulu

501324

Lilongwe LEA School

1st replacement iv

23/02/2017

36

Central Western

Ntcheu

Ganya

500229

Chigodi School

Original

20/02/2017

37

Central Western

Ntcheu

Kanyimbo

504886

Kadzakalowa School

Original

21/02/2017

38

Central Western

Ntcheu

Kapalamula

501270

Khuluza School

Original

22/02/2017

39

Central Western

Ntcheu

Kasinje

501735

Mdeza FP School

Original

20/02/2017

40

Northern

Chitipa

Kapoka

500506

Chipwela School

Original

02/03/2017

41

Northern

Chitipa

Njelengwa

500760

Ilomba F P School

Original

01/03/2017
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#

Division

District

Zone

School ID

School Name

Sample Details

Date of Visit

42

Northern

Karonga

Chiwondo

501307

Lemero School

Original

28/02/2017

43

Northern

Mzimba North

Emoneni

503989

Kanyawayi School

Original

21/02/2017

44

Northern

Mzimba North

Mbalachanda

500570

Chiukuzi School

Original

22/02/2017

45

Northern

Mzimba South

Edingeni

505411

Chanjovu F.P School

Original

20/02/2017

46

Northern

Mzimba South

Kaphuta

502935

Cham'ngulube FP School

Original

20/02/2017

47

Central Eastern

Dowa

Kayembe

503080

Mundundu School

1st Replacement v

20/02/2017

48

Northern

Nkhata Bay

Bula

501182

Kaulasisi School

Original

24/02/2017

49

Northern

Rumphi

Luviri

503845

Chankhomi School

Original

23/02/2017

50

Shire Highlands

Chiradzulu

Namitambo

505544

Chingoma Primary School

Original

22/02/2017

51

Shire Highlands

Chiradzulu

Ndunde

501910

Mombezi School

Original

23/02/2017

52

Shire Highlands

Mulanje

Chambe

502287

Namindora School

Original

24/02/2017

53

Shire Highlands

Mulanje

Masubi

501604

Masubi School

Original

27/02/2017

54

Shire Highlands

Mulanje

Mombo

503264

Kachere 1 School

Original

24/02/2017

55

Shire Highlands

Mulanje

Mombo

503262

Khaya School

Original

23/02/2017
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#

Division

District

Zone

School ID

School Name

Sample Details

Date of Visit

56

Shire Highlands

Mulanje

Namphungo

505161

Nthundu JP School

Original

22/02/2017

57

Shire Highlands

Phalombe

Nambiro

502359

Nansomba LEA School

Original

01/03/2017

58

Shire Highlands

Phalombe

Nazombe

502667

Siyamanda School

Original

28/02/2017

59

Shire Highlands

Thyolo

Mpinji

501581

Maonga School

Original

21/02/2017

60

Shire Highlands

Thyolo

Thunga

502835

Wilson School

Original

20/02/2017

61

Southern Eastern

Balaka

Mmanga

501811

Mitengwe School

Original

24/02/2017

62

Southern Eastern

Machinga

Machinga Boma

500406

Chimwankhwazi School

Original

23/02/2017

63

Southern Eastern

Machinga

Mpombe

503161

Daimani School

Original

22/02/2017

64

Southern Eastern

Machinga

Ngokwe

502311

Namiyala School

Original

21/02/2017

65

Southern Eastern

Machinga

Ngokwe

503167

Ngokwe School

Original

20/02/2017

66

Southern Eastern

Mangochi

Lulanga

506326

Mtondo School

Original

23/02/2017

67

Southern Eastern

Mangochi

Mdinde

503100

Mpwakata School

Original

22/02/2017

68

Southern Eastern

Mangochi

Namisi

504399

Namisi School

Original

21/02/2017

69

Southern Eastern

Zomba Rural

Chimwalira

503210

Chimwalira School

Wrong School i

01/03/2017
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School ID

School Name

Sample Details

Date of Visit

70

Southern Eastern

Zomba Rural

Namapata

502700

Sunuzi School

Original

20/02/2017

71

Southern Eastern

Zomba Rural

Songani

504156

Mwanje School

Original

21/02/2017

72

Southern Eastern

Zomba Rural

St Anthony

505136

Gologota School

Original

24/02/2017

73

Southern Eastern

Zomba Rural

St Martin

501269

Khuluvi School

Original

27/02/2017

74

Southern Eastern

Zomba Rural

St Martin

502374

Nathupi School

Original

28/02/2017

75

Southern Eastern

Zomba Rural

St Michael

502002

Mpyupyu School

Original

28/02/2017

76

Southern Eastern

Zomba Rural

St Michael

504951

Makumba School

Original

28/02/2017

77

Southern Western

Blantyre Rural

Madziabango

505016

Madziabango School

Original

02/02/2017

78

Southern Western

Chikwawa

Chikonde

504682

Dzimbiri CP School

Original

28/02/2017

79

Southern Western

Chikwawa

Mbewe

504659

Satodwa School

Original

27/02/2017

80

Southern Western

Chikwawa

Nsenjere

502619

Saindi School

Original

24/02/2017

81

Southern Western

Mwanza

Thambani

504596

Malowa School

Original

28/02/2017

82

Southern Western

Neno

Chikonde

500278

Chikonde School

Original

27/02/2017

83

Southern Western

Nsanje

Mlonda

504704

Kaombe School

Original

23/02/2017
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Date of Visit

84

Southern Western

Nsanje

Mpatsa

502125

Mulaka School

Original

21/02/2017

85

Southern Western

Nsanje

Mpatsa

503576

Mguda School

Original

22/02/2017

86

Southern Western

Nsanje

Nyamadzere

500638

Dinde School

Original

20/02/2017
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Annex C. Qualitative Data Coding Schemes
Coding Schemes for Qualitative Data

HT-15: School Safety
CODE

Description

0

Head Teacher takes no responsibility for addressing students’ claim of abuse,
response is unclear and imprecise:
Reporting to a relevant authority

1

Head Teacher provides a laundry list of groups/individuals who may be
contacted in cases of abuse:
Student council are approached, school discipline committee take part, school
management committee and mother group is also involved. Police can also be
involved

2

Head teacher describes a mechanism/process for responding to claims of
abuse, but the response does not include investigation:
When a learner reports to the headteacher, the chain calls the parents and talks to the
learners and discipline to one responsible of abusing a learner, whether at school or at
home

3

Head teacher describes a mechanism/process for responding to claims of
abuse, and the response includes investigation of the claims:
I investigate about the abuse that happened. After this I look at the type of abuse and
if I can deal with it in my office, but if it is a serious issue I report to the PTA and SMC
for them to look into the matter. If the type of abuse is very serious, we report the
matter to the police. Lastly we provide guidance and counseling to the learner who
was abused.

Note: The process of investigation was viewed as essential for assuring that cases
are actually heard and addressed, and also a proxy for the head teacher’s direct
involvement in the case, which in turn was viewed as indicating an active head
teacher who engaged with others in addressing issues of abuse.

HT-16: School Safety and Inclusion
CODE

Description

0

Head Teacher takes no responsibility for addressing teachers’ behavior:
I refer the case to the discipline committee

(+1)

Head Teacher or their representative investigates the matter:
Find out about the cause of the problem to establish ways of settling the issue. Provide guidance and counseling to the teacher. -Remind them about their code of
ethics

(+1)

A mechanism for addressing the issue is described:
First discuss with the teachers and then involve discipline committee of the problem.
Then involve the PTA and finally the PEA

(+1)

The Head Teacher’s response indicates a clear differentiation in response (e.g.,
depending on the nature of the event, or depending on the teacher’s response):
First, I call that teacher for advice verbally for 3 times, the third time a warning letter is
sent to the teacher. The teacher is asked to write his/her name in the log book. The
issue may be reported to the PEA if the teacher is resistant to change (note: this entry
also qualifies as a +1 for the final category described below)
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CODE

Description
The Head Teacher’s response includes differentiation, a mechanism, and details
about how and why they proceed as they do:
Firstly I warn the teacher, and if the teacher is resistant to change, the teacher may be
referred to the discipline committee and then the teacher is asked to write a report.
The matter may be reported to the PEA for further action. If a PEA is doing nothing
there is a discipline committee at zone level that can handle the matter

(+1)

Note: the code for this response is additive, with one point added for each of four characteristics that
responses might have. The highest score that a response can receive is therefore a 4.

TI-7: Positive Reinforcement
CODE

Description

0

Only gives one answer, gives two answers but they are the same form of
positive reinforcement, or talks about negative forms of discipline:
1) well done, 2) keep it up

1a

Two different forms of positive reinforcement (e.g., verbal and physical) are
mentioned; answers are brief and do not include description or extended
examples:
1) clapping hands, 2) thank you for trying

1b

Two different forms of verbal positive reinforcement are mentioned, one for
praising and the other for positive correction; answers are brief and do not
include description or extended examples:
1) excellent [praise], 2) try again [positive correction]

2a

Two different forms of positive reinforcement are mentioned; answers include
description or extended examples:
1) by shaking hands to a learner who answered correctly, 2) by giving sometimes e.g.
a pencil a book to a learner who answered correctly
Note: There were about 12 (of 143) responses that fell into the “2a” category. There were no responses
that fell into a “2b” category.

TI-8: Gender Equality
CODE

Description

0

Only gives one of two answers or gives an answer unrelated to gender:
1) equal number of boys and girls in groups, 2) combining fast learner and slow
learner

1

Two gender-related answers given:
1) mixing the boys and girls in class that you can seating plan, 2) by letting both boys
and girls to lead the classroom activities as well as groups.
Note: there was almost no differentiation in either level of detail or responses on this question; thus, the
binary coding scheme.
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TI-9: Psycho-Social Support
CODE

Description

0

Only one of two responses given, or negative response given (response mentions
punishing students):
call the student and talk to him/her

1a

Two extremely brief answers:
counseling; asking him/her why he/she is angry or withdrawn

1b

Response reflects no direct engagement between the teacher and the student:
ask learners to do any activity e.g singing a song; give them more examples on a topic

2

“Common” response with no mention of emotional or physical care for student:
call him/her privately to explain his/her problem; make a follow up through parents or
guardians

3

“Common” response with mention of emotional or physical care for student:
talk to the student at break time; if he/she does not have exercise books I buy and give
him/her

4

A more expanded “common” response than #2, including some presentation of
detail, and/or a multi-phase or differentiated response for different occasions; like
#2, the teacher does not mention emotional or physical care for the student:
if there is a problem may be with a teacher or parents apology is needed; is a fellow
learners has caused the upset of this learner then counselling is needed

5

A more expanded “common” response than #3, including some presentation of
detail, and/or a multi-phase or differentiated response for different occasions; like
#3, the teacher mentions emotional or physical care for the student:
ask the learner the cause of a problem and change her/his seating position; comfort the
learner in order for him/her to hear the lesson then discuss the matter at the end

TI-10: Inclusive Teaching Practice
CODE

Description

0

Only one response, or incorrect differentiation strategies given: example of
hearing or visual impairment I put them in front; those with physical impairment in
front

1

Brief, undifferentiated answer:
encourage them to work hard; put them in front

2

Brief, but differentiated, answer:
if they are short sighted I would place them in front of the class; if they have hearing
difficulty I would also put them in front

3

Teacher talks about engaging learners, but does not provide any differentiated
examples:
by giving the learner an activity which he/she can do it well without much problems;
praising the learner when he/she has done well for the learners to be motivated

4

Teacher differentiates different students’ needs and gives examples of appropriate
responses to these needs:
I have to go closer to the learner because she has hearing impairment and talk to her
loudly for her to understand; using real things when teaching learners with visual
impairment
Note: “differentiation” refers to the process of teachers recognizing that different special needs and each
student with a special need requires a differentiated response. That is, not all “special needs” should
result in the same response (see the “0” description for an example of inappropriately undifferentiated
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responses, as students with physical “impairments” should not simply be placed in the front of the
room).
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i Two sample schools were wrongly included in the sample: Mkhota School (501843) in Mkhota zone, Central
Eastern Division and Chimwalira School (503210) in Chimwalira zone, Southern Eastern Division. In both cases,
these schools were mistaken for the original sample schools, respectively Nkhono School (502461) in Mkhota
zone and Malonje School (501549) in Chimwalira zone. Both schools were retained in the sample as the error
was mistaken identity that resulted from confusion of the school and zone names. The error was inadvertent, not
purposeful and judged inconsequential to the validity and representativeness of the national sample. The
discovery that the wrong schools were visited came weeks after completing all assessments.
ii The 2nd replacement school was selected after original sample and 1st replacement schools were both
observed during pre-assessment visits to hold Standard 2-4 classes under trees and not in classrooms. The 2017
National Assessment of Safe, Inclusive Schools (NASIS), conducted alongside the 2017 NARI required
classroom observations rendering both schools unsuitable for inclusion in the sample.
iii The 1st replacement school was selected for the same reason as endnote “ii”.
iv The 1st replacement school was selected when the pre-assessment visit found no Standard 4 classes in the
original sample school. All sample schools were required to have one or more classes in all 4 Standards.
v The 1st replacement school was selected when the pre-assessment visit could not be made to the original
sample school. The school was inaccessible to vehicles during the rainy season after bridges were washed out.
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