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Abstract:

The study investigated the choice of behaviour mgament techniques amongst primary school teachbrse
research questions and three null hypotheses gtiigedtudy. A structured questionnaire was dewszlognd
used to elicit information from 163 primary scheeachers in the Obollo-Afor Education zone of EnGgate.
Mean and standard deviation were used to answeretegarch questions. t-test statistics was uséest the
first hypothesis while Analysis of Variance (ANOVAJas used to analyse the second and third hypathese
Findings of the study revealed the behaviour mamageé techniques used by practicing teachers izdhe and
showed that there is a significant difference ia thacher’s choice of these techniques due to éesdender,
educational qualification and age. Based on thelifigs, recommendations, conclusions and counselling
implications were highlighted.

Key words: Behaviour, Management, Techniques, Teachers, Bri8zhool, Counselling

1.1. Introduction

Teachers are constantly faced with the challendesamaging the behaviour problems of school chiidire
addition to the arduous task of teaching the vargehools subjects. With the increase in the bggfarmation
and technology devices the behaviour problems ikdreim seem to increase thereby increasing theoresipility

of the teacher. Sometimes while the teacher ishtegcin the class, children will be busy playingmgs or
fighting or pinching one anotherThese behaviours cause a lot of worry not onlyht teachers but also to
parents and society especially as its persistencdd caffect the children’s academic performance €i@k&
Onyechi, 2006).

School children exhibit a wide range of problem#haviours which could be mild but persistentense and
very challenging. American Federation of Teachg®l0) and Codding & Smith, (2008) enumeratedaiert
behaviour problems of primary school childrenirtclude disrupting the work of others, bullying,gagssion,
calling or shouting out at others, leaving thetsead walking about, noise making, pilfering, trexg, pinching
others, lateness to school, cheating in examingtigossiping, fighting, crying, physical aggressitefusal to
do home-works and verbal abuse among others. Rémzarhave noted that the management of these ibehav
can be stressful and frustrating to the teacherm(i€s-Ross, Little and Keinhuis, 2008),.

Teachers play a critical role in the management cbfldren’s behaviour problemsBehaviour management
according to Shea & Bauer as cited by Walker andaSti991) are defined as those actions (conscinds a
unconscious) teachers and parents engage in emealthe probability that children individually aimdgroups
will develop effective behaviour that are persondllifilling and socially acceptable. Behaviour nagement
techniques are therefore, interventions which aezluo reshape the behaviour problems of students.
Teachers respond to students behaviour problewarious ways. Some teachers respond to behaviobtgms

in a negative and aversive manner while others tagogitive behaviour management techniques. Tiatditly
teachers manage behaviour problems by increasiagfrequency and intensity of punitive disciplipar
measures (Sungai & Horner, 2002; Utley, kozleskijtB & Draper, 2002). Teachers especially in thelrareas
apply such techniques as the use of corporal pom@ahby flogging the child, kneeling the child dovasking
the child to cut grasses while the lessons areggoim washing the school toilet, suspending thédcoi
expelling him/her. These techniques have beenideres as aversive as they could affect the pspglyodf the
child. It could place the child at risk of droppiogt of school or playing truancy ( Harrell, Ledyghn Tassel &
McKee,2004). Studies indicate that the use of c@lpaunishment was not an acceptable behaviour gesmneant
technique as they may result in an increase othlalenging behaviour problems rather than decriétgkassen,
Steele & Sailor, 2006).

There has been a growing research on the useoattive behaviour management techniques in managing
behaviour problems (Aber, Brown & Jones, 2003). daeshers in this area have focussed on behavioural
monitoring and reinforcement ( Catalano, Arthur,wKas, Berglund & Olson, 1998). They recommend
behaviour modification techniques which include tlee of reinforcement (positive and negative retgcs)
extinction, reprimands, token economy, timeout,raa@rection, contingency contracting, self managetrand
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self monitoring. They recommend that punishmewtutth be used as the last resort when other stestdgive
failed and to them it merely affects immediate oese and generally produces many negative efféatsz{bar
Ministry of education and vocational training (2008ome teachers neither apply corporal punishmenthe
proactive behaviour management strategies. Theysareare- free that they stare at children whery the
misbehave, and they allow them to go scot free @inerican Federation of Teachers (2010).

Several studies have been conducted on teacheragemaent of children’s behaviour problems. Oliver &
Reschley, (2007) found that teacher preparatiehprofessional development could determine if @hieawill
experience difficulty in the management of childsetbehaviour problems. To them, if the professional
development is inadequate, the teacher may enaopnbblems in managing student’s behaviour problems
Formica (1962) found that teachers with shorteparation time reported more problems than thoshk feur —
year degree. Levin and Nolan (2007) noted thatlhighalified teachers use a collection of best ficas that
influence students learning achievement and bebavio

Research has also shown that there is a relatphstiveen teacher gender and students behaviowgaaent
techniques. Chudgar, Sankar, (2008) found thatraald female teachers differ in terms of their stiasm
management practices. Krieg, (2005) found thatestteltaught by women perform better than thosehtalog
men but Driessen (2007) found that teacher gender rfo influence on student achievement, attitudes o
behaviour irrespective of student gender, ethnakeound, or socio economic status. Stone and Agied in
Hicks, (2012) found that male teachers perceiveefeproblems than their female counterparts in teais
classroom management.

The age of the teacher is another factor that comfldence children’s behaviour management. Ayaia7@)
found that age was not an important factor in cam® management of teachers. They also found ¢laahers
between the age range of 24 — 35 years perceivegt feroblems than teachers older than 35 or youthger 24.
Despite the studies on children’s behaviour mameege, very few studies have examined how thesehézac
variables; age, gender, years of experience anthiten qualification, influence their choice of belwur
management techniques. This study therefore, det@find how teacher gender, educational qualtfan and
age influence teachers choice of behaviour managet@ehniques. The findings of this study will hétpassess
the training and retraining needs of teachers abws teacher education institutions and it wikaladd to
existing literature on behaviour management teakresq

To guide this study, three research questionstamee hull hypotheses were formulated.

1.2. Research Questions:
1. What are the behaviour management techniques atlbptmale and female teachers?

2. Are teachers choice of behaviour management teabgicelated to their educational qualifications?
3. Is the choice of behaviour management techniquésachers dependent on their chronological age?

1.3. Hypotheses

Ho;, The choice of behaviour management techniques okl teachers do not differ from those of male
teachers

Ho,. There is no significant difference in the behavimanagement techniques of primary school teadhszs

to their educational qualification

Hos. There is no significant difference in the choicebahaviour management techniques of primary school
teachers due to their age.

2.1. Method

A descriptive survey design was used in this studye design was used as it is concerned with ihisgr
situations as they occur. The study was delimitedhe traditional behaviour management techniqufes
teachers in the rural schools utilize. The popatedf the study consisted of all the one thousanel hundred
and sixty three (1163) primary school teachers bol® Afor education zone of Enugu State. 163 prima
school teachers itne 26 rural schools in the zone were randomly $eanipr the study.

2.2. Instrument for Data collection:

Two instruments were used for the study. The fivas an open-ended questionnaire distributed tdhall
teachers. In Section A, the questionnaire requihesin to list all the problem behaviours exhibited their
pupils and in Section B, they were required to 4 the methods they use to manage these prailem
behaviours. From their responses, a list of probtembehaviours and their management techniqueg wer
compiled for the second instrument. The secondunstnt which was used for the second phase ofttlty s
also had two sections. Section A was used to ahéiirmation on the personal data of the teachenghv
include information on the educational qualificatp gender and age of the teachers. Section Bl liste
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behaviour modification techniques compiled from fhist instrument. Teachers were required to indidar
each problematic behaviour, their most frequensigydutechnique.

Face validation of the instrument was done by twafgssors in Guidance and Counselling and one exper
Special Education. The experts examined the ingntrim terms of the relevance and the clarityhef tems.
The instrument was also administered to twentyheein equivalent schools in Nsukka Local Govenmme
Cronbach Alpha was used to determine the relighilftthe instrument and it yielded a reliabilitytiesate of
0.89

Data collection was done in two stages. First dmlrpilot was done to find out the major behaviguoblems
exhibited by children in schools as seen by thehtews and the most popular ways of handling thebawours.
A list of 18 behaviour problems were compiled froespondents with a list of 15 behaviour management
techniques. The data collected from Section B ef gnestionnaire was collated on a frequency taide t
indicated the number of times the teachers chagm@tacular technique for each of the problem betarg. This
was correlated to the ages, gender and qualificatfathe teachers. The data was run on an SPSS$apnate
and used to test the hypotheses that guided tliy.skliean and standard deviation was used to andveer
research questions. t test statistics was useddalyze hypothesis one while Analysis of VarianceNGVA)
was used to analyze the hypotheses two and th@8%tevel of significance.

3.1. Results

Gender differencesin the choice of behaviour management techniques of teachers

Research Question 1 and Héaldress this subject

Research questionl: What are the behaviour manageeahniques adopted by male and female teachers?
Ho;, The choice of behaviour management techniques okl teachers do not differ from those of male
teachers

Table 1. Mean Rating and Standard Deviation of Choice of Behaviour Management Techniques by
Gender

S/No Item X SD T Df Sig(2- Dec
tailed)
1 Staring at offender Male  2.26 1.45 -945 112 0.48 NS
Female 3.15 2.13
2 Cautioning offender Male  2.76 3.39 -1.711 118 0.090 NS
Female 3.70 2.71
3 Kneeling offender down Male 2.93 2.02 -1.915 111 0.058 NS
Female 3.82 2.63
4 Private discussion Male 2.14 1.65 -.991 92 .324 NS
Female 2.58 2.25
5 Scolding offender Male 2.82 1.40 -.937 110 .351 NS
Female 3.24 2.77
6 Flogging offender Male 2.18 1.43 -2.169 110 .351 S
Female 2.94 2.01
7 Manual labour Male 1.94 1.05 -2.210 105 .029 S
Female 2.72 2.03
8 Standing child up Male 2.82 1.22 -.404 117 .687 NS
Female 2.94 1.75
9 Putting offender in charge of class Male  1.91 0.94 -.085 110 .933 NS
Female 1.93 1.14
10 Reasons for misbehaviour Male 3.44 1.11 -1.018 117 311 NS
Female  3.79 2.154
11 Standing behind offender Male 1.31 0.51 -1.613 108 110 NS
Female 1.57 0.98
12 Denial of privilege Mal 1.39 0.63 -.833 104 407 NS
Female 1.51 0.75
13 Detention Male 1.61 0.75 -.214 103 .831 NS
Female 1.64 0.88
14 Suspension Male 1.79 0.77 103 112 919 NS
Female 1.77 0.83
15 Expulsion Male 1.00 0.00 NS

Female 1.00 0.00
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Table 1 presents data relating to the choice od%elr management techniques for males and feraatehers
which indicate that for cautioning offenders mdhase a mean score of 2.76 with a standard dewiafic3.39
while females have a mean score of 3.70 with adst@hdeviation of 2.71. A t-test analysis of them show
that there is no significant difference betweeremand female teachers on the item. This is showithb
calculated t of -1.711 which is significant at 0@ not significant at 0.05 level of significand®ith regards to
kneeling offenders down males have a mean sca2e98fwith a standard deviation of 2.22 while feradiave a
mean score of 3.82 with a standard deviation 08.2The t —test statistics show that there is naiitgnt
difference between male and females in kneelingnofér down. Data on asking the child the reasorthier
misbehaviour indicate that males have a mean sfi@e4 with a standard deviation of 1.11 while &es have
a mean score of 3.79 with a standard deviation.b%.2A t-test analysis indicate that there is mmificant
difference between males and females in the ugheofechnique. This is shown in the calculated 10918
which is significant at .311 but not significant0a®5 level of significance.

The result on Table 1 shows that on two items,diog offender and manual labour, the gender oftélagher
significantly influenced their choice of the belmwui management techniques. Data on flogging offende
indicate that males have a mean score of 2.18anéttandard deviation of 1.43 while females haweean score
of 2.94 with a standard deviation of 2.01. A t-ttemnalysis shows a significant difference betwe®e and
female teachers on flogging offender. This is shdwyrthe calculated t of -2.169 which is not sigrafiit at .351
but significant at 0.05 level of significance. Data manual labour also indicate that males haveannscore of
1.94 with a standard deviation of 1.05 while feraai@ve a mean score of 2.72 with a standard deniatf
2.03. A test of difference using t- test indicatieat there is a significant difference between naald female
teachers in the use of manual labour. This is shiowthe calculated t of -2.210 which is not sigrafit at .029
but significant at 0.05 level of significance. Thigher mean score for females on the two itemscatds that
female teachers choose flogging offenders and aldabour as behaviour management techniques rhare t
males.

On item by item analysis, the results on Table dvabindicates that13 out of the 15 behaviour mamesge
techniques listed on the Table are not signifiyadifferent based on teachers gender. Items B, 3,7, 8, 9,
10,11,12,13,14,15 which have the calculated tlo¥11, -1.915, -.991, -.937, -.404, -.085,-1.01813, -.833,
-.214 and .103 respectively is significant at 0 @8, 0.32, .351, .687, .933, .311, .1107.431 and .919
and not significant at 0.05 level of significance.

On the other hand, items relating to floggingaffer and manual labour have calculated t veflu2. b6 and -
2.210 which is not significant at .351 and .029 bignificant at 0.05 level of significance. Sceith is a
significant difference in the male and female teashchoice of flogging and manual labour as behavio
management techniques. The female teachers hawsan rating of 2.94 and 2.72 on flogging offended a
manual labour respectively whereas male teachess dianean rating of 2.18 and 1.95 respectivelyheritems.
This indicates that female teachers choose floggifignder and manual labour as behaviour management
techniques more than their male counterparts.

Teachers choice of behaviour management techniques and their educational qualifications

Research questions 2 andHaldress this topic

Research Question 2: Are teachers choice of behavimnagement techniques related to their eduedtion
qualifications?
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Table 2: Mean rating and Standard Deviation of Teachers on the Choice of Behaviour Management
Techniqgues based on Educational Qualifications

S/No  Behaviour Management Without Degree Degree With Degree Without
Techniques Education Education

X SD X SD X SD
1 Staring at Offender

2.49 2.18 5.66 2.08 2.75 1.66
2 Cautioning offender 13.44 2.95 14.00 3.0 11.63 722.
3 Kneeling offender down 3.44 2.42 5.33 3.78 3.37 .382
4 Private discussion 2.37 2.02 4.33 3.51 2.14 1.46
5 Scolding offender 3.14 2.41 2.33 1.52 2.50 0.54
6 Flogging offender 2.60 1.87 3.33 2.31 2.88 1,25
7 Manual labour 2.40 1.55 5.33 1.15 1.71 0.95
8 Standing child up 2.85 1.59 3.67 1.53 3.25 1.03
9 Putting offender in charge of class 1.87 .96 3.67 251 1.88 1.12
10 Asking reasons for misbehaviour 3.62 1.58 7.00 .246 2.87 1.25
11 Standing behind offender 1.44 0.81 11.66 1.15 621. 1.06
12 Denial of privilege 1.46 0.72 1.33 0.57 1.57 0.5
13 Detention 1.59 0.77 2.67 2.08 11.80 0.84
14 Suspension 1.76 0.78 1.67 1.13 2.14 1.07
15 Expulsion 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Results on Table 2 on the choice of behaviour mamegt techniques based on teachers educational

qualifications indicate that mean ratings of teasheithout degree, teachers with degree in educatiod
teachers who hold degree though not in educatioitesns 1-15 range between 1.44-13.44, 1.33- 142D a
1.57-11.63. The result indicates that teachers did degrees with educational qualifications chelseen out
of the fifteen listed behaviour management techesguvhich is more than those teachers without @éegnel
those who hold degree without educational qualifan. This is shown by their mean rating on iten$13, 4,
6,7,8,9,10,11 and 13.

Ho,. There is no significant difference in the choidebehaviour management techniques of primary dchoo

teachers due to their educational qualifications
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Table: 3: Summary of Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) on in the choice of behaviour management
techniques of primary school teachersdueto their educational qualifications
S/No Item Sum of  Df Mean F Sig Dec
sqguares square
1 Staring at offender Between group  29.496 2 14.743 3.20 0.04 S
Within groups 429.914 107 4.607
Total 522.400 109
2 Cautioning offender  Between group  26.144 2 13.012 1.510 0.23 NS
Within groups 1012.847 117 8.657
Total 1038.992 119
3 Kneeling offender down Between group 10.541 2 5.271  .876 0.42 NS
Within gims 661.669 110 6.015
Total 672.230 112
4 Private discussion Between group 11.736 2 5.868  1.409 0.25 NS
Within gimsu 379.083 91 4.166
Total 390.819 93
5 Scolding offender Between group 4.702 2 2351 435 0.65 NS
Within g 588.726 109 5.401
Total 593.429 111
6 Flogging offender Between group 2.014 2 1.007 .294 0.75 NS
Within g 373.700 109 3.428
Total 375.714 111
7 Manual labour Between group 28,940 2 14.470 4.960 0.01 S
Within gims 303.415 104 2.917
Total 332.355 106
8 Standing child up Between group 2.994 2 1.497 612 0.54 NS
Within graup 283.796 116 2.447
Total 286.790 118
9 Putting offender in
charge of class Between group 9.408 2 4.704 4.464 001 S
Within graup 114.868 109 1.054
Total 124277 111
10 Reasons for misbehaviour Between group38.494 2 19.247 6.235 .003 S
Withimogips 358.060 116 3.087
Total 396.555 118
11 Standing behind offender Between group.368 2 .184 .263 0.77 NS
Withinogips 74.986 107 .701
Total 75.355 109
12 Denial of privilege Between group .135 2 .067 133 0.88 NS
Withinagips 52.214 103 .507
Total 52.349 105
13 Detention Between grou 3.542 2 1.771 2.619 0.08 NS
Withinagips 68.972 102 .676
Total 72514 104
14 Suspension Between groufd..003 2 .502 .768 0.47 NS
Withimogips 72514 111 .653
Total 73518 113
15 Expulsion Between grou .000 2 .000
Withinogips .000 7 .000
Total .000 9

Data on Table 3 relates to difference in the chaitdehaviour management techniques of primary aicho
teachers due to their educational qualificatioriee ANOVA statistics show that there is a significdifference

in the choice of four out of the fifteen behavionanagement techniques of primary school teachergaitheir
qualification. This is shown on items such asistpat offender, manual labour, putting offenderciharge of
class, and asking the child the reason for théehiaviour. These items have significant f value6.64, 0.01,
0.01, and 0.03 respectively. The significance legtlthe items are below 0.05 and therefore, teacher
educational qualifications influence the choicehaf behaviour management techniques.
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There is no significant difference in the choiceottier behaviour management techniques such amcizgt

offender, kneeling offender down, having privaiscdssion with the offender, scolding offendergtilng

offender, standing child up putting offender in iI&of class, asking reasons for misbehaviourdetgrbehind
offender, denial of privilege and detention andpsnsion as a result of teachers educationalfigasitbns. The
significance f value of the items range betweei80.0.88 on Table 3. Since the significance lewélhe items
are above 0.05 significance level, there is theegfoo significant difference in the choice of @ewehaviour
management techniques due to teachers educatjoalfications.
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Choice of behaviour management techniques and age of teachers
This is addressed by research Question 3 and Ho
Research question 3:ls the choice of behaviour gemant techniques of teachers dependent on their
chronological age?
Table 4: Mean rating and Standard Deviation of Teachers on the Choice of Behaviour Management
Techniques based on Age of Teachers

S/No  Behaviour Management Teachers Age 20- Teachers Age 31- Teachers Age Over

Techniques 30years 40years 4lyears

. X SD X SD X SD

1 Staring at Offender 394  4.06 2.41 144 228 205
2 Cautioning offender 13.44 3.28 13.50 2.94 12.81 .832
3 Kneeling offender down 5.69 3.68 3.08 1.85 3.25 .382
4 Private discussion 3.43 3.09 2.25 1.78 2.08 1.56
5 Scolding offender 4.85 5.30 2.71 1.31 3.19 1.81
6 Flogging offender 3.43 2.56 2.69 1.70 2.00 1.50
7 Manual labour 2.53 2.67 2.39 1.42 2.55 2.14
8 Standing child up 4.18 2.81 2.64 1.15 1.88 1.21
9 Putting offender in charge of class  2.07 1.22 219 1.06 1.84 0.99
10 Asking reasons for misbehaviour 4.50 3.24 349 581 3.65 1.19
11 Standing behind offender 1.47 0.83 1.45 0.91 0a.5 0.59
12 Denial of privilege 1.29 0.61 1.52 0.76 1.39 8.5
13 Detention 1.80 1.08 1.62 0.81 1.52 0.75
14 Suspension 1.88 0.88 1.78 0.83 1.72 0.68
15 Expulsion 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Results on Table 4 on the choice of behaviour mamagt techniques based on teachers age, indiedtméan
ratings of teachers whose ages are between 20&886,\&1 years — 40years and 41 years and aboverns 1i-
15 range between 1.28-13.44, 1.45- 13.50 and 123®t1Data on the Table reveal that teachers whges are
between 20- 30 years seem to choose many of thevioetn management techniques listed in this studyem
than those who ages range between 31-40 yearslapdads and above. Their mean rating is highestanen
out of the fifteen the behaviour management teakesdisted in this study.

Hos. There is no significant difference in the behavimanagement of primary school teachers due todge
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Table5: Summary of Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) on Mean Ratings On The Behaviour M anagement
Of Primary School Teachers Due To Their Age

S/No Item Sum of  Df Mean F Sig Dec
squares square
1 Staring at offender Between group 33.785 2 16.892 3.69 0.03 S
Within groups 488.615 107 4.566
Total 522.400 109
2 Cautioning offender  Between group 9.516 2 4.758 .54 0.58 NS
Within groups 1029.476 117 8.799
Total 1038.992 119
3 Kneeling offender down Between group 90.786 2 45,393 8.59 0.00 S
Within gims 581.444 110 5.286
Total 672.230 112
4 Private discussion Between group 20.619 2 10.310 2.53 0.09 NS
Within gims 370.200 91 4.068
Total 390.819 93
5 Scolding offender Between group 50.739 2 25.369 5.09 0.01 S
Within g 542.690 109 4.979
Total 593.429 111
6 Flogging offender Between group 20.594 2 10.297 3.16 0.04 S
Within g 355.121 109 3.258
Total 375.714 111
7 Manual labour Between group .561 2 .280 .088 0.92 NS
Within gimsu 331.794 104 3.190
Total 332.355 106
8 Standing child up Between group 31.880 2 15.940 7.25 0.01 S
Within graup 254910 116 2.196
Total 286.790 118
9 Putting offender in
charge of class Between group .483 2 .242 213 081 NS
Within graup 123.793 109 1.136
Total 124277 111
10 Reasons for misbehaviour Between groupl3.423 2 6.712 2.03 0.14 NS
Withimogips 383.131 116 3.303
Total 396.555 118
11 Standing behind offender Between group.044 2 .022 .031 0.97 NS
Withimogips 75.311 107 .704
Total 75.355 109
12 Denial of privilege Between group .796 2 .398 .79 0.45 NS
Withinayips 51.553 103 .501
Total 52.349 105
13 Detention Between grou .673 2 .337 48 0.62 NS
Withinagips 71841 102 .704
Total 72514 104
14 Suspension Between group234 2 117 .18 0.84 NS
Withinogips 73.283 111 .660
Total 73518 113
15 Expulsion Between grou .000 2 .000
Withinogips .000 7 .000
Total .000 9

The summary of Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) presahtin Table 5 shows that items relating to staghg
offender, kneeling offender down, scolding offendlogging offender and standing the offender sp i
significant at P<0.05. The table indicates thatdigmificance f value of 0.03, 0.00, 0.01, 0.04 @@fl on the
items respectively are below 0.05. There is theegfa significant difference in the behaviour masragnt of
primary school teachers due to their agin regards to staring at offender, kneeling offendown, scolding
offender, flogging offender and standing the chijd. The ANOVA further show that items as cautioning
offender, having private discussion with the offendnanual labour, putting offender in charge afs| asking
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reasons for misbehaviour, standing behind offendenial of privilege, detention and suspension raoe
significant at 0.05 level of significance. From thable above the significance of f for the itemsich range
from 0.09- 0.97 is above the 0.05 level of sigmifice. Teachers between the ages of 20 and 3knaséing
offender down, scolding offender, standing child apd asking reasons for misbehaviour, having peivat
discussion with the offender and flogging offendesre frequently. Teachers between age 31-40 dskd#r
reasons for misbehaviour and kneel offender dowmenfiequently while teachers above 41 years offende
reasons for misbehaviour and kneel offender dovehsaold offender more frequently. This implies ttregre is

no significant difference the behaviour managentechniques of teachers such as cautioning offerldeing
private discussion with the offender, manual labquutting offender in charge of class, asking reasfor
misbehaviour, standing behind offender, denialrofilege and detention as a result of their age.

4.1. Discussion of Findings

This study shows that primary school teachersadidipt the traditional behaviour management stiedeguch as
flogging the child, kneeling the child down, mandabour and scolding the child among other behaviou
management techniques irrespective of their gerathkrcational qualifications and age. This findgupports
earlier studies by Sungai and Horner, (2002) Utteyleski, Smith and Draper (2002) which shows teathers
traditionally manage behaviour problems usingigistary measures as corporal punishment.

Data on Table 1 show that there is a significaffeértnce between male and female teachers in theiice of
some behaviour management techniques. Resulteoiiahle indicates that there is a significant défee in
the male and female teachers choice of behavionagament techniques such as flogging offender aamtliad
labour. The higher mean rating of the female teeclo@er the male teachers in the choice of floggng
manual labour  where there is a significant ddfere indicates that more female teachers choos tho
techniques than males. The implication is that femaachers may perceive many behaviour problems as
deserving flogging and manual labour than the redehers. This finding could be supported by thdifigs of
Ayers cited in Hicks (2012) who found that male cteers perceive fewer problems than their female
counterparts in terms of classroom management.

The Table also indicates that there is no significdifference in the male and female teachers ehoic
behaviour techniques such as cautioning offendsgeling offender down, having private discussiothvthe
offender, scolding offender, standing the child agking the child the reason for the misbehavidatention of
the child, suspension and expulsion of the chilis finding negates Chudgar and Sanker (2008) fobad
that male and female teachers differ in their ¢czm®m management techniques. The findings furthdic@te
that the commonest behaviour management techntipgen by teachers is cautioning offender. Thisedby
majority of the teachers irrespective of their ggmdge and educational qualification. This iters thee highest
mean rating in each case. Expulsion on the othed hwas rarely chosen as a behaviour managenuosmidee
irrespective of the teachers gender, age or edunadtgualification. This indicates that at the paiy school
level, expulsion of children is not utilized asehhviour management technique .

The result on Table 2 indicates that teachers did degrees with educational qualifications chelesen out

of the fifteen listed behaviour management techesqmore than those without degree and those whid hol
degree without educational qualification. The AN®Vable indicates that out of the fifteen iterrstdd,there
are four items where a significant difference exist the choice of behaviour management technigue to
educational qualifications. The items where etlapal qualifications has a significant differencelude
staring at offender, manual labour, putting offanidlecharge of class and asking the child the nesi$or their
misbehaviour. In each of the four items, teacksétis degree in education had higher mean ratings @8, 5.33,
3.67 and 7.00, compared to teachers who do not Hegese with mean ratings of 2.49, 2.46, 1.87 a6@ 3
respectively and teachers who hold degree witheatthiing qualification with mean ratings of 2.7511.1.88
and 2.88 respectively.

On the contrary, there is no significant differemcdhe teachers choice of behaviour managemehnigues
mentioned below due to their educational qualiftees. The behaviour management techniques include
cautioning offender, kneeling offender down, havprivate discussion with the offender, scoldingeaffer,
flogging offender, standing child up, standing Imehbffender, denial of privilege, detention andspnsion.
Their significance levels are above 0.05, andretliee therefore, no significant difference in thean rating of
the teachers on the choice of the behaviour managertechniques due to their level of educational
qualifications. This finding negates Oliver & Rebkgh (2007) who found that teacher preparation and
professional development could determine if a teaghill experience difficulty in the managementobildren’s
behaviour problems. They noted that teachers mpgreence some difficulties in the management ofbaur
problems if their professional development is inadequate. Tihiding does not agree with Levin and Nolan
(2007) who noted that highly qualified teachers asollection of best practices that influencelshis learning
achievement and behaviour
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Data on Table 4 reveal that teachers whose agetigebn 20- 30 years seem to choose many of thesioeha
management techniques listed in this study mone thase whose age range between 31-40 years ayebdd
and above. Their mean rating is highest in elegenof the fifteen the behaviour management teakesdisted

in this study compared to those between 31-40 yaagds41l years and above. They tend to choose gtatin
offender, kneeling offender down, having privatascdission with the offender, scolding offender, djiog
offender, manual labour, standing child up, puttiriignder in charge of class, asking the child rémsons for
the misbehaviour, detention and suspension more tdechers between 31-40 years and 41 years angé.abo
The more frequent use of the behaviour managensdraviour techniques by teachers within the agekietaaf

20- 30 years could be as a result of their agelaidof experience. Teachers who are young andierenced
could easily be provoked by the children’s behawviptoblems. They may not be conversant with other
behaviour management techniques apart from thefube punitive measures.

The result of the Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) peesed on Table 5 indicate a significant different¢he
choice of some behaviour management techniqupsrofiry school teachers due to their age. The iddiaate
that a significant difference due to age existdeiachers choice of behaviour management technigitbs
respect to staring at offender, kneeling offendewm, standing offender up and scolding offenderesehitems
have significance f value of 0.03, 0.00, 0.01 arid fespectively. The significance f values are Wwedd05 level

of significance and these items are therefore &aige significant. Data on Table 4 indicate thattloe items
where there is a significant difference in the ckoof some behaviour management techniques ofapyim
school teachers due to their age, teacher betwserages of 20- 30 years have the highest meansscore
compared to those between the age range of 30-edfsyand 40 years and above on such items. (Teacher
within the age range of 20- 30 years have meangstbf 3.94, 5.69, 4.19 and 4.85 respectively wiabchers
within the age range of 31-40 years and 40 yeadsadoove have mean rating of 2.41, 3.08, 2.63, and
2.28,3.25.2.88.and 3.19 respectively on such ifems.

Teacher’s choice of behaviour management techniguels as cautioning offender, having private ukson
with the offender, manual labour, putting offendtecharge of class, asking the child reasons fabetiaviour,
standing behind offender, denial of privilege, déitth and suspension are not significant due tohteis age.
This finding which has significant f value rangifdgptween 0.14- 0.97 is higher than the 0.05 level of
significance. The result indicates that no sigaificdifference was found in the mean responsékeonhoice of
these strategies due to their age. This presedinfincontradicts the earlier studies by Ayers @)97vhich
found that age was not an important factor in ctas® management.

5.1 Conclusion and Recommendations:

The result of this study has shown that teachezadgr, educational qualifications and age influeteaehers
choice of behaviour management techniques. Basededfindings of the study, it is recommended:that
Educational institutions charged with the respaiigibof training teachers should de-emphasize tise of
corporal punishment as a behaviour management itpehinThey should rather emphasize the proactive
behaviour modification strategies.

Teachers who are young and inexperienced on thshobld be properly supervised by their head t@civho
are usually older and more experienced.

In-service training should be organised for teastespecially those in the rural areas on alteradighaviour
management strategies irrespective of their gemdiercational qualifications and age,

School guidance counsellors should be utilized dlp teachers especially the less experienced oresge
behaviour problems of pupils in less traditionahrenacceptable and efficient ways
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