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Executive Summary 
 

Background  

In July 2016, the Education Department of the CCAP Synod of Livingstonia and Signal International 

5+ȟ  ÒÅÃÅÉÖÅÄ ÆÕÎÄÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÉÍÐÌÅÍÅÎÔ Á ÎÅ× ÐÒÏÊÅÃÔ ÆÕÎÄÅÄ ÂÙ #ÏÍÉÃ 2ÅÌÉÅÆ ÅÎÔÉÔÌÅÄȡ Ȭ0ÒÏÍÏÔÉÎÇ 

inclusive education through community empowerment in Kasungu and Nkhotakota districts of 

-ÁÌÁ×ÉȭȢ  4ÈÅ ÐÒÏÊÅÃÔ ÁÉÍÓ ÔÏ ÐÒÏÖÉÄÅ ÈÏÌÉÓÔÉÃ ÓÅÒÖÉÃÅ ÆÏÒ ςȟχππ 3.% ÌÅÁÒÎÅÒÓ ÆÏÒ ÆÉÖÅ ÙÅÁÒÓȟ ÂÕÉÌÄÉÎÇ 

the capacity of community leaders, mainstream teachers, Teacher Training College lecturers, 

parents, school governance structures and local government officials to support the equal access to 

ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÆÏÒ ÁÌÌ ÉÎ -ÁÌÁ×ÉȢ !Ô ÔÈÅ ÏÎÓÅÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÉÓ ÐÒÏÊÅÃÔȟ 3ÉÇÎÁÌ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ ##!0ȭÓ %ÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎ 

Department commissioned an external baseline study. This baseline study provides an analysis of 

both quantitative and ÑÕÁÌÉÔÁÔÉÖÅ ÄÁÔÁ ÔÈÁÔ ×ÉÌÌ ÇÕÉÄÅ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÏÊÅÃÔȭÓ implementation, monitoring and 

evaluation processes. The aim of the study was to generate a baseline for all indicators in the 

pÒÏÊÅÃÔȭÓ ÇÒÁÎÔ ÓÔÁÒÔ ÆÏÒÍ ÁÎÄ ÁÎÙ ÁÄÄÉÔÉÏÎÁÌ #ÏÍÉÃ 2ÅÌÉÅÆ ÌÅÁÒÎÉÎÇ ÑÕÅÓÔÉÏÎ ÉÎÄÉÃÁÔÏÒÓȢ 

 

Study Methodology  

The baseline study engaged a mixed methods approach by collecting both quantitative and 

qualitative data through face-to-face administration of individual questionnaires, focus group 

discussions, key informant interviews and field visits in both Kasungu and Nkhotakota districts. 

Fieldwork was conducted in October 2016 across five out of fourteen zones where the PEATEMA 

Project is being implemented, i.e.  Boma, Kaongozi, Kasitu, Nkhamenya and Simlemba. In addition 

to a review of a broad range of relevant documents, the research team conducted consultations 

with a range of key stakeholders and project participants in the two districts. Key informants 

included district and zonal education authorities, school heads, project staff and representatives of 

partner agencies. Out of the 50 key informants interviewed, 70% (35) were male and 30% (15) 

were female. This proportion is a reflection of the gender proportions of people in key positions in 

Kasungu and Nkhotakota districts. Eleven focus group discussions were held with an equal number 

of male (62) and female (62) participants from the target groups, making a total of 124 FGD 

participants in total. For quantitative data, survey questionnaires were administered to 497 

individuals, i.e. SNE learners (86), non-SNE learners (109), parents/family members (98), 

community representatives (92) and teachers (112). In addition, the baseline study team engaged 

up to 160 respondents in specific indicator scoring activities using balanced scorecard technique.  

 

Demographic status of survey participants 

The total number of individual survey members participating in the baseline study was 497, 

comprised of 211 female (42%) and 286 (58%) male participants. Survey partici pants were drawn 

from 26 schools of Kasungu (266) and Nkhotakota (231) districts. While the learner participants 

were spread evenly from Standard 1 to Form 4, a large proportion of parents and community 

members were educated to primary  school level, i.e. 58%. Two thirds (67%) of the teachers 

participating in the survey were trained/qualified teachers. About a quarter of the total study 

population (26%, i.e. 129/497 ) reported that they had some form of impairment , with learners 

constituting a larger proportion, i.e. 88 learners. Amongst the 129 participants with disabilities, a 

large majority identified visual (40%) and hearing (30%) as their major challenges. All project 

outcome data presented in this report are disaggregated by gender, and where possible, by district.  
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Summary of main findings  

The baseline study has generated a lot of interesting findings that confirm the relevance of this 

project in the selected districts and zones. We do believe that the sample that was involved in this 

study provides data that would be generalizable for the whole project population  

 

Outcome 1: Children/Youth with hearing impairment and other learners with special needs have 

improved access, getting to & remaining in school, on a par with other primary and secondary 

education learners. $ÁÔÁ ÏÎ 3.% ÌÅÁÒÎÅÒÓȭ ÅÎrolment, retention, transition and completion rates 

within the target districts is largely missing. This has been partly due to lack of data disaggregation 

on these issues at school, zonal and district levels. The numbers available from local education 

authorities indicated that 903 learners with special education needs were enrolled in primary and 

secondary schools across the 14 zones where PEATEMA is being implemented. Based on survey 

findings, up to 87.5% of teachers participating in the study had at least one SNE learner. In almost 

all the questions, it became more clearer that learners with special education needs are 

disproportionately affected by various challenges, including poor access to resources, low esteem 

and confidence; as well as, poorer academic outcomes compared to their non-SNE counterparts. 

Unfortunately, data is not disaggregated by nature of impairment  and there is need to establish a 

systematic way of tracking these important data. Amongst other things, the study showed that,  

there are no records on the number of out of school children with special education in the target 

communities. In addition, attendance levels are lower among SNE learners than non-SNE learners. 

Nearly a third (31%) of SNE learners missed school for at least a week in the last six months. 

During numeracy and literacy tests given during the baseline study, SNE learners got an average 

mark of 35% in numeracy (non-SNE 50%) and performed at par in literacy with non-SNE learners, 

i.e. 51%. However, it is important to highlight that generally, attitudes towards education is 

positive. Up to two thirds (67%) of SNE learners (primary=67%; secondary=74%) give high 

priority to education,  half (51%) have positive feelings about their schools (primary=47%; 

secondary=65%) and nearly three quarters (71%) have a desire to continue with school beyond 

primary level (65%) or secondary level (91%). Overall attitude towards education was rated at 

63%, which in comparison was lower than that of non-SNE learners, which was rated at 75%. 

 

Outcome 2: Parents and family members of learners with special needs demonstrate positive 

attitude and take action to enable their children to attain quality education. Levels of knowledge 

and awareness about issues related to SNE learners among parents and community members were 

found to be fairly low. A large proportion of parents, community leaders and teachers expressed 

that they had never received any training on effective ways of communicating and handling 

children with special needs.  Capacity levels among parents and family members were rated at 

44%. Several families and parents appear to be striving to support their children, both at home and 

ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÓÃÈÏÏÌ ÓÅÔÔÉÎÇȢ 7ÈÉÌÅ ÁÎ ÕÎËÎÏ×Î ÎÕÍÂÅÒ ÁÒÅ ÏÕÔ ÏÆ ÓÃÈÏÏÌ ÁÎÄ ÓÏÍÅ ÂÅÉÎÇ ȬÈÉÄÄÅÎ ÂÙ ÔÈÅÉÒ 

families in tÈÅÉÒ ÈÏÍÅÓȟ ÍÁÎÙ ÏÆ ÔÈÏÓÅ ÉÎ ÓÃÈÏÏÌ ÁÒÅ ÓÅÎÔ ÔÏ ÓÃÈÏÏÌ ÁÓ Á ȬÐÁÓÓ ÔÉÍÅȢ  0ÁÒÅÎÔÓ ÒÅÐÏÒÔÅÄ 

that they felt quite helpless with limited knowledge, capacity and limited aspirations that their 

children would eventually proceed to higher levels of education. Nearly half of the parents (51%) 

found it hard to send their children to school daily and a large majority (63%) agreed that children 

should be sent to specialist schools, rather than remain in mainstream schools. 

 

Outcome 3: Primary and secondary school teachers and managers are capable and motivated to 

provide quality education for SNE learners within mainstream schools. Almost all the teachers and 

school heads who participated in the study had never received training on effective teaching for 
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SNE learners. (Ï×ÅÖÅÒȟ ÃÕÒÒÅÎÔ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÐÏÌÉÃÉÅÓ ÁÒÅ ȬÐÕÓÈÉÎÇȭ ÆÏÒ ÉÎÃÌÕÓÉÖÅ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎȟ ÔÈÕÓ ÉÔ ÈÁÓ 

ÂÅÃÏÍÅ Á ȬÂÕÚÚ ×ÏÒÄȭ ÁÎÄ ÁÌÍÏÓÔ ÅÖÅÒÙÏÎÅ ÃÌÁÉÍÓ ÔÏ ÐÒÏÍÏÔÅ ÉÔȢ (Ï×ÅÖÅÒȟ ÆÉÎÄÉÎÇÓ ÒÅÖÅÁÌ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅ 

capacity to put in this in practice is extremely limited by lack of knowledge as well as resources to 

support SNE learners. Only 45% of learners reported that their  teachers had appropriate skills and 

ability to apply inclusive and participatory teaching methodologies during class lessons. Similarly, 

just about 42% of the children felt that children with special educational needs who have problems 

with school work would find it easy to approach their teachers for help. In addition, slightly more 

than half of the teachers (53%) admitted that sometimes they make SNE learners feel less 

important by what they say or do (often without realizing it) and more than three quarters of the 

teachers (78%) believed that teachers who provide SNE services in mainstream school deserve 

extra financial incentives for their efforts. When asked of their willingness to support SNE learners, 

a large number of teachers reported that they would be willing to do so, albeit their lack of skills 

and resources to effectively do so. Besides their need for more awareness and communication 

training, teachers expressed a greater need for information materials and resources to better equip 

them with essential skills to teach SNE learners in a more effective manner. 

 

Outcome 4: Community members, leaders and social groups are increasingly involved and 

supportive to SNE learners in their schools and communities. A significant number of community 

members expressed positive attitudes towards SNE learners and a willingness to support them. Up 

to 54.3% reported that with in the last 12 months, they had taken action to support SNE learners 

and about (53.2%) had raised issues of concern with local authorities regarding SNE learners. 

However, a large majority agreed that they required further training in order to support SNE 

learners. About two out of every five community representatives (42%) felt able to apply skills that 

they had ever learnt to identify and support children with special needs in their community. During 

the survey, only about a third of community members (33%) reported that they offered free time to 

give practical support for SNE learners. Another finding from this study was that although nearly 

two thirds of community leaders in the survey stated that they had high levels of understanding 

about the Right to Education, only 11% were able to mention at least one example of legislation 

supporting children with special needs.  

 

Outcome 5: Education officials, service providers and local duty bearers are more inclusive and 

responsive to the needs and demands for quality special needs education in project areas. Several 

education authorities, supported by a whole range of other study respondents, admitted that 

regular supervisory and inspection visits with particular focus on SNE learners were almost non-

existent and there exists literally no evidence of key decisions and resolutions made following such 

visits in the past 12 months preceding this study.  Primary Education Advisors play a critical role in 

supporting and supervising schools in their allocated zones. To date, their involvement in SNE 

learners appear to have been more focused on collecting data for presentation to district level, as 

well as, monitoring the participatory nature of  teaching for all learners, giving less attention to SNE 

learners.   On a positive note, there is keen interest by partner agencies consulted in this study, 

including the Ministry of Health, Teacher Training Colleges and other partners, to engage with the 

project and support SNE learners in mainstream schools. However, almost every key informant 

consulted agreed that efforts to date are highly disjointed and each institution is doing what they 

could to support children without sharing experiences, expertise and resources. The Ministry of 

Health was particularly positive and willing to provide their staff to provide assessments as long as 

the project could facilitate their travel and meal allowances. 
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Outcome 6: SNE learners and all other children enjoy equal access to education in safe and 

inclusive environments that promote the right to education.  It is crucial to ensure that all children 

enjoy their basic human rights without discrimination. Therefore, education systems and schools 

ought to effectively promote inclusion of all learners by ensuring optimal presence, participation 

and achievement of all children, regardless of their status. Except for 60% of the parents, the 

percentage of other groups reporting that children were safe and protected from potential forms of 

violence were generally low, i.e. for community members (40%), non-SNE learners (38%], SNE 

learners (23%) and teachers (21%). At the same time, less than half of the survey participants 

(44%) felt they had sufficient knowledge and understanding about the right to education, of which 

the result for SNE learners was only 15%. Nearly three quarters of the participants were unable to 

identify at least one policy, low or legislation that protects the rights of children with disabilities in 

Malawi. More work has to be done to enhance learning environments and for learners to enjoy 

their right to participation. From survey results, just above half of SNE learners (53%) reported 

that they were actively involved in actions and processes that involve them in issues that affect 

their lives. Using the balanced score card methodology, the survey established an average score of 

2Ȣτ ÏÕÔ ÏÆ υ ÉÎ ÔÅÒÍÓ ÏÆ ÌÅÁÒÎÅÒÓȭ ÐÈÙÓÉÃÁÌ ÓÁÆÅÔÙ ɉςȢσɊȠ ÌÅÁÒÎÅÒÓȭ ÐÓÙÃÈÏÌÏÇÉÃÁÌ ÓÁÆÅÔÙ ɉςȢσɊÌȠ ÅÆÆÅÃÔÉÖÅ 

teaching practices (2.4); school leadership / management (2.6) and community participation (2.4).  

 

Key challenges and issues 

- Specific challenges related to learners with special needs included: inferiority complex amongst 

learners with special education needs, compared to non-SNE learners; limited  access to 

teachers who are qualified to provide special needs education; unsupportive infrastructural 

setting; an increasing number of children dropping out of school and/or failing to access 

education; high poverty levels; as well as; gender inequalities, especially affecting the girl child.  

- Data on children with special needs and are out of school is largely not available. No known 

study has been conducted in the project zones and districts to enumerate the number of 

children out of school and to explore issues and challenges that they face and inhibit them from 

accessing quality education. 

- The manner in which assessments to identify learners with special needs or disabilities are 

currently done has many limitations. Current identification is based on self-reports from 

children, parents, peers. In some cases, assessment is based on Á ÔÅÁÃÈÅÒȭÓ ÓÕÂÊÅÃÔÉÖÅ 

observation, most of who have never been trained and none has access to any tools for 

assessing levels of impairments. If anything, teachers admitted that they based their 

judgements on assumptions and would have appreciated the inputs of professional personnel 

in identifying these learners. 

- Despite good policies and intentions for inclusive education in Malawi, several gaps and 

bottlenecks in the delivery of quality education for children still exist. Advocacy is  necessary to 

ensure that changes are effect in a systemic manner. Whilst the project team may not have 

optimal capacity to implement a huge advocacy project, it is expedient to identify key policy 

and practice issues and raise them with relevant authorities. Key areas that were consistently 

raised during this study respondents were the deployment of trained specialist teachers across 

the target zones and resource allocation for SNE learners.  

- Very little evidence based data and information on children with disabilities is  accessible and 

available in Kasungu and Nkhotakota districts. For instance, none of the respondents were 

aware of any population survey ever conducted to determine the number of children with 

disabilities, in and out of school., within these districts. 
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-  It is appreciated that Nkhotakota DEMIS office has started collecting data on SNE learners 

monthly, albeit the need to review the quality and frequency at which data are collected. The 

$%-ȭÓ ÏÆÆÉÃÅ ÉÎ +ÁÓÕÎÇÕ ÅØÐÒÅÓÓÅÄ Á ËÅÅÎ ÄÅÓÉÒÅ ÔÏ ÅÎÇÁÇÅ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÏÊÅÃÔ to design data 

collection tools that would enable the whole district to regularly gather meaningful data on SNE 

related issues. 

- There is shared concern at district level that little effort has been invested in making 

mainstream schools more safer and inclusive to meet the physical, psychological and academic 

needs of SNE learners in mainstream schools. It was evident from discussions with authorities 

and school managers that attention had been largely focused on Ȭspecial schoolsȭ and in most 

cases, nothing had been left for SNE learners in mainstream schools.  

 

Summary of Recommendations  

 

 To be provided after initial discussions. 
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1. Introduction  
 

1.1 Project context  

Disability and e ducation in Malawi  

Malawi is a small, narrow, landlocked country in sub-Saharan Africa. It shares boundaries with 

Zambia in the west, Mozambique in the east, south and south-west and Tanzania in the north. It has 

an area of 118 484 square kilometres, of which 94 276 square kilometres is land and the remainder 

is water. The country is divided into three administrative regions, namely the Northern, Central 

and Southern Regions. There are 28 districts: six in the Northern Region, nine in the Central Region 

and 13 in the Southern Region. Poverty levels are high in Malawi, being one of the poorest 

countries in the world.1  If countries are ordered according to their GDP per capita, Malawi is in 

position 192, indicating that according to this parameter, its population is among the poorest of the 

196 countries whose GDP is published by the World bank.2 

 

Basic education in Malawi is delivered through various government departments, especially the 

Ministry of Education and Human Resources Development (MOERHD), Ministry of Gender, Youth 

and Community Services, Ministry responsible for People with disabilities, Ministry of Labour and 

Vocational Training (MOLVET), Ministry of Health and Population Services, NGOs, Religious 

Organizations and other stakeholders. Efforts were made to increase enrolment at primary level 

through Free Primary Education in 1994. In 2004, the Government of Malawi embarked on 

Education for All (EFA) programmes in response to recommendations made at both the Jomtien 

1990 (Thailand) and Dakar 2000 (Senegal) global conferences. The Policy Investment Framework 

(PIF) and the Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers have geared towards the provision of quality 

education for all.   

 

Since 2006, UNCRPD has come into action and has been ratified by 151 countries confirming the 

right to education for children with disabilities. Yet 1/3 of children out of school has a disability3 

and 90% of children with disabilities are not in school4. Disability correlates with marginalization 

but not all people with disabilities are equally marginalised. While women and girls with 

disabilities experience greater marginalisation, children with developmental disabilities are most 

likely to be denied the right to education.  Malawi ratified the UNCRPD in 2009. Article 24 of the 

UNCRPD on the right to education states that state parties should ensure that Ȱ0ÅÒÓÏÎÓ ×ÉÔÈ 

disabilities can access an inclusive, quality and free primary education and secondary education on an 

equal basis with others in the communities in which they liveȱȢ According to the World Health 

Organisation (WHO) Global Report on disability (2011), every population of a country comprises 

15% of persons with disabilities. This means that an estimated 2.4 million people in Malawi has a 

disability.5  

 

The 2008 Malawi Housing and Population Census observed that approximately 498,122 people 

ÒÅÐÒÅÓÅÎÔÉÎÇ σȢψϷ ÏÆ -ÁÌÁ×ÉȭÓ ÐÏÐÕÌÁÔÉÏÎ ÁÒÅ ÐÅÏÐÌÅ ×ÉÔÈ ÄÉÓÁÂÉÌÉÔÉÅÓȢ The prevalence of disability 
                                                             
1
 World Health Observatory, Introduction to Country Context. Accessed on 02 November 2016. Available at: 

http://www.aho.afro.who.int/profiles_information/index.php/Malawi:Introduction_to_Country_Context  
2
 Malawi GDP - Gross Domestic Product. Available at: http://countryeconomy.com/gdp/malawi  

3
 Same as above 

4
 Norwegian Government White Paper no. 25 on Education in Development Aid (2014)  

5
 NAD (2015) άaŀǇǇƛƴƎ LƴŎlusive Education in Malawi 2015,. Available at: icevi.org/pdf/...Study-on-Inclusive-Education-in-Malawi.doc  

http://www.aho.afro.who.int/profiles_information/index.php/Malawi:Introduction_to_Country_Context
http://countryeconomy.com/gdp/malawi
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among children was found lower at 2.4% (159,878) than among the general population. 

Disaggregated by gender, the numbers were slightly higher among males at 2.5% (84,721) than 

females at 2.2% (75,157). The most common form of disability was hearing loss (23%) followed by 

visual impairment (17%), mobility challenges (16%) and communication difficulties (9%). All 

other forms of disability constituted 35% of children with disabilities.  

 

Like in many other developing countries, opportunities for learners with special needs/disabilities 

are a major challenge to the education sector. The Northern Region had the highest prevalence of 

disability among children (3.3%), followed by Central (2.5%) and Southern (2.0%). The most 

relevant legislation in Malawi relating to children with disabilities are the Constitution of the 

Republic of Malawi (1995), the Disability Act (2012) and the Child Care, Protection and Justice Act 

ɉςπρπɊȢ -ÁÌÁ×ÉȭÓ #ÏÎÓÔÉÔÕÔÉÏÎ ÒÅÃÏÇÎÉÓÅÓ ÔÈÅ ÒÉÇÈÔÓ ÏÆ ÐÅÒÓÏÎÓ ×ÉÔÈ ÄÉÓÁÂÉÌÉÔÉÅÓ ÉÎ ÌÉÎÅ ×ÉÔÈ 

internatio nal instruments. Section 20 explicitly guarantees the protection of children with 

disabilities from discrimination. On the other hand, the Disability Act, which came into force in May 

2012, guarantees the right of access for persons with disabilities, including children, to at least 22 

services, including education and training.  

 

Project  overview  

With a funding of £833,887 from Comic Relief through the Ȱ!ÌÌ ÉÎȟ ÁÌÌ ÌÅÁÒÎÉÎÇȱ )ÎÉÔÉÁÔÉÖÅ, the 

Education Department of the CCAP Synod of Livingstonia (Malawi) and Signal International (UK) 

are implementing a  five-year project entitled Ȱ0ÒÏÍÏÔÉÎÇ ÅÑÕÁÌ ÁÃÃÅÓÓ ÔÏ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÉÎ -ÁÌÁ×Éȱȟ 

herein referred to as the PEATEMA Project. The project exists to promote inclusive education 

through community empowerment in Kasungu and Nkhotakota districts of Central Malawi, 

ÒÅÇÁÒÄÌÅÓÓ ÏÆ ÏÎÅȭÓ ÆÏÒÍ ÏÆ ÉÍÐÁÉÒÍÅÎÔȢ In Kasungu, the project works in four traditional 

authorities of Chulu, Kaluluma, Simlemba and Tisemphere targeting 7 education zones with a total 

of 98 primary schools and 16 Secondary Schools. At the same time, in Nkhotakota district, the 

project operates in the two traditional authorities of Kanyenda and Kafuzila with a total of 7 

education zones targeting 58 primary schools and 10 Secondary Schools. The project in both 

districts of Kasungu and Nkhotakota works with a total population of 109,466 learners in 178 

schools, of which 85% (152) are primary and the remaining 15% (26) are secondary schools. 

 

The project will be delivered through a partnership of two organisations, i.e. the Church of Central 

Africa Presbyterian (CCAP) in Malawi, and Signal International in the United Kingdom, who is the 

ÇÒÁÎÔ ÈÏÌÄÅÒ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅ #ÏÍÉÃ 2ÅÌÉÅÆ ÇÒÁÎÔȟ ÒÅÆÅÒÒÅÄ ÔÏ ÁÓ ÔÈÅ Ȭ0ÒÏÍÏÔÉÎÇ ÅÑÕÁÌ ÁÃÃÅÓÓ ÔÏ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÉÎ 

-ÁÌÁ×Éȭ ɉ0%!4%-!Ɋ 0ÒÏÊÅÃÔȢ The partners are: 

 

Signal, UK (formerly the Woodford Foundation) 

Signal is a charity working to empower people with hearing loss in the UK and overseas. Their 

vision is a world where people who have a sensory impairment are full and active members of their 

families, communities and societies, and where they are free to make choices about their own lives. 

Overseas they work in Malawi, Uganda, Tanzania and Zambia and in the UK in Shropshire.  Signal is 

the UK implementing partner for Sense Scotland on the M-DACT project. 

 

Church of Central Africa, Presbyterian, Malawi 

whose vision is that by self-help and in partnership with others, strive to provide quality education 

for spiritual, physical, mental and socio-economic development in Malawian society, placing 

emphasis on a holistic approach that promotes and upholds Christian values and the spirit of good 
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stewardship.  They are the largest provider of both primary and secondary education in the 

Northern Region and are the local implementing partner for all our work in Malawi.  The Education 

Department for CCAP is one of the fastest growing and biggest departments in the Synod of 

Livingstonia with 580 primary schools, 7 secondary schools, 5 special needs schools, a teacher 

training college and a university under its management and supervision.   

 

Project Aim 

To provide holistic service for 2,700 learners with special needs (SNE learners) for five years, 

building the capacity of community leaders, mainstream teachers, TTC lectures, parents, school 

governance structures and local government officials to support the equal access to education for 

all in Malawi.  

 

Project Outcomes 

The project has six main outcomes, stated as follows: 

- Outcome 1: Learners with special needs have improved access, getting to & remaining in 

school, on a par with other primary and secondary education learners. 

- Outcome 2: Parents and family members of learners with special needs demonstrate positive 

attitude and take action to enable their children attain quality education. 

- Outcome 3: Primary and secondary teachers and managers are capable and motivated to 

provide quality education for SNE learners in mainstream schools. 

- Outcome 4: Community members, leaders and social groups are increasingly engaged and 

supporting SNE learners in and out of their school communities. 

- Outcome 5: Education officials, service providers and local duty bearers are more coordinated, 

inclusive and responsive to the need and demand for quality education for SNE learners  

- Outcome 6: SNE learners and all other children in the project areas have equal access to quality 

education in safe and inclusive environments. 

 

1.2 Overarching Theory of Change 

Backgroun d 

The PEATEMA ÐÒÏÊÅÃÔ ÇÒÁÎÔ ÆÁÌÌÓ ÕÎÄÅÒ #ÏÍÉÃ 2ÅÌÉÅÆȭÓ Ȭ!ÌÌ ÉÎ !ÌÌ ,ÅÁÒÎÉÎÇȦȭ ÉÎÉÔÉÁÔÉÖÅ which is 

focused on supporting education opportunities and learning outcomes, placed under the categories 

of chiÌÄÒÅÎ ×ÉÔÈ ÄÉÓÁÂÉÌÉÔÉÅÓ ÁÎÄ ÔÏ Á ÇÒÅÁÔ ÅØÔÅÎÔȟ ÍÏÓÔ ÍÁÒÇÉÎÁÌÉÚÅÄ ÃÈÉÌÄÒÅÎȢ 4ÈÅ ÐÒÏÇÒÁÍÍÅȭÓ 

ÏÖÅÒÁÌÌ ÏÂÊÅÃÔÉÖÅ ÉÓ ÔÏ ÅÎÓÕÒÅ ÔÈÁÔ ȰÔÈÅ ÐÏÏÒÅÓÔ ÁÎÄ ÍÏÓÔ ÄÉÓÁÄÖÁÎÔÁÇÅÄ ÃÈÉÌÄÒÅÎ ÈÁÖÅ ÉÍÐÒÏÖÅÄ 

ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÏÐÐÏÒÔÕÎÉÔÉÅÓ ÁÎÄ ÏÕÔÃÏÍÅÓȢȱ6  Of the four outcomes statÅÄ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ 4Ï# ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅ Ȭ!ÌÌ ÉÎȟ ÁÌÌ 

ÌÅÁÒÎÉÎÇȭ ÉÎÉÔÉÁÔÉÖÅȟ ÔÈÅ 0%!4%-! is directly  contributing to  the following: children are in school; 

children are learning; and children experience a safe and inclusive school environment.  

 

Thus, the holistic nature of tÈÅ 0%!4%-! ÐÒÏÊÅÃÔ ×ÁÓ ÄÅÓÉÇÎÅÄ ÔÏ ÄÉÒÅÃÔÌÙ ÔÁÒÇÅÔ #ÏÍÉÃ 2ÅÌÉÅÆȭÓ 

3ÕÐÐÏÒÔÉÎÇ 0ÉÌÌÁÒÓ ÉÎ ÉÔÓȭ 4Ï#ȟ ÐÁÒÔÉÃÕÌÁÒÌÙ ÔÈÅ ÐÁÒÅÎÔÓȟ ÃÏÍÍÕÎÉÔÉÅÓ ÁÎÄ ÃÉÖÉÌ ÓÏÃÉÅÔÙ ÏÒÇÁÎÉÓÁÔÉÏÎÓ 

being actively engaged in strengthening inclusive, quality education and to a lesser extend the 

Systems element.  This was discussed within the external evaluation processes carried out during 

the application process for the project, and really underpins all that the Signal and CCAP support 

project all hope to achieve. All in all, it is contributing to the main objective of the initiative: The 

poorest and most disadvantaged children have improved educational opportunities and outcomes.  

                                                             
6
 Comic Relief (2015), Overall Theory ƻŦ /ƘŀƴƎŜ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ Ψ!ƭƭ ƛƴΣ !ƭƭ ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎΩ ƛƴƛǘƛŀǘƛǾŜ  
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The broad theory of change for the initiative is adopted from the Comic ReliefȭÓ Ȱ!ll in ɀ All 

Learningȭ initiative  which is presented in Figure 1  below:  

 

  

 
Figure 1: Theory of change for "All in, all learning" initiative. 
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Pathways of  change  

The project will minimise any physical and attitudinal barriers t owards education for SNE earners. 

Attention will be given to the potential and crucial role played by parents, caregivers and family 

members in supporting their children to access education. This takes into cognizance the high 

influence of parental attitudes in getting children to school. These are further supported or 

inhibited by broader community attitudes and norms around disability and marginalisation. In 

order to promote positive and informed attitude towards understanding disability and promoting 

value for education for all children, Parent Support Groups will be established and supported to 

advocate for SNE provision at local levels. Children, parents, community members/leaders and 

teachers will  be provided with the Awareness and #ÏÍÍÕÎÉÃÁÔÉÏÎ 4ÒÁÉÎÉÎÇȱ ɉ!#4Ɋ which seeks to 

promote a greater understanding of disability and hearing impairment, as well as, promote 

strategies for inclusion of learners with special needs in school.  

 

Ongoing sessions with SNE and non-learners (peers) and parents will promote positive role models 

and promote positive socialization for children often left out of school and deprived of their right to 

participation . It is anticipated that regular training, support, supervision and review meetings will 

result in enhanced capacity for teachers, head teachers, local structures and education authorities 

to provide inclusive education in mainstream schools. All this work would need to be delivered 

within a framework that appreciates the value of collaboration between various actors, including 

other government, such as the Ministries of Health, Social Affairs, Gender, Children and Disability; 

ÁÓ ×ÅÌÌ ÁÓȟ ÃÉÖÉÌ ÓÏÃÉÅÔÙ ÏÒÇÁÎÉÚÁÔÉÏÎÓ ×ÉÔÈÉÎ 0%!4%-!ȭÓ ÃÁÔÃÈÍÅÎÔ ÁÒÅÁÓȢ 

 

Training on lobbying, advocacy and disability rights will also be provided and the project will 

support advocacy from schools and communities to increase SNE budget allocation, work with 

school management committees to ensure sustainability and make SNE a recognised component of 

Continuous Professional Development (CPD) for teachers. Publicity will be sought locally and 

nationally to tackle negative attitudes towards disability and promote the right to education for all. 

It is assumed that the project will facilitate the provision of Quality Learning Environments for all 

learners, ultimately resulting in equal access to education for all learners, regardless of their status.  

 

High level strategies  

To achieve the expected changes, the project will  implement a set of strategies in line with the three 

Ȭ!ÌÌ in ɀ !ÌÌ ÌÅÁÒÎÉÎÇ ÉÎÉÔÉÁÔÉÖÅȭ ÐÉÌÌÁÒÓȟ ÉȢÅȢ ÔÏ ÅÎÓÕÒÅ ÔÈÁÔ ÓÙÓÔÅÍÓ ÁÒÅ ÍÏÒÅ ÉÎÃÌÕÓÉÖÅ ÁÎÄ ÒÅÓÐÏÎÓÉÖÅ 

to SNE learners; officials and staff have capacities to deliver inclusive, quality education; as well as, 

parents, communities and civil society organizations are actively engaged in strengthening 

inclusive, quality education. The main project strategies for this project will include: 

- Baseline, research and evaluation studies to establish benchmarks and project impacts on SNE 

learners, alongside knowledge, attitudes and practices of people in Kasungu and Nkhotakota. 

- Mobilisation, engagement and capacity building for parents, families, communities, governance 

structures (e.g. School Management Committees (SMC), Parent Teacher Association (PTA) and 

Mother Groups (MG); local development partners and local government stakeholders on SNE 

learners and issues affecting their access to quality education. 

- In-service and Continuous Professional Development (CPD) for teachers in primary and 

secondary schools, as well as, local teacher training institution/s.  

- Lobby and advocacy with local government structures so that systems are more inclusive and 

responsive to disadvantaged groups. Thus, influencing changes in policies, strategies, plans, 

procedures, processes, data, resources etc.  
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1.3 Scope of study  

 

Purpose  

The purpose of this assignment was to conduct a baseline study for the Ȱ0ÒÏÍÏÔÉÎÇ ÅÑÕÁÌ ÁÃÃÅÓÓ ÔÏ 

ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎȱ 0ÒÏÊÅÃÔȢ 4ÈÅ ÇÏÁÌ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÕÄÙ ÉÓ ÔÏ ÐÒÏÖÉÄÅ Á ÂÁÓÅÌÉÎÅ ÆÏÒ ÁÌÌ ÉÎÄÉÃÁÔÏÒÓ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÏÊÅÃÔȭÓ 

grant start form and any additional Comic Relief learning question indicators. 

 

The key objectives of the baseline study are as follows: 

1. Provide gender disaggregated baseline data for all indicators included in the project grant start 

form for the project. 

2. Recommend any improvements to the planned data collection tools/methods for the project.  

3. Make available the tools used in the baseline survey to the project, to be used in the end of 

project evaluation. 

 

Main tasks  

To accomplish the task, the research team was committed to (a) generating and documenting key 

baseline values/estimates against the overall goal and expected outcome indicators suggested in 

the grant start form; (b) gathering relevant data and information that will inform project 

implementers regarding the actual situation at the commencement of this intervention; as well as, 

(c) establishing and/or validating  the indicator targets described in the projeÃÔȭÓ ÇÒÁÎÔ ÓÔÁÒÔ ÆÏÒÍȢ 

In order to guide the review process and to ensure there is consensus on the issues to be addressed 

in the delivery of this assignment, the consulting team developed and worked within a structured 

Baseline Study Framework that formed the prism from which the evaluation will be undertaken.  

 

Limitations  

Despite the outstanding efforts made by project staff and stakeholders to make this baseline study 

a success, the following limitations were encountered:  

1. A significant number of SNE learners participating in the survey found it extremely difficult to 

articulately express themselves. Attempts to ensure their maximal participation were made 

through the efforts of three specialist teachers who formed part of the research team. Likewise, 

some of the SNE learners who came for interviews were very young and had to be excluded 

from the survey. 

2. The budget set aside for the baseline study during the process of developing the project 

proposal was much lower, compared to the amount of work that had to be done at the start of 

such a huge project. In support of the work, the consulting team provided pro bono support to 

the project to ensure that the work could be delivered without negative impacting on the 

quality of the results. 

3. Although the aims and objectives of this study were well explained to the respondents, certain 

parents and teachers expected financial incentives for the time they spent participating in the 

study. Failure to meet their expectations could have affected the reliability of the  responses 

they gave. On two occasions, such as in Nkhamenya and Kaongozi zones, the research team 

could not continue with FGDs as the focus of the discussion was getting way led towards 

individual benefits for the respondents themselves.  
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2. Study Approach and Methodology 
 

2.1 Approach  

This baseline study was conducted by an external agency, Lifetime Consulting & Partners Ltd, in 

collaboration with four project staff members in Malawi and one technical support member from 

Signal in the UK. The full baseline study process was led by an international consultant, a national 

support consultant, and a team of eleven data collectors, all of who were local Malawians with 

various skills for interviewing SNE and non-SNE learners, adults and stakeholders.  

 

By design, the study was cross sectional study ɀ utilis ing multiple methods to generate and provide 

qualitative and quantitative data for the PEATEMA Project. The data collection process was 

inclusive, ensuring that as many people as possible could participate, including learners who are 

young and had to be represented in the study. The approach had clear intentions to obtain data and 

information most relevant to the PEATEMA project, i.e. from both primary and secondary sources 

of information in a realistic and cost-effective manner.  

 

Overall, the baseline study encompassed a desk review of relevant literature, as well as, conducting 

fieldwork using structured and semi-structured data collection instruments. The approach was 

underpinned by a rigorous and an independent assessment process that encouraged the active 

participation of project management and staff from the onset. Therefore, guided by the objectives 

for the study, the consulting team made  extensive consultations and involvement of Signal and 

CCAP project team in the design of the study, mobilisation of evaluation participants from 

community to district levels; and the collection of data during fieldwork. Inputs and feedback were 

also sourced during the analysis of data.  

 

The geographic focus for this study was within five out of fourteen education zones where 

PEATEMA Project is implemented, i.e. three zones of Kasungu district: Boma, Nkhamenya and 

Simlemba, as well as, Nkhotakota district: (Kaongozi and Kasitu). Key respondents for the study 

were learners with and without special education needs; parents, guardians and family members; 

teachers and head teachers in mainstream schools; Teacher Training College (TTC) staff, 

community representatives and leaders; as well as, key informants representing various partners 

and stakeholders.  

 

Quantitative data were captured using relevant questions in separate but related survey 

questionnaires for each different category of respondents, i.e. SNE and non-SNE learners; parents, 

guardians and family members; teachers in mainstream schools; and community representatives. 

Besides the demographic data gathered in the process, all the questions asked were aimed at 

generating data and information in line with the baseline study framework for this project. For the 

qualitative aspects of the assignment, the research team also conducted extensive key informant 

interviews with representatives from the Ministry of Education at district and zonal levels; Primary 

Education Advisors (PEAs) and head teachers; local development structures, such as Parents 

Teacher Associations, Mother Groups and Senior Management Committees; District health officials; 

PEATEMA project staff in Malawi; a representative from Signal; as well as, other partner agencies, 

both governmental and non-governmental. 
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Sampling of study population  

The consulting team utilised multistage sampling techniques to draw out a representative sample 

of survey participants for the study. The sampling universe for the study consisted of a project 

target population of 10,971 people from  Kasungu and Nkhotakota districts. This populace is 

formed of 6,920 people benefiting directly from the project (SNE learners of school going age, peer 

educators/learners witho ut special education needs and  parents/family members of SNE 

learners); 1,569 front line workers (mainstream primary and secondary school teachers, heads and 

Primary Education Advisors); as well as, 2,302 other people benefiting from the project (school 

governance structure members, community  leaders and local government development workers).  

 

For meaningful comparisons, the research team carried out in-depth survey studies in five out of 

the fourteen PEATEMA intervention  zones. Though the project focuses on seven zones in each of 

the two districts, it was deemed necessary to sample three zones from Kasungu and two from 

Nkhotakota district. This was partly due to having the initial piloting of tools in Kasungu, but 

mostly importantly that Kasungu has a larger population than Nkhotakota. Out of the 182 schools 

and approximately 109,466 pupils in the selected project zones, Kasungu district hosts 114 schools 

and 66,262 pupils (61%) while Nkhotakota district is home to 68 schools and 43,204 (39%) pupils.  

 

The final host of survey participants were randomly selected from 26 participating schools and 

communities, with an aim to gather a proportionate representation of male and female 

participants; as well as, children with various educational needs and abilities. Using cluster 

sampling method, the baseline study eventually reached 497 survey participants, of which 58% 

(286) were male and 42% (211) were female. The gender divergence was largely influenced by a 

higher proportion of male teachers (65%) and community leaders (70%) in the target zones, which 

is also a reflection of the gender disparities in the target districts. Eventually, the 497 survey 

participants originated from 26 schools, i.e. representing SNE learners, non-SNE learners, 

parents/family members, community representatives and teachers. In each zone, at least a fifth of 

the participants invited were from at least one secondary school and the rest were from primary 

schools. Selection of zones was purposively random, i.e. in consideration of the nearness of selected 

zones to the district offices. Whilst one zone was fairly near to an urban centre, the other zone had 

to be further away from the centre and hence more rural/remote .  

 

The ideal predetermined sample size for survey participants for this study was determined at 384 

survey participants, i.e. based on the Raosoft Sample Size Calculator7 for estimating sample sizes for 

quantitative data, which is calculated as follows: 

x = Z(c/100)2r(100-r)  

n = N x/((N-1)E2 + x) 

E = Sqrt[(N - n)x/n(N -1)] 

 

where N is the population size, r is the fraction of responses that you are interested in, and 

Z(c/100) is the critical value for the confidence level c. In this case, the margin of error is 5% and 

confidence level of 95%.  However, anticipating a low turnout at baseline, the research team 

purposively oversampled the number of survey participants invited to attend the survey to 500 

participants. Opportunely, the oversampled target was reach, less 0.6%, i.e. 3 participants only.  

                                                             
7
 Available at: http://www.raosoft.com/samplesize.html. These figures have been further verified using the Creative Research Systems 

available at: http://www.surveysystem.com/sscalc.htm  

http://www.raosoft.com/samplesize.html
http://www.surveysystem.com/sscalc.htm
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2.2 Study methodolog y 

The research team utilised survey questionnaires for specified project groups; as well as, focus 

group discussion and key informant interview guides for data collection in selected zones. All 

fieldwork logistics were done in collaboration with 0%!4%-!ȭÓ project team. Key steps taken for 

the delivery of this assignment included: 

 

Stage 1: Preparation and initial review  

 

Inception consultations 

Several inception meetings were carried out with Signal and PEATEMA Project staff, resulting in a 

shared understanding of the process by which the study was to be conducted. The research team 

also liaised with project staff on fieldwork coordination, review and approval of data collection 

tools. During the inception phase, primary data collection preparations were supplemented and 

triangulated with secondary data and information from relevant documents and reports at both 

national and district level. Such documents and reports will include but not limited to: policies, 

guidelines, strategic plans, project documents, reports, studies, as well as, any other relevant and 

credible sources. The research team conducted a thorough desk review as part of the inception 

phase of this assignment. The desk review was useful to help the research team get a greater 

appreciation of the project and in particular, for the refinement of project outcomes and indicators, 

for which data was being sought. These were also used to develop data collection tools with major 

emphasis on the project outcome indicators and a clear description of indicator definitions.   

  

Development of baseline study tools 

This study utilised a set of tools that were specifically developed for the achievement of the 

projecÔȭÓ ÁÉÍÓ ÁÎÄ objectives, both quantitative and qualitative. Draft study tools were discussed 

with CCAP and Signal before they were pretested in one of the five zones to ensure they could be 

considered  as tools with validity and reliability. Feedback and insights received from both partners 

and from the pretesting exercise were used to revise and finalise the tools for use in the field.  

 

Ultimately, the following instruments were used in the delivery of this assignment: 

a. Survey questionnaire for SNE and non-SNE learners 

b. Numeracy and literacy tests for SNE and non-SNE learners8 

c. Survey questionnaire for SNE parents and family members 

d. Survey questionnaire for teachers from mainstream schools  

e. Survey questionnaire for community members, leaders and social groups 

f. Semi-structured key informant guides for use with head teachers, TTC staff, project staff, 

key stakeholders and other service providers. 

g. FGD guides for SNE and non-SNE learners, parents, community leaders, TTC students and 

teachers.   

 

 

                                                             
8
 For the sake of consistency in numeracy and literacy tests, primary children were limited to those in Standard 5 to 8 only. 
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Stage 2: Data collection 

Data collection was conducted by a team of enumerators research assistants, who have 

participated in similar assignments before. Three of the selected team members are well versed 

with special needs education and in particular, sign language for children with hearing impairment. 

In each of the two districts, we will also include the DEMISO and one ZEMISO to increase the 

ownership of both the project and the findings made out of this study. A one and half day training 

activity was organised to help orient the research team on the aims and objectives of this 

assignment, refresh their knowledge on research ethics, train them on the contents of the data 

collection tools and equip the team with the right skills on how to administer the data collection 

tools.  The main activities of the data collection phase were as follows: 

 

Individual Survey Questionnaires: Four distinct but related structured survey questionnaires were 

administered to 497 participants from five zones of Kasungu and Nkhotakota districts, i.e. Boma 

(61), Kaongozi (112), Kasitu (118), Nkhamenya (111) and Simlemba (95). The aim of the surveys  

was to help assess current baseline status of the indicators set in the grant start form. Data 

collected included demography of the participants and questions that sought to establish 

ÐÁÒÔÉÃÉÐÁÎÔÓȭ ÖÉÅ×Óȟ ÓÔÁÔÕÓ ÁÎÄ ÒÅÃÏÍÍÅÎÄÁÔÉÏÎÓ ÏÎ the way forward. While tools were 

administered for the rest of the participants by enumerators, the questionnaires for teachers were 

self-administered. Of the 497 survey participants, 42% (211) were female and out of the 88 SNE 

learners, more than three quarters (77.3%, i.e. 68) were in primary school and the remaining 

22.7% (20) were in secondary school. 

 

Numeracy and literacy tests for SNE and non-SNE learners: Recognising the unavailability of 

disaggregated data for SNE and non-SNE learners in schools, the research team administered 

numeracy and literacy tests to SNE and non SNE learners between Standard 5 to 8. . Out of the 73 

learners participating in the tests, 40 were non-SNE learners and 33 were SNE learners. 

 

Focus group discussions: A total of eleven FGDs were carried out with 124 participants, of which half 

(50%) were female. Through these discussions, the research team gathered more information on 

broader project outcome related issues. All the participants were drawn from different  categories 

participating in the project groups, as shown in Table 1 below. 

 
Table 1: Number of participants in focus group discussions 

Group Zone Male Female Total 

Parents Nkhamenya and Kasitu 12 12 24 

SNE Learners Nkhamenya & Kaongozi 10 10 20 

Community Nkhamenya, Kaongozi, Simlemba 15 18 33 

Teachers Nkhamenya & Kaongozi 12 10 22 

Non-SNE Simlemba 6 5 11 

Mixed Simlemba 7 7 14 

 Total 62 62 124 

  50% 50%  
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Key Informant interviews: A wide range of key informant interviews, i.e. 50 (35 male and 15 

females) were requested to participate in one to one consultations, as they would fill some of the 

information gaps or solicit insights from government and civil society actors. For the selection and 

appointments with key informants, the research team received support from CCAP Project staff. 

The team utilised appropriate interview guides that focused on key areas that responded to main 

study objectives of this assignments. The final number of people involved as key informants was 

50, representing representatives from education authorities from school to district levels, health 

officials, other stakeholders and partners, CCAP staff and Signal. 

 

Balanced scorecards: To establish certain indicators that were relevant for the project results 

framework, the team included the utilisation of balanced scorecards during focus group discussions 

and key informant interviews. Starting off with a detailed explanation of each indicator, the 

facilitator allowed space for individual and groups ratings of indicators till an overall score was 

agreed upon.  

 

In Figure 2  below, we present the categories of people who participated in balanced score card 

activities: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Phase III ɀ Data Analysis and Report Writing  

Quantitative data from the evaluation tools were coded, entered and cleaned using excel. The 

cleaned data was then imported into, and analyzed using, the Statistical Package for Social Science 

(SPSS) Version 22. The frequencies and proportions obtained were summarily presented using 

text, graphs and tables. In addition, quantitative data collected from review of secondary data has 

been summarily presented in the findings. The data was thematically coded and summarized per 

evaluation objective. Information generated from secondary data sources, Key Informant 

Interviews and FGDs was paraphrased and summarized thematically according to the baseline 

study objectives. As evident in this report, thematic data was subsequently analysed in a 

descriptive manner and the findings have been presented using textual reporting and verbatim 

reporting , where appropriate. 

Education 
Officials, 14, 9% 

Teachers, Heads & 
PEAs, 44, 27% 

Parents & 
community, 57, 

36% 

SNE/Non-SNE 
Leaners, 45, 28% 

Balanced Scorecard participants 

Figure 2: Number and percentage of survey participants taking part in scoring activities 
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3. Results and Discussion 
 

This chapter enumerates and discusses all findings from the project baseline, including both 

qualitative and quantitative aspects of the study. Data from the quantitative were used to reinforce 

data from the FGDs, key informant interviews, observations and desk reviews. 

 

3.1 Population characteristics  

The section presents basic demographic information on the 497 survey participants who were 

interviewed. More than half of the survey participants (58%) were male. A general overview of the 

demographic status of the survey participants is presented in Table 2  below. 

 
Table 2: Key demographic indicators of survey participants 

Characteristic Frequency (497) Percent 

Gender of respondents   

Female 211 42% 

Male 286 58% 

District    

Kasungu 266 54% 

Nkhotakota 231 46% 

Districts   

Boma 61 12% 

Kaongozi 112 23% 

Kasitu 118 24% 

Nkhamenya 111 22% 

Simlemba 95 19% 

Categories of respondents   

SNE learners 88 18% 

Non-SNE learners 107 22% 

Parents and family members 98 20% 

Community members and leaders 92 19% 

Teachers 112 23% 

Disability Status   

Disabled 129 26% 

Not Disabled 368 74% 

Level of education for parents and community members   

None 12 6% 

Primary 119 63% 

Secondary 55 29% 

More than secondary 4 2% 
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Respondents by gender 

A larger proportion of the study population was male (58%, n=286) and the rest were female, i.e. 

42% (211). Qualitative discussions confirmed that such disparities are a reflection of local 

demography regarding the proportions of male teachers and male community members in most of 

selected areas where PEATEMA is being implemented (65% and 70% respectively). This points out 

to the need for PEATEMA Project staff to be more proactive in targeting more women teachers and 

community leaders during sensitisation and training sessions. 

 
Table 3: Number and percent of participants by category and gender 

Category Female Male Total  Female Male Percent  

SNE learners 42 46 88 48% 52% 100% 

Non-SNE learners 49 58 107 46% 54% 100% 

Parents and family members 54 44 98 55% 45% 100% 

Community members and leaders 32 60 92 35% 65% 100% 

Teachers 34 78 112 30% 70% 100% 

Overall 211 286 497 42% 58% 100% 

 

Respondents by district, zone and category 

The sampled number of respondents from Kasungu district was slightly higher (53%, n=267) than 

that of Nkhotakota district  (47%, n=230). As it appears in Table 4  below, survey participants from 

Kasungu were drawn from three zones (Boma, Nkhamenya and Simlemba), while in Nkhotakota, 

they were drawn from two districts (Kaongozi and Kasitu). 

 
Table 4: Parrticipants  by zone and category 

District  Zone 
SNE 

learners 

Non-SNE 

learners 
Parents Community Teachers Overall 

Percent 

(497) 

Kasungu Boma 8 14 9 13 17 61 12% 

 Nkhamenya 15 30 19 22 25 111 22% 

 Simlemba 19 23 17 17 19 95 19% 

 Sub-total 42 67 45 52 61 267 53% 

Nkhotakota  Kaongozi 27 17 22 24 22 112 23% 

 Kasitu 19 23 31 16 29 118 24% 

 Sub-total 46 40 53 40 51 230 47% 

 Total  88 107 98 92 112 497 100%  

 

Respondents by school  

Each category of respondents were invited from an average of five schools per zone ɀ thanks to the 

support given by Primary Education Advisors in mobilising the participants. In  total, up to 26 

schools were included in the study, of which 21 were primary schools and the remaining 5 were 

secondary schools. Four  secondary schools were Community Day Secondary Schools and one 

(Chayamba Secondary School in Kasungu was a boarding school and a resource centre for SNE 

learners). As shown in Table 5  below, the final sample of survey participants comprised of 

participants from 26 schools from the five zones randomly selected to participate in this study.    
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Table 5: Names of schools represented during the survey and number of participants by category 

Name of school Learners Parents Community Teachers Total 

Boma 8 1 2 3 14 

Chasato 9 3 4 4 20 

Chayamba Secondary School 8 1 0 4 13 

Chigumukile 10 8 4 6 28 

Chigunda 7 4 4 5 20 

Chipanga 9 4 7 5 25 

Chisato 0 0 1 1 2 

Chithiba 2 2 7 5 16 

Dwasulu CDSS 10 6 1 1 18 

Kaluluma CDSS 10 4 5 4 23 

Kamwala 3 4 4 5 16 

Kangoza 8 8 4 5 25 

Kaongozi 9 4 7 5 25 

Kasambakhole 10 4 5 5 24 

Kasitu 9 5 5 8 27 

Kasitu CDSS 5 3 0 4 12 

Kasungu LEA 0 1 0 5 6 

Kawinama 11 4 5 0 20 

Msezaumodzi 12 5 5 5 27 

Mulambale 1 1 0 0 2 

Nkhamenya Boys 9 3 4 9 25 

Nkhamenya Girls 7 3 3 3 16 

Nkhuyu 9 7 3 6 25 

Nthembwe 9 5 5 5 24 

Simlemba CDSS 4 4 3 4 15 

Simlemba 16 4 4 5 29 

Total 195 98 92 112 497 

 

Respondents by age 

The average age of participants in the survey was 28, with a range from 6 years for learners and 77 

years for both parents and community leaders. The average age of SNE learners was estimated at 

13.2, which was slightly higher than non-SNE learners (12.9). A key observation made through this 

survey was that SNE learners tend to go to school at a later stage. In this particular study, 10.2% of 

SNE learners (n=9/88) were aged between 18 and 23, compared to 6.5% (n=7/107) of non-SNE 

learners. 
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Table 6: Average ranges of participants by category 

Indicator SNE learners 
Non-SNE 

learners 
 Parents Community Teachers Overall 

Minimum 6 6 16 18 22 6 

Average 13.2 12.9 41 47 37 28 

Maximum 22 21 69 77 58 77 

  

A detailed breakdown ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÌÅÁÒÎÅÒÓȭ ÁÇÅÓ ÉÓ ÐÒÅÓÅÎÔÅÄ ÉÎ 4ÁÂÌÅ 7  below. As much as a large 

majority were within the 12 ɀ 14  year age range, findings revealed that some learners went to 

school at a later stage than usual. 

 
Table 7: Age ranges of pupils participating in the study 

Age range Frequency Percent 

6-8 years 14 7% 

9-11 years 42 22% 

12-14 years 78 40% 

15-17 years 45 23% 

18-20 years 14 7% 

21-23 years 2 1% 

Total  195 100%  

 

The age ranges for parents, community members and teachers are presented in Table 8  below. 

Most teachers were within the age range of productive work, i.e. 19 to 49.  

 
Table 8: Age ranges of parents, community members and teachers 

 Parents Community Teachers Overall Percent 

18 and below 1 1% 1 1% 0 0% 2 1% 

19 ɀ 29 years 13 13% 2 2% 26 23% 41 14% 

30 ɀ 39 years 36 37% 26 28% 40 36% 102 34% 

40 ɀ 49 years 27 28% 29 32% 37 33% 93 31% 

50 years & above 21 21% 34 37% 9 8% 64 21% 

Total 98 100% 92 100% 112 100% 302 100% 

 

Relationship of family members to SNE learners 

Out of the  98 family members participating in  the survey, about four in five respondents 79% (77) 

mentioned that they were biological parents of SNE learners. The rest of the respondents were 

either guardians/caregivers 18%, n=18) or other family members and siblings (3%,  n=3).  
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Average number of members per household 

-ÁÌÁ×ÉȭÓ ÐÏÐÕÌÁÔÉÏÎ ÉÓ ÇÒÏ×ÉÎÇ ÒÁÐÉÄÌÙȟ ÈÁÖÉÎÇ ÉÎÃÒÅÁÓÅÄ from 4 million people in 1966 to 13.1 

million in 2008. The Malawi population data (201) estimates the number of births per woman to be 

on average 5.7, which indicates an ever growing population.9 Survey findings revealed that on 

average, each household represented had an average of 6.6 persons, as reported by learners (6.3), 

parents (6.9) and community members (7.7). The lowest number within the range of household  

members was  2  and the highest was  16, mentioned by both learners and  community members.  

 

Educational attainment and occupational status 

Nearly two thirds of survey participants (63%) had attained primary school education. Up to 12% 

of parents reported that they had no educational attainment at all. As shown in Table 9  below, a 

proportionate number of parents and community members had more than secondary school level 

attainment, i.e. about 2%.  

 
Table 9: Educational status of parents and community members 

 Parents Community Overall 

Education Attained Frequency Percent Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

None 12 12% 0 0% 12 6% 

Primary 57 58% 62 67% 119 63% 

Secondary 27 28% 28 30% 55 29% 

More than secondary 2 2% 2 2% 4 2% 

Total 98 100% 92 100% 190 100% 

 

Of the learners included in this study,  three quarters (76%, n=149) were in primary school and a 

quarter (24%, n=46) in secondary school.  The project PEATEMA will be implemented in 178 

schools across fourteen zones in the two selected districts, of which 85% (152) are primary and 

15% (26) secondary schools.  

 
Table 10: SNE and non-SNE learners by class 

Primary school pupils SNE learners Percent 
Non-SNE 

learners 
Percent Combined Percent 

Standard 1-2 16 24% 11 14% 27 11% 

Standard 3-4 11 16% 16 20% 27 7% 

Standard 5-6 27 40% 30 37% 57 18% 

Standard 7-8 14 21% 24 30% 38 9% 

Total  68 100%  81 100%  149 46%  

Secondary school pupils Frequency Percent Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

Form 1-2 12 60% 15 58% 27 26% 

Form 3-4 8 40% 11 42% 19 17% 

Total  20 100%  26 100%  46 43%  

 

                                                             
9  USAID (2012), Malawi Population Data Sheet 2012. Available at: http://www.prb.org/pdf12/malawi-datasheet-2012.pdf  

 

http://www.prb.org/pdf12/malawi-datasheet-2012.pdf
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2ÅÓÐÏÎÄÅÎÔÓȭ ÏÃÃÕÐÁÔÉÏÎal status 

In line with the educational attainment levels and congruent to national statistics, nearly seven out 

of ten participants were farmers (68%). It was interesting to find out that almost one in five 

participants (19%) were engaged in some form of small business, which is potentially a positive 

ÐÒÏÓÐÅÃÔ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÏÊÅÃÔȭÓ ÁÓÐÉÒÁÔÉÏÎÓ ÔÏ ÉÎÖÏÌÖÅ ÍÏÒÅ ÐÁÒÅÎÔÓ ÉÎ ÁÃÔÉÖÉÔÉÅÓ ÁÉÍÅÄ ÁÔ ÇÅÎÅÒÁÔÉÎÇ 

more income for support for their children. 

 
Table 11: Occupational status of  parents and community leaders 

 Parents  Community  Overall  

Occupation Frequency Percent Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

Farming 60 61% 70 76% 130 68% 

Small business 20 20% 17 18% 37 19% 

Casual labour 9 9% 0 0% 9 5% 

Formal employment 3 3% 4 4% 7 4% 

Unemployed 6 6% 1 1% 7 4% 

Total 98 100% 92 100% 190 100% 

 

4ÅÁÃÈÅÒÓȭ ÑÕÁÌÉÆÉÃÁÔÉÏÎ and years in current schools 

Greater awareness of teachers qualification levels and length of stay in schools is useful for project 

staff as they consider the inclusion criteria for those to be trained and involved in PEATEMA 

Project activities. From the sample of teachers participating in the study,  about two thirds (67%, 

n=75) were trained and qualified, 24% (27) were not trained and about 9% (10) were in training at 

the time of this survey. 

 

Being aware of the need to estimate the average period of time that teachers stay within one 

school, survey participants were asked to give the length of time they had been teaching in their 

current school. The shortest period reported in current school was 2 months and the longest was  

28 years. The average number of years (mean) spent in a school per teacher was given as four 

64% 
78% 

67% 

6% 

22% 

9% 

30% 
24% 

Primary teachers Secondary Teachers Overall

Training qualification status of teachers  

Qualified Awaiting training In-training

Figure  3: Primary and secondary school teachers by qualification 
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years and the median was three. By implication, this means that there is a high likelihood that a 

significant number of teachers to be trained may move from their current schools during the life of 

this project. If staff turnover would be a big challenge, then it also demands for the project to 

provide ongoing training to new members as they join and as others leave.   

 

Evidence from the survey indicated that a larger proportion of primary school teachers (65%) had 

been teaching in their current schools for a maximum of 3 years, compared to nearly half of 

secondary school teachers (48%). As shown in Table 12 , the proportion  of teachers remaining in 

one school for more than 6 years was approximately 15% for primary school teachers and 18% for 

secondary teachers. 

 
Table 12: Length of stay in current school by teachers 

  Primary school teachers  Secondary school teachers 

  Female (30) Male (59) Overall (89`0 Female (4) Male (19) Overall (23) 

0 - 3 years 60% 68% 65% 50% 47% 48% 

4 - 6 years 17% 20% 19% 25% 37% 35% 

7 - 9 years 0% 5% 3% 0% 11% 9% 

10 years and above 23% 7% 12% 25% 5% 9% 

Overall  100%  100%  100%  100%  100%  100%  

 

Disability status 

A quarter of all the study participants (26%) reported that they had some form of impairment. The 

greatest proportion of participants with hearing impairment  according to their categories were 

learners (45%). Surprisingly, nearly one fifth of the teachers self-reported that they had some form 

of impairment, i.e. 19%, followed by 14% of community members. 

 
Table 13: Study participants by disability status 

Status Learners Parents Community Teachers Overall % 

Disabled 88 45% 7 7% 13 14% 21 19% 129 26% 

Not Disabled 107 55% 91 93% 79 86% 91 81% 368 74% 

Total 195 100% 98 100% 92 100% 112 100% 497 100% 

  

Nature of impairment  

The largest proportion of study participants reporting some form of impairment was amongst 

people with visual challenges (40%), followed by hearing loss (30%), physical disabilities (22%) 

and then intellectual/mental health related issues (9%). Amongst the 88 learners with some form 

of impairment, eye related challenges/visual formed 35% of the population, followed by hearing 

(35%), physical (20%) and intellectual/mental (11 %).  

 

Learners with hearing loss  

Up to 29 SNE learners reported that they had hearing loss challenges, of which  a quarter (26%, 

n=6) were profoundly deaf and the remaining 74% (23) were hard of hearing, i.e. they had mild or 

severe hearing loss. Only 2 out of the 23 learners who were hard of hearing had assistive devices.   
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3.2 Access, getting to & retention of SNE learners in school  

Outcome 1: Learners with special needs have improved access, getting to & remaining in 

school, on a par with other primary and secondary education learners.  

 

An estimated 65 million primary and lower secondary school aged children in developing countries 

have disabilities, half of whom are out of school (Education Commission, 2016). The Sustainable 

Development Goals (SDGs) mention persons with disabilities and proÖÉÄÅ Á ÃÌÅÁÒ ÍÅÓÓÁÇÅ ÔÏ ȬÌÅÁÖÅ 

ÎÏ ÏÎÅ ÂÅÈÉÎÄȭȢ 3$'τ ÓÅÅËÓ ÔÏ ÅÎÓÕÒÅ ȬÉÎÃÌÕÓÉÖÅ ÁÎÄ ÅÑÕÉÔÁÂÌÅ ÑÕÁÌÉÔÙ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÁÎÄ ÐÒÏÍÏÔÅ 

ÌÉÆÅÌÏÎÇ ÌÅÁÒÎÉÎÇ ÏÐÐÏÒÔÕÎÉÔÉÅÓ ÆÏÒ ÁÌÌȭȢ 2ÅÁÃÈÉÎÇ ÔÈÉÓ ÇÏÁÌȟ ÁÓ ÓÐÅÌÔ ÏÕÔ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ %ÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎ ςπσπ 

Framework for Action, is a big challenge, especially given that ÈÁÌÆ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ×ÏÒÌÄȭÓ φυ ÍÉÌÌÉÏÎ ÓÃÈÏÏÌ-

age children with disabilities are out of school.10   

 

Enrolment of children with special education needs in schools 

Several challenges were highlighted by teachers, parents, community members, children and key 

informants that affect their  ability to enroll  and continue with school. Almost all the respondents 

agreed that children with special education needs or various forms of impairment are less likely to 

start school, compared to their counterparts without  disabilities. If they start school, they are less 

likely to transition to secondary school or higher levels of education that will enable them to fulfil 

their aspirations. During this baseline, it was established that equal access to quality education for 

learners with disabilities is often limited by a lack of understanding about their needs, lack of 

teacher training, unconducive school environment, classroom support and learning resources and 

facilities.11  

 

Based on data that was available at the time of the survey from DEMIS offices in Kasungu and 

Nkhotakota, 903  learners with special education needs were enrolled in primary and secondary 

schools across the 14 zones where PEATEMA is being implemented. No data were available for 

Kasasanya and Sopani zones in Kasungu district.  

 

                                                             
10

   International Disability and Development Consortium (2016), #CostingEquity: The case for disability-responsive education financing 
11

 Global Partnership for Education (2016), Children with Disabilities. Accessed on November 16th, 2016. Available at: 

http://www.globalpartnership.org/focus-areas/children-with-disabilities  

 260   271  

 531  

 230  

 142  

 372  

 490  
 413  

 903  

Male Female Total

Number of SNE Learners enrolled, 2016 

Kasungu district Nkhotakota district Total

Figure  4: DEMIS data on SNE learners in PEATEMA's catchment areas, October 2016 

http://www.globalpartnership.org/focus-areas/children-with-disabilities
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The detailed number of SNE learners per zone as a proportion to the total student population for 

Kasungu district is presented in Table 14 .  

 
Table 14: School enrolment records in Kasungu District, October 2016 

 SNE learners enrolled Percent of SNE learners 

Zone Boys Girls Total 
Boys-

SNE 

Girls-

SNE 

Total-

SNE 
% Male 

% 

Female 
Average 

Nkhamenya 5,351 5,311 10,662 100 135 235 1.9% 2.5% 2.2% 

Mkanda 4,487 4,476 8,963 11 10 21 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 

Kavizinde 4,292 4,305 8,597 4 2 6 0.1% 0.0% 0.1% 

Kasasanya 6,336 6,651 12,987 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Sopani 4,847 4,845 9,692 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Kawiya 4,684 4,723 9,407 115 107 222 2.5% 2.3% 2.4% 

Simlemba 2,986 2,968 5,954 30 17 47 1.0% 0.6% 0.8% 

Sub-total 32,983 33,279 66,262 260 271 531 0.8% 0.8% 0.8% 

 

While there were slightly more girls enrolled in Kasungu than boys (260:271), Nkhotakota records 

has 230 boys compared to girls. During the baseline study, it appeared as if data from Nkhotakota 

district were up to date as they had started collecting SNE data more regularly ɀ unlike in Kasungu 

where no data had been collected in the new academic year that started in September 2016. The 

detailed number of SNE learners per zone as a proportion to the total student population for 

Nkhotakota district is presented in Table 15 .  

 
Table 15: School enrolment records in Nkhotakota District, October 2016 

 SNE learners enrolled Percent of SNE learners 

Zone Boys Girls Total 
Boys-

SNE 

Girls-

SNE 

Total-

SNE 
% Male 

% 

Female 
Average 

Kasitu 2,996 2,900 5,896 93 37 130 3.1% 1.3% 2.2% 

Kanyenda 4,428 4,411 8,839 31 25 56 0.7% 0.6% 0.6% 

Kaongozi 3,138 2,858 5,995 20 12 32 0.6% 0.4% 0.5% 

Kabiza 5,760 5,692 11,452 46 39 85 0.8% 0.7% 0.7% 

Walemera 2,745 2,759 5,504 23 11 34 0.8% 0.4% 0.6% 

Chipando 2,150 2,131 4,281 13 16 39 0.6% 0.8% 0.9% 

Lupachi 613 624 1,237 4 2 6 0.7% 0.3% 0.5% 

Sub-total 21,830 21,375 43,205 230 142 372 1.1% 0.7% 0.9% 

 

Main challenges faced by SNE learners 

Several  bottlenecks and challenges were identified during focus group discussions and key 

informant interviews regarding the issues that inhibit SNE learners from either enrolling or staying 

in school, compared to non-SNE learners. Some of the key points raised included the following: 
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- No access to screening services: In almost all the focus group discussions held during this 

baseline, it became apparent that none of the schools had any systematic way of screening or 

assessing the various forms of impairment  affecting learners with hearing impairments. This 

ÈÁÓ ÒÅÓÕÌÔÅÄ ÉÎ ȬÇÕÅÓÓ×ÏÒËȭ ÏÆ ×ÈÏ ÉÓ ÏÒ ÉÓ ÎÏÔ ÁÎ 3.% ÌÅÁÒÎÅÒȟ under-reporting and in some 

instances over-reporting on statistics; as well as, failure to provide appropriate support. 

- Inferiority complex amongst learners with special education needs.  Whilst some stigma is self-

imposed, many children face barriers that limit  their access, participation, performance and 

ability to utilise their potentia l. This leaves them feeling less equal to others who do not have 

identifiable forms of impairment or disability. 

- Lack of qualified teachers: For almost every school, there were no teachers who were qualified 

to give effective support  to SNE learners within mainstream schools. 

- Infrastructural settings in most of the schools not supportive of inclusive education. Examples of 

such unfriendly environments include the physical outlook of most schools, classes and toilets 

which are not readily accessible for learners with physical or visual impairments. 

- Children out of school: 4ÈÅÒÅ ÁÒÅ ȬÍÁÎÙȭ ÓÃÈÏÏÌ ÁÇÅ ÃÈÉÌÄÒÅÎ ×ÈÏ ÁÒÅ ÏÕÔ ÏÆ ÓÃÈÏÏÌ due to lack of 

support and facilities within schools, as well as, attitudes by parents. Unfortunately, the actual 

data on the population of children with disabilities who are out of school is unknown. In both 

districts, none of the respondents was aware of any particular study that attempted to assess 

the prevalence of children with disabilities who are out of school, as well as, the reasons why 

they are not in school.  

- Poverty: Discussions pointed to a strong correlation that exists between poverty and low levels 

of educational opportunities in general. !ÃÃÏÒÄÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÔÅÁÃÈÅÒÓ ÁÔ +ÁÓÉÔÕȟ Ȱpoverty exacerbates 

ÁÎÄ ÄÅÅÐÅÎÓ ÔÈÅ ÅØÔÅÎÔ ÏÆ ÃÈÉÌÄÒÅÎȭÓ disability and social exclusion. Disability may be both a 

ÃÁÕÓÅ ÁÎÄ ÃÏÎÓÅÑÕÅÎÃÅ ÏÆ Á ÆÁÍÉÌÙȭÓ poverty.ȱ ɉ4ÅÁÃÈÅÒÓȭ &'$ȟ +ÁÓÉÔÕ ÚÏÎÅȟ .ËÈÏÔÁËÏÔÁɊȢ 

- Gender disparities: Although parents and communities are more aware about the importance 

of giving equal opportunities  to boys and girls to access education, community leaders felt that 

girls with disabilities are less likely to be supported to go to school compared to boys 

(Community leaders FGDs at Nkhamenya and Kaongozi).  

 

Number of SNE learners per class 

Out of 112 teachers participating in the survey, 87.5% (98) stated had SNE learners in their classes. 

In general, the average number of SNE boys were 2 and for SNE girls, it was 1 per class.   

 
Table 16: How many SNE learners do you have in your class? 

 Male Female Total  

Minimum 1 1 1 

Average 2 1 3 

Maximum 8 6 9 

 

Access to training on SNE issues  

Out of the total study population of 497 respondents, only 9% (47) had ever accessed training on 

SNE issues. A closer analysis of data from teachers and learners revealed that a larger proportion of 

secondary school teachers (43%) had accessed training, compared to primary school teachers 

(15%), secondary school SNE learners (15%) and primary school SNE learners (1%). 
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Table 17: Have you  ever accessed training on SNE learners, whether formal or informal? 

Ever  accessed training on SNE Female Male Total  Female Male Overall  

Prim. SNE learners 0 1 1 0% 3% 1% 

Sec. SNE learners 1 2 3 11% 18% 15%  

Prim. teachers 3 10 13 10% 17% 15%  

Sec. teachers 3 7 10 75% 37% 43%  

Overall  7 20 27 9% 16%  14%  

 

The main source of training was identified as NGOs, CBOs or other associations (34%), followed by 

various other institutions  offering short courses (21%) and tertiary (21%) as well as community 

level initiatives (21%). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

When asked to identify the main NGOs/CBOs or associations providing training opportunities, the 

most commonly  identified were: Plan Malawi (25%), Malawi Council for the Handicapped - 

MACOHA (19%), as well as, Malawi Association of Deaf, Malawi Against Physical Disabilities 

Nalikule CBO, APHAM, CRECCOM, Mineral and appropriate Technology applicable in Malawi 

(MATAMA), Red Cross, Special Olympic Malawi, Kabira and MAP. 

 

,ÅÁÒÎÅÒÓȭ ÁÔÔÉÔÕÄÅs towards education  

 

Priority given to education 

Both SNE learners and non-SNE learners were asked to give a response to five items related to 

priority given to education. Based on the average number of positive responses given for each 

statement, the level at which education was given priority by SNE learners was given at 66%, 

compared to 74% by non-SNE learners.  As shown in Table 18  below, SNE learners appear to give 

lower pr iority to education, compared to their non-SNE peers. The most positive thing reported by 

most of the participants was that they felt proud to be  school pupils (SNE, 83% and non-SNE, 

96%). On the other hand, both SNE and non-SNE learners felt that what they learnt at school did 

not teach them the practical skills needed to solve real life problems, i.e. 42% and 41% 

34% 

21% 

17% 

17% 

11% 

NGOs/CBOs/Association

Other institutions (short courses)

Tertiary institution

Community

Local school

Main sources of training on SNE issues 

Figure  5:  If yes, who/where did you receive the training from? 
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respectively. Somewhat, a larger proportion of female SNE learners responded positively to given 

statements (73%), compared to male SNE learners (60%). 

 
Table 18: Priority attached to education by learners 

Predictors of priority given to 

education 

SNE 

Female 
SNE Male Overall 

Non-SNE 

Female 

Non-SNE 

Male 
Overall 

Being a school pupil makes me feel 

proud 
83% 83% 83% 98% 95% 96% 

It is hard to wake up every day and 

go to school (disagree) 
69% 61% 65% 73% 74% 74% 

What I learn at school will not teach 

me the practical skills needed to 

solve real life problems (disagree) 

52% 33% 42% 35% 47% 41% 

I prefer attending school rather than 

remaining at home to, say, get 

married, do   business, do farming, 

play, etc. 

83% 63% 73% 78% 88% 83% 

3ÏÍÅÔÉÍÅÓ ) ÊÕÓÔ ÄÏÎȭÔ ÆÅÅÌ ÌÉËÅ ÇÏÉÎÇ 

to school (disagree) 
76% 61% 68% 73% 74% 74% 

Overall 73% 60% 66% 71% 76% 74% 

 

Comparison between primary and secondary school respondents revealed higher priority attached 

to education by secondary (74%) compared to primary school pupils (66%). A significant 

difference was noted on ÐÕÐÉÌÓȭ willingness to always attend school (primary 60% and secondary 

95%), as well as, perceptions about what pupils learn in school (Primary 46%; Secondary 30%). 

 
Table 19: Priority attached to education, disaggregated by primary and secondary school levels 

  Primary SNE learners  Secondary SNE learners  

Predictors  Female Male Overall  Female Male Overall  

Being a school pupil makes me feel 

proud 
82% 87% 89% 89% 100% 95%  

It is hard to wake up every day and 

go to school 
67% 54% 60% 78% 82% 80%  

What I learn at school will not teach 

me the practical skills needed to 

solve real life problems. 

58% 34% 46% 33% 27% 30%  

I prefer attending school rather than 

remaining at home == 
82% 66% 74% 89% 55% 70%  

3ÏÍÅÔÉÍÅÓ ) ÊÕÓÔ ÄÏÎȭÔ ÆÅÅÌ ÌÉËÅ ÇÏÉÎÇ 

to school 
70% 51% 60% 100% 91% 95%  

Overall  72%  58%  66%  78%  71%  74%  

 

,ÅÁÒÎÅÒÓȭ feelings about school 

Learners were also asked to respond to questions that could be used to assess the extent to which 

they appreciated their schools, which is believed to affect their attitude towards education. Results 

indicate that SNE learners have less confidence in their schools  (51%),  compared to non-SNE 

learners (68%). From survey findings, less than half (47%) disagreed with the statement that SNE 

learners should be sent to special schools, rather than to mainstream schools. In addition, just 

above a third (37%) disagreed that they are sometimes forced to attend school by 

parents/guardians even if they were not willing. 
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Table 20ȡ ,ÅÁÎÅÒÓȭ Ðersonal feelings about school 

Predictors 
SNE 

Female 
SNE Male Overall 

Non-SNE 

Female 

Non-SNE 

Male 
Overall 

SNE learners should be sent to special schools, 

rather than to mainstream schools (disagree) 
50% 43% 47% 55% 53% 54% 

The school provides me with the best 

education that I need, compared to other 

schools around here. 

69% 54% 61% 86% 84% 85% 

This school allow me enough opportunity to 

actively participate in sports, clubs, etc. 
60% 61% 60% 82% 86% 84% 

All children are treated equally in your school, 

regardless of gender/disability status 
57% 43% 50% 82% 69% 75% 

I am sometimes forced to attend school by my 

parents/guardians even if I am not willing  
38% 37% 38% 35% 50% 43% 

Overall 55% 48% 51% 68% 68% 68% 

 

As shown in Table 21  below, secondary school pupils gave more positive responses (65%), 

compared to primary school SNE learners. The greatest variance in responses was related to the  

way children are treated in school, regardless of gender or disability status (primary: 41% vs 

secondary 80%). In addition, fewer primary school pupils agreed that their schools gave them 

enough opportunities to actively participate in sports, clubs, etc. (56% vs 75%). On a more positive 

note, more primary school pupils (51%) than secondary school pupils (30%) felt that SNE learners 

should remain in mainstream schools, rather than special schools. 

 
Table 21: Personal feelings about school disaggregated by primary and secondary school levels 

  Primary SNE learners  Secondary SNE learners 

Predictors  Female Male Overall  Female Male Overall  

SNE learners should be sent to special schools, 

rather than to mainstream schools 
55% 49% 51% 33% 27% 30%  

The school provides me with the best education 

that I need, compared to other schools around 

here. 

67% 57% 62% 78% 45% 60%  

This school allows me enough opportunity to 

actively participate in sports, clubs, etc. 
58% 54% 56% 67% 82% 75%  

All children are treated equally in your school, 

regardless of gender/disability status 
48% 34% 41% 89% 73% 80%  

I am sometimes forced to attend school by my 

parents/guardians even if I am not willing  
30% 20% 25% 67% 91% 80%  

Overall  52%  43%  47%  67%  64%  65%  

 

 

SNE lÅÁÒÎÅÒÓȭ Äesire to continue with, and complete, school  

Closely associated with  the above, there was a fairly good level of willingness and commitment to 

remain and continue with school amongst both SNE (71%) and non-SNE learners (82%). As shown 

in Table 22 below  , about four out of  five SNE learners found it extremely important to join 

Secondary School or other higher levels of education (84%) or were certain that they would going 

proceed to secondary or higher levels of education if given a place (80%). It is however of concern 

that only 60% felt that there are no barriers that would stop them from complete education and 

achieve their aspirations. The main challenges related to their failure to complete education were 

related to school fees and failure of their parents to support them in school.  
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Table 22: Desire to continue with, and complete, school 

  SNE learners Non-SNE learners 

Predictors Female Male Overall Female Male Overall 

It is extremely important for me to join Secondary 

School or other higher levels of education 
88% 80% 84% 96% 93% 94% 

I am certainly going to join secondary or higher levels 

of education if given a place. 
83% 76% 80% 96% 95% 95% 

I would drop out of school if given the chance to make 

money or getting married now (disagree) 
74% 72% 73% 76% 78% 77% 

Other children or young people out of school have 

better opportunities compared to children in school 

(disagree) 

57% 59% 58% 78% 62% 69% 

I believe that nothing will stop me from completing 

education and achieve my aspirations  
64% 57% 60% 73% 74% 74% 

Overall 73% 69% 71% 84% 80% 82% 

 

Consistent with other findings above, secondary school learners (91%) demonstrated higher 

confidence and desire to continue with education (91%), compared to primary school learners 

(65%). About half of primary school SNE learners (46%) reported that other students outside 

school would have better opportunities than those in school ɀ which is a statement that all the 

secondary school learners denied (100%).  

 
Table 23: : Desire to continue with, and complete, school disaggregated by level of school 

  Primary SNE learners Secondary SNE learners 

Desire to continue with, and complete, school  Female Male Overall Female Male Overall 

It is extremely important for me to join Secondary 

School or other higher levels of education 
91% 77% 84% 78% 91% 85% 

I am certainly going to join secondary or higher levels 

of education if given a place. 
82% 69% 75% 89% 100% 95% 

I would drop out of school if given the chance to 

make money or getting married now 
70% 66% 68% 89% 91% 90% 

Other children or young people out of school have 

better opportunities  compared to children in school  
45% 46% 46% 100% 100% 100% 

I believe that nothing will stop me from completing 

education and achieve my aspirations  
61% 46% 53% 78% 91% 85% 

Overall 70% 61% 65% 87% 95% 91% 

 

Overall result on l earners attitude towards education  

Overall attitude towards education was calculated by getting an average of results from the three 

key areas discussed above, i.e. priority given to education, personal feelings about school and 

desire to continue with education. The overall score for attitude towards education for SNE 

learners was 63%, which is 12% less than that of non-SNE learners (75%). In both groups, girls 

appear to have more positive attitudes towards education, compared to boys. Comparative, the 

greatest contribution towards this indicator is the proportion of SNE and non-SNE learners with a 

desire to continue with, and complete, school, i.e. 71% and 82% respectively. 

Slightly less than half of SNE learners (46%) in primary schools who participated in the survey disagreed with 

the statement that other children or young people out of school have better opportunities compared to 

children in school. 
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Table 24: Overall learners' attitude towards education 

  SNE learners Non-SNE learners 

Subject theme Female Male Overall Female Male Overall 

Priority attached to education 73% 60% 66% 71% 76% 74% 

Personal feelings about school 55% 48% 51% 68% 68% 68% 

Desire to continue with, and complete, 

school  
73% 69% 71% 84% 80% 82% 

Overall 67% 59% 63% 74% 75% 75% 

 

In the graph in figure 6 below, the overall results for primary and secondary school SNE learners 

are presented, showing an 18% overall variance between the two categories, i.e. secondary school 

pupils (77%) and primary school pupils (59%).  

 

3.% ,ÅÁÒÎÅÒÓȭ Ðarticipation and performance in class  

 

Perceptions about SNE learners participation and performance 

About two in five study participants (40%), i.e. learners, non-SNE learners, family members and 

teachers agreed that SNE learners do participate and perform well or just the same as their non-

SNE peers in class.  

 
Table 25: To what extent do SNE learners participate and perform in class compared to non-SNE learners 

Category Female Male Total Female Male Overall 

SNE learners 12 19 31 29% 41% 35% 

Non-SNE learners 16 29 45 33% 50% 42% 

Parents and family members 22 21 43 41% 48% 44% 

Teachers 9 35 44 26% 45% 39% 

Overall 59 104 163 33% 46% 40% 

A significant variance was recorded for Secondary school SNE learners reporting participation and 

performance of SNE learners at par with non-SNE learners for both female and male participants 

66% 

47% 

65% 
59% 

74% 

65% 

91% 

77% 

Priority attached to
education

Personal feelings about
school

Desire to continue with, and
complete, school

Overal attitude

Learners' attitude towards school 

Primary SNE learners Secondary SNE learners

Figure 6 : Comparison of attitudes towards education between primary and secondary schools 
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(78% and 82%). Whilst the overall percentage for secondary school pupils was 80%, it was lower 

for secondary school teachers (43%), primary school teachers (38%) and primary school SNE 

learners (29%) ɀ resulting in an overall 40%.  

 

 

 

Pass marks in numeracy and literacy 

Both SNE learners and non-SNE learners were given a numeracy and a literacy test during the 

baseline study.  Each of the participating learners were between Standard 5 to 8 to be eligible for 

both numeracy and literacy tests.  

 

35% 

51% 

43% 

50% 51% 51% 

Literacy tests Numeracy tests Overall

Performance in Literacy and Numeracy tests 

SNE learners Non-SNE learners

30% 

78% 

27% 25% 

34% 
29% 

82% 

44% 
47% 

44% 

Primary SNE learners Secondary SNE
learners

Primary teachers Secondary teachers Overall

SNE learners' participation & performance 

Female Male

Figure  7 : Perceptions of SNE learners' participation and performance by primary and secondary school learners and 
their teachers 

Figure 8 : Comparison of SNE and non-SNE learners' results in numeracy and literacy 
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The overall results for literacy and numeracy are presented in Table 26  below, showing a slightly 

higher performance amongst non-SNE learners than SNE learners. 

 
Table 26: Results from numeracy and literacy tests 

 SNE learners Non-SNE learners 

Test Female Male Overall Female Male Overall 

Literacy tests 36% 33% 35% 46% 53% 50% 

Numeracy tests 43% 56% 51% 52% 50% 51% 

Overall 40% 45% 43% 49% 52% 51% 

 

Attendance in school 

It was established that none of the schools participating in the study recorded their pupils 

attendance rate disaggregated by disability or whether one was SNE learner or not.  From the 

survey, nearly a third of learners, parents and teachers, i.e. 31% (n=126) agreed that SNE learners 

did not miss school any more than non-SNE learners. While 24% (106) reported that they missed 

ȬÊÕÓÔ ÔÈÅ ÓÁÍÅȭ - a slightly larger proportion (43%, n=173) did not agree. 

 
Table 27: To what extent do SNE learners miss school, compared to non-SNE learners? 

  
SNE learners 

(88) 

Non-SNE learners 

(107) 

Parents 

(98) 
Teachers (112) 

Overall 

(405) 

To a large extent 40% 22% 33% 31% 31% 

Just the same 33% 29% 11% 31% 26% 

To a less extent 27% 49% 56% 38% 43% 

 

About a third of SNE learners (31%, n=27/88) reported that they had missed school for at least one 

week in the past six months (29% female and 33% male). This was further confirmed by 32% 

(126) of parents who reported that their SNE learners had missed  school in the last six months. A 

detailed breakdown of responses from the various groups of participants is presented in Figure 9  

below. 
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35% 35% 

26% 

55% 

34% 
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32% 
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20% 

36% 
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Primary SNE learners Secondary SNE
learners
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Extent to which SNE learners miss school compared to non SNE learners 

To a large extent Just the same To a less extent

Figure 9 : Reports on the extent to which SNE learners miss school by respondent group 
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Why did SNE learners miss school? 

The main reasons for missing school for at least a week included health related issues (57%), 

distance (20%), family problems (20%), as well  as, financial (18%).  

 

 

 

However, according to findings from teachers in the survey, the main reasons for children missing 

school (in general) were as follows: 

- Family problems (55%),  

- Distance to school (42%) 

- domestic work and child care (33%) 

- Financial challenges (33%) 

- Parental attitudes (32%) 

- Lack of interest (27%) 

- Health related challenges (18%) and/or  

- Early pregnancies or marriages (7%).  

 

57% 

20% 20% 
18% 

15% 
17% 

5% 

Health related Distance to
school

Family problems Financial Lack of interest Domestic work
and child care

Parental attitudes

Reasons why SNE learners missed school 

Figure 10: Why do SNE learners miss school? 
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3.3 Attitudes and actions by parents and family members  

Outcome 2: Parents and family members of learners with special n eeds demonstrate 

positive attitude and take action to enable their children attain quality education.  

  

Parental confidence and ability to support SNE learners  

A large proportion  parents reported limited capacity and confidence to support their SNE children 

both at home and at school. The indicator with the highest positive response was that of parents 

reporting that they were able to give correct advice to other parents on ways to help and support 

SNE learners (57%) and the lowest was on the ability to identify and adapt to the needs of their 

children (37%) With ÁÎ ÁÖÅÒÁÇÅ ÏÆ ττϷȟ ÉÔ ÉÓ ÁÐÐÁÒÅÎÔ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÏÊÅÃÔȭÓ !×ÁÒÅÎÅÓÓ #ÏÍÍÕÎÉÃÁÔÉÏÎ 

Training is highly relevant for parents and family members. Notably, male participants reported 

lower capacity and confidence (42%) compared to female participants (45%). 

 
Table 28: Ability and confidence to support SNE learners by parents 

Statement Fem. Male Overall F (%) M (%) Overall 

I am confident to communicate effectively and engage 

with  my child with special educational needs 
29 17 46 54% 39% 47% 

I am able to identify the educational/physical/social 

and emotional development needs of SNE learners 

and adapt to their needs 

21 15 36 39% 34% 37% 

I am able to apply what I ever learnt about supporting 

child/ren with special educational needs 
21 16 37 39% 36% 38% 

I am capable of giving correct advice to other parents 

on ways to help and support SNE learners 
28 28 56 52% 64% 57% 

I have enough confidence to support community and 

school members on how to engage SNE learners. 
22 17 39 41% 39% 40% 

Overall 24 19 43 45% 42% 44% 

 

Detailed analysis of primary and secondary school responses showed that as much as parents have 

ÐÏÓÉÔÉÖÅ ÁÔÔÉÔÕÄÅÓ ÔÏ×ÁÒÄÓ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÃÈÉÌÄÒÅÎȭÓ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎȟ ÔÈÅÙ ÏÆÔÅÎ ÓÔÒÕÇÇÌÅÄ ×ÉÔÈ ÁÓÓÉÓÔÉÎÇ ÔÈÅÉÒ 

children do homework (30%) and less than half of their children reporting that they had never 

missed school for financial reasons.  

 
Table 29: Perspectives of SNE learners on parental attitude 

  Primary SNE learners  Secondary SNE learners 

 Female Male Overall  Female Male Overall  

As much as possible, my parents often assist me 

to do my homework  
73% 66% 69% 33% 27% 30%  

My parents feel that it is okay for me to miss or 

drop from school if we have other issues that 

seem more important than education. 

79% 66% 72% 100% 82% 90%  

I never missed school for financial reasons in the 

last one year 
76% 60% 68% 44% 36% 40%  

My parents/family sometimes make me feel less 

important by what they say or do. 
45% 29% 37% 100% 55% 75%  

My parents have clear plans to support my 

education after primary/secondary education 
61% 57% 59% 67% 36% 50%  

Overall  67%  56%  69%  69%  47%  57%  
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Parental attitudes  towards education  for SNE learners 

 

Priority attached to education 

Results related to priority given to education by parents yielded a 70% average for both male and 

female participants. More than eight in ten parents agreed that education would help their children 

take advantage of future opportunities (85%) and would not accept having their children miss 

school because they did not just feel so. It is however, worth noting that nearly half of the parent 

respondents admitted that  they found it hard to support their children to go to school each day. 

 
Table 30: Priority given to education by parents 

Statement Female Male Overall F (%) M (%) Overall 

Education will help my child to take advantage of 

future opportunities and challenges in life.  
48 35 83 89% 80% 85% 

It is hard to support my child to go to school every 

day (disagree) 
29 21 50 54% 48% 51% 

What my child learns at school will not teach them 

practical skills needed to solve real life problems 

(disagree) 

30 26 56 56% 59% 57% 

Both boys and girls have an equal right to education 40 37 77 74% 84% 79% 

It is okay and understandable if my child would at 

some point miss school because they just do not feel 

like attending (disagree) 

42 36 78 78% 82% 80% 

Overall 38 31 69 70% 70% 70% 

 

Parental feelings about school 

 7ÈÅÎ ÁÓËÅÄ ÑÕÅÓÔÉÏÎÓ ÁÂÏÕÔ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÁÔÔÉÔÕÄÅ ÔÏ×ÁÒÄÓ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÃÈÉÌÄÒÅÎȭÓ ÓÃÈÏÏÌÓȟ ÉÔ ×ÁÓ ÅÖÉÄÅÎÔ ÔÈÁÔ 

there is a general appreciation of the schools where learners go, with an average score of 61% out 

of five responses. Given the lack of knowledge and facilities within mainstream schools, only a 

quarter (26%) of the parents in the survey disagreed that SNE learners should be sent into special 

schools rather than to remain in mainstream schools.. 

 
Table 31: Parental feelings about school 

 Female Male Overall F (%) M (%) Overall 

SNE learners should be sent into special schools, 

rather than to mainstream schools (disagree) 
14 12 26 26% 27% 27% 

The school provides my child with the best education 

that I need, compared to other schools around here. 
36 24 60 67% 55% 61% 

This school allows my child enough opportunity to 

actively participate in sports, clubs, etc. 
36 25 61 67% 57% 62% 

!ÌÌ ÃÈÉÌÄÒÅÎ ÁÒÅ ÔÒÅÁÔÅÄ ÅÑÕÁÌÌÙ ÉÎ ÍÙ ÃÈÉÌÄȭÓ ÓÃÈÏÏÌȟ 

regardless of gender/disability status 
41 34 75 76% 77% 77% 

-Ù ÃÈÉÌÄȭÓ ÓÃÈÏÏÌ ÍÏÔÉÖÁÔÅÓ ÈÉÍȾÈÅÒ ÁÎÄ ) ÄÏ ÎÏÔ 

need to force him or her to school. 
39 37 76 72% 84% 78% 

Overall 33 26 60 61% 60% 61% 
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#ÏÍÍÉÔÍÅÎÔ ÔÏ ÓÕÐÐÏÒÔ ÃÈÉÌÄÒÅÎȭÓ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎ 

On average, three out of five parents (60%) were able to demonstrate commitment to support their 

children in school. Two key areas that had fewer people responding positively were words/actions 

spoken to children (47%) as well as, ability to pay fees so that their children would never miss 

school for financial reasons (43%). Comparisons on parental reports and perspectives of SNE 

learners on parental attitudes were closely related. See Table 32  below. 

 
Table 32: Comparison between parents and SNE learners' responses to specific statements 

  Parents SNE learners12 

 Female Male Overall Female Male Overall 

As much as possible, I often assist my child to do 

his/her homework  
48% 73% 59% 64% 57% 60% 

It is okay for my child to miss lessons or drop school 

if we have other issues that seem more important 

than attending school (disagree) 

83% 66% 76% 83% 70% 76% 

My child never missed school for financial reasons in 

the last one year. 
50% 39% 45% 69% 54% 61% 

I think that I sometimes make my child feel less 

important by what I say or do (disagree) 
46% 48% 47% 57% 35% 45% 

) ÈÁÖÅ ÃÌÅÁÒ ÐÌÁÎÓ ÔÏ ÓÕÐÐÏÒÔ ÍÙ ÃÈÉÌÄȭÓ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎ 

after primary/secondary education 
72% 75% 73% 62% 52% 57% 

Overall 60% 60% 60% 67% 53% 60% 

 

Perceptions of SNE and non-SNE learners 

Based on findings from the survey, just below half of SNE learners gave positive responses to all the 

five statements given above concerning their parents, i.e. 48.9%. Compared with SNE learners, 

more non-SNE learners reported positive attitudes by their parents (58.9%). 

 
Table 33: Comparison of perceptions of parental attitude by SNE and non-SNE learners 

 Female Male Overall F (%) M (%) Overall 

SNE learners children reporting positive attitudes 

and actions by their parents 
23 20 43 54.8% 43.5% 48.9% 

Non-SNE learners children reporting positive 

attitudes and actions by their parents 
27 36 63 55.1% 62.1% 58.9% 

 

Overall result: parental attitude towards education for SNE learners 

After combining results from the four areas of analysis, the overall score on attitudes of parents 

was given as  59%, with  priority attached to education and personal feelings scoring higher points, 

compared to commitment to support education or perspectives from learners.  

 
Table 34: Combined results on parents attitude towards education 

 Female Male Overall F (%) M (%) Overall 

Priority attached to education 38 32 70 70% 73% 71% 

                                                             
12

 SNE learners responded to the following statements: (a) As much as possible, my parents often assist me to do my homework ; (b) My 
parents feel that it is okay for me to miss or drop from school if we have other issues that seem more important than education (disagree) (c) I 
never missed school for financial reasons in the last one year; (d) My parents/family sometimes make me feel less important by what they say 
or do (disagree); and (e) My parents have clear plans to support my education after primary/secondary education. 
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Personal feelings about children's school 33 29 62 61% 66% 63% 

Commitment to support learners' education 32 17 49 60% 39% 50% 

SNE learners perspectives on parental attitudes 28 21 49 52% 48% 49% 

Overall 33 25 58 61% 56% 59% 

 

From discussions with various respondents, it appears that parents would willing to do more for 

their children , as long as they are given more support to do so. Throughout the consultative 

processes, it became evident that parents are willing to engage and support their children with 

education support needs. In several cases,  parents expressed positive sentiments towards their 

children and willingness to do more for them: 

Ȱ7Å ÎÅÅÄ ÔÏ ÆÏÒÍ ÁÃÔÉÖÅ ÓÃÈÏÏÌ ÐÁÒÅÎÔ ÃÏÍÍÉÔÔÅÅÓ ÁÎÄ ÌÅÁÄ ÂÙ example that we have 

capabilities ÔÏ ÓÕÐÐÏÒÔ ÏÕÒ ÃÈÉÌÄÒÅÎȟȭȱ Parents FGD at Kasitu Zone. 

 

ȰIndeed parents should be at the forefront of this project. They are our children. All we need is 

ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÁÎÄ ÓÕÐÐÏÒÔ ÏÎ ÈÏ× ÔÏ ÇÏ ÁÂÏÕÔ ÉÔȱ Parent, Nkhamenya Zone. 

 

Financial support for education  

 

Household income and expenditure on education 

Based on responses from 98 parents, the average annual income per household was estimated at 

MKW 645,086 (£717) per year. Out of the total income, the average spent on education was 3%, i.e. 

MKW 17,229 (£19). 

 
Table 35: Proportion of household income spent on education 

Annual income Annual income Spent on education Proportion 

 MKW GBP (900) MKW2 GBP (900)3 Percent 

Minimum 36,000 £40 1,000 GBP 1 3% 

Average 645,086 £717 17,229 GBP 19 3% 

Maximum 2,400,000 £2,667 200,000 GBP 222 8% 

 

Ability to pay fees or make other financial contributions  

A large proportion of parents (62%) and SNE learners (61%) reported having been able to 

regularly pay school related fees or make financial contributions to their schools in the past 12 

months.  

 
Table 36: Parents ability to pay school related expenses for their children 

 Female Male Total Female Male Percent 

SNE learners 28 26 54 67% 57% 61% 

Parents and family members 34 27 61 63% 61% 62% 

Overall 62 53 115 65% 59% 62% 

Comparison: Non-SNE learners 34 44 78 69% 76% 73% 



  

 

 

34 

SNE learners missing school due to financial reasons 

Participants were asked if they or their children  had missed school due to financial related issues. 

Corresponding to responses given above, up to 68% of SNE learners (and 67% of parents) reported 

that they had never missed school due to a financial lack. For the learners who had missed school, 

the average number of days missed were 5 days. 

  
Table 37: Percent of leaners who never missed school due to financial reasons 

Never missed school Female Male Total Female % Male % Overall % 

SNE learners 32 28 60 76% 61% 68% 

Parents and family members 37 29 66 69% 66% 67% 

Overall 69 57 126 72% 63% 68% 

Comparison: Non-SNE learners 35 49 84 71% 84% 79% 

 

Main sources of household incomes 

About nine out of ten parents in the survey, i.e. 90% (n= 88/98) identified agriculture as their main 

source of household incomes, followed by about a fifth (21%) stating income generating activities.  

 
Figure 11: Main sources of household incomes 

 

 

 

How regular and reliable is your income? 

As shown in Table 38  below, a very small proportion of parents participating in the survey felt that 

their incomes were regular and reliable, i.e. 7% (n=7/98). While 45% felt that their income was 

somehow reliable and regular, just less than half (48%) reported that it was neither regular nor 

reliable (48%). Although more females reported regular income compared to male participants 

(9% vs 5%), a slightly smaller proportion of male participants reported irregular and unreliable 

incomes, compared to females (43% vs 52%). 
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Table 38: How regular and reliable is your income? 

Household income  Female Male Total Female % Male % Overall % 

Regular and reliable 5 2 7 9% 5% 7% 

Somehow regular and reliable 21 23 44 39% 52% 45% 

Neither regular nor reliable 28 19 47 52% 43% 48% 

Overall 54 44 98 100% 100% 100% 

  

Where do you save your income? 

The reported lack of regular and reliable income was further evident by the smaller proportion of 

respondents stating that they had savings in bank (28%), compared to those saving within their 

ȬÈÏÍÅÓȭ ɉτσϷɊȟ ÉÎ ÓÁÖÉÎÇÓ ÇÒÏÕÐÓ ɉρρϷɊ ÏÒ ÈÁÄ ÎÏ ÓÁÖÉÎÇÓ ÁÔ ÁÌÌ ɉρψϷɊȢ More females (50%) 

reported that they saved at home, compared to 34% of male participats. In a corresponding way, 

the percentage of male participants saving in banks was higher (36%) than those of female 

participants (20%). 

 
Table 39: Where do participants save their incomes? 

Savings Female Male Total Female % Male % Overall % 

At home 27 15 42 50% 34% 43% 

Bank/finance institution  11 16 27 20% 36% 28% 

No savings 10 8 18 19% 18% 18% 

Savings group 6 5 11 11% 11% 11% 

Overall 54 44 98 100% 100% 100% 

 

Do you have a bank account 

Just above a third of the participants (37%, n=36/98) had bank accounts. As shown in Figure 12 

below, fewer female participants (26%) had bank accounts, compared to their male counterparts 

(50%).  

 

26% 

50% 

37% 

74% 
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63% 

Female Male Overall

Percentage with bank accounts  

Yes

No

Figure12 : Do you have a bank account? 
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How much do you have in your bank account? 

The range of savings in bank accounts was between 0 MKW and 400,000 MKW.  On average, each 

household with savings accounts had about MKW52,722 (GBP 59) at the time of the survey. 

  

Income Generatng Activities 

Nearly two in five survey participants (37%) reported that they had participated in some form of 

income generating activities in the past six months. 

 

Table 40: Participation in form of income generating activities 

  Frequency Percentage 

 Female Male Overall Female Male Overall 

Yes 21 15 36 39% 34% 37% 

No 33 29 62 61% 66% 63% 

Overall 54 44 98 100% 100% 100% 

 

Types of income generating activities 

Consistent with earlier findings about ÐÅÏÐÌÅȭÓ ÏÃÃÕÐÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÓÔÁÔÕÓ, agricultural farming was the 

main source of income generating activities (64%), followed by petty trade (17%) and small 

animals (11%).   

 
Table  41 : Which type of small business or IGA are you involved with? 

 Frequency Percent 

Agriculture farming 23 64% 

Petty Trading 6 17% 

Small animals/poultry 4 11% 

Basic utility/grocery shop 2 6% 

Sewing / handicraft 2 6% 

Fishing 1 3% 

Resthouse 1 3% 

 

Amount of money gained from income generating activities 

The average monthly income from those participating in IGAs was given as MKW19,406 (GBP22).   

 
Table  42: How much do you earn from your IGA each month? 

 MKW GBP (900) 

Minimum 1,000 GBP 1 

Average 19,406 GBP 22 

Maximum 100,000 GBP 111 
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Spending of incomes from IGAs 

A large majority of survey participants, i.e. 94%, reported that they spent most of their IGA incomes 

on general household expenses, such as food, clothes, etc. The next areas where IGA incomes were 

spent were related to farming inputs or capital (61%) and education 36%).  

 
Table43 : How do you spend your income from your small business/IGA? 

      

Use of money from IGA Frequency Percent 

Household expenses 34 94% 

Farming related capital or inputs 22 61% 

Education expenses 20 56% 

Non-income related activities 1 3% 

 

 

#ÈÁÌÌÅÎÇÅÓ ÁÆÆÅÃÔÉÎÇ ÐÁÒÅÎÔÓȭ ÁÂÉÌÉÔÙ ÔÏ ÓÕÐÐÏÒÔ 3.% ÌÅÁÒÎÅÒÓ 

Despite the remarkable efforts by parents to  ensure that their children access education, there are 

challenges. Key challenges identified during the baseline study included: 

- Limited knowledge on how to effectively communicate with their children, especially among 

parents of children with hearing impairment.  

- Lack of financial resources to support education for their children. Up to three fifth (60%) of 

secondary school SNE learners and a fifth (22%) of primary school SNE learners reported that 

they had missed school in the last six months due to financial reasons.  

- Head teachers in Boma zone mentioned that there are some socio-cultural challenges, myths 

and misconceptions that negatively lead parents not to give priority to education. Although this 

appears to have reduced a lot, there are still some few families who feel ashamed having 

children with disabilities and they hide them in school. 

- Some parents do not see value of educating children with disabilities.  They  feel that it is 

pointless (Community leader, Simlemba). 
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3.4 Community response and support  

Outcome statement: Community members, leaders and social groups are increasingly 

engaged and supporting SNE learners in and out of their school communities.  

 

Community capacity and confidence to support SNE learners 

A large proportion of community members expressed confidence and skills to support SNE learners 

ɀ see Table 44  below. Most of the questions generated a 68% ɀ 88% positive response range, 

except for one, which was 45%. Less than half of the community members agreed that they were 

able to apply skills that they had ever learnt to identify and support  SNE learners (45%). During 

focus groups, a significant number stated that they had never been exposed to training and so they 

had no such skills to pass on. On a positive note, nearly nine out of ten community members had 

individually approached parents who do not send children with SNE children to schools, i.e. 88%. 

 
Table 44 : Community confidence and capacity to support SNE learners' education 

Statement Female Male Overall F (%) M (%) Overall 

I am confident to communicate effectively and engage 

children with special educational needs 
21 46 67 66% 77% 73% 

I have individually approached parents who do not 

send children with SNE children to schools 
29 52 81 91% 87% 88% 

I am able to apply the skills that I ever learnt to 

identify and support child/ren with special needs 
15 26 41 47% 43% 45% 

I am capable of giving correct advice to parents on 

ways to help and support SNE learners 
21 42 63 66% 70% 68% 

I have enough confidence to support community and 

school members on how to engage SNE learners. 
23 46 69 72% 77% 75% 

Overall 22 42 64 68% 71% 70% 

 

#ÏÍÍÕÎÉÔÙ ÍÅÍÂÅÒÓȭ ÁÔÔÉÔÕÄÅ ÔÏ×ÁÒÄÓ 3.% ÌÅÁÒÎÅÒÓ  

As much as most of the community  responses were positive, it was noted that only a few community 

members agreed that learners should be study in mainstream schools (9%). In addition, just about a 

third (35%) disagreed with the statement that community members who provide SNE services in the 

community deserve financial incentives for their efforts. 

 
Table45  : Attitudes of community members towards SNE learners 

Statement Female Male Overall F (%) M (%) Overall 

SNE learners should be sent to special schools, rather 

than remain in mainstream schools 
4 4 8 13% 7% 9% 

I always stand up for the rights of SNE learners if I 

find them being violated  
22 42 64 69% 70% 70% 

I offer free time to give practical support for SNE 

learners from their community 
22 42 64 69% 70% 70% 

Community members who provide SNE services in 

the community deserve financial incentives for their 

efforts 

12 20 32 38% 33% 35% 

I think that sometimes I do make SNE learners feel 

less important by what I say or do (often without 

realizing it. 

24 49 73 75% 82% 79% 

Overall 84 157 241 53% 52% 52% 
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Initiatives aimed at improving SNE provision  

 

Participation in joint initiatives  

Nearly a third of the participants reported that they had, in the last six months, taken part in 

meetings and activities where students, teachers, parents and community members jointly discuss 

how best to improve performance of SNE learners. Participation was greater amongst community 

leaders (50%), compared to teachers (24%) and parents (23%). Overall, it was clear from the 

survey that the participation of females was lower than that of males across the three categories 

(see Figure 13  below). 

 

 

Participation in decision making processes and actions  

About 45% of the study participants reported that they belonged and participated in at least one 

group that was involved in planning and taking decisions related to SNE learners.  

 

47% 

15% 

21% 
25% 

52% 

34% 

26% 

36% 

50% 

23% 24% 

32% 

Community members Parents Teachers Overall

Ever participated in joint activities 

Female Male Overall
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Figure13 : Have you participated in joint activities aimed at supporting SNE learners in the past 6 months? 

Figure14 : Are you currently involved in any local decision making structure for SNE learners? 
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About 34% of the respondents in local decision making structures were in the PTA (34%), followed 

by local community and support groups.  

 
Table46 : If yes, which decision making structures are you involved with? 

Groups Parents Community Teachers Total Percent 

PTA 2 11 18 29 34% 

Local community support group 17 24 0 24 28% 

SMC 0 14 7 21 25% 

Mother Group 1 9 0 9 11% 

Child protection group 0 1 1 2 2% 

Total 20 59 26 85 100% 

 

Practical action and support  

About one in two community members (54%) and teachers (48%) reported that they had, in the 

past six months, taken at least one practical action to support children with special needs in their 

community or school. 

 
Table 47 : Taken practical action to support SNE learners in past 6 months 

 Female Male Overall F (%) M (%) Overall 

Non-SNE learners 16 15 31 33% 26% 29% 

Community members 17 33 50 53% 55% 54% 

Teachers 20 34 54 59% 44% 48% 

Overall 53 82 135 46% 42% 43% 

 

If you have taken practical action, what activities did you do for SNE learners?   

In Table 48  below, examples of practical support given are presented, showing material support as 

the most popular activity done (59%), followed by befriending (43%) and psychosocial support 

(34%). The research team observed that the number of respondents who referred SNE learners to 

other services in the last six months were as low as one in ten respondents. re 

 
Table48 : What practical action did you take? 

 
Non-SNE 

learners 
Community Teachers Total Percent 

Material support 9 41 29 79 59% 

Befriending services 16 12 30 58 43% 

Psychosocial support 1 25 20 46 34% 

Financial support 5 17 5 27 20% 

Referral services 1 2 12 15 11% 

Shelter 0 2 4 6 4% 

Legal support 0 1 5 6 4% 
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Potential practical activities that could be done to support education 

During focus group discussions and key informant interv iews, several ideas on practical actions 

that community members could take were given as follows: 

- Promoting positive attitudes towards children with disabilities at community level  

- Encourage early intervention through timely and accurate identification of children with 

special education needs in schools and in the community. 

- Promoting positive role models  

- Reduce inequalities by equality through giving equal opportunity to all children, regardless of 

gender or disabilities.  

- Community members are encouraged to take an active role in school development initiatives, 

with a special focus on support for  SNE learners. 

 

Community perceptions and feelings towards SNE learners  

Responses from learners, family members, community and teachers yielded a 53% average 

response (positive) in relation to how people in local communities felt about SNE learners. A sharp 

contrast between SNE learners (28%) and community members (88%) was observed. This 

according to key informants is because of ȬÉÇÎÏÒÁÎÃÅ ÁÍÏÎÇÓÔ ÍÅÍÂÅÒÓ ÏÆ ÔÈÉÓ ÃÏÍÍÕÎÉÔÙȢ 7Å ÁÌÌ 

ÔÈÉÎË ÔÈÁÔ ×Å ÁÒÅ ÄÏÉÎÇ ÏÕÒ ÂÅÓÔ ÆÏÒ 3.% ÌÅÁÒÎÅÒÓȟ ÏÎÌÙ ÔÏ ÒÅÁÌÉÓÅ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅÙ ÓÅÅ ÉÔ ÄÉÆÆÅÒÅÎÔÌÙȭ 

(Community leader, Kaongozi zone) 

 
Table 49 : What are the community perceptions about SNE learners? (Positive) 

 Female Male Total  Female Male Overall  

SNE learners 15 10 25 36% 22% 28%  

Non-SNE learners 29 27 56 59% 47% 52%  

Parents and family members 31 28 59 57% 64% 60%  

Community members and leaders 27 54 81 84% 90% 88%  

Teachers 18 23 41 53% 29% 37%  

Overall  120 142 262 57%  50%  53%  
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3.5 Support from school teachers and managers  

Outcome 4: Primary and secondary school teachers and managers are capable and 

motivated to provide quality education for SNE learners within mainstream schools.  

 

Inclusion in education should be regarded as a long-lasting process which requires time, effort, 

competeÎÃÅ ÁÎÄ ÓÔÒÏÎÇ ÃÏÎÖÉÃÔÉÏÎ ÂÙ ÁÌÌ ÔÈÏÓÅ ÉÎÖÏÌÖÅÄ ÉÎ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔÓȭ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎȟ ÆÉÒÓÔ ÁÎÄ ÆÏÒÅÍÏÓÔȟ 

by teachers. Therefore, the key role of teachers in giving birth to, and maintaining a truly inclusive 

classroom, is unquestionable (Anderson et al, 2007) 

 
Table50 : Number of schools and teachers in catchment areas of Kasungu and Nkhotakota districts 

District /  Zones Schools School staffing  Average no. of teachers / school  

Kasungu 

District  
Primary  Secondary Total  Male Female Total  Male Female Overall  

Nkhamenya 16 6 22 131 91 222 6 4 10 

Mkanda 14 2 16 81 19 100 5 1 6 

Kavizinde 11 1 12 61 16 77 5 1 6 

Kasasanya 18 2 20 67 34 101 3 2 5 

Sopani 15 2 17 57 10 67 3 1 4 

Kawiya 12 2 14 53 17 70 4 1 5 

Simlemba 12 1 13 54 18 72 4 1 6 

Sub-total 98 16 114 504 205 709 4 2 6 

Nkhotakota 

District  
Primary  Secondary Total  Male Female Total  Male Female Overall  

Kasitu 9 2 11 51 16 67 5 1 6 

Kanyenda 8 1 9 51 60 111 6 7 12 

Kaongozi 9 1 10 62 16 78 6 2 8 

Kabiza 12 4 16 81 102 183 5 6 11 

Walemera 8 1 9 49 1 50 5 0 6 

Chipando 8 1 9 52 19 71 6 2 8 

Lupachi 4 0 4 24 6 30 6 2 8 

Sub-total 54 10 64 370 220 590 6 3 9 

Overall Population 152 26 178 874 425 1299 5 2 7 

Percent 85% 15% 100% 67% 33% 100% 67% 33% 100% 
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Teachers' knowledge, confidence and ability to teach and support SNE learners 

Most of the teachers participating in the survey gave themselves surprisingly higher responses in 

terms of knowledge, confidence and ability  to teach and support SNE learners. The two lower 

responses that attracted fewer positive responses were to do with effective communication 

between teachers and leaners (64%) ability to identify the educational/ physical/ social and 

emotional development needs of SNE learners and adapt to their needs (69%). Overall, survey data 

indicated that about one in every two participants (teachers) gave affirmative responses to 

statements related to knowledge and confidence. 

 
Table51 : Teachers' ability and confidence to teach and support SNE learners 

 Female Male Overall  
Female 

% 
Male 

Overall  

% 

I am confident to communicate effectively and 

engage children with special educational needs 
26 46 72 76% 59% 64%  

I am able to identify the educational/ physical/  

social and emotional development needs of SNE 

learners and adapt to their needs 

25 52 77 74% 67% 69%  

I am able to apply inclusive and participatory 

teaching methodologies during class lessons 
27 60 87 79% 77% 78%  

I am capable of giving correct advice parents on 

ways to help and support SNE learners 
28 55 83 82% 71% 74%  

I have enough confidence to support community 

and school members on how to engage SNE 

learners. 

30 61 91 88% 78% 81%  

Teachers meeting the five criteria  20 31 51 59%  40%  46%  

 

Findings from the survey showed no significant differences between primary  and secondary school 

teachers in terms of knowledge and confidence. However, it is worth noting the primary school 

teachers felt much more comfortable with parental and community engagement processes, 

compared to capacity to identify needs and apply learnt skills See Table 52 . 

 
Table 52: Comparison between primary and secondary school teachers' responses 

  Primary teachers  Secondary teachers 

  Female Male Overall  Female Male Overall  

I am confident to communicate effectively and 

engage children with special educational needs 
77% 58% 64%  75% 63% 65%  

I am able to identify the 

educational/physical/social and emotional 

development needs of SNE learners and adapt to 

their needs 

73% 64% 67%  75% 74% 74%  

I am able to apply inclusive and participatory 

teaching methodologies during class lessons 
80% 75% 76%  75% 84% 83%  

I am capable of giving correct advice parents on 

ways to help and support SNE learners  
83% 73% 76%  75% 63% 65%  

I have enough confidence to support community 

and school members on how to engage SNE 

learners. 

90% 81% 84%  75% 68% 70%  

Overall  81%  70%  73%  75%  70%  71%  
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Practices and actions taken by teachers  

An average 56% teachers, i.e. about 63 out of 112, reported that they were involved in actions that 

helped ensure effective delivery of quality education for SNE learners in their schools. Although 

nearly three quarters of teachers reported that they were regularly present, friendly and 

supportive to SNE learners and their parents (71%), just less than half agreed that SNE learners 

found it easy to approach them if they needed extra help (45%). 

  
Table 53: Positive actions taken by teachers to support SNE education 

 Female Male Overall  
Female 

% 
Male 

Overall  

% 

Teachers are regularly present at school, friendly 

and supportive to SNE learners and their parents 
24 55 79 71% 71% 71%  

Teachers have appropriate skills and abilities to 

apply inclusive and participatory teaching 

methodologies during class lessons 

21 38 59 62% 49% 53%  

When children with special educational needs have 

problems with school work, they find it easy to 

approach their teachers for help 

12 38 50 35% 49% 45%  

Sometimes teachers call SNE learners bad names ɀ 

making them feel less important 
18 39 57 53% 50% 51%  

School administrators are aware and sensitive to 

the specific requirements of SNE learners 
21 48 69 62% 62% 62%  

Overall  19 44 63 56%  56%  56%  

 

Overall results on perceptions from primary school teachers  (57%) were not significantly different 

from those of secondary school teachers (55%).  Nevertheless, while a fairly large percentage of 

secondary school teachers reported that learners found it easy to approach them (57%), only 2 in 5 

primary school teachers reported so (42%).  Conversely, although slightly above half the number of 

primary school teachers (54%) felt able to apply inclusive and participatory teaching 

methodologies during class lessons, the proportion for secondary school teachers was just below 

half (48%). 

 
Table 54: Comparison between primary and secondary school teachers on actions and practices 

  Primary teachers  Secondary teachers 

 Female Male Overall  Female Male Overall  

Teachers are regularly present at school, friendly and 

supportive to SNE learners and their parents 
70% 73% 72%  75% 63% 65%  

Teachers have appropriate skills and ability to apply 

inclusive and participatory teaching methodologies 

during class lessons  

63% 49% 54%  50% 47% 48%  

When children with special educational needs have 

problems with school work, they find it easy to 

approach their teachers for help 

33% 46% 42%  50% 58% 57%  

Sometimes teachers call SNE learners bad names ɀ 

making them feel less important 
53% 53% 53%  50% 42% 43%  

School administrators are aware and sensitive to the 

specific requirements of SEN learners 
57% 64% 62%  100% 53% 61%  

Overall  55%  57%  57%  65%  53%  55%  
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Perspectives of  learners and parents on teachers support and actions13 

When learners, both SNE and non-3.% ×ÅÒÅ ÁÓËÅÄ ÔÏ ÇÉÖÅ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÖÉÅ×Ó ÏÎ ÔÅÁÃÈÅÒÓȭ ÁÃÔÉÏÎÓ ÁÎÄ 

support, results were consistently similar, i.e. 55% for teachers and 54% for learners and parents.  

As much as most of the statements had coherent responses, it was noted that fewer teachers (51%) 

than the rest of the respondent groups agreed that  

  
Table55 : Perceptions of learners and parents on teachers' actions and practices 

 
SNE 

Learners 

Non-SNE 

learners 
Parents Overall  

Teachers regularly present at school, friendly and supportive 

to SNE learners and their parents 
52% 65% 63% 60% 

Teachers have appropriate skills and ability to apply inclusive 

and participatory teaching methodologies during class 

lessons  

39% 50% 47% 45% 

When children with special educational needs have problems 

with school work, they find it easy to approach their teachers 

for help 

38% 45% 39% 41% 

Sometimes teachers call SNE learners bad names ɀ making 

them feel less important 
70% 75% 85% 77% 

School administrators are aware and sensitive to the specific 

requirements of SEN learners 
48% 47% 42% 46% 

Overall  49%  56%  55%  54%  

 

Further analysis of survey data indicated that double the proportion of primary school learners, i.e. 

80% of secondary school SNE learners (vs 40% of primary school learners) agreed to positive 

actions taken by their teachers. The most positive comments given were given to teachers not 

speaking negatively about SNE learners (95%), as well as, awareness and sensitivity by school 

administrator s (90%). In addition, only one in four learners in primary (26%) reported that they 

found it easy approach their teachers ɀ unlike three in four secondary school learners (75%).  

 
Table 56: Comparison between primary and secondary school teachers 

  Primary  SNE learners Secondary SNE learners 

 Female Male Overall  Female Male Overall  

Teachers are regularly present at school, friendly 

and supportive to SNE learners and their parents 
48% 40% 44%  78% 82% 80%  

Teachers have appropriate skills and ability to apply 

inclusive and participatory teaching methodologies 

during class lessons  

36% 29% 32%  44% 73% 60%  

When children with special educational needs have 

problems with school work, they find it easy to 

approach their teachers for help 

21% 31% 26%  78% 73% 75%  

Sometimes teachers call SNE learners bad names ɀ 

making them feel less important 
70% 57% 63%  100% 91% 95%  

School administrators are aware and sensitive to the 

specific requirements of SEN learners 
42% 29% 35%  89% 91% 90%  

Overall  44%  37%  40%  78%  82%  80%  
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Opportunities  to meet, learn and share ideas with other teachers 

Just about one out of ten teachers (11%, n=12/112) reported that they had had opportunities to 

meet, learn and share ideas with teachers from other schools/zones on SNE learning provision in 

the past 12 months. Although results were generally low for both groups, it appears that a much 

lower percentage of primary school teachers (9%) had had opportunities to meet than secondary 

school teachers (17%). 

 
Table57: How often do you meet with other teachers on SNE provision 

 Female Male Overall  Female % Male % Overall  % 

Prim. teachers 2 6 8 7% 10% 9% 

Sec. teachers 1 3 4 25% 16% 17%  

Overall  3 9 12 9% 12%  11%  

 

Level of engagement by teachers on SNE related issues 

Teachers were asked to share their perception about the level ÏÆ ÔÅÁÃÈÅÒÓȭ ÅÎÇÁÇÅÍÅÎÔ ÏÎ 

education focusing on SNE learners, including frequency, activities, feedback, and quality.  

Responses from 70% of teachers in the survey indicated that engagement levels were quite low at 

all levels. However, a small proportion  felt that engagement was high up school level (17%) and an 

even smaller proportion said high up to zonal/district levels (13%) 

 

Notably, a higher proportion  of secondary school teachers felt that that the quality of teacher 

engagement and peer support on 3.% ÌÅÁÒÎÅÒÓȭ ÉÓÓÕÅÓ was quite low at all levels (78%), compared 

to primary school teachers (67%). None of the secondary school teachers (0%) felt that there is a 

high quality of engagement at zonal and/or district levels. From both groups, male teachers were 

less optimistic about quality levels than their female counterparts.  
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Figure15 : How do you rate the quality of engagement among teachers in your school, zone and at district level? 
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Table58 : Comparison of quality ratings by primary and secondary school teachers 

  Primary teachers  Secondary SNE learners 

Quality of engagement Female Male Overall  Female Male Overall  

Quite low at all levels 57% 73% 67%  50% 84% 78%  

High up to school level 30% 8% 16%  50% 16% 22%  

High to zonal/district level 13% 19% 17%  0% 0% 0% 

 

Challenges affecting teachersȭ ÁÂÉÌÉÔÙ ÔÏ ÄÅÌÉÖÅÒ ÑÕÁÌÉÔÙ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎ 

Teachers and school management representatives highlighted the following challenges that affect 

the ability of teachers to effectively deliver quality education in mainstream schools, as follows: 

- High staff: pupil ratios, with some classes having 100 pupils. This makes it very difficult for 

teachers to find enough time to focus on SNE learners who may need extra time and support. 

- Lack of skills and knowledge on how to teach SNE learners in mainstream schools: Almost nine 

out of ten teachers from the survey had never been trained on SNE provision ɀ ȰÒÅÇÁÒÄÌÅÓÓ of 

the governmentȭÓ ÅØÐÅÃÔÁÔÉÏÎ ÆÏÒ ÕÓ ÔÏ ÂÅ ÉÎÃÌÕÓÉÖÅ ÁÎÄ ÐÒÏÄÕÃÅ ÇÏÏÄ ÒÅÓÕÌÔÓȱ (Teacher, Kasitu 

Zone, Nhkotakota). Teachers expressed a deep longing for training and capacity building over 

the next few years. Very few schools reported that they have started doing In-service training 

for their staff on inclusive education. This was however very rare ɀ mainly in secondary schools 

with resource centres. 

- No access to teaching resources, resulting in lack of creativity on how to ensure the active 

participation of SNE learners alongside non-SNE learners. Teachers in both districts 

emphasised a great need for support with training materials which they could use as a 

reference point on a regular basis. They also stressed the importance of having context specific 

tools and learning resources, which are innovative and at the same time applicable and 

adaptable to the context.  

Engaging Teacher Training Colleges in PEATEMA 

An evaluation for a previous Signal and CCAP project funded by the Scottish Government recommended 

that future projects should endeavour to engage with local teacher training institutions for a project such 

as PEATEMA. Consultations with the management of Kasungu Teacher Training College during this 

baseline study were encouraging. The colÌÅÇÅ ÃÕÒÒÅÎÔÌÙ ÃÏÍÍÉÔÓ Ô×Ï ×ÅÅËÓ ÏÆ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔÓȭ 

foundational studies to Inclusive Education sessions. During the interviews, they agreed to collaborate 

with the PEATEMA project, both in terms of providing technical support to the project, as well as, 

receiving PEATEMA project staff  to act as resource persons. With further discussion, the management 

×ÏÕÌÄ ÂÅ ×ÉÌÌÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÆÁÃÉÌÉÔÁÔÅ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔ ÔÅÁÃÈÅÒÓȭ ÃÌÕÂ ÁÃÔÉÖÉÔÉÅÓ ÔÏ ÐÒÏmote inclusive education. It is likely 

that a Memorandum of Association could be agreed upon to take this work forward. 

 

Ȱ7Å ÈÁÖÅ Á ÌÏÎÇ ÓÔÁÎÄÉÎÇ ÃÏÍÍÉÔÍÅÎÔ ÔÏ ÉÎÃÌÕÓÉÖÅ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÐÒÁÃÔÉÃÅÓ ÁÎÄ ×ÏÕÌÄ ÁÐÐÒÅÃÉÁÔÅ ÃÏÌÌÁÂÏÒÁÔÉÎÇ 

on projects such as your for imÐÒÏÖÉÎÇ ÏÕÒ Ï×Î ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔÓȭ ÁÂÉÌÉÔÙ ÔÏ ÔÅÁÃÈ ÏÎ ÉÎÃÌÕÓÉÖÅ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÁÓ ÔÈÅÙ 

ÐÒÅÐÁÒÅ ÆÏÒ ÆÉÅÌÄ×ÏÒËȢ 7Å ÁÒÅ ÏÐÅÎ ÆÏÒ ÍÏÒÅ ÄÉÓÃÕÓÓÉÏÎÓȟȱ ɉ0ÒÉÎÃÉÐÁÌȟ +ÁÓÕÎÇÕ 4ÅÁÃÈÅÒ 4ÒÁÉÎÉÎÇ #ÏÌÌÅÇÅ) 
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3.6 Education officials, service providers and other duty bearers  

Outcome 5: Education officials, service providers and  local duty bearers are more 

coordinated, inclusive and responsive to the need and demand for quality education for SNE 

learners  

 

Actors supporting SNE learners 

All survey participants (497) were asked to identify key actors who are currently take action to 

support SNE learners in their communities. The top three actors that were identified were 

parents/family members (31%, n=156), NGOs/civil society organizations (31%, n=153), and 

government (27%, n=136). Almost three in every ten participants (27%, n=136) reported that they 

were not aware of any actors providing support to learners with special education needs across the 

sampled educational zones of Kasungu and Nkhotakota.  

 

 

Coordination and collaboration amongst actors 

Collaboration is essential for learning more about disability-inclusive education, hence the need for 

all stakeholders to actively engage in partnerships to bridge information, capacity and resource 

gaps evident in schools.  However, key informants noted that although several actors were involved 

in supporting SNE learners, efforts were disjointed In both Kasungu and Nkhotakota districts, there 

is currently no multi -stakeholder forums or platforms that commit to regular discussion or 

dialogue on issues regarding SNE learners or children with disabilities in general. Discussions with 

various stakeholders revealed that: 

- Current interventions by government and civil society agencies have gone unnoticed, 

undocumented and no progress is on record.   

- There is an inherent willingness to collaborate amongst various agencies working in Kasungu 

and Nkhotakota districts. For instance, representatives from the Ministry of Health mentioned 

31% 

31% 

27% 

27% 

21% 

21% 

5% 

3% 

Parents/family

NGOs/Civil Society

Government

Don't know

School staff

Community groups

Peers and friends

Private Sector

Main actors supporting SNE learners 

Figure16 : Who are the main actors currently supporting SNE learners? 
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that they are available to provide screening assessments, as long as they would get transport 

and lunch allowances.  

- There was a shared consensus amongst all stakeholders consulted that there is a need for 

regular multi -stakeholder meetings that bring issues around SNE learners to table. Current 

district level meetings are a good opportunity to share activities ɀ even though time is always 

limited and there are many other competing priorities. 

 

Actors that need to invest more effort to support SNE learners 

When asked to identify the actors who would need to invest more effort in support of SNE learners' 

access to quality and inclusive education, a quarter of the respondents mentioned NGOs/CBOs 

(25%), followed by government (22%) and family (19%). 

 

Potential partners for PEATEMA project 

Several agencies were identified and recommended as potential partners because of the work they 

are already engaged in. These included: 

- Civil society organizations, such as Plan International  and MANAD who can help train parents, 

learners, teachers and community on sign language. 

- MACOHA: Making referrals to other stakeholders 

- FEDOMA: making referrals where need arise. 

- Ministry of Health: for screening and referrals 

- Social welfare which handles cases of defilement abuse and provision of support to those 

regarded as most vulnerable.  

- Ministry of Education: educating all learners regardless of diverse needs 

25% 

22% 

19% 

17% 

11% 

4% 

2% 

NGOs/Civil Society
Org.

Government
institutions

Parents and family Community and
groups

School staff, e.g.
teachers and heads

Peers (other
students)

Private Sector

Actors who should to invest more efforts 

Figure17 : Who needs to do more to support SNE learners? 

Ȱ7Å ÈÁÖÅ Á ÐÒÏÇÒÁÍÍÅ ÆÏÒ 3ÃÈÏÏÌ (ÅÁÌÔÈ .ÕÔÒÉÔÉÏÎ ÁÎÄ ) ÂÅÌÉÅÖÅ ÉÔ ÃÏÕÌÄ ÆÉÔ ÉÎ ÖÅÒÙ ×ÅÌÌ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅ )ÎÃÌÕÓÉÖÅ 

Education programme. However, for us we have resource capacity limitations and so we only go to nearby 

schools ×ÈÅÒÅ ÏÕÔ ÔÅÁÍÓ ÃÏÕÌÄ ÔÒÁÖÅÌ ÂÙ ÆÏÏÔȢȱ 

Health Official, Nkhotakota district. 
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- Ministry responsible for gender and disability issues 

- Teacher training colleges to include inclusive education as core parts of their curriculum  and to 

ÍÏÎÉÔÏÒ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔÓȭ ×ÏÒË ÏÎ ÉÎÃÌÕÓÉÖÅ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎȢ 

- Water Department and partner organizations, such as Water Aid who have been promoting 

water and sanitation initiatives that take into consideration the needs of SNE learners. 

 

Access to external support services by SNE learners and their families 

The proportion of SNE learners and families in the survey who had received external referral 

support from individuals or agencies other than immediate family, school or community in the past 

12 months was as low as 6%, i.e. 12 out of 186 respondents. Notably, a slightly higher percentage of 

non-SNE learners (13%) received external support, compared to SNE learners (3%).  

 
Table59 : Have you accessed any external referral support services in last 12 months? 

 Female Male Overall Female % Male % Overall % 

SNE learners 1 2 3 2% 4% 3% 

Parents and family members 3 6 9 6% 14% 9% 

Overall  4 8 12 4% 9% 6% 

Comparison: Non-SNE learners 10 4 14 20% 7% 13% 

 

 

The main support service providers identified 

by the 26 participants who had accessed 

external support were NGOs/CBOs (54%, 

n=14), Government (31%, n=8), Faith Groups 

(15%, n=4) and private supporters (4%, n=1). 

Of the NGOs stated, Plan Malawi had the 

largest number, i.e. 8, followed by MACOHA 

(2), Caroline (2), CAMFED (1) and Chikondi 

CBO (1).  

 

The main type of support that was accessed 

by the 26 respondents who had ever accessed 

support was financial (50%), followed by 

material support (25%)< health related 

support (20%) and psychosocial and 

emotional support (5%).  

 

 

 

Supervision and inspection of  SNE provision in schools  

The baseline study revealed that the levels of support and supervision from education officials was 

extremely low. For instance, only 9% (8) SNE learners, 15% (16) non-SNE learners, 23% (23) 

parents and 9% (12) of teachers could recall visits by educational officials in the past six months 

wi th a focus on SNE learning provision.  

 

Financial  
50% 

Material 
25% 

Health 
20% 

Psychosocial 
5% 

Nature of support accessed 

Figure18 : What sort of services did you access? 
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Table60 : Aware about visits by education officials on SNE related issues in last six months? 

 Frequency  Percentage 

 Female Male Overall  Female Male Overall  

SNE learners 5 3 8 12% 7% 9% 

Non-SNE learners 8 8 16 16% 14% 15%  

Parents and family members 12 11 23 22% 25% 23%  

Teachers 5 7 12 15% 9% 11%  

Overall  30 29 59 17%  13%  15%  

 

Survey findings revealed that only a few primary school teachers (7%) and SNE learners (7%) were 

aware about visits by education officials on SNE related issues in the past 12 months. On the other 

hand, nearly a third of secondary school learners (30%) and a quarter of secondary school teachers 

(26%) confirmed the same. 

 
Table61 : Comparison between primary and secondary teachers/pupils on awareness of support and supervision 

 Female Male Overall  Female % Male % Overall  % 

Prim. SNE learners 1 1 2 3% 3% 3% 

Sec. SNE learners 4 2 6 44% 18% 30%  

Prim. teachers 3 3 6 10% 5% 7% 

Sec. teachers 2 4 6 50% 21% 26%  

Overall  10 10 20 13%  8% 10%  

 

Responsiveness of authorities 

Nearly one out of three respondents (learners, parents and teachers), i.e. 29% (n=117/405) 

believed that education officials and local duty bearers were actively promoting and responsive to 

3.% ÌÅÁÒÎÅÒÓȭ ÐÒÉÏÒÉÔÙ ÎÅÅÄÓ ÆÏÒ ÉÎÃÌÕÓÉÖÅ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎȢ Notably, learners, both SNE and non-SNE have 

much lower perceptions about the extent to which authorities are responsive, compared to parents 

and teachers. See Table 62 below. 

        
Table 62: To what extent are officials responsive to the needs of SNE learners? 

 Female Male Overall Female (%) Male (%) Overall (%) 

SNE learners 8 9 17 19% 20% 19%  

Non-SNE learners 8 17 25 16% 29% 23%  

Parents and family members 17 17 34 31% 39% 35%  

Teachers 18 23 41 53% 29% 37%  

Overall  51 66 117 28%  29%  29%  

 

The overall proportion of learners who believed that education officials were responsive was 19%, 

of which primary school learners constituted 18% and secondary school learners was 25%. 
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Table 63: Perceptions of primary and secondary school learners on responsiveness of officials 

 Female Male Overall  Female (%)  Male (%)  Overall  (%)  

Prim. SNE learners 8 4 12 24% 11% 18%  

Sec. SNE learners 0 5 5 0% 45% 25%  

Overall  8 9 17 19%  20%  19%  

 

Confidence to approach authorities on issue concerning SNE learners 

Nearly half of learners and parents (49%, i.e. 144/293) reported that they had sufficient confidence 

to approach school staff and other influential authorities to raise issues of concern with regards to 

SNE learners. Although marginal, fewer female participants (47%) than male participants (51%) 

reported confidence. Compared to other results, it was evident from the survey that teachers 

(86%) and community representatives (88%) felt more confident to approach  authorities. 

Nevertheless, a slightly lower proportion of female participants reported confidence than male 

participants for both teachers and community leaders. 

 
Table64 : Do you have enough confidence to approach school staff and authorities on SNE issues of concern? 

 Female Male Overall Female Male Overall 

SNE learners 17 23 40 40% 50% 45%  

Non-SNE learners 25 29 54 51% 50% 50%  

Parents and family members 26 24 50 48% 55% 51%  

Overall  68 76 144 47%  51%  49%  

Comparison: Community members and 

leaders 
27 52 79 84% 87% 86% 

Comparison: Teachers 29 69 98 85% 88% 88% 

 

Raising issues of concern with authorities and decision makers 

While nearly half of learners and parents reported that they had confidence raising issues of 

concern with authorities, only about one in five (18%, n=52/293) had personally raised issue/s  

with decision makers in the last six months. As shown in Table xxx below, only 9% of SNE learners 

and 12% non-SNE learners had raised issues. On the other hand, just about a third of parents 

(32%) had raised issues of concern.  

 
Table65 : Have you raised issues of concern in the past 12 months? 

 Female Male Overall  Female Male Overall  

SNE learners 3 5 8 7% 11% 9% 

Non-SNE learners 8 5 13 16% 9% 12%  

Parents and family members 10 21 31 19% 48% 32%  

Overall  21 31 52 14%  21%  18%  

Community members and leaders 17 32 49 53% 53% 53% 

Teachers 10 28 38 29% 36% 34% 
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Double the proportion of  SNE learners in primary school, i.e. 15% of secondary school SNE 

learners, had taken up issues of concern with relevant authorities in the past 12 months. On the 

other hand, only 7% of primary school learners had raised issues. 

 
Table 66: Comparison on taking up issues between primary and secondary school pupils 

  Female Male Overall  Female Male Overall  

Prim. SNE learners 1 4 5 3% 11% 7% 

Sec. SNE learners 2 1 3 22% 9% 15%  

Overall  3 5 8 7% 11%  9% 

 

During focus group discussions at Nkhamenya and Simlemba, SNE learners and community leaders 

agreed that the voice of children and parents to demand for their rights was extremely low. This 

could be improved through more engagement and training activities on their rights and 

entitlements.  It is therefore extremely important that the project would give focus on issues 

around raising the voice of children, as well as parents and family members to demand for their 

right  to education. 

 

Nature of issues raised in relation to the Right to Education 

The research team utilised the concept of the 4Aȭs14 to identify the key issues that were raised by 

survey participants, in line with the key components in relation to the right to education.15 The 

concept, developed by the former UN Special Rapporteur on the Right to Education, Katarina 

Tomasevski,16  states that for education to be a meaningful right it must be available, accessible, 

acceptable and adaptable.   

 

 

 

 

As shown in the pie ÃÈÁÒÔ ÂÅÌÏ×ȟ ÔÈÅ ÍÁÉÎ ÉÓÓÕÅÓ ÒÁÉÓÅÄ ×ÅÒÅ ÒÅÌÁÔÅÄ ÔÏ ȬÁÖÁÉÌÁÂÉÌÉÔÙ ɉσψϷɊȟ 

followed by accessibility (30%), acceptability (20%) and then adaptability (12%). These terms 

were defined in line with the key components related to the Right to Education.  
                                                             
14 Developed by Katarina Tomasevski, former UN Special Rapporteur on the Right to Education. 
15 Right to Education Project. aŀƪƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǊƛƎƘǘ ǘƻ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎŦǳƭΥ ¢ƘŜ п !ǎΦέ !ŎŎŜǎǎŜŘ ƻƴ нф 5ŜŎŜƳōŜǊ нлмпΦ !ǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ŀǘΥ 
http://r2e.gn.apc.org/ 
 
16 Ibid 

The Four A's for the Right to Education were expressed and described as follows: 

- Availability ɀ that education is free and government-funded and that there is adequate 

infrastructure and trained teachers able to support education delivery. 

- Accessibility ɀ that the system is non-discriminatory and accessible to all, and that positive steps 

are taken to include the most marginalised. 

- Acceptability ɀ that the content of education is relevant, non-discriminatory and culturally 

appropriate, and of quality; that the school itself is safe and teachers are professional. 

- Adaptability ɀ that education can evolve with the changing needs of society and contribute to 

challenging inequalities, such as gender discrimination, an d that it can be adapted locally to suit 

specific contexts. 

http://r2e.gn.apc.org/


  

 

 

54 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Results of raising issues with authorities 

More than half the participants (62%, n=32/52) who raised issues regarding SNE learners reported 

that they had received positive responses.  Most of the positive responses were reported by parents 

(68%), compared to non-SNE learners (54%) and SNE learners (50%). As could be expected, a 

somewhat larger proportion of community leaders (71%) reported positive results. Surprisingly, 

the proportion of teachers reporting positive responses (63%) was comparatively lower than that 

of parents (68%). In all cases, except for SNE learners, responses were more positive for males 

participants and fewer for female participants ɀ see Table 67  below. 

 
Table 67 : Positive result after raising issues 

 Female Male Overall  Female (21)  Male (31)  Overall (52)  

SNE learners 2 2 4 67% 40% 50%  

Non-SNE learners 4 3 7 50% 60% 54%  

Parents and family members 6 15 21 60% 71% 68%  

Overall  12 20 32 57%  65%  62%  

Community members and leaders 10 25 35 59% 78% 71%  

Teachers 5 19 24 50% 68% 63%  

 

 

Why respondents had not raised issues of concern 

The main reasons that survey participants gave for not raising issues of concern were identified as: 

no issues to address (41%), lack of capacity to raise issues (39%), limited opportunities to engage 

with decision makers (33%) and reports that decision makers were not responsive, making it less 

important to raise issues (8%).  

 

Figure  19: Nature of key issues raised  

Availability  
38% 

Accessibility 
30% 

Acceptability 
20% 

Adaptability 
12% 

Key issues of concern raised 
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Table68 : If not, why have you not raised an issue with authorities? 

 SNE learners 
Non-SNE 
learners  

Parents  Community  Teachers Overall  

No issues to address 43% 44% 49% 19% 50% 41%  

Lack of capacity 39% 23% 27% 60% 45% 39%  

Limited opportunities to engage 
decision makers 

11% 32% 18% 21% 82% 33%  

Decision makers not responsive 8% 6% 6% 0% 18% 8% 

 

 

 

Allocation of  fin ancial resources to SNE priorities in schools  

A report just launched at the United Nations in 2016 revealed that millions of children with 

disabilities are being left out of school because little to no money is being budgeted for their 

needs.17 The report looks at the benefits of financing disability-inclusive education, and more 

importantly, what needs to change in order for education financing to effectively support the 

realisation of Sustainable Development Goal 4 and Article 24 of the United Nations Convention on 

the Rights of Persons with Disabilities (UNCRPD).   

 

During this baseline study, it became apparent that financing for SNE learners is critically low in 

the target districts, with no particular budget set aside for SNE learners in mainstream schools. Out 

of 26 schools sampled for this study, only 2 (i.e. 8%) reported that they allocated and spent a 

proportion of their financial resources to activities focused on children with disabilities, both of 

which were secondary schools. Most head teachers were aware that they could possibly support 

SNE learners through their School Improvement Grants, but they complained that it is insufficient 

for them as they have competing demands on their already limited budget.. Similar sentiments 

were shared at district level where they confirmed that their annual government allocations had 

reduced in recent years and the likelihood of  increasing it is becoming slimmer and slimmer.   

 

Discussions with head teachers, primary education advisors and other education officials pointed 

to the need for ongoing influence of local level decision making process to allocate financial 

resources to SNE learners through the School Improvement Plan budget. It was generally agreed 

that the inclusion of disability or special needs education costs in  School Improvement Plans 

budgets would be a good indicaÔÏÒ ÔÏ ÄÅÍÏÎÓÔÒÁÔÅ ÉÎÃÒÅÁÓÅÄ ÃÏÍÍÉÔÍÅÎÔ ÔÏ×ÁÒÄÓ 3.% ÌÅÁÒÎÅÒÓȭ 

education. Various key informants also added the need to put in place budget transparency and 

accountability mechanisms in relation to SNE funding. This entails ensuring that all actors involved 

in education, such as senior management committees, mother groups ÁÎÄ ÐÁÒÅÎÔÓȭ ÁÓÓÏÃÉÁÔÉÏÎÓ are 

engaged in relevant budget discussions. At Nkhamenya and Kasitu, parents expressed a desire to be 

involved in planning and budgeting for school activities to ensure that priorities of SNE learners are 

also considered in annual budgeting processes. 

                                                             
17

  International Disability and Development Consortium (2016), #CostingEquity: Invest in Inclusive Education! Available at: https://www.light-
for-the-world.org/costing-equity-report-iddc 

A large proportion of teachers (82%) reported that they did not have sufficient opportunities to 

engage with decision makers and up to three in five community representatives reported lack of 

capacity as a major constraint for them raising critical issues of concern, i.e. 60%. 
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Data collection and utilisation  

All schools are expected to collect data and report to the $%-ȭÓ office annually. School teachers 

take the primary responsibility of collecting these data, which is mainly number of SNE learners, 

disaggregated by gender and nature of impairment.  Several gaps related to the collection of data 

were identified during this baseline study, as follows: 

- A large majority of teachers, head teachers and education officials agreed that current data 

collection mechanisms were not totally reliable. One major challenge being that most teachers 

who collect data on SNE leaners have never been trained and therefore it is difficult to ascertain 

the accuracy of the data  that they collect. For instance, disability status is self-reported by the 

learners or by the parents, and in some cases ɀ ÂÁÓÅÄ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÔÅÁÃÈÅÒȭÓ ÏÂÓÅÒÖÁÔÉÏÎ ɀ which is 

not verified by medical personnel or other professionals. 

- Key informants and head teachers reported that in some cases, SNE data was collected 

intermittently. School representatives admitting that they often collect these data when 

required by the Ministry  of Education ɀ or during times when schools had to submit reports to 

the Ministry of Health. Nevertheless, we noted that with the advent of PEATEMA, Nkhotakota 

District has started collecting SNE data on a monthly basis as part of routine data collection. 

Although this is a welcome move, caution must be taken regarding the frequency at which data 

were collected, to make it meaningful. 

- Education officials, especially in Kasungu, noted  need for the project to work closely with them 

in order to develop comprehensive tools that would help collect as much data as would be 

ÉÍÐÏÒÔÁÎÔ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅ $%-ȭÓ ÏÆÆÉÃÅ ÁÓ ÉÔ ×ÏÕÌÄ ÂÅ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÏÊÅÃÔȢ 

- Besides submission of data for the allocation of exam papers at the Malawi National 

Examination Board (MANEB), especially for visually impaired learners, schools did not find 

much value in submitting SNE data to officials. 

- Schools do not receive any feedback for the data that they submit to the Ministry of Education.   

 

 

Scope of engagement and responsiveness  by decision makers  

Findings from several consultations aimed at identifying the levels of responsiveness, the research 

facilitators utilised the balanced score card scorecard technique. On a score of 1 (very low) to 5 

(very high), participants discussed on each item described in Table 69 before they could reach 

consensus on an overall score. The general score for responsiveness by education authorities to the 

specific needs of SNE learners was given as (1.7/5 ), which was rated as low. The lowest score was 

related to regular supervision or inspection by education authorities (1.4). 

Ȱ4ÅÁÃÈÅÒÓ ÆÉÎÄ ÉÔ ÄÉÆÆÉÃÕÌÔ ÔÏ ÄÉÓÔÉÎÇÕÉÓÈ ÂÅÔ×ÅÅÎ different kinds of impairments and their levels. 

Unfortunately, we have not done so much to validate the data they submit. There is a lot of data that 

we deal with in the office and we also get overwhelmed. Therefore, we tend to follow up only with 

ÓÃÈÏÏÌÓ ×ÅÒÅ ×Å ÆÅÅÌ ÔÈÁÔ ÄÁÔÁ ×ÏÕÌÄ ÈÁÖÅ ÂÅÅÎ ÅØÁÇÇÅÒÁÔÅÄȱ ɉ$%-)3/ ÒÅÐÒÅÓÅÎÔÁÔÉÖÅȟ +ÁÓÕÎÇÕ 

District)  

 

Ȱ3ÏÍÅÔÉmes I think that teachers and school managers may guess figures and simply throw them into 

reports. This is because some think that if they submit large number of SNE learners in their schools, 

ÔÈÅÙ ×ÏÕÌÄ ÒÅÃÅÉÖÅ ÅØÔÒÁ ÂÅÎÅÆÉÔÓȱ 

(DEMISO representative, Kasungu District) 
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Table69 : Overall scope of responsiveness of education authorities 

 Score out of 5 Rating 

Service providers coordinate and collaborate 1.8 Low 

Key decisions on SNE issues well documented and informed by data 1.7 Low 

Support structures for SNE learners in place and fully operational 1.7 Low 

Action taken on SNE inspection resolutions and recommendations 1.7 Low 

Regular supervision/inspection to review SNE provision 1.4. Very low 

Overall Score 1.7 Low 

 

When compared across different categories of respondents, results indicated higher scores given 

by education officials (2.1/5 ), compared to the rest of the groups, i.e. learners (1.6/5) or  school 

heads, teachers and/or PEAs (1.3/5 ) 

 

 
Figure 20 : Scores of responsiveness disaggregated by respondent groups 

 

 

Below are the key points that were generated from the scoring that was made by various 

stakeholders during focus group discussions and key informant interviews: 

 

Support structures are in place and operational enough to support education for SNE learners 

- In almost every school there are functional governance structures and social groups  that could 

potentially help support SNE learners. These include PTAs, SMTs and particularly Mothers 

Groups which have been actively supporting pupils to regularly attend school, as well as, follow 

up on dropouts. At the time of this baseline, there was no evidence that any of the structures 

have been of benefit to SNE learners.  

 

Service providers (education, health, social welfare) coordinate and collaborate to help SNE learners 

2.1 

1.3 
1.6 1.7 

Education officials School staff & PEAs SNE & non-SNE learners Overall Score

Scores on responsiveness by respondent groups 
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- Although many sectors were reported to be supporting children with disabilities, there is a lack 

of coordination. As a result there is no referral system to help children access services that are 

being offered by various service providers.  

- Meeting platforms such as the DEC could be used for sharing more information about SNE 

learners. However, there has not been any organisation to champion this cause.  

 

Education officials provide regular supervisory and inspection school visits to review provision for 

SNE learners  

- Regular visits to schools are made by PEAs and sometimes by district officials. During these 

visits, it is anticipated that inspectors should also consider issues concerning SNE learners. To 

date, there is no strong evidence of discussions and feedback meetings focused on SNE related 

issues. 

 

Key decisions on SNE related issues are well documented and informed by data received from schools 

- There is a shared consensus that documentation on issues related to SNE learners is very weak 

from school to district levels. It appears the only documentation that takes place is the 

collection of data which is required by the Ministry of Education. Most schools and Teacher 

Development Centres do not have separate files for SNE related issues.  

  

School recommendations and inspection visit resolutions on inclusive education are acted on/followed 

up  

- Except for a few schools visited and support by education official in the last three years, the 

research team did not find examples where inspection visit resolutions and school 

recommendations were taken up. 

- Nevertheless, education officials stated that staffing and examination process decisions are 

based on reports from schools.   
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3.7 Safe and inclusive environments  for SNE learners   

 

Outcome 6: SNE learners and all other children in the project areas have equal access to 

quality education in safe and inclusive environments.   

 

Denying children with disabilities their right to education has a lifelong impact on learning, 

achievement and employment opportunities, hence hindering their potential economic, social and 

human development. According to the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural 

Organization (UNESCO), inclusive education means that the school can provide a good education to 

all pupils irrespective of their varying abilities. All children ought to be treated with respect and 

ensured equal opportunities to learn together. Inclusive education is an on-going process.18 

Therefore, to ensure that all children enjoy their basic human rights without discrimination, 

disability inclusion should be mainstreamed in all policies and plans. This applies to education 

systems, which need to promote inclusion by ensuring the presence, participation and achievement 

of all children, including children with disabilities. 

 

Knowledge about the Right to Education 

Only a few SNE learners (15%) and non-SNE learners (32%] felt that they had sufficient knowledge 

and understanding about the right to education. Although a fairly larger proportion o f community 

members (64%), teachers (57%) and parents (52%] felt that they had some good levels of 

understanding the right to education, discussions in focus groups and with key informants  

indicated that this knowledge was nominal. It appears that participants are aware that children 

have a right to education but would need further awareness on what it entails and how they could 

claim their entitlements to it. 

 
Table 70 : What is your level of understanding the Right to Education? (High) 

 Female Male Overall Female Male Overall 

SNE learners 5 8 13 12% 17% 15% 

Non-SNE learners 18 16 34 37% 28% 32% 

Parents 27 24 51 50% 55% 52% 

Community 17 42 59 53% 70% 64% 

Teachers 20 44 64 59% 56% 57% 

Overall  87 134 221 41%  47%  44%  

 

Knowledge about relevant legislative frameworks 

When asked to identify examples of laws, policies and legislature that support the rights of children 

with disabilities in Malawi , nearly three quarters of survey participants could not state, i.e. 72%. A 

number of teachers (62%) were able to identify at least one example, of which Child Care, 

Protection and Justice Act of 2010 and the Constitution of Malawi, 1995 were the most popular 

examples of all, i.e. 15% and 16% respectively. 

 

                                                             
18

 Sdefinition from UNESCO, retrieved November 15, 2016 from http://portal.unesco.org/education/en/ev.php- 
URL_ID=12078&URL_DO=DO_TOPIC&URL_SECTION=201.html 
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Table 71 : Please share with me examples of relevant legislature that you know 

 
SNE 

learners  

Non-SNE 

learners  
Parents  Community  Teachers Overall  

Don't know 85% 79% 74% 83% 38% 72%  

Constitution of Malawi, 1995 7% 9% 11% 18% 33% 16%  

Child Care, Protection and 

Justice Act (2010) 
5% 9% 10% 18% 33% 15%  

Convention on the Rights of 

the Child (CRC) 
3% 4% 12% 15% 9% 9% 

Disability Act, 2012 5% 3% 5% 7% 26% 9% 

National Education Strategic 

Plan (NESP) 
2% 4% 1% 2% 4% 3% 

National Youth Policy 0% 1% 1% 0% 1% 1% 

National Sports Policy 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 0.2% 

 

Child participation   

Participation is a fundamental part of citizenship. It is the process by which children and young 

people can influence decision-making which affects their lives to bring about positive change. 

Participation is not solely the act of expressing an opinion and having that opinion taken seriously, 

but of being able to construct that opinion freely through accessing information and meeting and 

debating with others.19 All of these rights are detailed in the UN Convention on the Rights of the 

Child (UNCRC). The convention says that all children should enjoy these rights without 

discrimination because of their race, gender, religion or any other basis.  

 

During the baseline study, learners were the extent to which they got opportunities to actively 

participate in issues that affect them. See  Table 72 below,  
 

Table72 : Level of participation by SNE and non-SNE learners 

 SNE learners Non-SNE learners 

Activities  Female Male Overall  Female Male Overall  

I have access to the information I need to survive, 

develop & protect myself. 
62% 52% 57% 73% 62% 67%  

I express my views, which are listened to and they 

are valued. 
26% 33% 30% 57% 52% 54%  

I am involved in decisions that concern me at 

school 
33% 26% 30% 47% 45% 46%  

I am supported to participate and lead in clubs or 

groups that promote my development, survival 

and protection 

36% 30% 33% 37% 48% 43%  

Overall  39%  35%  38%  54%  52%  53%  

 

Results from the survey indicated that as much as slightly over half of SNE learners had access to 

information (57%), the levels at which their views were listened to and valued (30%); involved in 

decision making processes (30%) and supported to participate or lead in groups/clubs (305) were 

quite low. Results from non-SNE learners were still fairly low, though higher than those of SNE 

                                                             
19

 Participation Works Partnership. Available at: http://www.participationworks.org.uk/topics/rights/participation-rights/ 
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learners. An interesting observation from the survey was that a slightly larger proportion of girls 

(SNE 39% and non-SNE 54%) felt their participation was  high, compared to boys (SNE 35% and 

non-SNE 54%). 

 

Indications from the baseline study show that primary school SNE learners were three times less 

likely to participate in activities that enabled them to influence decision making in their lives (28%) 

compared to their secondary school counterparts (70%). Whilst half of primary school SNE 

learners reported that they had access to information they need to survive, develop and protect 

themselves, only about a fifth felt that their views were listened to and valued (21%); were 

involved in decisions that concerned them at school (19%); or were supported to participate and 

lead in clubs or other social groups (21%).  

 
Table73 : Participation levels, disaggregated by primary and secondary school  SNE learners 

  Prim. SNE learners Sec. SNE learners 

 Female Male Overall  Female Male Overall  

I have access to the information I need to survive, 
develop & protect myself.  

58% 43% 50% 78% 82% 80%  

I express my views, which are listened to and they 
are valued. 

21% 20% 21% 44% 73% 60%  

I am involved in decisions that concern me at school  27% 11% 19% 56% 73% 65%  

I am supported to participate and lead in clubs or 
groups that promote my development, survival and 
protection 

24% 17% 21% 78% 73% 75%  

Overall  33%  23%  28%  64%  75%  70%  

 

Head teachers in Boma and at Kaongozi zones emphasised the need to involve learners in clubs or 

associations that could help promote their development, survival and protection, A major issue that 

was highlighted by these head teachers was the need to engage SNE learners in discussions 

pertaining to sexual reproductive health and rights issues, citing situations when some of their 

students have taken risky behaviors with limited knowledge on the effects.  

 

Protection of SNE learners from violence 

The UN Convention on the Rights of the Child has a provision on Protection rights: keeping safe 

from harm. Article 19, which is focused on protection from all forms of violence states that: 

Children have the right to be protected from being hurt and mistreated, physically or mentally. It is 

therefore, expected that all duty bearers should ensure that children are properly cared for and 

protect them from violence, abuse and neglect by their parents, or anyone else who looks after 

them.   

 

All survey participants were asked to give their views regarding the extent to which SNE learners 

are safe and protected from potential forms of violence in their school and community, including 

child abuse, stigma and discrimination.  

 

Except for 60% of the parents, the percentage of other groups reporting that children were safe and 

protected from potential forms of violence were generally low, i.e. for community members (40%), 

non-SNE learners (38%], SNE learners (23%) and teachers (21%). 
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Table74 : To what extent are SNE learners protected from various forms of violence? 

 Female Male Overall Female (%) Male (%) Overall (%) 

SNE learners 14 6 20 33% 13% 23%  

Non-SNE learners 22 19 41 45% 33% 38%  

Parents and family members 31 28 59 57% 64% 60%  

Community members and leaders 10 27 37 31% 45% 40%  

Teachers 12 11 23 35% 14% 21%  

Overall  89 91 180 42%  32%  36%  

 

Schools commitment to identify and address exclusion 

Survey participants were asked the extent to which they agreed that their school was committed to 

identifying discrimination/exclusion and apply remedial measures to overcome them. Less than 

half of the respondents felt that their schools had the capacity to identify and address these issues. 

While a moderately larger fraction of community leaders (59%) and non-SNE learners (48%) gave 

a positive response to this question, only one out of five SNE learners gave a positive response, i.e. 

20% (n=18/88).  

 
Table 75 : To what extent do you believe your school is committed to identifying and challenging stigma and exclusion? 

 Female Male Overall  Female Male Overall  

SNE learners 12 6 18 29% 13% 20% 

Non-SNE learners 24 27 51 49% 47% 48% 

Parents  16 18 34 30% 41% 35% 

Community 18 36 54 56% 60% 59% 

Teachers 20 44 64 50% 36% 40% 

Overall  90 131 221 43%  46%  44%  

 

Similar sentiments concerning school commitment were shared by primary school teachers (19%) 

and their pupils (18%), as well as, a slightly higher proportion of secondary school teachers (39%) 

and their pupils (30%). 

 
Table 76 : perceptions on school commitment by primary and secondary school teachers and pupils 

 Female Male Overall  Female (%)  Male (%)  Overall  (%)  

Prim. SNE learners 9 3 12 27% 9% 18%  

Sec. SNE learners 3 3 6 33% 27% 30%  

Prim. teachers 9 8 17 30% 14% 19%  

Sec. teachers 3 6 9 75% 32% 39%  

Overall  24 20 44 32%  16%  22%  
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Quality Learnin g Environment criteria in schools 

The research team conduced qualitative assessments of the target schools against specific 

indicators aligned to quality learning environments, i.e. the environment meets the physical 

developmental needs of young children; ÔÈÅ ÅÎÖÉÒÏÎÍÅÎÔ ÉÓ ÐÒÏÔÅÃÔÉÖÅ ÏÆ ÃÈÉÌÄÒÅÎȭÓ psychosocial 

safety and well-being; the environment encourages and supports effective teaching that prompts 

the active engagement of children, child-centered teaching, and improved learning outcomes for all 

children; school leadership and management are supportive of inclusive education; and  the 

environment encourages parents and local communities to be actively involved in planning, 

decision-making and action to improve SNE learnersȭ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎȢ  

 

 As shown in Table 77  below, the overall score was just below moderate, i.e. 2.4. While school 

leadership and management had a slightly higher rating (2.6), respondents gave a lower rating for 

ÌÅÁÒÎÅÒÓȭ ÐÈÙÓÉÃÁÌ ÓÁÆÅÔÙ ɉςȢσɊ ÁÎÄ psychological safety (2.3). 

 
Table77 : Scores on quality learning environment by theme and group of respondents 

 

,ÅÁÒÎÅÒÓȭ 

physical 

safety 

,ÅÁÒÎÅÒÓȭ 

psychological 

safety 

Effective 

teaching 

practices  

School 

leadership/  

management  

Community 

participation  

Parents & community 2.2 2.8 2.8 3.0 3.0 

SNE/Non-SNE Learners 2.8 2.0 2.3 3.0 2.8 

Teachers, Heads & PEAs 1.9 2.1 2.0 1.7 1.3 

Overall rating  2.3 2.3 2.4 2.6 2.4 

 

A comparison of results across categories indicated slightly higher scores from parents and 

community members (2.8/5), compared to SNE and non-SNE learners (2.6) or teachers, heads and 

primary and school staff (1.8). 

1.8 

2.8 
2.6 

2.4 

Teachers, Heads & PEAs Parents & community SNE/Non-SNE Leaners Overall Score

QLE scores per category 

Figure21 : Scores on quality learning environment by respondent group 
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Key highlights from  qualitative discussions  and scoring exercise  

 

1. Learners physical safety in the school 

Most of current infrastructure  in school do not accommodate learners with diverse needs. 

Observations during the baseline study showed no evidence of infrastructural improvements in 

most of the schools, except for a few (one in eight schools) that had received external support 

to build toilets or special education classes.  

 

2. Learners psychological safety 

Several people, including parents and staff are trying to increase SNE learners confidence. 

However, a lot of children are affected by inferiority complex, negative attitudes toward school 

and lack of capacity by teachers  to give meaningful support. 

 

3. Effective teaching practices 

Teachers  admitted that they often work to complete the syllabus with very little capacity to 

vary teaching methods to accommodate SNE learners to their level.  

 

4. School leadership and management 

There is very little evidence of commitment towards SNE learners in most schools through 

existing governance structures. This is reflected not only by a lack of dialogue on these issues 

but also no prioritisation of SNE learners during budgeting and spending processes for school 

improvement plans.    

 

5. Community participation 

There was limited  evidence to show community involvement in getting SNE learners in school. 

However, it is worth saying that the potential linkages with Mother Groups who are already 

actively supporting schools was well highlighted by almost every key informant that we spoke 

to. Community leaders also expressed that they would be willing to support SNE learners once 

they received all the necessary skills and knowledge on how to do so. 
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4. Recommendations 
 

4.1 Concluding remar ks 

Findings from this baseline study is evidence of the issue on the ground at the onset of the 

PEATEMA Project in Central Malawi. We believe than the exercise was successful in reaching out to 

a representative sample of project participants and the remarkable efforts of project staff and local 

education authorities yielded a comparable sample at mid-point and at endline, i.e. fifty key 

informants and 497 survey participants (58% male and 42% male). The study was conducted in 

five zones of Kasungu (3) and Nkhotakota (2) districts over a period of five days. Detailed data 

relating to the demography of the respondents, i.e. SNE and non-SNE learners, parents, teachers 

and community members is presented in Section 3.1 of the full report.   

 

Despite all the challenges identified in this study, it is quite clear than recent government and other 

agencies; efforts to increase understanding and acceptance of education as a right for children with 

special needs have had positive impacts. More families are sending children with disabilities to 

school and teachers are more open to including children with disabilities in mainstream 

classrooms. If supported, teachers, communities and various other agencies are willing and 

committed to develop innovative ways to accommodate the needs of these learners. Nevertheless, 

for equal access and inclusive education to become effective as a system, there is need for ongoing 

capacity building, collaboration, coordination and advocacy at all levels ɀ ensuring than the child is 

at the centre of the project.  

 

With regards to the main findings from this study, key findings were as follows: 

1. Access, getting to & retention of SNE learners in school 

Data available from local education authorities indicated than 903 learners with special 

education needs were enrolled in primary and secondary schools across the 14 zones where 

PEATEMA is being implemented. Based on survey findings, up to 87.5% of teachers 

participating in the study had at least one SNE learner. On average, each of the mainstream 

teachers participating in the survey had an average of three SNE learners in their class.  Key 

ÆÉÎÄÉÎÇÓ ÒÅÌÁÔÅÄ ÔÏ ÃÈÉÌÄÒÅÎȭÓ ÁÃÃÅÓÓ ÔÏ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÒÅÖÅaled than learners with special education 

needs are disproportionately affected by challenges such as poor access to resources, low 

esteem and confidence; poorer results compared to their non-SNE counterparts. School data on 

SNE learners is scanty and largely not available. It is therefore extremely difficult to establish 

and verify retention, attention, transition and completion rates of SNE learners from school to 

district level. The project would need to ensure than these are tracked in a systematic manner. 

The study also observed than the population of children with special education needs and are 

out of school are unknown. There is an urgent need to identify ways of establishing these 

figures for the project to determine the extent to which the project is helping reduce the 

proportion of children with disabilities and other special needs who are out of school. Within 

class settings, attendance levels among SNE learners are lower. Nearly a third (31%) had 

missed school for at least a week in the last six months preceding this study. On the other hand, 

academic performance is slightly lower for SNE learners. During numeracy and literacy tests 

given during the baseline study, SNE learners got an average mark of 35% in numeracy (non-

SNE 50%) and performed at par in literacy with non-SNE learners, i.e. 51%. Notwithstanding all 

the challenges faced by learners with special needs, the study revealed than about two thirds 
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(67%) of SNE learners (primary=67%; secondary=74%) give high priority to education;  half 

(51%) expressed positive feelings about their schools (primary=47%; secondary=65%) and 

nearly three quarters (71%) have a desire to continue with school beyond primary level (65%) 

or secondary level (91%). Overall, attitude towards education was rated at 63% among SNE 

learners, compared to non-SNE learners (75%). 

 

2. Attitudes and actions by parents and family members 

Contrary to traditional notions, it appears than attitudes of parents and family members 

ÔÏ×ÁÒÄ ÔÈÅ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÌÅÁÒÎÅÒÓ ÁÒÅ ÉÍÐÒÏÖÉÎÇȟ ÒÅÇÁÒÄÌÅÓÓ ÏÆ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÃÈÉÌÄÒÅÎȭÓ ÄÉÓÁÂÉÌÉÔÙ ÓÔÁÔÕÓȢ 

About three in five (59%) parents participating in the survey demonstrated positive attitudes 

ÔÏ×ÁÒÄÓ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÃÈÉÌÄÒÅÎȭÓ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎȟ ÉȢÅȢ φρϷ ÆÅÍÁÌÅ ÁÎÄ υφϷ ÍÁÌÅȢ 4ÈÉÓ ×ÁÓ ÍÅÁÓÕÒÅÄ ÔÈÒÏÕÇÈ 

affirmation of at several statements associated with priority given to education by parents 

ɉχρϷɊȠ ÐÅÒÓÏÎÁÌ ÆÅÅÌÉÎÇÓ ÁÂÏÕÔ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÃÈÉÌÄÒÅÎȭÓ ÓÃhools (63%) and commitment to support SNE 

learners to continue with school (50). From SNE learnersȭ perspectives, nearly half, i.e. 49%, 

agreed than their parents had positive attitudes towards their education. However, the study 

revealed than parental confidence and ability to support their children was low at 44%. In 

particular, just about a third (37%) agreed than they were able to identify the 

educational/physical/social and emotional development needs of SNE learners and adapt to 

their needs. On the other hand, findings from the study show than parents could benefit from 

engaging in some small business opportunities to help them support education for their SNE 

children. Up to three fifth (60%) of secondary school SNE learners and a fifth (22%) of primary 

school SNE learners reported than they had missed school in the last six months due to 

financial reasons. Nearly 90% of household incomes were from farming and only 7% reported 

than they had regular and reliable income. 

  

3. Community response and support 

A fairly large proportion of community members expressed more than average levels of 

confidence and skills to support SNE learners, i.e. 70%. Nonetheless, fewer than half of the 

community members in the survey (45%) agreed than they were able to apply skills than they 

had ever learnt to identify and support SNE learners. About half of the community members, i.e. 

52% (84/157) expressed positive attitudes towards learners with special needs. It was 

however noted than only a few minority (9%) of community members had confidence than SNE 

learners could be taught in local mainstream schools, rather than specialised schools for 

children with disabilities.  Nearly half of community participants interviewed (47%) reported 

than they belonged to local decision making structures than could help address issues facing 

SNE learners. A significantly large proportion of community participants reported than their 

communities had positive attitudes towards SNE learners, which was way higher than the rest 

of the other groups, i.e. SNE learners (28%), teachers (37%), non-SNE learners (52%), parents 

and family members (60%).  

 

4. Support from school teachers and managers 

Results from teachers survey indicated than school staff had moderate levels of confidence 

(46%) teaching SNE learners, albeit the lack of training and qualifications to do so. Overall, 

attitude levels were quite positive, with an average of 71% of teachers giving positive 

statements related to attitude towards education. More than half, i.e. 56%, reported 

involvement in actions than helped ensure effective delivery of quality education for SNE 

learners in their schools. This was confirmed by 54% of SNE learners, non-SNE learners and 
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parents. Amongst some of the challenges identified by teachers was the lack of resources for 

teaching SNE learners in mainstream classes. As much as they felt confident to use 

participatory methodologies, all teachers in focus group discussions thought they could not 

sustain their current levels of creativity and would benefit from more innovative approaches 

and tools through the training than will be offered by PEATEMA. Teachers also expressed a 

despite to be part of a stronger supportive peer network. Only one in ten (11%) agreed than 

they had had an opportunity to meet, learn and share ideas with other teachers on SNE learning 

provision. A significantly high proportion (70%) felt than the level of engagement by teachers 

was quite low. 

  

5. Education officials, service providers and other duty bearers 

A major highlight from all discussions was than several agencies, both governmental and non-

governmental, were involved in activities aimed at supporting SNE learners to access 

education. The top three actors identified as currently supporting SNE learners were 

parents/family members (31%, n=156), NGOs/civil society organizations (31%, n=153), and 

government (27%, n=136). Conversely, the actors who ought to do more were identified as 

NGOs/CBOs (25%), followed by government (22%) and parents/family  (19%).  At the same 

time, a key constraint widely acknowledged by key informants and project participants was low 

levels of stakeholder coordination and collaboration with regards to SNE provision in both 

districts. In part, this has resulted in just about 6% of SNE learners and parents reporting than 

they had accessed external referral support services in the last 12 months. With regards to 

education authorities, there was shared consensus than much more work needs to be done to 

ensure quality delivery of education for SNE learners. Up to the time of the baseline study, it 

was widely acknowledged than inspection and supervision activities were irregular and no 

evidence of close monitoring on these issues was available. Just about one in ten teachers 

(11%) reported awareness of educational official visits with a focus on SNE in the past six 

months. It therefore comes with little surprise than less than a third of the participants (29%) 

felt than officials are responsive to the needs of SNE learners. On a more positive note, nearly 

half of the participants (49%) felt confident to approach authorities or decision makers in the 

event than they had issues of concern to raise. A much lower proportion of parents and 

learners (18%) had raised issues within the last 12 months, of which 62% had received positive 

responses to their issues. When asked to give scores with regards to responsiveness of 

education officials and service providers, the average score was quite low, with an overall score 

of 1.7 out of 5. Two particular areas of concern from the study were identified, First, the quality, 

accuracy and reliability of SNE data was questioned at all levels. More work needs to be done to 

improve data collection, feedback and utilisation ɀ a thing which both DEM offices are willing to 

do in collaboration with PEATEMA. Second, financial resource allocation and expenditure on 

SNE learning provision is very low. Almost all the schools contacted had no particular budget 

for SNE learners. Nevertheless, all key informants, including school heads, community leaders 

and education officials agreed than there is scope to influence local school governance 

structures to consider budget allocation in School Improvement Plans.  

  

6. Safe and inclusive environments for SNE learners 

Most head teachers spoken to were keen to promote equal access to education within their 

schools. However, very little has been done so far to demonstrate their efforts to make schools 

inclusive and safe for SNE learners. Evidence from the study reveals than very few, if any, of the 

head teachers were proactive on SNE related issues. Except for 60% of the parents, the 
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percentage of other groups reporting than children were safe and protected from potential 

forms of violence were generally low, i.e. for community members (40%), non-SNE learners 

(38%], SNE learners (23%) and teachers (21%). Fewer than half of the survey participants 

(44%) felt they had sufficient knowledge and understanding about the right to education, of 

which the result for SNE learners was only 15%. Nearly three quarters of the participants were 

unable to identify at least one policy, low or legislation than protects the rights of children with 

disabilities in Malawi. More work has to be done to enhance learning environments and for 

learners to enjoy their right to participation. Using the balanced score card methodology, the 

ÓÕÒÖÅÙ ÅÓÔÁÂÌÉÓÈÅÄ ÁÎ ÁÖÅÒÁÇÅ ÓÃÏÒÅ ÏÆ ςȢτ ÏÕÔ ÏÆ υ ÉÎ ÔÅÒÍÓ ÏÆ ÌÅÁÒÎÅÒÓȭ ÐÈÙÓÉÃÁÌ ÓÁÆÅÔÙ ɉςȢσɊȠ 

lÅÁÒÎÅÒÓȭ ÐÓÙÃÈÏÌÏÇÉÃÁÌ ÓÁÆÅÔÙ (2.3); effective teaching practices (2.4); school leadership / 

management (2.6) and community part icipation (2.4).  

 

 

4.2 Recommendations  

Based on analysis of data and information generated from this study, there are several actions that 

the PEATEMA project and other actors could take to address the vulnerabilities and capacities of 

learners with special education needs in Kasungu and Nkhotakota districts. These 

recommendations are intended for the project implementer (CCAP Synod of Livingstonia) 

collaborating partner (Signal International UK), government officials, schools, communities, 

parents and other partners working to support SNE learners to have equal access to quality 

education. We believe that the recommendations could also be used to contribute towards the 

development of broader advocacy messages within the PEATEMA  project and could also be shared 

×ÉÔÈ ÏÔÈÅÒ #ÏÍÉÃ 2ÅÌÉÅÆ ÆÕÎÄÅÄ ÐÁÒÔÎÅÒÓ ×ÏÒËÉÎÇ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ Ȭ!ÌÌ ÉÎȟ ÁÌÌ ÌÅÁÒÎÉÎÇ ÉÎÉÔÉÁÔÉÖÅȢȭ 

 

During the survey, learners, parents, teachers and community leaders identified seven key things 

that could be done to ensure smooth implementation of this project, half of the survey  participants 

identifies community and parental engagement (50%), followed by training and capacity building 

of various groups, especially teachers and local structures (42%). The list of suggested activities are 

provided below: 

 
Table 40: List of suggested interventions by survey participants 

 Overall 

Community and parental engagement 50% 

Training and capacity building 42% 

Direct service provision: e.g. legal aid, shelter, food, scholastic materials, healthcare, education) 26% 

Economic empowerment activities 24% 

Engaging and influencing government and other decision makers 12% 

Human rights activities: help people claim their human rights 16% 

Promote partnerships and networking with other agencies 7% 

 

 

Ultimately, we offer the following recommendations at various levels: 
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Local level actors: parents, communities and school staff  

1)  Parents and community representatives are encouraged to support and participate in local 

structures at school level, such as PTAs and SMCs so as to ensure that Inclusive Education is 

on top of regular agenda.  

2) Mobilize communities to participate in the development of school infrastructure, for 

example moulding bricks, construction of accessible classrooms and sanitation facilitation 

3) Schools are recommended to take a more proactive role to enrol learners with diverse 

needs. Monitor their progress and ensure that this is well documented, including their 

progression from one level to another; attendance, participation and performance; as well 

as transition to higher levels. 

4) Schools should be encouraged to adopt and implement disability -responsive budgeting 

processes and use. This is to ensure more strategic use of existing resources, as well as to 

develop funding formulae that take account of higher costs associated with including 

learners with additional needs. 

 

Programme related recommendations 

5) The project needs to work very closely with various professionals, especially from the 

health fraternity, in order to support the effective identification and assessments of SNE 

learners. As shown through this study, the identification of SNE learners is done loosely and 

there is a high risk of missing the children with real special education needs. Besides health 

professionals, we recommend that the training offered by the project would give sufficient 

emphasis on training families, communities, teachers and other local structures about 

effective identification of special needs at community level.   

6) Carry out a strategic stakeholder mapping and identify all potential partners, stakeholders 

and the resources that could be mobilised for the benefit of SNE learners. During this 

baseline, it was clear that district hospital teams are willing and committed to support the 

project with activities such as screening or health assessments and treatment of manageable 

conditions, in collaboration with the project. Relevant offices from the Ministry of Education 

and Kasungu Teacher Training College are also willing to collaborate on this project. The 

stakeholder mapping exercise could be used to identify priority partners in order to develop 

a number of Memoranda of Association with relevant agencies that can make contributions 

to PEATEMA.  

7) Regarding strategic partnerships, we recommend that project staff should actively 

participate and engage in local and national advocacy discussions alongside disability 

focused institutions. The project has the potential to identify critical  advocacy issues and 

provide useful evidence of real needs that ought to be addressed at various levels.  

8) Develop a sustainability plan and an exit strategy for the project in the early years of its 

implementation. It is clear that the design of the PEATEMA project has sustainability plans 

built into it. However, it is important to consider having a clear plan on how the project will 

be sustained, and this would be clearly communicated with all stakeholders and partners. 

9) Develop an advocacy strategy for the project. Findings have revealed that there are certain 

bottlenecks that should be addressed in order to achieve quality education for SNE learners.  

However, caution must be taken  when developing such a strategy so that it remains focused 

on achievable outcomes, particularly on strategies that are bottom up, promoting social 

accountability processes from the level of the learners, family and community. So far, 

baseline results indicated that these groups have extremely low levels of knowledge about 

their rights, which further compromises their confidence and capacity to approach 
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authorities on policy related issues. By implication, we suggest that training programmes 

should include a component of social accountability and advocacy. Among some of the 

issues identified during this study, it would be important for the project to consider the 

following issues as part of advocacy agenda: 

- Inclusion of SNE related priorities in School Improvement Plan budgets. 

- Increasing number of specialist teachers and support staff in selected districts. 

- Prioritisation of special needs education by the Ministry  of Educationɀ ensuring that 

there are people dedicated to monitoring  and supporting SNE learners. 

- Improve access to holistic assessments and screening for children in and out of school. 

- Improving the collection, storage and utilisation of SNE related data related at all levels. 

- Responsiveness of education officials and service providers, including enhanced 

inspection and supervision activities at local, zonal and district levels. 

- Coordination and collaboration of key actors with a remit to support SNE learners ɀ 

while influencing those who may not realise their potential role in the same. 

 

Actions for government and other development partners 

10) Government officials are recommended to play a more coordinating and facilitation role to 

ensure that current initiatives are complementing each other for the benefit of the child.  

11) Education authorities are encouraged to continue identifying and coordinate the work of 

various  development partners in order to complement current initiatives and also to cover 

particular gaps that remain pertinent to the needs of the identified communities.  Particular 

issues identified by most of the key informants and project participants are related to access 

to infrastructural developments and in several areas, access to clean water and where 

possible, scholarships or material support for learners from poorer families. 

12) The DEMISO and ZEMIS officers to ensure that accurate data on children with disabilities, is 

available and regularly updated. These data are best disaggregated by gender, age and type 

of disability.  

13) The Government of Malawi ought to prioritise efforts to reverse the decline in budgets for 

education ɀ thereby increasing funding for SNE provisions. Most importantly, relevant 

ministries should normalise disability-responsiveness as a core criterion in education 

funding. This should be reflected in their policies and strategies on disability and inclusion. 

14) Funders and other development partners are encouraged to ensure that funding for 

education is harmonised with national inclusive-education oriented plans and policies.  

 

Project monitoring, evaluation and learning recommendations 

15) While staff have fairly suitable knowledge of M&E processes and data collection, they would 

benefit from addition training and capacity development support, especially on areas such 

as monitoring  and evaluation; report writing and documentation; partnership development; 

managing community based income generating initiatives; as well as, policy influence and 

advocacy. We also encourage training in qualitative data collection methods that will  inspire 

project staff to report more on results, rather than activities.   

16) We noted that SNE related data is not well disaggregated in most schools and at higher 

levels of the education structure. Project staff are encouraged to engage with the DEMIS and 

ZEMIS offices in order to develop standard data collection forms that are of mutual benefit 

to both government and  civil society agencies.  
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17) The team responsible for monitoring and evaluation at CCAP will need to give emphasis to 

quality documentation, research and evaluation processes during the life of the project. As 

much as issues around disability and inclusive education are gaining prominence, it is also 

true that initiatives are not evidence based. The five years in which the project will be 

implemented ought to be taken as an opportunity to draw lessons and share them widely. 

The project could utilise university  or post-graduate students who are willing to carry out 

research studies within project areas as a way of generating more evidence for the project 

and other future interventions.  Given the emphasis of the project funder on learning, we 

recommend the following learning questions ɀ which could be shared with potential 

researchers interested in working alongside the project: 

a. What strategies work best to effectively engage parents and community members  

improve SNE learners enrolment, attendance, retention and learning?  

  

b. What effect does the development and delivery of practical teaching and adaptive 

learning training resources have on efforts to promote inclusive education among 

children with special education needs in mainstream schools? 

c. How do SNE learners who transition to secondary school perform and remain in school 

after receiving early interventions in primary school? What are the enablers and 

barriers of them continuing in secondary school?  

d. To what extent is the project influencing policy and practice to influence equal access to 

education for SNE learners in the selected districts and beyond? 

18) Disseminate findings from this evaluation to all project partners and stakeholders, 

especially those at district, zone and school levels. It may be useful to carry out a 

dissemination meeting for the findings and also to extract key findings and compile a 

shorter reader friendly version of the key findings. Some respondents expressed frustration 

at researches that have been conducted but they never received feedback from the research 

teams/organizations. 
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5. Annexes 
 

5.1 Annex 1: List of People Consulted 

 

 Name Institution  Role Gender 

1 A.G Nkhako Boma Primary Headteacher M 

2 Samson Muyaba Boma TDC Assistant Coordinator M 

3 Atusaye  CCAP  Project Officer, Nkhotakota M 

4 Atupele Nampota CCAP  Project Officer, Kasungu F 

5 Thomas Nkhonjera CCAP  Project Manager M 

6 Nicholas Wazili CCAP  Project Officer M 

7 Dyson Chungu Chasato School  Headteacher M 

8 Alexis F. Bwanthi Chayamba Sec. School Headteacher M 

9 Kanjuyu Mafupa Chigunda School  Headteacher M 

10 Monica Chipwaira Chipanga Primary Headteacher F 

11 Raulent Kauruka Chitiba School Headteacher M 

12 Sithabile E. Phiri Dwasulu Community Day Sec Headteacher F 

12 Peter Haundi Kamwala L.A School Headteacher M 

13 Doouglas Miloya Kaongozi Primary  Headteacher M 

14 Charles D. Mndala Kaongozi TDC Primary Education Advisor M 

15 Mulonyeni Mutonga  Karuma Community Sec School Headteacher M 

16 Kenneth AC Kauchi Kasambankhole  Headteacher M 

17 Miriam Banda Kasitu TDC Primary Education Advisor F 

18 Veronica Chingalu +ÁÓÕÎÇÕ $%-ȭÓ /ÆÆÉÃÅ ZEMISO Chankhanga F 

19 Anthhony Chipoka +ÁÓÕÎÇÕ $%-ȭÓ /ÆÆÉÃÅ DEMISO M 

20 
Demorin S. 

Nakuwawa 
+ÁÓÕÎÇÕ $%-ȭÓ /ÆÆÉÃÅ DEMISO M 

21 Justina Lutani +ÁÓÕÎÇÕ $%-ȭÓ /ÆÆÉÃÅ DEMISO F 

22 Fred Mwale +ÁÓÕÎÇÕ $%-ȭÓ /ÆÆÉÃÅ Coordinaiting PEA M 

23 Rocky Hausi +ÁÓÕÎÇÕ $%-ȭÓ /ÆÆÉÃÅ District Education Manager M 

24 Mathias Blugama +ÁÓÕÎÇÕ $%-ȭÓ /ÆÆÉÃÅ HR Management Officer M 

25 Sarah Phiri  +ÁÓÕÎÇÕ $%-ȭÓ /ÆÆÉÃÅ 
Ass. School Health Nutrition 

Officer 
F 

26 Beatrice Kaluwa Kasungu District Hospital Deputy Nursing Officer F 

27 Lonely Msiske Kasungu District Hospital Schools Coordinator F 
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 Name Institution  Role Gender 

28 Lonely Msiske,  Kasungu District Hospital Community Health Nurse,  F 

29 Noah J.H.C. Chirwa,  Kasungu TTC Head of Dept Foundation, M 

32 Louden Chimangeni,  Kasungu TTC TTC Principal, M 

33 Excellent Zimba Kaunama School Headteacher M 

34 Mcstanly  Chalema Msenzaumoza Primary Headteacher M 

35 Stanley Chalema Msezaumozi Headteacher M 

36 Donald M.K.  Banda  Nkhamenya Boys Primary Headteacher M 

37 Alice M. Nyirongo Nkhamenya Girls Primary Headteacher F 

38 Miriam S. Chisi Nkhamenya TDC Primary Education Advisor F 

39 Ntchawaka Kaunda Nkhamenya TDC Assistant Coordinator M 

40 John Manda Nkhotakota DEM's Office DEMISO M 

41 Halima Twaha Nkhotakota DEM's Office ZEMISO  F 

42 Isaac Banda Nkhotakota District Hospital District Hospital Officer M 

43 Banenenge Silwimba Nthembwe Primary School Headteacher M 

44 Richard Kumwenda  
Participatory Development 

Initiatives (PDI) 
Project Manager M 

45 Wilson C. Chirwa Simlemba  Headteacher M 

46 
Samson Gideon 

Kalinda 
Simlemba CDSS Deputy head teacher M 

47 Tonny Phiri Simlemba TDC Primary Education Advisor M 

48 Ephraim Mbewa Water Department  District Water Dev Officer M 

49 Icilly Mede Nkhotakota District Hospital District Nursing Officer F 

50 Peter Mpungalume Nkhotakota District Hospital 
Schools Health and Nutrition 

Coordinator 
M 
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5.2 Annex 3: List of Documents Consulted 

 

1. Comic Relief (2015), Overall Theory ÏÆ #ÈÁÎÇÅ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅ Ȭ!ÌÌ ÉÎȟ !ÌÌ ÌÅÁÒÎÉÎÇȭ ÉÎÉÔÉÁÔÉÖÅ 

2. Katarina Tomasevski, former UN Special Rapporteur on the Right to Education 

3. Global Partnership for Education (2016), Children with Disabilities. Accessed on November 16th, 

2016. Available at: http://www.globalpartnership.org/focus -areas/children-with -disabilities 

4. International Disability and Development Consortium (2016), #CostingEquity: The case for 

disabilit y-responsive education financing 

5. International Disability and Development Consortium (2016), #CostingEquity: Invest in 

Inclusive Education! Available at: https://www.light -for-the-world.org/costing -equity-report -

iddc 

6. Malawi GDP - Gross Domestic Product. Available at: http://countryeconomy.com/gdp/malawi   

7. Norwegian Government White Paper no. 25 on Education in Development Aid (2014)  

8. .!$ ɉςπρυɊ Ȱ-ÁÐÐÉÎÇ )ÎÃÌÕÓÉÖÅ %ÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÉÎ -ÁÌÁ×É ςπρυȟȢ !ÖÁÉÌÁÂÌÅ ÁÔȡ ÉÃÅÖÉȢÏÒÇȾÐÄÆȾȢȢȢ3ÔÕÄÙ-

on-Inclusive-Education-in-Malawi.doc  

9. Participation Works Partnership (2016), About partnerships on disability. Available at: 

http://www.participationworks.org.uk/topics/rights/participation -rights/  

10. Raosoft: Available at: http://www.raosoft.com/samplesize.html . These figures have been further 

verified using the Creative Research Systems available at: 

http://www.surveysystem.com/sscalc.htm  

11. Right to Education Project. MakÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÒÉÇÈÔ ÔÏ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÍÅÁÎÉÎÇÆÕÌȡ 4ÈÅ τ !ÓȢȱ !ÃÃÅÓÓÅÄ ÏÎ ςω 

December 2014. Available at: http://r2e.gn.apc.org/  

12. UNESCO, retrieved November 15, 2016 from http://portal.unesco.org/education/en/ev.php- 

URL_ID=12078&URL_DO=DO_TOPIC&URL_SECTION=201.html 

13. USAID (2012), Malawi Population Data Sheet 2012. Available at: 

http://www.prb.org/pdf12/malawi -datasheet-2012.pdf 

14. World Health Observatory, Introduction to Country Context. Accessed on 02 November 2016. 

Available at: 

http://www.aho.afro.who.int/profiles_information/index.php/Malawi:Introductio n_to_Country_

Context 

 

http://www.globalpartnership.org/focus-areas/children-with-disabilities
https://www.light-for-the-world.org/costing-equity-report-iddc
https://www.light-for-the-world.org/costing-equity-report-iddc
http://countryeconomy.com/gdp/malawi
http://www.participationworks.org.uk/topics/rights/participation-rights/
http://www.raosoft.com/samplesize.html
http://www.surveysystem.com/sscalc.htm
http://r2e.gn.apc.org/
http://www.prb.org/pdf12/malawi-datasheet-2012.pdf
http://www.aho.afro.who.int/profiles_information/index.php/Malawi:Introduction_to_Country_Context
http://www.aho.afro.who.int/profiles_information/index.php/Malawi:Introduction_to_Country_Context
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5.3 Annex 3: Work p lan for baseline study  

 

 

Key Activities  Lead Evaluator  Team Members  

Contract Signing and Inception Meeting 05 October 2016 - 

Production of Inception Report  10 October 2016 - 

Review of secondary information + develop draft 

tools 
17 October 2016 - 

Meeting with CCAP staff in Malawi 23 October 2016 - 

Training of team and study orientation 23 October 2016 23 October 2016 

Pretesting and finalisation of tools 24 October 2016 24 October 2016 

Fieldwork and primary data collection 25-28 October 2016 25-28 October 2016 

Data entry, analysis and report writing 26-29 October 2016 26-29 October 2016 

Share preliminary data findings (populate the grant 

start form)  
03 November 2016  

Submit draft baseline survey report 10 November 2016  

Receive comments from CCAP Malawi and Signal 14 November 2016  

Finalization and submission of the final report 19 November 2016  
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5.4 Annex 4: Work schedule for baseline fieldwork  

 

                                                             
20

 Five students will be from secondary schools and the rest (20) from primary schools. 
21

 Five students will be from secondary schools and the rest (20) from primary schools. 
22

 Ministry of Special Needs Education; District Education Managers (DEMs); Primary Education Advisers (PEAs); local development 

structures including the Village Development Committees, Area Development Committees, Ward Councillors and area health teams.   
23

 Five students will be from secondary schools and the rest (20) from primary schools. 
24

 Five students will be from secondary schools and the rest (20) from primary schools. 

Date District/  

Site 

Activity  Size FGDs Size KII  No. 

Sunday 

23 

October 

2016 

Kasungu 

 

Meeting with CCAP 

Management and project staff 

- - - CCAP 

Management 

and staff 

 

1 

Research team training and 

orientation  

- - - 

Monday  

24 

October 

2016 

Kasungu Pretesting of study tools 30 - - -  

Review, finalise tools and print  

Tuesday  

25 

October 

2016 

Kasungu 

 

Individual survey with:  

25 SNE learners20 

25 Non-SNE learners21 

25 parents/guardians 

25 community members 

25 teachers (20 pri + 5 sec)  

5 head teachers 

125 SNE 

learners 

Parents/gu

ardians 

Teachers 

10 

 

10 

 

10 

At least six 

key 

informants at 

zonal or 

district 

level.22 

8 

Wednes

day  

26 

October 

2016 

Kasungu 

 

Individual survey with:  

25 SNE learners 

25 Non-SNE learners 

25 parents/guardians 

25 community members 

25 teachers (20 pri + 5 sec)  

5 head teachers 

125 Community 

ldrs 

Non-SNE 

learners 

TTC 

students 

10 

 

10 

 

10 

At least six 

key 

informants at 

zonal or 

district level. 

8 

Thursda

y  

27 

October 

2016 

Nkhotako

ta   

Individual survey with:  

25 SNE learners23 

25 Non-SNE learners24 

25 parents/guardians 

25 community members 

25 teachers (20 pri + 5 sec)  

5 head teachers 

125 SNE 

learners 

 

Parents/gu

ardians 

 

Teachers 

10 

 

10 

 

10 

At least six 

key 

informants at 

zonal or 

district level. 

 

Friday  

28 

October 

2016 

Nkhotako

ta 

 

Individual survey with:  

25 SNE learners 

25 Non-SNE learners 

25 parents/guardians 

25 community members 

25 teachers (20 pri + 5 sec)  

5 head teachers 

125 Community 

ldrs 

Non-SNE 

learners 

 

10 

 

10 

 

10 

At least six 

key 

informants at 

zonal or 

district level. 

8 

Sat. 

29 Oct 

2016 

 Data entry and analysis  and 

Team debrief 

- - - - - 
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5.5 Annex 6: Terms of reference  

Project Baseline: Terms of Reference for the Ȭ0ÒÏÍÏÔÉÎÇ ÉÎÃÌÕÓÉÖÅ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÔÈÒÏÕÇÈ ÃÏÍÍÕÎÉÔÙ 

empowerment in Kasungu and Nkhotakota ÄÉÓÔÒÉÃÔÓ ÏÆ -ÁÌÁ×Éȭ 0ÒÏÊÅÃÔ 

 

Background  

Malawi has signed up to CRPD, CRC & EFA, has national strategies for disability rights & SNE 

policies, legislation & a commitment to inclusive education. Despite this, HIC/Y still fail to have 

equal access to a quality primary education, fail to attain academically & suffer social isolation, 

stigma & discrimination. Nationally, SNE is poorly resourced & prioritised with a lack of trained 

3.% ÔÅÁÃÈÅÒÓȢ 3ÉÇÎÁÌȭÓ ÐÒÅÖÉÏÕÓ !#4 ÁÎÄ --DACT projects have shown that a holistic CBR 

approach targeting families, communities & teachers alongside HIC/Y challenges both actual & 

perceived barriers to equal access by changing negative attitudes towards disability.  

 

In response to the challenges, the Education Department of the CCAP Synod of Livingstonia and 

Signal International UK, have received funding to implement a new project funded by Comic 

Relief entitledȡ Ȭ0ÒÏÍÏÔÉÎÇ ÉÎÃÌÕÓÉÖÅ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÔÈÒÏÕÇÈ ÃÏÍÍÕÎÉÔÙ ÅÍÐÏ×ÅÒÍÅÎÔ ÉÎ +ÁÓÕÎÇÕ ÁÎÄ 

.ËÈÏÔÁËÏÔÁ ÄÉÓÔÒÉÃÔÓ ÏÆ -ÁÌÁ×ÉȭȢ The project aims to provide holistic service for 2,700 SNE 

learners for five years, building the capacity of community leaders, mainstream teachers, TTC 

lectures, parents, school governance structures and local government officials to support the 

equal access to education for all in Malawi.  

 

 The project has six main outcomes, stated below: 

Outcome 1: Improved access getting to & remaining in school for HIC/Y & other learners with 

special needs on a par with other primary learners.  

Outcome 2: Improved learning by HIC/Y & other SNE learners & increased capacity of 

mainstream teachers to deliver a quality education.  

Outcome 3: Improved support from family & community on the rights of all children to an 

education & a more conducive school learning environment for SNE learners.  

Outcome 4: Increased capacity, knowledge & awareness of target groups to engage with local & 

District power holders.   

Outcome 5: Increased involvement of social groups in taking responsibilities on inclusive 

education. 

Outcome 6: Increased psychosocial support in prevention and protection of child abuse at 

school and community level. 

 

Partners 

 

Church of Central Africa, Presbyterian, Malawi 

Church of Central Africa, Presbyterian (CCAP), whose vision is that by self-help and in 

partnership with others, is the largest Protestant church in Malawi with some 500 

ÃÏÎÇÒÅÇÁÔÉÏÎÓ ÁÎÄ ÃÌÏÓÅ ÔÏ ρȟπππȟπππ ÍÅÍÂÅÒÓȢ ##!0ȭÓ ÅØÐÅÒÉÅÎÃÅ ÉÎ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÄÁÔÅÓ ÂÁÃk to 

ÔÈÅ ρωÔÈ ÃÅÎÔÕÒÙ ×ÈÅÎ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÂÅÃÁÍÅ ÁÎ ÉÎÔÅÇÒÁÌ ÐÁÒÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ #ÈÕÒÃÈȭÓ ÍÉÓÓÉÏÎȢ #ÕÒÒÅÎÔÌÙȟ ÔÈÅ 

Education Department is one of the fastest growing and biggest departments in the Synod of 

Livingstonia with 580 primary schools, 7 secondary schools, 5 special needs schools, a teacher 

training college and a university under its management and supervision.  It is one of the main 
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providers of education in the North and Central regions of the country, working in close 

partnership with the government.     

 

Signal, UK 

Signal (formerly the Woodford Foundation) is a charity working to empower people with 

hearing loss in the UK and overseas. Their vision is a world where people who have a sensory 

impairment are full and active members of their families, communities and societies, and where 

they are free to make choices about their own lives. Overseas they work in Malawi, Uganda, 

Tanzania and Zambia and in the UK in Shropshire.  Signal is the UK grant holder for Comic Relief 

ÏÎ ÔÈÅ  Ȭ0ÒÏÍÏÔÉÎÇ ÅÑÕÁÌ ÁÃÃÅÓÓ ÔÏ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÉÎ -ÁÌÁ×Éȭ 0ÒÏÊÅÃÔȢ 

Purpose of the baseline study 

The purpose of this assignment is to conduct a baseline study for the Promoting equal access to 

education project. The goal of the evaluation is to provide a baseline for all indicators in the 

project grant start form and any additional Comic Relief learning question indicators. 

 

The key objectives of the study are as follows: 

Provide gender disaggregated baseline data for all indicators included in the project grant start 

and log frame. 

Recommend any improvements to the planned data collection tools/methods for the project.  

Make available the tools used in the baseline survey to the project, to be used in the end of 

project evaluation 

 

Scope of the study 

 

The geographic focus is in sampled zones in two Districts in the Central Region of Malawi, 

namely  Kasungu and Nkhotakota. 

The key target groups are deaf and hearing impaired children; their parents and guardians; 

mainstream teachers and head teachers; and community representatives and leaders in these 

Districts. 

Other key stakeholders include; local and national representatives of the Ministry of Special 

Needs Education; District Education Managers (DEMs); Primary Education Advisers (PEAs); 

local development structures including the Village Development Committees, Area 

Development Committees, Ward Councillors and area health teams. 

 

Methodology for the baseline study 

 

Principles & approach 

It is expected that the baseline study will take a mixed-methods approach following on from the 

design of the indicators and take into consideration ethical standards regarding the gathering of 

data on inclusive education and disability. The methodology proposed will also need to consider 

how best to work with a young team at CCAP Synod of Livingstonia Education Department 

Inclusive Education Project to meaningfully involve them in completing the baseline whilst 

making a tangible step change in their skills and knowledge of MEL good practice for this 

project and others that will follow.   

 

The key steps were as follows: 
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Inception 

)ÎÔÒÏÄÕÃÔÏÒÙ ÍÅÅÔÉÎÇ ×ÉÔÈ 3ÉÇÎÁÌȭÓ 0ÒÏÇÒÁÍÍÅ -ÁÎÁÇÅÒ ÆÏÒ ÁÎ ÉÎÉÔÉÁÌ ÂÒÉÅÆÉÎÇȟ ×ÈÅÔÈÅÒ ÉÎ 

person or virtually. 

Review project documentation (proposal, log frame, theory of change and data collection tools)   

Write inception report and work plan for the baseline, and discuss schedule with   (including 

baseline research ethics and proposed sampling and any suggested changes to data collection 

tools )  

Establish a work plan for the baseline with the Project Manager and M&E Officer at CCAP Synod 

of Livingstonia Education Department.  

 

Data collection 

Train CCAP Synod of Livingstonia Education Department  staff and survey team on data 

collection. 

Oversee the management of the data in conjunction with the MEL Officer and Project Manager. 

Provide quality assurance and feedback on data collected. 

 

Data analysis 

Oversee the data analysis with the MEL Officer and Project Manager.  

Write a draft report and present to Signal and CCAP Synod of Livingstonia Education 

Department for discussion  

Finalise the baseline report based on feedback received with recommendations  

Produce additional guidelines for the CCAP Education staff to support their ongoing project 

monitoring and evaluation work.   

 

Relevant documents 

 

Relevant documents will be provided to the evaluator prior to the evaluation. These include: 

Project proposal;  

Project budget; 

Project grant start form 

Previous evaluation reports 

 

Consultant 

We are looking for a consultant or a team with the relevant experiences and skills specified 

below:  

Proven experience conducting end of project research and baseline studies in the area of 

inclusive education, and preferably with experience in disability or SNE; 

Proven experience using a variety of participatory quantitative and qualitative methods of data 

collection; 

Strong communication and facilitation skills, able to design and facilitate successful and 

sensitive interviews and focus group discussions; 

Excellent spoken and written English; 

Familiarity or direct experience of working in Malawi. 

 

Governance and management 

The evaluation is commissioned by CCAP and Signal for submission to Comic Relief.  The 

ÅÖÁÌÕÁÔÏÒ ×ÉÌÌ ÂÅ ÄÉÒÅÃÔÌÙ ÁÃÃÏÕÎÔÁÂÌÅ ÔÏ ##!0ȭÓ 0ÒÏÊÅÃÔ -ÁÎÁÇÅÒȟ 4ÈÏÍÁÓ .ËÈÏÎÊÅÒÁȟ ×ÉÔÈ 
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ÓÕÐÐÏÒÔ ÆÒÏÍ 3ÉÇÎÁÌȭÓ )ÎÔÅÒÎÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ 0ÒÏÇÒÁÍÍÅÓ -ÁÎÁÇÅÒȟ +ÁÒÅÎ 'oodman-Jones, as the UK 

implementing partner.  CCAP will provide support in the field, including introducing the 

evaluator to relevant local stakeholders, delivering documents relating to field activities, and 

setting up and, where appropriate, facilitating meetings, interviews and focus group 

discussions. 

 

Timescale  

 

Timeline 

Following acceptance by all parties to these Terms of Reference, the evaluation is scheduled to 

start mid-October 2016 and a draft report is planned to be produced by early November subject 

to final discussion between the parties. 

 

Terms and Conditions 

The end of project evaluation will be carried out with the relevant expertise and experience 

mentioned above.   

The evaluator will be accountable to Signal. 

In-country support and logistics will be handled by CCAP. 

It is expected that fieldwork will take place in October, the draft report will be produced by 

early November 2016 and the final report will be agreed by 30th of November 2016. 

The evaluator will provide all equipment required for the evaluation. 

All data collected and reports produced as part of this evaluation will be the property of CCAP 

and Signal and will not be used by the evaluator without written permission from either party. 

Payment will be made based on the budget available and includes daily consultants rates, travel, 

accommodation, communication, visa, and any other expenses the evaluator expects to incur. 

Any additional costs incurred cannot be reimbursed by CCAP or Signal. All taxes are the 

responsibility of the evaluator. 

 

 

 

 

 

 


