INFLUENCE OF SINGLE PARENTHOOD ON PRE-SCHOOL CHILDR EN'S
ACADEMIC PERFORMANCE IN KIRINYAGA DISTRICT: ACASE  STUDY OF
MWEA DIVISION

BY

SAMSON ELIZABETH MUNINI

A Research Project Submitted in partial Fulfilmentof the Requirements for the
Award of the Degree of Master of Education in EarlyChildhood Education in the
Department of Educational Communication and Technagy.

University of Nairobi

SEPTEMBER 2010



DECLARATION

| declare that this is my original work and thab#s not been submitted to any other

institution for academic purposes.

Samson Elizabeth Munini

This project has been submitted to the Univerditiairobi for examination with our

approval as the University supervisors.

Dr. Agnes Kibui

Ms Juliet Muasya



DEDICATION

| dedicate this study to my daSamson Githukumy brotherJackson Githinji, my

sistersMuthoni, Wairimu , and my childrenMargaret, Mercy andBrian.



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

| wish to thank God for his unconditional love fore and for seeing me through my
studies. Success is achieved through prayer, detation and hard work. | thank all those
who assisted me in one way or the other to make phoject a reality especially my
supervisors Dr. Agnes Kibui and Ms. Juliet Muadyalso give thanks to the teachers of
Mwea Division for providing me with accurate datnd not also forgetting my dad,

brothers and sisters for their financial suppoadd®less you all.



ABSTRACT

This study intended to investigate thefluence of Single Parenthood on Pre-School
Children's Academic Performance in Kirinyaga dastand the influence of the following
variables; risk and protective factors, absenca tdther and mothers’ employment were
the basis of the study objective and questionsther studyon theinfluences of single
parenthood on pre-school children's academic pedoce. The study adopted a
descriptive survey design because it enabled gwareh to gather the relevant data from a
target population from all the pre-school childianMwea division of Kirinyaga district
and an accessible population of 160 respondents tine 80 pre-schools that are registered
by the Ministry of Education department of ECD; amuich had been in operation for over
one year. Multi-stage sampling included simple mandsampling of the 80 teacher
respondents and the 80 parents’ respondents. HAnmmtdtal of 160 a simple random
sampling was done to determine the 30% respondentsach category to yield a total
sample of 48 (30% of 160). Two sets of data cabecinstruments were employed; a
guestionnaire for the teachers and an intervienecgle for the parents. Validity and
reliability were ensured though a pilot study amdf@ssional advice were included in both
guantitative and qualitative analysis in which diggive statistics were employed as
measures of central tendencies, (mean, mode anémeohd measures of dispersion were
also used with the aid of excel computer packd@ge.study found that fathers absent and
risk protective factors were the major influencespome-school child’s performance. The
study made the conclusion that Influence of Ris#t Brotective are a major threat to pre-
school children behaviour and academic performamt@yever this study could not
establish at what point to isolate other factoke Ireligion and culture and modern life
styles e.g. the single parent by choice statusoafributing to risk and protective factors.
On mother’'s employment, the study findings aregreament with other researchers on the
influence of income and mother's employment thatkimg is not a predictor of negative
outcomes and working can have both positive andthegeffects on student achievement.
The study recommended that there is need for greedananagers and teachers to be
aware and vigilant to mitigate the Influence oflRasmd Protective factors.
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background to the study
There are many types of learning disruptions whitttuence a child’s learning and

adjustment in schoollnfluence of single parenthood on pre-school ckitts academic
performance is one of immediate concern to an daunist as the pre-school children’s

most immediate environment is the family

The divorce rate has generally been going up througthe 20th century until its peak in
the late 1970s. The rate of divorce has slowly beeclining since that peak (Barber,
1998). In the most recent data, there were abowti\&fxces for every 1,000 women over
the age of 15. This number has gone down from aB8uflivorces per 1,000 women in
1978, but it is still significantly greater tharetiate of divorce during the 1950s. At that

time, the rate of divorce was about 5 per 1,000 amiBowlby, 1992).

The divorce rate has been increasing in every indliged country in the world. There are
two significant factors affecting the rising divercate in the United States and elsewhere:
men and women are less in need of each other toroaaic survival, and gains made in
birth control allow men and women to separate sea&ufivity from having children. A
variety of factors are producing the current lawgloff of the divorce rate. We may be at
the end of the effects produced by the emergenceliable birth control in the 1960s, but
there are also other factors (Hart, 1992). Our fadjmn is aging, and in general longer

marriages are more likely to remain intact. Alsmrenyoung people are cohabiting rather



than getting married. The breakup of this kind eifitionship does not get recorded as a

divorce (Cummings, 1994).

It is important to note that while divorce incressshildren’s risk for a variety of problems,
not all children who experience divorce have protdeChildren of divorce are twice as
likely as children living in non divorced familiés experience difficulties. Roughly 20% to
25% of these children will have problems. Anotheryvef saying this is that 75% to 80%
will not experience these difficulties. In other nds, while children of divorce are at

greater risk, most of them will not have major pgeohis (Barber, 1998).

Children from divorced families are more likelyhtave academic problems. They are more
likely to be aggressive and get in trouble withahauthorities. These children are more
likely to have low self-esteem and feel depress&ildren who grow up in divorced
families often have more difficulties getting alomith siblings, peers, and their parents.
Also, in adolescence, they are more likely to eegaglelinquent activities, to get involved
in early sexual activities, and to experiment witbgal drugs. In adolescence and young
adulthood, they are more likely to have some diffic forming intimate relationships and

establishing independence from their families (Bari 1994).

Feinberg and Hetherington (2001) concluded thatetidr one uses children's grades,
standardized test scores, or dropout rates; childieose parents divorce generally have
poorer scores. These results have been found quitgistently throughout the past three
decades. Children's actual performance on testsistently shows this difference, but

results based on teacher or parent reports aréikegsto show this difference.



Pocock, 1994) postulate that in some cases, itaappiat children's difficulties with
school may be caused more by their behavior thaim thtellectual abilities. The pattern
may be somewhat different for boys and girls. Bags more likely to be aggressive and
have problems getting along with their peers aadhers (Neborksy, 997). These problems
may lead them to spend less time in school or em #thoolwork. Girls, on the other hand,
are more likely to experience depression, which nmagrfere with their ability to
concentrate on schoolwork or to put as much effdad their work. School success has
long-term implications for children's success fe,liand so it is important to find ways to

support children from divorced families.

Cummings and Davis (1994) postulated that eacld ahiill react differently to divorce or

separation though very little is known about the&s of divorce on children younger than
2 years of age. When the bonds between parentralidace severely disrupted, there may
be a problem (Cummings and Davis, 1994). Howevery woung children do not

necessarily suffer just because a divorce has mmtuBoth parents can stay actively
involved in child rearing, or one parent can mam&astrong, healthy relationship with the
child (Patterson and Dishion 1992). Children fronto35 years of age who go through
divorce tend to be fearful and resort to immaturaggressive behavior. They might return
to security blankets or old toys. Some may havedapn toilet training. These types of
behavior rarely last for more than a few weeks. tMibgldren are confused about what is
happening or about why their parents have sepamateédoften deny that anything has

changed (Neborksy, 1997).



Although growing up in a single-parent family igduently viewed as a risk factor for a
child, single-parent families are now fairly commaddillar, Jane and Ridge, Tess (2001)
postulated that more than 60%. Children born siki®4 will spend an average of 5 years
of their childhood in a single-parent family, whiknox, (1996) was of the opinion that
30% of all children in the United States spendrthatire lives with single parentSespite
this statisticgquestions about the influence of single-parent li@amon a child's academic
achievement and the ways single parents can heipdahildren succeed in school remain

unanswered.

Children who are raised in single-parent homesaangsk for a number of less desirable
outcomes, such as lower academic performance ahijlreer incidence of behavioral
problems. It would be not be prudent to concludedher, that such negative outcomes
were the direct consequence of the parents in tmehor, as has been suggested on
occasion, the absence of a father figure in a ghiie (Millar, Jane and Ridge, Tess 2001).
Instead, children are adversely affected by cirdantes that concur with single-parent
family configurations (such as economic disadvamtagesidential instability, and
interparental conflict) or the consequence of seomfigurations (such as disrupted
parenting). Such circumstances are not uniformgsent in the lives of all single-parent
families. Consequently, children from different ¢gpof single-parent families are at
differential risk for adverse outcomes associatétl their living arrangements (Neborksy,

1997).

A greater percentage of single-parent families4%in 1999) than two-parent families

(6.3%) live below the poverty line. The percentaijesingle-parent families below the



poverty line is highest for adolescent single mghand lowest for widowed mothers
(Neborksy, 1997). In addition, a higher percentagisingle mothers than single fathers
lives below the poverty line. Economic disadvantagelinked with lower academic
achievement and increased behavioral problems anmunlgiren. Fewer economic
resources are also linked with residential insighivhich further contributes to children's
academic and behavioral difficulties. Differencaswell-being for children from single-
parent families versus two-parent families typigatlisappear when differences in

economic circumstances are taken into account §valihd Ridge, 2001).

Families that attain their single-parent statusodfgh marital dissolution are
disproportionately more likely to experience botsidential instability and higher rates of
interparental conflict (both prior and subsequentarital disruption) due to change in
circumstances and relationships. Children who aq@sed to interparental conflict are
more likely to experience difficulties with regard psychological and behavioral
adjustment and academic achievement. Again, onggsleof interparental conflict are
taken into account, differences in well-being fbildren from single-parent families versus

two-parent families are reduced (Maurice 2008).

Finally, children from all family types are at riskhen they experience parenting that is
inadequate in terms of warmth, control, or monitgriLess than optimal parenting is more
likely to be observed in families that are expecieg economic stress and among
adolescent mothers (although a large part of tes@ation may be explained by the

greater likelihood that adolescent single motheisaexperience economic disadvantage).



Psychologist Mavis Hetherington has found that phaeenting skills of mothers tend to
diminish in the years immediately following divor@nd children who are exposed to such
disruptions in parenting experience concurrent Ipshagical, behavioral, and academic
difficulties. As mothers adjust to their new singlaent status, however, their parenting
improves, as does their children's well-being.

However, some research suggests that the factomh#sathe greatest impact on student
achievement is not family structure but income (N@za12008). Studies that consider the
influence of both family configuration and incomed that there is little difference in the
academic performance of children from two-parerdt simgle-parent homes when family
income is equal (Maurice 2008).

1.2. Statement of the Problem

In the last two decades, the number of single pdrensehold has increase considerably.
Recent research by social scientists shows thddrehi brought up in single parent
households show lower academic achievement ancehigicidences of problems with
behavior. Besides this, the image of single parentke eye of public is not so favorable,

whereas married couples are looked upon with hitdeen and pride

Single parenting is not an easy task as they fameynproblems their biggest challenge
being often related to finances. The financialagitun of a family headed by one person is
quite precarious as compared to a two-parent famihen both the partners are working
money may usually not a big issue. Most single qiar@re not in a position to provide

basic needs to their children.



The other problem that is experienced by singlemaris that they have to balance work,
household chores, visitation schedule and childreehool and extracurricular activities.
The stress caused by these situations can causephgsical and psychological problems
like tiredness, insomnia, depression and behavpdlems which entail frequent visits to

physician and psychologists and regular intakerogsl

According to Labour Market Review (2006), greatergentage of one parent families live
below the poverty line compared to two parent fagilAlso, it has been seen that children
who come single parent homes experience long tesychological problems, higher
absenteeism rates at school, lower levels of esugahigher dropout rates and more
delinquencies such as alcohol and drug addictiomgl& parents also have limited social
meetings compared to two parents as they haveeg@onsibility of looking after their

children. Therefore, it is quite common for a senghrent to feel alone and lonely.

At present, there are no definitive answers oritieence of single parenting on academic
achievement. In some ways however, children inlsipgrent families are at greater risk
than children in other types of families. Even witleay have the same academic abilities,
children in single-parent families are three tinmesre likely to drop out of high school

than children from two-parent families (Millar, Jaand Ridge, Tess 2001). Being the
primary and frequently sole source of financial mup for the family, single parents have
less time to help children with homework, are I@ssly to use consistent discipline, and
have less parental control; all these conditiory head to lower academic achievement

(Callister and Burks, 2006). Among children in $agarent families; those from mother-



absent households earn lower science grades thiginechfrom father-absent homes and
no matter which parent is missing, children fromgge-parent families generally find it
more difficult to connect with school Sang-Hun, Q20

1.3. Purpose of the study

The purpose of this study was to investigateriflaence of single parenthood on pre-

school children's academic performance in Kirinydigérict

1.4 Objectives of the Study

The study seeks to achieve the following objectives
I. To determine the influence of Risk and Protectivectérs on Pre-School
children's academic performance.
il. To find out the influence of absent Fathers Pre-School children's academic
performance
iii. To establish the influence of Mother's Employment Rre-School children's
academic performance
1.5. Research Questions
I. What is the influence of risk and protective faston pre-school children's
academic performance?
il. How does the absent of a fathers impact on preedctinildren's academic
performance?
iii. How does mother's employment impact on pre-schdldren's academic

performance?



1.6. Significance of the Study

The study might be useful in guiding school managerd other stakeholders in the
management on pre-school children's behavior aadesic achievement. These study
findings may be useful to other researchers planoincarrying out research on pre-
school children's behavior and academic achievenieme Ministry of Education
should formulate appropriate policies that couldigetter management of pre-school
children's behavior and academic achievement. Beattainers and curriculum
developers should also integrate these study fiygdin the training programs for ECD
teacher trainees. Finally, this study will also twiute to the existing body of

knowledge on the management of children in pre-sisho

1.7. Scope of the study

The study aimed at investigatingfluence of single parenthood on pre-school chits
academic performance in Kirinyaga district. Thedgtwas based on data collected in the
last two years from pre-schools that are registaredtl have been in operation for the last

two years in Mwea Division of Kirinyaga District @&al Province which is semi urban.

1.8. Limitation of the Study
The study was confined to schools which are lat@tea semi rural environment and
therefore the findings were only to be generalizedurban pre-schools with caution

because the area of study has its own unique deasiics. The accessible population



consisted of 80 pre-schools and it covered the st years and could not give an

exhaustive historical inference.

1.9. Delimitation of the study

The study excluded all pre-schools which were thas one year in operation and all pre-
schools which were not registered by the relevawvegiment departments as pre-school
institutions. Those which did not meet these twoditions were replaced randomly chosen

as sample.

1.10. Basic Assumptions

The study assumed that there could be co-operdtmm the teachers and parents
respondents and that the parent respondents weratdi enough to comprehend the study

objective and respond appropriately

1.11. Definition of key terms
Per-school learning institution for children before theynamnain stream schooling

Standard one

Single parent:A parent living alone for whatever reason with a-pchool child
1.12. Organization of the study
The study is organized in five chapters. Chapter deals with the general introduction of
the research which includes the background of thdys the statement of the problem
purpose of the study, research objectives, reseaquwelstions, significance of the study,
limitations of the study, delimitation of the stuyms and the organization of the study.

10



Chapter two deals with the related literature beigig with a introduction , theoretical and

conceptual framework.

Chapter three consist of the research methodoldgghwis divided into introduction

research design, target population, sampling styatesearch instruments, validity and

rehabilitee of the instrument procedure for thadatlection and data analysis techniques.

Chapter four consists of presentation, interpretaéind discussion of the findings.

Chapter five contains the summary conclusions andmmendations.

11



CHAPTER TWO

LITERATURE REVIEW
2.1. Introduction
This chapter explains the influence of single ptreod, different parenting styles on pre-
school children behaviour and academic performaticalso explains the two models,
family deficit or risk and protective factor modeded to fit single-parenthood
Single-parent (also lone parent, solo parent alelErent) is a parent who cares for one or
more children without the physical assistance @f ¢ither parent in the home. "Single
Parenthood" may vary according to the local lawslifferent nations or regions. Single
parenthood may occur for a variety of reasons. W pessible scenarios are by choice, as
in divorce, adoption, artificial insemination, sagate motherhood, while others are the
result of an unforeseeable occurrence, such asath,dehild abuse, child neglect, or
abandonment by biological parents. The living armdepting arrangements for single
parents are diverse; a number live in households @ther families, other adults or alone
in homes, apartments, or government assisted tmudfihen parents separate, one party
usually the primary parent has the children theomigj of the time but secondary parents
continue to share some type of parenting time asgdansibility, to some extent, with their
child. Sang-Hun (2009), It is a term that is mosthed to suggest that one parent has the
most of the day to day responsibility in the ragsiof the child or children. In western
society e.g. in UK over 90% of the time the childlvend up with the mother as the
caregiver. In the UK, and U.S.A for example, ihiglely practiced, that it in the 'children's

best interests' for the children to have both pgareencourage each parent to respect the
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other parents in the children presence and finai@§p through child support for the
parent that carried the most responsibility wherepts separate. Any benefits, tax credits
and related government-sponsored assistance aga 0% to the primary carer, if the
secondary parent does not have the ability to Giadlly care for their child, thus the child
falls below the poverty line of society standaratsg this can be mother, legal guardian or

father.

In 2006, 12.9 million families in the U.S. were Hed by a single-parent, 80% of which
were headed by a female. Mackay,(2005). Since 18@1percentage of US households
headed by a single parent has remained steadyoahdmine percent, although it has
nearly doubled since 1970. According to Bergmaoh ke (2007), 14% of all Australian

households were single-parent families. Since 260% of babies born in Australia were
born to unmarried mothers. Callister, Paul and Bu8tuart (2006), explain that calculated
single mothers may not be single, as they may\begliwith the other biological parent

without being formally married.

Sang-Hun (2009) postulate that in the United Kingdthere are 5.9 million single parents
as of 2005, with 3.1 million children., and thatoab 1 out of 4 families with dependent
children are single-parent families, nine percehtwhich have a male single-parent.
According to Mackay and Ross (2005), UK povertyfies show that 47% of single parent
families are below the Government-defined poventyg I(after housing costs). Bergman

and Mike (2007) stated that in South Korea, wheveietal disapproval of unmarried
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mothers is strong, 1.6% of births in 2007 werernmarried women, and, of those women,

70% are estimated to have opted for adoption Sang{2i009).

Single parent families are at a higher risk ofgxty than couple families, and on average
single mothers have poorer health than couple matiAecording to Callister and Burks,
(2006) single parenting is strongly associated véth increased risk of a number of
negative social, behavioral and emotional outcorieeschildren. However, while the
association is strong, on balance the effect, awkthe actual numbers affected are modest
and most children from single parent families ddl.\viany factors influence how children
develop in single-parent families: the parent's, aghication level, and occupation; the
family's income and the family's support networkfrednds and extended family members
(including the non-resident parent, if availablB)sadvantages in these factors that often
accompany single parenting appear to cause mo#ti®fassociation rather than single

parenting itself (Mireya and Navarro, 2008).

A variety of viewpoints do exist, with differentadings of the research possible. The
Institute for the Study of Civil Society reportsathchildren of single parents, after
controlling for other variables like family incomeye more likely to have problems.
Bergman, (2007). There are impacts of sole pargram children, however the weight of
the evidence it is suggested, do not appear toostippview that sole parents are a major

cause of societal ills and are doing irreparableatge to their children (McQueen, (1992).
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2.2. Theoretical Literature Review
Research on single-parent families has changed tbeeyears. During different periods,

research in the area has followed one of the twdatso the Family Deficit Model or the

Risk and Protective Factor Model.

2.2:1. Family Deficit Model
Dating back to the 1970s, the Family Deficit Modws the nuclear or two-parent family

as the ideal family structure. According to this daeb single-parent families have a
negative impact on children simply because theyhdbhave a nuclear family structure
(Mireya and Navarro, 2008). Research using the Kyabeficit Model begins with the
assumption that single parenting is bad for chidrand the results of these studies
typically support this assumption. Indeed, somalisti using the Family Deficit Model
minimize or overlook the influence economics anfieotbackground factors have on

academic achievement rather than alter this relseaodel (Mireya and Navarro, 2008).

2.2:2. Risk and Protective Factor Model.
Developed in the early 1990s, the Risk and Pratedtactor Model does not regard single-

parent families as irregular Thiessen, (1997), abee the foundation for the model is that
all families have both strengths and weaknessese&df, Arnold, Ronald; Baldwin,
Alfred; and Baldwin, Clara (1993), Rather than viemgle parenting as the cause of
negative outcomes for children in these familié® Risk and Protective Factor Model
describes family structure as one of many riskdiactRisk factors are either background
characteristics or life events that may have a tnsgampact on child development.

Protective factors are characteristics and evéatisgositively influence children and help
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limit the impact of risk factors Thiessen, (19999sentially, risk factors are the weaknesses
and protective factors are the strengths of angrgfamily. According to this model, single

parenting can be both a risk factor and a protedactor for children in this type of family.

2.3 Baumrind's four general parenting styles

In her research, Diana Baumrind found what sheideresd to be the four basic elements
that could help shape successful parenting: respamess vs. unresponsiveness and
demanding vs. undemanding. From these, she idehtifiree general parenting styles:
authoritative, authoritarian, and permissive. Alm@ (1992 Maccoby and Martin
expanded the styles to four: authoritative, authden, indulgent and neglectful.
According to Thiessen, (1997), these four stylegpafenting involve combinations of

acceptance and responsiveness on the one haneiachd and control on the other.

Demanding || Undemanding

Responsive |Authoritative|indulgent

UnresponsivéAuthoritarianNeglectful

Baumrind believed that parents should be neithaitipe nor aloof. Rather, they should
develop rules for their children and be affectienaith them. These parenting styles are
meant to describe normal variations in parentirgd, deviant parenting, such as might be
observed in abusive homes (Milne, Myers, Roserdhdl Ginsburg, (1986). Most parents
do not fall neatly in one category, but fall somewh in the middle, showing

characteristics of more than one style.
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2.3:1. Authoritative parenting

The parent is demanding and responsikathoritative parenting, also called balanced
parenting, is characterized by a child-centeredragmh that holds high expectations of
maturity. Authoritative parents can understandrtbkildren’s feeling and teach them how
to regulate them (Zimiles and Lee, (1991). Thegmfielp them to find appropriate outlets
to solve problems. Authoritative parenting encoesaghildren to be independent but still
places limits and controls on their actions ( Astand McLanahan, 1991). Extensive
verbal give-and-take is allowed, and parents aremwand nurturing toward the child

(Astone, and McLanahan, 1991). Authoritative paseate not usually as controlling,

allowing the child to explore more freely, thus imgvthem make their own decisions based

upon their own reasoning (Kaplan, Diane ; Liu, Xiga& Kaplan, Howard , 2001)

Authoritative parents set limits and demand matutbut when punishing a child, the
parent will explain his or her motive for their psimment. "Their punishments are
measured and consistent in discipline, not hargrlatrary. Parents will set clear standards
for their children, monitor limits that they setnda also allow children to develop
autonomy. They also expect mature, independentagaehppropriate behavior of children

(Astone and McLanahan, (1991)

They are attentive to their children’s needs aodcerns, and will typically forgive and
teach instead of punishing if a child falls shavtiibe, Myers, Rosenthal and Ginsburg,
(1986). This is supposed to result in children hg\a higher self esteem and independence
because of the democratic give-take nature of titeoaitative parenting style. This is the

most recommended style of parenting by child-repexperts.
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2.3:2. Authoritarian Parenting

The parent is demanding but not responsive: Autfigan parenting, also called strict.
(Zimiles and Lee, (1991), is characterized by higkpectations of conformity and
compliance to parental rules and directions, whllewing little open dialogue between
parent and child. "Authoritarian parenting is atmiesve, punitive style in which parents
exhort the child to follow their directions andrespect their work and effort (Astone and
McLanahan, (1991). Authoritarian parents expectimaf their child but generally do not

explain the reasoning for the rules or boundaKeglan, Liu and Kaplan (2001).

Authoritarian parents are less responsive to ttie@idren’s needs, and are more likely to
spank a child rather than discuss the problem @Jliknn M.; Myers, David; Rosenthal,
Alvin ; & Ginsburg, Alan, 1986). Children with thtgpe of parenting may have less social
competence as the parent generally tells the ettilat to do instead of allowing the child

to choose by him or herself. Zimiles, Herbert aee [(1991).

Nonetheless, researchers have found that in soihgeas and ethnic groups, aspects of
authoritarian style may be associated with moratigeschild outcomes than Baumrind

predicts. "Aspects of traditional Asian child-rewyipractices are often continued by Asian
American families. In some cases, these practiea® lbeen described as authoritarian

(Astone, and McLanahan (1991).

2.3:3. Indulgent parenting

The parent is responsive but not demanding: Indlgarenting, also called permissive,

nondirective or lenient, Zimiles, Herbert, and LEEQ91) is characterized as having few

18



behavioral expectations for the child. "Indulgeatenmting is a style of parenting in which
parents are very involved with their children blage few demands or controls on them
(Astone and MclLanahan, (1991). Parents are noguand accepting, and are very
responsive to the child's needs and wishes. Indulgarents do not require children to
regulate themselves or behave appropriately. Tlag rasult in creating spoiled brats or

"spoiled sweet" children depending on the behavidhe children.

Children of permissive parents may tend to be nmimgulsive, and as adolescents, may
engage more in misconduct and drug use. "Childrevemlearn to control their own

behavior and always expect to get their way (Astangé McLanahan, (1991). But in the
better cases they are emotionally secure, indepéradal are willing to learn and accept
defeat. They are able to live life without the helpsomeone else (Zimiles, Herbert and

Lee, (1991).

2.3:4.Neglectful parenting

The parent is neithedemanding nor responsive Neglectful parenting is also called
uninvolved, detached, dismissive or hands-off. (#s) Herbert and Lee, (1991). The
parents are low in warmth and control, are generadt involved in their child's life, are
disengaged, undemanding, low in responsiveness, danshot set limits. Parents are
emotionally unsupportive of their children, but hgtill provide their basic needs (Kaplan,

Liu and Kaplan, (2001).

Children whose parents are neglectful develop émses that other aspects of the parents

lives are more important than they are. Astone leilanahan, (1991). Children often
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display contradictory behavior, and are emotionalitshdrawn from social situations. This
disturbed attachment also impacts relationshiper lan in life. In adolescence, they may

show patterns of truancy and delinquency (AstorteMaLanahan, (1991).

2.4. Risk and Protective Factors

Personality, availability of social supports, arainfly cohesion are often identified as
categories of factors that can impact a child pedit or negatively. Researchers define
personality factors as internal characteristicsntbin every child, including the child's

intellectual ability and approach to learning, tatte and disposition, self-esteem, and
impulse control. Social support availability facdtoare whether or not the child has
advocates at home, at school, and elsewhere inaimenunity. Family cohesion includes

family structure and background characteristicshsas the parent's occupation, family
income, parent education, parental mental illnpasenting style, race and ethnicity, and
family size. Family cohesion factors also include Events such as divorce, remarriage,

death, and other changes that can influence ckildldpment Kaplan and Liu (2001).

Elements of each of the three categories can senather risk or protective factors. For
instance, researchers regard family size as afastor when there are four or more
children, close in age, within the same househuld,a protective factor in families with
fewer than four children or when children are spaBeor more years apart. Furthermore,
risk is cumulative (Knox, ( 1996), meaning thatldren who have a combination of risk
factors such as poverty, many siblings close in agéd a single parent are at greater risk of

poor academic performance and other negative deiletlopment outcomes than children
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from single-parent homes with higher incomes amwdefesiblings. The more risk factors
children have, the more likely they will experiencegative out comes as a result. Risk
factors can lead to negative results, but the pessef risk factors does not guarantee poor

outcomes Zimiles and Lee, (1991).

Indeed, protective factors mediate and limit thepact risk factors have on academic
achievement and other aspects of child developnfatording to research in this area,

protective factors include high self-esteem, strengial support at home and at school,
low rates of criticism from parental figures, pogtparent mental health, college-educated
parents, high income, and parenting strategieseffiettively address high-risk situations.

For example, children considered high-risk becaisxposure to several risk factors often
do well in school when their parents and teachelig\ye that they have the ability to do so.
Similarly, strong parenting is a protective factand children who live in impoverished

areas can successfully avoid negative outcomeardngs develop higher expectations for
their children's school performance Knox, (199&ssentially the strengths and protection

families offer children are more important than gireicture of the family unit itself.

Family income also influences parent support andlirement in education - factors
related to school achievement. Students who retjsed parents as warm, firm, and
involved in their education earn better grades thiagir classmates with uninvolved
parents. In these families, parent support aces @®tective factor countering some of the
risk factors these children encounter. Althoughnecoic pressures often limit or prevent
parent involvement in single-parent families, whangle parents make the effort to

support their children's education, their effortisaers a protective factor.
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2.5. The Impact of Absent Fathers
More often than not, single-parent families inclidenother and children whose original

father no longer lives in the home. Similar to immand parent education, father absence
is also a risk factor that makes it more diffictdt children to succeed in school. When
parents separate or divorce, children often logk thee financial and emotional support of
their fathers, which can have a negative impaca@demic performance. Although child
support does not resolve all of these issues,asdnake a significant difference. Children
in mother-only families who receive child suppahd to do better in school than those

who do not receive child support (Zimiles and L@®91).

According to Youth, (1996), for every $100 of chifipport mothers receive, their
children's standardized test scores increase byol7810 of a point. In addition, fathers
who support their children financially typically vea more contact with them, further
decreasing the negative emotional impact of mabit@aakdown (Knox, Virginia, 1996)
Although many single parents remarry, researchibyl@&s, Lee, and (1991), Contend that
blending families does not eliminate all of thekrfactors children experience in single-
parent homes. The family income of children in bieth families mirrors that of children
who live with both of their original parents. Hovwesy many children in blended families
actually receive less parental support than thoslk gingle parents. Remarriage often
changes parental behavior as a formerly singlenpagaters a new relationship. This
disruption can be hard on children who may feet thay are losing another parent. The
presence of stepsiblings also reduces time withaaodss to parents, further decreasing the
amount of support individual children receive (disi and Lee, (1991). Although

children in blended families still tend to have leg academic achievement than those
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living with single parents, some children will rapé academic problems with emotional
and behavioral difficulties, essentially eliming@timany of the positive effects brought on
by the increase in family income (Nelson, Clarkg &regory, (2001).

2.6. The Impact of Mother's Employment

Research on the influence of income and motherfg@ment suggests that working is not
a predictor of negative outcomes and working carehaoth positive and negative effects
on student achievement (Mulkey and Harrington, 2)9®egardless of whether they are
single or married, mothers who work full-time oftbave less time to spend with their
children and according to Sameroff, Arnold, Ron&eldwin, Alfred; Baldwin, and Clara.
(1993), a condition that may lead to lower achiegetrand increases in behavior problems
at school. For many single-parent families, howgetildren receive more benefits than
harm from their mother's work. In addition to tlmeome mothers bring into the family,
African American children in elementary school atiyido better in school when their
mothers work outside of the home (Nelson, Clark @nelgory (2001).

2.6.1 Study gap

There is evidence from the developed world theldotm from low-income, single-parent
families actually earn higher grades than childheim two-parent homes with similar
income suggests that single parents who work téfaein children coping strategies that
limit the impact of financial hardship, low paremvolvement, and other risk factors
(Nelson, Clark and Gregory, (2001). However, simgeidence need to be documented for
the developing countries like Kenya. This studyrefi@e intends to fill this gap by
investigating influence of single parenthood ongckool children's academic performance

in Kirinyaga District.
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2.7. Conceptual Frame Work
Fig: 2.1.Conceptual Frame Work

Risk and Protective
Factors
f Pre-School children's
Influence academic performance
Absent Fathers >
Mother's Employment
Independent Variables DependVariables

Risk and Protective Factors
Personality factors as internal characteristicsnébin every child, including the child's

intellectual ability and approach to learning, tatte and disposition, self-esteem, and
impulse control. Social support availability facdtoare whether or not the child has
advocates at home, at school, and elsewhere icdimnunity. Where this factors are
positively natured they will have a positive infliee on the pre-school child while any
neglect or negative approach to handling any o$dhfactors would result in a negative
influence on the pre-school child’s performanceadhool.

2.7.2. Absent Fathers

When parents separate or divorce, children oftese llooth the financial and emotional
support of their fathers, which can have a negatimpact on the Childs academic

performance.

24



2.7.3. Mother's Employment
A mother’s working schedule can have both positind negative effects on a pre-school

child’s achievement. Regardless of whether theysargle or married, mothers who work
full-time often have less time to spend with thghildren and therefore less time to attend
to the children’s schooling challenges. Howeverekgha working mother takes time off or
adopts a flexi time work schedule to be convenyendar the pre-school child there would

be reduced negative effects on the academic peafwcenof the pre-school child.
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CHAPTER THREE

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
3.1 Introduction
This chapter outlines the research design, stuchtilan, target population, sample size and
sampling procedures, research instruments, dakactioh procedure and the data analysis
plan to be used in this study.
3.2 Research Design
The research design adopted in this research ssudgscriptive survey research design.
Survey design intended to obtain pertinent andipeeioformation concerning the current
status of phenomenaDescriptive survey is a method of collecting infation by
interviewing or administering a questionnaire teample of individuals (Orodho, 2003). It
can be used when collecting information about pesttitudes, opinions, habits or any of
the variety of education or social issues (Orodd lkombo, 2002). It is for these reasons
that this study chose to use the descriptive rebedesign to examine thefluence of

single parenthood on pre-school children's acadestiormance in Kirinyaga District

The design adopted is appropriate and efficienis® in such a study as it is an accurate
counter and indicator to measure the influencerajls parenthood on children behaviour
and academic performance. (Pamela, 2003). Thendsx used this research design
because the study objective was to collect infoimnatfrom respondents on their
experiences, perceptions and opinions in relatiothé Impact of Family Conflict on Pre-
School Children's Behavior and Academic AchievemienKirinyaga Districtand the

design makes it possible, to draw valid generaickeions from the facts discovered
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(Lokesh, 1984). According to Bell (1993), survewidas also aim at obtaining information
which can be analyzed, patterns extracted and casopa made.

3.3 Study Location

The study was conducted in Kirinyaga District. Tlogation was chosen due to the
homogeneous nature of the study population andwvibE developed infrastructure.
Singleton (1993) argues that the ideal settingafoy study should be easily accessible to
the researcher.

3.4 Target Population

The target population was all the pre-schools inngaga district while the accessible
populations were all the 80 pre-schools with altotd,118 children in Mwea Division of
Kirinyaga District.

3.5 Sample and Sampling Procedure

Gay (1992) asserts that for survey design, a saofpde least 30 per cent is justifiable for
the study. By use of a multi stage sampling theaesher used simple random sampling of
the 80 pre-schools teachers from a register estedal by the ECD district co-coordinator.
The parents were randomly sampled as respondentthdostudy from the register of
parents in each school.

3.5.1 Sample Size

From the 80 registered pre-schools which had be@peration for more than one year in
Mwea in division in Kirinyaga District; one teachand one parent from each school were
included giving a total of 160. From the 160 sardplespondents a 30% sample sized (48

respondents) were farther randomly selected ay sasppondents.

27



Figure: 3.1 Sam

le populations

Category Accessible population Sample size¢  Perdage
Teachers 80 24 30%
Parent Family | 80 24 30%

Total 160 48 30%

3.6 Data collection Instruments
This study used questionnaires and interview sdkeettu collect data. Best and Kahn

(1992) observe that questionnaires enable the pexdministering them to explain the

purpose of the study by giving meaning of the itethgt may not be clear. A self

administered questionnaire for teachers was emgloy&e respondents reached were

willing to co-operate as they read and wrote indeeatly (Orodho, 2004). The

guestionnaires contained both open-ended and cltm®d. An interview guide was used

to collect data from the parents/teachers. AccgréinOrodho (2004), an interview guide

makes it possible to obtain the data required tetrtiee specific objectives of the study. It

also enables the researcher to obtain in-depthinrg#ton from the respondents (Kothari,

2007)

28



3.7 Validity and Reliability

3.7.1 Validity of the Research

In order to ensure both validity and reliabilityuesgtionnaires were composed of carefully

structured and unstructured questions to avoid guityiin all questions.

3.7.2 Reliability of the Research

A pilot study was done with two teacher responslemd one parent respondent from the non
sampled population but within the target populatiArtest and re-test ensured reliability of the
data collection instrument.

3.8 Data Collection Procedures

Permission to carry out the research was obtaimech fthe Ministry of Education.
Introductory letters to the schools were persondiivered. The researcher personally
made a visit to the 88ampled schools. During the visit | familiarized salf with the
schools and developed a rapport with the principals teachers, and notified them of the
purpose of the study. The researcher administered ihstruments personally to
respondents, a fact that helped achieve a goodiredtio. It also gave the respondents a
chance to seek clarification on items that were defr. The teachers were given
guestionnaires to fill and the researcher usedviree schedule to parents.

3.9 Data Analysis

After collection of the questionnaires, the reskaraead through them to ascertain their

numbers and to see whether all the items had besponded to. Quantitative data was
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analyzed by use of descriptive statistics which leygdl measures of central tendencies,

measures of dispersion and skewness.

To analyze the data, the Statistical Package forab8ciences (SPSS) software were used
to aid data analysis. Qualitative data do not pecediiscrete numerical data (Mugenda and
Mugenda, 2003), it is in form of words rather trmammbers and therefore inferences were
made from the responses of the respondents. Fimatynonization of the responses given
by the various respondents were undertaken, whesponses on similar themes or
objectives, emanating from different respondentseweompared to find if the various
responses concurred on various issues and, ifthetpossible reasons for the observed
discrepancies. The most common response were therebnsidered to be the most
prevalent in determining the impact of family cactflon pre-school children's behavior
and academic achievement in Kirinyaga distfi¢tis discussion was guided by the specific

objectives of the study.
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CHAPTER FOUR

PRESENTATION, INTERPRETATION AND DISCUSSIONS OF THE FINDINGS

4.1 Introduction
This chapter presents and discusses the analysset from the study. The analysis is

related to the research objectives and researcttiqne stated in chapter one of the study.
The quantitative analysis is followed by qualitatianalysis of the data collected and the
figures presented in percentages are rounded toedne@st whole numbers.

4.2. Response as per gender

The findings were represented as per gender thia¢is was difference on responses given
by male and female.

4.2.1. Gender

Table 4.2.1: Gender of respondents

Gender Frequency Percentage
Male 2 9

Female 20 91

Total 22 100

Figure 4.2.1: Gender of respondents

Gender

920

=3 Male
m Female

91206
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From table 4.2.1 and figure 4.2.1 above the respioins were 20(99%) female and 2(9%)
male. The high ration of female respondents iscatilre of the reality that there are more
female pre-school teachers than male as influebgedte nature of the job. The job entails
educating and care for very young children, whaiitregconstant mothering.

Table 4.2.2: Year as a Pre-School Teacher in thelsml

Years Frequency Percentage
1-2 years 2 9

2-4 years 7 32

4-6 years 9 41

Over 6 years 4 18

Total 22 100

Figure 4.2.2: Year as a Pre-School Teacher in thelsool

Years as a Pre-school Teacher
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Table 4.2.2 and figure 4.2.2 indicate that the oaglents had been in their various schools

for varying durations. There were 9(41%) who hadrbm their schools for between 4-6
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years and 7(32%) who had been in their schoolbdtveen 2-4 year. There were 4(18%)
who have been | their schools for over 6 years.s&heesponses indicate that the
respondents are reliable in capturing the childpmrformance and could therefore
adequately and competently respond to the studstigus.

Table 4.2.3: Length of Time as a Pre School Teacher

Length of Time Frequency Percentage
Less than one year 2 9
1-6 years 11 50
6- 12 years 6 27
Over 12 years 3 14
Total 22 100

Figure 4.2.3: Length of Time as a Pre School Teache
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From table 4.2.3 and figure 4.2.3 above the resptsdwere found to have been in pre-
school teaching for long periods as 11(50%) hawn lpge-school teachers for between 1-6
years and 6(27%) for between 6-12 years with 3(14&)ing over 12 years experience.
This confirms the opinion that the respondents ha@rapetence to adequately answer the

research questions passed by the study.
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Table 4. 2.4: Influence Of Single Parenthood on Chidren’s Performance

Very much % Much % Notmuch % Notatall %

lobbying for attention 9 41 9 41 3 14 1 5

Withdrawal from 6 27 7 32 9 41
school activities.

Competitive learning. 7 32 8 36 5 23 2
Projection of 5 23 7 32 8 36 2 9

emotional behaviour.

The study sought to establish the teacher’s opiaiothe extent of various influences on

children performance.

Figure 4.2.4: lobbying for attention
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Lobbying for attention in school was as shown qurfé 4.2.4 above to much and very
much 18(81%) of the despondences which reflectativocate role that is sought for by
pre-school children trust the teacher to proteetritand be there for them.

Figure 4.2.5: Withdrawal from school activities
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The figure 4.2.5 above show children withdrawahifrechool activities where attention is
not fully given with much and not much are respextil6(73%). This is a reaction
expected where the children feel rejected due toumalivided attention that they need

Figure 4.2.6: Competitive learning
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From figure 4.2.6 above there was evidence thathiidren are competitive and 15(68%)
are reported to have witnessed such competitionmenine pre-school children compete to
out-do each other and only 5(23%) who reported thate was not much competition

among the children to out do each other.

Figure 4.2.7: Projection of emotional behaviour
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The respondents reported emotional projection hebhawn school property by majority of
the children. These however 15(68%) who said it matsas much and much in extent of

projection by the pre-school children on schooldren when they get.

Table 4.2.5: Influence of inherent risk factors ora Childs learning

Frequency Percentage
Yes 15 68
No 7 32
Total 22 100
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Figure 4.2.8: Influence of inherent risk factors ona Childs learning

Risk Factors Influence
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The influence of inherent risk factors on childiebehaviour were reported to be presents
and witnessed by 15(68%) of the respondents wBR%({ however reporting not to have
witnessed direct influence of these factors orctiielren performance. These could be
inferred to the challenge of isolating other fastas to be influencing the child’s behaviour
apart from the risk factors.

Table 4.2.6. Intensity of impact of Single Parenthad Status on School Children

Very % Intensive % Not % Not %
intensive intensive intensive at
all

Absenteeism from 9 41 6 27 4 18 3 14
school
Traumatized by 11 50 6 27 5 23
single parent hood
Lack of finance 10 456 27 4 18 2 9
Lack of basic 8 36 7 32 5 23 2 9
necessities

Looked at the intention of the single parenthoattust on school children behaviour as

indication of risk factors.
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Figure 4.2.9: Absenteeism from school

Absenteeism from School
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The figure 4.2.9 shows that absenteeism from scivasl reported as intensive by 9(41%)
and 6(27%) as intensive, which indicates 68% intgrend influencing performance of

pre-school children.

Figure 4.2.10: Traumatized by single parenthood

Traumatisation by Single Parenthood

23%%06
Q O Very Intensive
50%%0 m Intensive
O Not intensive
27%0

The respondents indicated that 11(77%) of the medgats had been traumatized by any

discussion on their home environment as they weserved on discussing home topics and

were not excited to go home after school.
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Figure 4.2.11: Lack of finance
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There was evidence figure that lack of financighgurt to children was rated high by
16(72%) of the respondents. This was attributetieédevel of fees arrears and defaults rate

by the respondents.

Figure 4.2.12: Lack of basic necessities

Lack of Basic Neccessities
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The figure 4.2.12 indicates that the pre-schoddcen face influence on their performance

due to lack of basic necessities at home as irgtichy such aspects as lack of food,
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cleanliness and proper school uniforms. The 15(68%fondents reported such evidence
of intensity with only 7(32%) saying it was notensive and not all intensive. This is

explained by the different levels of status of plagents.
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Table 4.2.7: Parents response rate

Response Frequency Percentage
Responded 18 90
Non response 2 10
Total 20 100

The face to face interviews of which the paren&ddgd a high response rate of 90% and
this was explained with the attachment that paréat$ in relation to issues concerning
their children.

Figure 4.2.13: Parents response rate

Responses

Non response
10%06

@ Responded
B Non response

Responded
90%6

The table 4.2.7 and the figure 4.2.13 indicates tha gender of the parents who were
interviewed were 16(82%) female with 4(18%) malbe3e explain again that majority of
the parents who are single are mainly female arelyranen. The other reason is that pre-
schooling is more of a mother task in many homes wuthe level of mothering care

required
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Table 4.2.8: Gender of respondent

Gender Frequency Percentage
Male 2 9

Female 20 91

Total 22 100

Figure 4.2.14: Gender of respondent

Gender

0O Male
m Female

Male respondents were very few comparing to worespaondents as indicated on the
chart. It is believed that pre-schools are taughtvbmen teachers and mostly men are less
concerned with young children behaviour and acad@miformance.

Table 4.2.9 Number of pre-school children in thischool

Number of pre-school children Frequency Percentage
1 19 98

2 1 2

Total 20 100
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Figure 4.2.15: Number of pre-school children in ths school
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The number of pre-school children the same schomhied 19(98%) and this can be
attributed to the birth spacing of the parents wayp they had only one child of pre-school
age.

Table 4.2.10: Number of pre-school children in otheschools

Number of pre-school Frequency Percentage
children in other schools

1 2 9

2 1

Non 16 86

Total 20 100

Figure 4.2.16: Number of pre-school children in otbr schools

Number of Pre-School Children in
Other School

[ e
m 2
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86206
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The respondents reported 16(86%) as not havingchilgren of pre-school age in other
schools and the small in number of those with cbidn other schools was 14% in total.

The above response corroborates evidence from4ah@ above.

On whether there was active intense lobbying feenéion on school work by the pre-
school children the respondents were 15(73%) winb th@re was not with only 5(27%)
indicating there was lobbying for attention thethgol work. The above can reflect the
nature of care at home where the parents have olfadlenges have time to competitive
learning as their children look forward to do bettean other children at school and were

specific that they were defensive where they hadione well.

Figure 4.2.17: Withdrawal from school activities
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Table 4.2.17 indicates that the children withdrafrain school activities altogether where
there are excluded from a single school activitye§e was the response by parents who
said they 14(59%) witnessed the withdrawal as obildpted not to attend school ort

school activities immediately after such exclusiacident.
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Table 4.2.11: Competitive learning

Frequency Percentage
Yes 15 77
No 5 23
Total 20 100

Figure 4.2.18: Competitive learning

Competitive Learning

2320

0 Yes
m No

7720

The above can reflect to the nature of care at hohere the parents have other challenges
have time to competitive learning as their childteak forward to do better than other
children at school and were specific that they vaEkensive where they had not done well.

Table 4.2.12: Projection on property at home

Frequency Percentage
Yes 13 64
No 7 36
Total 20 100
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Figure 4.2.19: Projection on property at home

Projection on Property
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There was reported by 13(64%) that the childrenepted on home property where they
did not receive preferential treatment at schobk parents explained that the mood of the

child at home was related to the nature of treatraeschool that day.

4.3. Father figure
The respondents attained the main factors that wezefather figure and the school

environment being communal where personal prefeemere not addressed. The father
figure was high as (63%) followed by the school imnment as (67%). There was
however no statistical significance of the thirskrfactor that influence performance of the

pre-school children.

There was unanimous agreement on the benefitsgliesparenting on pre-school children
in the area as child’s educational. The respondstatied that there were negative traits
they had observed of the single parenting stylepm@school child performance. The
respondents (72 %) stated that the children wevernto achievement standard far beyond

their ability. There was also to much attentiontba child as home that the child took
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offence if not accorded similar attention at schaotl most felt rejected. Finally single,
parenting has been blamed for the early exposulitetexperiences beyond their maturity
level. The children decisions as the parent on utaisons in school are able to implement

all agreed issues. This was reported by (65%)@téhchers/parents.

There was also agreement that single parenting mere interested in the total welfare of
the child and were co-operative with the schoolhwatters of the child welfare, this was
agreed by (73% ) of the teachers/parents. Fintily,financial obligations were honored
by single parents as they indicated an understgnofitheir specific responsibility in the
matters of fees. These was witnessed by (74% heotdachers/parents tend to reason and

relate more with adults than peers which leavesitbet of most of the learning process.

The teachers/parents were statistically not categloof what exact impact could be
attributed to the single family unit on the childi® learning in the school with few (17%)
expressing their own opinions and experiences whain not be taken to represent the
findings of the study. The parents during the witw a expressed that their single
parenting statusmpacted on lack of time to address the childaiéeng needs as home (78%)

with (56%) indicating that financially they wereabie to provide adequately to the Childs school

needs.

There were teachers/parents who said that decmsgking on many aspects of a child,
school life were challenging and at time (55 %)Y dhiey made wrong decisions and the

choice of school was the main to (47%) of the respots.
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On the negative effects of single parenting theeeew(53 %) who said lack of the father
figure was by far the most challenging and thedckih were always eager to meet their dad
so as to be rewarded for good performance at schialother children. The second
negative effect of single parenting was the lackiroke to earn a living and attend to the
child’s schooling needs. On the impact that thglsiparenting has on the child’s positive
learning, the respondents were not objective endoghatistically report their findings as
most (64 %) compared their current status to tipeevious married status (for the

divorced) and the ‘if’ status (for those who hawver been married).
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CHAPTER FIVE

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATION S
5.1 Introduction
This chapter presents the findings of the studyndimence of single parenthood on pre-
school children's academic performartalso presents the answer to research questions i

relation to research objectives, conclusions andystecommendations.

5.2. Summary of Findings
The response rate was high for both teachers 9286parents 90% which indicate a

favourable coverage of the study objectives. Tkpardents had been in the profession for
about four to six years on average which indic#ttes they had the required competence

and experience to answer the questions in thendsesstrument.

The teachers opinions on various factors indicahed children lobbying was agreed at
81% as influencing pre-school childienperformance, followed by competitive learning
68% while withdrawal from school activities and jgaiions on school property were both
rated as not much influencing as 68% pre-schodbi@n’s performance. When on the
intensity of various single parenting factors:- exfiteeism and trauma were recorded as
being most intense interference with the learnihghe pre-school children at 68% and
77%. While lack of financial support for learningdalack of basic necessities were rated
as 72% and 68% respectively which are significamis@ering the age of the pre-school

children.
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The parents however indicated that although mg&@8% had all their children in the
same pre-school. Single parents faced challengaslving decisions making (55 %).

Financial responses (56%) were challenges thatahgrathe pre-school child’s learning.

53 What is the influence of Risk and Protective Faors on Pre-School children's
academic performance?

Lobbying for attention in school was much. Very fuof the responses reflect the
advocate role that is sought for by pre-schooldrkit trust the teacher to protect them and
be there for them. The children show tendency tindvaw from school activities where
attention is not fully given. This is a reactiompexted where the children feels rejected due
to non undivided attention that they need. Thers @adence that children compete to out-
do each other .The respondents reported emotiooggtion behaviour on school property
by majority of the children. Therefore influence ioherent risk factors on children’s
behaviour were reported to be presents; howewsa# not possible to conclude that the
reported behaviour was influenced by the inheresht factors. These could be inferred to
the challenge of isolating other factors as torifliéncing the child’s behaviour apart from
the risk factors. These findings are similar to #i&s and Lee (1991) who concluded that;
“although many single parents remarry, blendingili@sidoes not eliminate all of the risk
factors children experience in single-parent honldse family income of children in
blended families mirrors that of children who livath both of their original parents.
Although children in blended families still tend tave higher academic achievement than
those living with single parents, some childrenlwéplace academic problems with
emotional and behavioral difficulties, essentialiminating many of the positive effects
brought on by the increase in family income (NeJs®andi; Clark, Rebecca; and Gregory,

2001).
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5.3.1. How does the absent of a Fathers Impact omePSchool children's academic
performance?

The study unveiled that the children had been tetized by any discussion on their home
environment as they were reserved on discussingghtopics and were not excited to go
home after school. There was evidence that ladinahcial support to children was rated
high by the respondents. This was attributed tdetel of fees arrears and defaults rate by
the parent respondents. The pre-school children if#ftuence on their performance due to
lack of basic necessities at home as indicatedubly aspects as lack of food, cleanliness
and proper school uniforms. The main challengesddxy the pre-school children were the
father figure and the school environment, being roomal where personal preferences
were not addressed. As the father figure was seémei study to be influencing the study
corroborate the findings by Zimiles and Lee, (199hp postulate that the disruption can
be hard on children who may feel that they arenpsanother parent. The presence of

stepsiblings also reduces time with and accesarengs, further decreasing the amount of

support individual children receive.

5.3.2. How does Mother's Employment Impact on Pre<ool children's academic
performance

The gender of the parents who were interviewed 82% female with 18% male. This
explains that majority of the parents who are srgjle mainly female and few men. The
other reason is that pre-schooling is more of aherotask in many homes due to the level
of mothering care required. On whether there waiseamtense lobbying for attention on
school work by the pre-school children the respoitslevho said there ‘was not’ with

indicating there they was lobbying for attentiortheir school work. The above can reflect
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the nature of care at home where the parents hthee challenges to have enough time to
competitive learning as their children look forwax do better than other children at
school and were specific that they were defensitieres they had not done well. These
findings are corroborated by others who said théthbugh child support does not resolve
all of these issues, it does make a significarfeddhce. Children in mother-only families
who receive child support tend to do better in stiban those who do not receive child
support (Zimiles and Lee, (1991). The parents enrpththat the mood of the child at home
was related to the nature of treatment at schadldhy. Single parenting status impacted
on lack of time to address the child’s learningdseat home and financially they were
unable to provide adequately to the child’s schue#ds. There were those who said that
decision making on many aspects of a child, schimivere challenging and at time they
made wrong decisions on the child’s learning amfop@ance.

5.4  Conclusion

The study makes the conclusion that Influence skRind Protective are a major threat to
pre-school as suggested Bynox, (1996), who said furthermore, risk is cumiviat
meaning that children who have a combination ok factors such as poverty, many
siblings close in age, and a single parent areestter risk of poor academic performance
and other negative child development outcomes tialdren from single-parent homes
with higher incomes and fewer siblings. Howeves thiudy could not establish at what
point to isolate other factors like religion andtate and modern life styles e.g. the single
parent by choice status as contributing to risk pratective factors. However the study

agrees; the more risk factors children have, theentikely they will experience negative
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out comes as a result. Risk factors can lead tatnegresults, but the presence of risk

factors does not guarantee poor outcomes (Zintleghert, & Lee, Valerie, 1991).

Absent of a fathers was seen to be a factor thlatemced the child’s performance as the
children were young and identity was a major prignaeed. The children role play
parenting roles and the teachers’ constant remitteléidad’ has been cited as provoking
single parented children to enquire of their idgntMother's employment while agrees
with research on the influence of income that wagkis not a predictor of negative
outcomes and working can have both positive anathegeffects on student achievement
(Mulkey and Harrington, (1992). Regardless of wkethey are single or married, mothers
who work full-time often have less time to spendhwiheir children and according to
Sameroff, Ronald; Alfred; and Clara. (1993), thesai condition that may lead to lower
achievement and increase in behavior problemshaioc

55 Recommendation of the Study

There is need for pre-school managers and teathées aware and vigilant to mitigate the
Influence of Risk and Protective factors of theipjs and this could be done through a
suitable sound child background inventory thatpsdated as a routine function. Secondly
it is here recommended that the involvement of ngnoyip discussions between the child
and the parent and teacher be engaged to creatgeztpve environment where the child
feels as belonging while at home and at school attars of learning so as to encourage
parents to engage as teachers at home and tedohlesrn the individual needs of the
pupils from the parents. These interactions willigate on absence of one parent and the

challenges of working mother or single parent denisnaking
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5.6 Recommendation for further study
The study was able to cover the scope of the abgescas out lined and there are new areas

that would need further investigation to shed migt& on pre-school children’s
performance.
I. A study on the challenges faced by single parenthild management
perception of pre-school teachers.
il The influence of school environment on the managemiecultural diversity of

the pre-school children.

54



REFERENCES:

Astone, Nan M, McLanahan & Sara S. (1991). Fantilycture, parental practices, and
high school completion. American Sociabad Review, 56(3), 309-320. (ERIC

Journal No. EJ429517)
American Academy of Child and Adolescent Psychjedy5), 893-903.

Battle, Juan J. (1998). What beats having tworgaPeEducational outcomes for African
American students in single- versus duaépfamilies. Journal of Black Studies,
28(6), 783-801. (ERIC Journal No. EJ571287)

Bowlby, J. (1982)Attachment and Loss, 2nd editidview York: Basic Books.

Brody, G. H.; Stoneman, Z.; McCoy, J. K.; and Faredh R. (1992). "Contemporaneous
and Longitudinal Association of Sibling Glst with Family Relationship

Assessments and Family Discussions abaling§iProblems.” Child
Cherlin, A., and Furstenberg, F. (1986). The Newefinan Grandparent. New York:

Basic Books
Cummings, E. M., and Davies, P. T. (1994). Childiaed Marital Conflict: The Impact

of Family Dispute and Resolution. New Yo@uilford Press
Development 63:391-400. Buehler, C.; Kratumar, A.; Stone, G.; Anthony, C.;
Davison, R (1994Report of Inquiry into Family Court Proceedings dhwing Christine
Madeline Marion Bristol and Alan RobBristol: an unpublished report to the
Minister of Justice.
Feinberg, M., and Hetherington, E. M. (2001). "Bréntial Parenting as a Within-Family

Variable." Journal of Family Psychology 25+37.

Gelles, R (1988) Violence and Pregnancy: Are PregiWomen at Greater Risk of
Abuse? In: Journal of Marriage andFRaenily; 50(3), 841-847.

55



Gottman, J. M. (1995). Why Marriages Succeed ot R&w York: Simon & Schuster.
Hart, B (1992) State Codes on Domestic Violencdiddal Council of Juvenile and

Family Court Judges.

Labour Market Review (2006), Office for Nationah8stics : households 2005-final.

- General Household Survey

Millar, Jane and Ridge, Tess (2001)"Families, Piyy&Work and Care: A review of
literature on lone parents and low income cotgeilies” (DWP Research

Report N0.153)

Jaffe, P.G., Sudermann, M. and Reitzel, D. (199#)dCVitnesses of Marital Violence.

In Assessment of Family Violence:nitlal and Legal Courtbook. Eds:
Ammermand, R.T. & Hersen, M. Wiley, New York.

Jaffe, P.G., Wolfe, D.A. and Wilson, S.K. (199Children of Battered Women. Sage
Publications.

Knox and Virginia W. (1996). The effects of childmport payments on developmental
outcomes for elementary school-age children. JwhHuman Resources, 31(4),
816-840. (ERIC Journal No. EJ533647)

Lovell, R and Norris, M. (1990) One in Four: Offemgl from Age Ten to Twenty-four in

a Cohort of New Zealand Males. Departnoér8ocial Welfare, Wellington, New

Zealand.

Maxwell, Gabrielle M. (1993) Physical Punishmenthe Home in New Zealand

Mireya Navarro (2008), The Bachelor Life IncludeSamily

56



Marsh, Herbert W. (1990). Two-parent, stepparemt, ©ingle-parent families: Changes
in achievement, attitudes, and behaviarsng the last two years of high school.
Journal of Educational Psychology, 8282)7-340. (ERIC Journal No. EJ442326)

Milne, Ann M.; Myers, David E.; Rosenthal, Alvin;S& Ginsburg, Alan. (1986). Single
parents, working mothers, and the edanatiachievement of school children.
Sociology of Education, 59(3), 125-13R(C Journal No. EJ340565)

Mugenda.A & Mugenda. O (2003).Research methodsoN&aiFocus

Mulkey, Lynn M; Crain, Robert L.; & Harrington, &kander J. C. (1992). One-parent

households and achievement: Economidoahdvioral explanations of a small
effect. Sociology of Education, 65(1);8®. (ERIC Journal No. EJ447920)

Nelson, Sandi; Clark, Rebecca L.; & Gregory. (208eyond the two-parent
family: How teenagers fare in cohabitatiogigle and blended families. New
Federalism: National Survey of America's Has, Series B (No. B-31). (ERIC
Document No. ED453311)

Sameroff, Arnold J.; Seifer, Ronald; Baldwin, Alfire& Baldwin, Clara P. (1993).
Stability of intelligence from preschool tdakescence: The influence of social and
family risk factors. Child Development, 6%(80-97. (ERIC Journal No. EJ460072)

Seifer, Ronald; Sameroff, Arnold J.; Baldwin, Cl&a & Baldwin, Alfred. (1992). Child
and family factors that ameliorate riskvien 4 and 13 years of age. Journal of

American Academy of Child and Adolescensydhiatry, 31(5), 893-903.

Thiessen, Sarah. (1997). Effects of single pangntion adolescent academic

57



achievement: Establishing a risk and protectisenework. Unpublished
manuscript. (ERIC Document No. ED412479)
Thomson, Hanson; Thomas L, McLanahan & Sara S.4{1%®amily structure and child
well-being: Economic resources vs. parental belvavigocial

Forces, 73(1), 221-242. (ERIC Journal No. EJ49)

58



APPENDIX |

QUESTIONNAIRE FOR PRE-SCHOOL TEACHER

This questionnaire is aimed at eliciting informati@ata) that will be useful in the above
mentioned research as part of the requirement ofE@Y studies at University of

Nairobi. All your responses will be treated wit@dentiality. Do not write your names.

Section A
i). Gender

Male ]

Fema ]

i). Years as gre-school teacher in this school

1-2 ]
2-4 ]
4-6 L]
Over 6 years ]

iii). Length of time as @re-schooteacher

Less than one year [ ]
1 -6 years 1

6 — 12 years L]

Over 12 years 1



Section B
Q1) Do you know of any pre-school children withgdeaparent in the school?

Yes [] Nd__]

Q2). If your answer in Q1 above is yes, rate ttileience of single parent hood on the
Children’s Performance.

Very Much Not much | Not at all
much

There is intense lobbying for
attention

There is evidence of
withdrawal from school
activities.

There is competitive learning
by one to out do the others.

There is projection of
emotional behaviour on
school property.

Q3), ). If your answer in Q1 above is No; briedyplain what two factors on learning
you have observed on single parent childrenndisee.




Q.4a). As a pre-school teacher do you have inssawbere inherent risk factors

influence the learning environment of the children?

Yes [

No [ ]
Q.4b). If your answer in Q4a above is yes, stateetinfluence that such inherent risk

factors have on the pre-school children

Q5). As a pre-school teacher, kindly rate the isitigrof the following impacts of single

parenthood on the behaviour of pre-school children

intensive intensive at all

Very Intensive Not Not intensive

Absenteeism from school




Traumatized by single parenthoog
(reserved on discussing ‘home’
topics and not excited to go home

after school)

Lack of financial support to sustai

=)

learning of the child

Lack of basic necessities
(food, cleanliness and proper

uniforms)

Q.6a). State three positive ways single parentiyigs has had on pre-school children

learning

)

ii)

Q7) Explain two negative effects of single paregstyles that you have observed on

pre-school children’s’ learning.

1)




Q8. In your opinion briefly explain the impact angle family t on pre-school children’s

learning in your school?

Thank you for your time and co-operation in responding to this questionnaire



APPENDIX Il

INTERVIEW SCHEDULE FOR PRE-SCHOOL PARENTS

This interview schedule is aimed at eliciting infa@tion (data) that will be useful in the
above mentioned research as part of the requireofieny ECD studies at University of
Nairobi. All your responses will be treated confitlally. Please do not write your name
i). Gender

Male [] Femal__]

if). Number of pre-school children in this school?

1 [ 1]
2 L]
3 L]

L]

Over 3 years
iif). Number of pre-school children in other schel
1 ] 2 [

3 [ 1]

Q2.i). Is there intense lobbying for attention ch@l work by your pre-school children?

i) Does one child withdrawal from school actieg when the other child is not
included in school activities?

iii) Do you witness competitive learning by oneldho out do the others?

iv). Do the children project on property at homeanghone in not favoured in school
work attention by the parent?

Q3. In your opinion what is the impact of singlegrd hood on pre-school children’s



Learning in school?

Q4). Explain two negative effects of single panegtstyles that you have observed on
Your pre-school children’s’ learning.

Q.5). State three ways of single parenting stylas thas had positive Impact on your
Pre-school children learning.



