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ABSTRACT
The research sort to determine gender disparitieking at academic performance. This arose
from the predominant view held that boys have abvpgrformed better than girls more so in
Sciences and Mathematics. The study contrastesdrpshce within a five year period, and
across the top twenty best performing schools.

The study was based on the Kenya Certificate obisdary Education (KCSE) examination
results obtained as secondary data from the Kerateomal examinations Council. The results
show that boys are still scoring higher than girlsverall performance and across subjects.
Students at this level naturally comprise both bayd girls and all are expected to undertake the
standard KCSE examination. This introduces the@dsgfegender in education. Gender refers to
the economic, social, political and cultural atités and opportunities, associated with being
either male or female. Both sexes undertake thee samamination and are thus judged on the
different outcomesThe debate on gender in education has most ofitmesthad to do with
access rather than issues of performance diffeien8tudies done elsewhere in the world show
that there is a marked difference in performancevieen boys and girls.

This study is a quantitative comparative study (parmg the performance of boys and girls) in
the overall mean scores and in individual subjecs period of five years (2007-2011). Further
comparison is done between different school categdo ascertain whether the gender disparity
does exist at such levels. The data came fronKémga National Examinations Council KCSE
examination results data base. The target popuolgsampling frame) for the study was all
candidates in the secondary schools in Kenya wive kat for the KCSE examination in the
years 2007-2011.

This study was carried to compare the academicopréance between boys and girls in the
Kenya Certificate of Secondary Education (KCSE)ssra period of five years (2007-2011).
The study was driven by trends that arise when giettdnds are raised in education. In most, if
not all cases, the boys performs higher than gmsre so in Mathematics and Sciences. The
case was the same in the given study. The surwa)vied a total ofl,643,458 studentsThis
allowed concrete conclusions. Further performarise @aried across top performing schools,
where boys still did better than girls’. The onkception was between boys and girls in private
schools where there was no significant differemctineir overall performance.

The study raises a challenge in that, advantagedext for girls in education seems not to give
advantage to girls. Further as the world movesew dispensations of the 2LCentury and
Climate Change crisis, the education fraternitystil struggling with issues of the past for
example (performance, access, retention, lack sburees) while a new paradigm shift is
required. This should put education fraternity derta The situation is worse for girls. This is
indeed a looming crisis for educators in the sgciet

There is need to urgently address issues thattakl education to another level and adapt
measures that will ensure equity in performancealfipran education that will ensure change that
reviews the past, adapts the present and pre-eéheftature. The focus of this change should be
gender and academic performance.

Key words: Gender; Education; Academic Performance; KCSE; B&jds
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CHAPTER ONE

1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background to the study

Gender related disparities have characterized Kesduecation system at the national level,
between and at regional level and at all levelsdhfcation from primary to university in favour

of males. This has been in the form of better parémce in favor of boys at all levels

(UNESCO, 2003; Republic of Kenya 2007; Mondoh andjitd, 2006). Over the years, the top

one hundred candidates at national, provincialntgudistrict level has been dominated by male
candidates. It's only in a few districts where therformance has been in favour of girls’

(KNEC, 2011).

Academic performance or achievement is the markdetdrminant of a student’s success (or
lack of) and future. This is especially true in Kanand in the rest of the world especially
developing countries that have adopted educatiahesnain route to development. Academic
achievement or performance is the outcome of edugahe extent to which a student, teacher
or institution has achieved their educational golils commonly measured by examinations or
continuous assessment tests. In educational itistif) success is measured by academic
performance, or how well a student meets standsetisout by local government and the

institution itself.

In the educational, there are at least three resafwrstudying gender differences. These include
identifying the source of inequalities, fosteringeeage performance and improving our

understanding of how students learn (OECD, 2008 ®ECD report further notes that, in the



past few decades the interest by researchers tly ggender differentiation in education was
fuelled by a perceived lack of interest and sucoégsrls in a number of areas of schooling —
notably mathematics and the physical sciences.dremecent times there has been a focus on
the lack of engagement and success of boys, efipanighe area of reading. Education policy
makers have to be aware of the differences in aw&dgerformance between the sexes so as to

ensure the success of any subsequent policiehievatg quality education and equity.

Gender equity means fairness of treatment for woamehmen, boys and girls, according to their
respective needs. This may include equal treatroemteatment that is different but which is
considered equivalent in terms of rights, benefabligations and opportunities. This is
according to IFAD (2014). In education, this medhe recognition by policy makers and
educators of the inherent differences of both girld boys in terms of ability and circumstances
and acting accordingly to ensure that no one tdletiind or is disadvantaged.The imperative for
gender equity can be seen in a number of lightstl¥ithere is a moral reason to ensure that one
of the sexes is not disadvantaged compared tottiex.o'he disadvantage may be the end result
of many years of treatment based on culture, aigind tradition. The second imperative to
raising the performance of one of the sexes tarb#éas to the other is the concomitant increase

in economic and social benefits that this will lgrin

Education has been described as the wealth of ladgelacquired by an individual after
studying particular subject matter or experiendifigy lessons that provide an understanding of
something. Education requires instruction of soneet $rom an individual or composed

literature. The most common forms of educationltdsam years of schooling that



incorporates studies of a variety of subjects (USB$2012). This kind of education is the basis
of this research. Specifically, it will be educatiat the secondary school level. The issues of
gender in education have been and are still evp\@onscious efforts have been made towards
gaining gender equality in education by ensuringt tevery child regardless of gender is in

school. Below is a review of some of the effortsée to this gender equality.

Eliminating differences in education between boyd girls has been a priority of development
organizations and the international community foanm years. One of the Millennium
Development Goals (MDGSs) targets is to “eliminagnder disparity in primary and secondary
education, preferably by “2005”, and in all levellseducation no later than “2015”. This has
been echoed by institutions like the United Natiand the World Bank. According to the World
Bank, there is no investment more effective foriedhg development goals than educating
girls. Equality of educational opportunities betwaeen and women is also acknowledged in the
Universal Declaration of Human Rights of 1948. dshbeen suggested that educating girls and
achieving the MDG goal on gender equity will leax & range of improved outcomes for
developing countries (Schultz, 2002), including h@ig economic growth (Abu- Ghaida and

Klasen, 2004).

The benefits of education for girls can be expldilgy the effect education have on girls’
achievement. Educated girls acquire and use nesopal, social and economic behaviours that
in turn affect societal change (Moulton, 1997). #u&ch gender becomes a crucial factor in
deciding who goes to school and for how long (Paemoulos and Woodhall, 1985). Before

parents make the decision, considerations are tagecerning family priorities. In most cases,



girls are more disadvantaged by factors operatiitiginvthe home and school than boys. They
include socio-cultural and economic consideratitorsexample, parental level of education,
occupation, family size, traditional division oflaur, early marriages and negative perception

by parents regarding girls’ education.

Summers (1992), asserts that girls’ education emsp®wvomen to bring about necessary
changes and helps to break through the viciouseaytpoverty and deprivation. He concludes
that once all the benefits are recognized, thesiment in education of girls may well be the
highest return investment available in the develgpiorld. Salisbury and Riddell (2000) in their
research in Britain argue that women can and daeaehacademically as well as men. She
asserts that this ‘gender divide’ in formal edumathas been caused by issues such as bias in
assessment, differential access to the curriculsinvadl as attitudinal predisposition, peer group
pressure and family socialization pattern. In Kerg@nder issues that affect their performance
include social, cultural and religious beliefsjtattes and practices, poverty, child labour, poor
learning environment, lack of role models, curnicul pedagogy and learners’ attitudes, among

others (Kimankt al.,2011).

The stated issues affecting the various genders swthe girl’s has resulted in the need to carry
out such a study. Much as it is based on gendele(rfeanale), focus will be on how the girl is

affected as well as the extent of the performamcerg boys variably.



1.2 Statement of the problem

The recognition of the importance of educatingsgiths been stated by many. The literature
show that countries specifically Kenya still ha®@ag way to go in terms of improved outcomes
and higher economic growth, more so academic pedoce. There is need to emphasize on
new approaches to educating girls such as thosedsky Moulton(1997) of personal — self,
social and economic behaviors that will influencerfprmance and social change. Factors
operating in the home and school. Programmes trget girls need to be reviewed and
revamped. Further issues arising such as bias sesasient, and classroom practices that
marginalize girls while learning need to be expibferther. This is because these issues despite
being addressed over time have continued to plégeieducational system. The gender divide
that arise must be explored more so due to thals@donomic and political effect on the gender

affected which over the years has been the feneaidey.

To do this, there is need to determine specifieessihat arise by looking at critical categories of
educational dispensation and uniqueness regardergley performance in education. It's
important to move away from general statementseterdchine exactly where the divide lies and
begins. So trends and specifics of what is predantiabout gender and performance needed to
be explored. Issues of region, groups, and categari performance needed to be analysed to

narrow into the challenges as to why disparitiegeh@ntinued.

Gender issues are ever so crucial more so as tHd paradigm change even as we begin to re-
evaluate human circumstances within the framewdrk2d®' Century”, “Climate Change”,

“Terrorism” issues that are already redefining edion, pedagogy, curriculum, the learner and



assessment practices. There is need to reviewastecpncerns and trends so as to determine the
present with a view of charting the course towasdtefining educating of the future. This study
intends to do just that by contributing towardsdretinderstanding of gender within the frame of
a critical outcome in education; that is, acadepedormance. More studies are required that
seek sources of inequality, fostering of averagéopmance and improving understanding on

how different genders learn.

1.3 Objectives of the study

The objectives of this study were:

1. To determine the trends in academic performanogdsat boys and girls over a five year
period (2007-2011);

2. To examine the overall disparities between theqgoerdnce of girls and boys across
subjects;

3. To examine the disparities between the performafiagrls and boys across subjects in
the different school categories; public schoolstimal, provincial and district) and
private;

4.  To identify social and cultural factors that affacdemic performance.

1.4 Research Question

What are the academic gender disparities in difftesehool categories from 2007-2011?



1.5 Significance of the Study

The study will be of use to educators in deterngrtime issues that have created “gender divide”
in academic performance over time differently legdio more strategic approach to reducing
this divide. The Ministry of Education would be albd review their policies on gender education
more so girls’ education, classroom learning pcasti more so pedagogy and assessment in
most affected areas can be highlighted and madiablato schools more so the teacher.
Further the community can be better informed ad waelthe legislature so as to rally and

advocate for the change desired.

1.6 Assumptions of the study
The study was based on the following assumptions:
a) The researcher would have access to the Kenyarnddittoxaminations Council data base
to collect the data needed for the study.
b) That the data in the data base would be valid, ¢etepreliable and sufficient enough for

a thorough analysis to allow for conclusive finding

1.7 Operational Definition of Terms

Below is a definition of the terms that appear trextly in this research report:

Education: The process of receiving or giving systematic indion, especially at a school
or university: a course of education.

Examination: This is a test that is offered to students orilsugho have gone through a
specified course of study to assess their levehttdinment of the expected

learning competencies.



Academic Performance:This is the mark and determinant of a student’'s suc@astack of)
and future.

Gender. This is the economic, social, political andltgral attributes and opportunities,
associated with being either male or female.

National examinations: These are examinations that are managed and atengnidy state run
institutions to students countrywide who have stddin agreed upon curriculum.

Examination Board: This refers to a body charged with the respongibof offering national
examinations in a country and in Kenya it is theny@ National Examinations
Council.

Kenya Certificate of Secondary Education:This is a document issued by the Kenya National
Examinations Council showing results obtained bgasticular candidate in the

secondary education.



CHAPTER TWO
2.0:. LITERATURE REVIEW
2.1 Introduction
This chapter reviews the literature on gender azatl@mic performance. It highlights studies
done regarding this topic, tries to conceptualizadamic performance, education and gender
trends over the years, strategies that have beennpplace to increase gender equality in
education and the pertinent issue of educatiosdstainable development. It further presents the

theoretical and the conceptual frameworks thainéetis study.

2.2 Related Studies

There have been a number of studies that havedarerd out in relation to the topic of study.
In this section, literature on gender issues incatlan and academic performance will be
reviewed. One of the most often researched ardai®deto gender in education is the issue of
sex differences, i.e. comparing male and femaleacheristics and performance. When dealing
with the issue of gender and education, it is irtgoarto define what gender is and separate it
from sex. The need for this differentiation is thmplication of the innate in academic
performance which is linked to the biology of agmer and its effect on human behavior and
outcome. The term sex refers to the biological pingsiological characteristics that define men
and women (WHO, 2014). The biological perspectore sex differences and cognitive
performance considers social factors to be trigrabubordinate to biological factors like brain
structure. Several researches assert that malesla@er average brain sizes than females and
therefore, would be expected to have higher avel@geProponents of this view include Allik

et al., (1999). Mackintosh (1998), on the other hand,natathat there is no sex difference in



general intelligence. The term gender on the otlaed refers to the economic, social, political
and cultural attributes and opportunities, assediatith being male and female. Additionally, all

societies have implicit conceptions of gender,tereotypes, which they use to differentiate the
treatment of girls and boys (Global Monitoring ReEp@002). Accordingly, while women in

most societies take primary responsibility for ogrfor the family, men tend to be associated
with the work outside the home. Swainson (1995)sidhat, the assignment of roles and
development of skills is defined socially and ctdily on the basis of sex. From an early age,
children develop behavior that is appropriate &rtkex roles by limitation of parents and other

role models.

Such back ground literature will inform this studynce it will be comparing academic

performance of both girls and boys based on theesaraminations.

2.2.1 The development and evolution of gender

The gender perspective looks at the impact of geadegeople's opportunities, social roles and
interactions. Gender defines traits forged throwghthe history of social relations. Gender
differences are social constructs, inculcated om ltlasis of a specific society's particular
perceptions of the physical differences and theirassl tastes, tendencies and capabilities of
men and women. Gender relations are accordingiyetkfas the specific mechanisms whereby
different cultures determine the functions and oespbilities of each sex. They also determine
access to material resources, such as land, aeditraining, and more ephemeral resources,
such as power. The implications for everyday life many, and include the division of labour,
the responsibilities of family members inside amtis@e the home, education and opportunities

for professional advancement and a voice in pal@king (Economic and Social Development
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Department, 2001). For so long when discussing geissues, the focus has been on women

and their subordination to men in all aspectsfef i

This view gave rise to the feminist movement andifégsm theories as a way of explaining the
sources of these issues facing women in societg. fiiain point feminists have stressed about
gender inequality is that it is not an individuahtter, but is deeply ingrained in the structure of
societies (Lorber, 2001). The author further idesgithree gender reform feminisms which can
be used to better understand gender differencesy are: liberal, Marxist and Socialist and
development feminisms. Theoretically, liberal fersim claims that gender differences are not
based in biology, and therefore women and men atealh that different but their common
humanity supersedes their procreative differemtmatif women and men are not different, then
they should not be treated differently under thve. /omen should have the same rights as men
and the same educational and work opportunitiess Tan be achieved through affirmative
action which calls for aggressively seeking outlifjed people to redress the gender and ethnic
imbalance. Asalathat al. (2009) also add that central to liberal feminisraswthe idea that
women’s disadvantages stem from stereotyped cusyoregpectations held by men and
internalized by women, and promoted through variagencies of socialization. Marxist and
socialist feminisms severely criticize the familg @ source of women's oppression and
exploitation. Development feminism made an impdrtdreoretical contribution in equating
women's status with control of economic resourd@svelopment feminism addresses the
political issue of women's rights versus natiomal aultural traditions (Lorber, 2001).

As these feminism theories continued developing t#wedrole of women in development was

coming to the forefront more and more, changes wakiag place in the development field. The

11



last century was marked by a remarkable thoughugdaghift in the way women were perceived
within the development policy, namely from the gtatof victims and passive objects to that of
independent agents. To better explain this shiftee schools of thought on gender and
development are identified: Women in DevelopmentdyyWomen and Development (WAD)

and Gender and Development (Asalaghal, 2009).

2.2.2 Women in Development (WID)

The Women in Development approach calls for greategntion to women in development
policy and practice, and emphasizes the need &grate them into the development process.
The WID perspective evolved in the early 1970s frarfiberal’ feminist framework and was
particularly influential in North America. It was @@action to women being seen as passive
beneficiaries of development. It marked an impdrtaeorrective, highlighting the fact that
women need to be integrated into development psesess active agents if efficient and
effective development is to be achieved. Womergsiicant productive contribution was made
visible, although their reproductive role was dovaypd. Women’s subordination was seen in
terms of their exclusion from the market spherel, lanited access to and control over resources.
Women’s ‘problem’ was therefore diagnosed as incefit participation in a benign
development process, through an oversight on beligiblicymakers. The WID approach was
also closely linked with the modernization paradi@ghsalathaet al., 2009). It was based on a

politics of access.

According to Miller and Razavi (1995), there wanmtmain formative influences on WID. The

first formative influence on WID was the resurgerafethe women’s movement in Northern
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countries in the 1970s. In addition to the WID atgnthere was the simultaneous effort by
liberal feminists to get equal rights, employmeatjyity and citizenship for women in the United
States. The liberal feminist approach has been waportant globally, and was critical in

determining the language of political strategy ubgdWID advocates. The second formative
influence on WID was the emerging body of reseamhwomen in developing countries and
especially Ester Boserup’s 1970 Women’s Role innBoaic Development research report.
From the perspective of the WID movement, the irtgoare of this report was that it challenged
the assumptions of the welfare approach and higtddywomen’s importance to the agricultural
economy. The report also legitimized efforts tduafice development policy with a combined
argument for justice and efficiency. Boserup’s wirlds provided the intellectual underpinning
for WID arguments. Instead of characterizing wonasnneedy beneficiaries, WID arguments

represent women as productive members of society.

Miller and Razavi (1995) also add that Boserup leingled the conventional wisdom that women
were less productive and therefore unentitled tehare of scarce development resources.
Women can thus be seen as a missing link in deredap a hitherto undervalued economic
resource in the development process (Tinker, 189@iller and Razavi, 1995). It was therefore
argued that if women were brought into the prodwecsphere more fully, not only would they
make a positive contribution to development, belttvould also be able to improve their status

vis-a-vis men.
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2.2.3 Women and Development

However, Alasatheet al. (2009) add that out of the disillusionment withe texplanatory
limitations of modernization theory that stood &g tbasis of WID arose a new movement,
Women and Development (WAD), based on neo-Manastifism, in the second half of the
1970s. It also draws some of its theoretical bem® dependency theory, which, in opposition to
the optimistic claims of modernization theory, mained that the failure of Third World states
to achieve adequate and sustainable levels of alewnt resulted from their dependence on the

advanced capitalist world.

In essence, the WAD approach begins from the posithat women always have been an
integral part of development processes in a glepstlem of exploitation and inequality, and it is
from this perspective that we need to examine wlgmen had not benefited from the
development strategies of the past decades, thaétyiguestioning the sources and nature of
women's subordination and oppression. Both the Miaand liberal feminists share the view
that structures of production determine the infestatus of women; while the liberals solely
focus on technological change as the causal mesrhatiie Marxists consider its impact on class

differentiation also (Jaquette, 1982).

2.2.4 Gender and Development

WID and WAD approaches just focused on women; moglation to men and by the late 1970s,
some of those working in the field of developmemtevquestioning the adequacy of focusing on
women in isolation, which seemed to be a dominaatuire of the WID approach. This approach

and the resulting policies have been to some estgrtessful in improving women’s economic
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condition but have been much less effective in oaprg women’s social and economic power
relative to men in development contexts (Miller dRadzav, 1995; Asalathet al., 2009). The
concern over this problem led to a consensus tmethe WID, with arguments for approaches
informed by a gender analysis of social relatiakabeer 1994) and aspiration for the ultimate
empowerment of women (Moser 1989); hence the shiender Analysis in Development or
simply Gender and Development (GAD) in the 1980shéallenged the WID focus on women in
isolation, seeing women'’s ‘real’ problem as the atalnce of power between women and men.
GAD approaches generally aim to meet both womerastgal gender needs and more strategic
gender needs, by challenging existing divisioni&abbur or power relations (Baden and Reeves,

2000).

The GAD approach focuses on the socially constdubisis of differences between men and
women and emphasizes the need to challenge expgtinder roles and relations and recognizes
the significance of redistributing power in socrialations. Therefore, the focus is on gender
rather than women. The focus on ‘gender’ rathen thamen’ was influenced by the feminist
writers such as Oakley (1972) and Rubin (1975), wieoe worried about the general way of
perceiving the problems of women in terms of tisax, their biological difference from men,
rather than in terms of their gender, the socidti@ship between men and women, where
women have been systematically subordinated. Téws focus on gender rather than women
makes it critical to look not only at the categompmen’ — since that is only half the story — but
at women in relation to men, and the way in whiehlations between these categories are

socially constructed (Moser, 1993).
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GAD draws its theoretical roots from the strandssotialist feminism that challenged the
orthodox Marxist assertion that only class analgsisld explain women’s oppression, and has
complemented the modernization theory by linking télations of production to the relations of

reproduction and by taking into account all aspetisomen's lives (Jaquette 1982).

2.2.5 Gender in Education

In most societies, men and women differ in thévas they undertake, in access to and control
of resources, and in participation in decision-mgkiln most societies, women as a group have
less access than men to resources, opportuniteesi@sision-making (Desprez-Bouanchaeid
al., 1987). With any discussion of gender, issues aibty arise. In most cases when one talks
of gender equality (or inequality), the focus isialty on the disadvantaged girls. And hence
most strategies are geared towards increasing typtes for girls and women. A worrying
trend has however started arising where the bolg ¢hinow falling behind the girl child in
different aspects of life. According to UNESCO’s AKslobal Monitoring Report 2003/04,
‘gender equality’ refers to the notion of boys ayids experiencing the same advantages or
disadvantages in attending school, delivery anadhieg methods, curricula, and academic
orientation, and producing equal learning achievenaad subsequent life opportunities. The
concept of gender equality may also be taken tmanmily refer to the full equality of men and
women, boys and girls to enjoy the complete rang@aiitical, economic, civil, social and
cultural rights, with no one being denied accesthése rights, or deprived of them, because of

their sex.
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Other factors such as socio-economic differencwi@ origin and language intersect with
gender to influence educational performance andaddSammons (1995) found that such social
factors are more influential as students grow ol@rstacles to high academic performance
include poverty, family size and parents in unskillor low skilled employment, while
enhancements include higher social class levehgoaigirl and having educated parents. Other
factors that also affect academic performance delthe location of the school (rural vs. urban),
early domestic responsibilities, retrogressive walt practices and health. This is according to
Onsomuet al, 2005. Some of the major factors include domedtares, biased upbringings that
portray boys as superior to girls in all aspectsyaturation, poor school environments and

insensitive teaching methods that disregard theestis’ needs (FAWE, 2003b).

In most developing countries gender differentimlseducation appear to be more pronounced
both in terms of participation and internal effifody and in cognitive performance with girls
being the most affected (Onsoretial 2005). In addition according to the authors, imieg
there has been growing discontent along gendes lore boys performing better than girls,
especially in science-oriented courses with geanersocioeconomic factors being some of the

major factors affecting learning achievements incadion.

According to Kiteto (2000), it is clear from exaration performance of girls and boys and also
from the few classroom research studies done thatmanner of gendered identities are
constructed in the classroom. Therefore, issuegeofder in education cannot be righted by
simply getting the enrolment figures right i.e. agior boys and girls. This study therefore goes

beyond gender issues of access to education tactival academic performance once students
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are in school. Research shows that the problemsected with girls' school participation and

performance in Kenya differs from region to regiamd between different groups of people.
Therefore, this study is a comparative study basxdnly on gender, but also different regions
in the country and in different subjects in a lmdevvaluate the gender differentiation in academic

performance. Gender thus represents the independeable in the study.

2.2.6 Gender based Discrimination in Education

Gender-based discrimination in education is botbtaase and a consequence of deep-rooted
disparities in society. Poverty, geographical isota ethnic background, disability, traditional
attitudes about their status and role all underrttieeability of women and girls to exercise their
rights. Harmful practices such as early marriagd pregnancy, gender-based violence, and
discriminatory education laws, policies, contend @nactices still prevent millions of girls from
enrolling, completing and benefiting from educat{tiNESCO 2012).

Some of the key issues in gender and educationhramaainclude:

* education is a human right;
* education for girls and boys is a key to developnpeogress;
* moving from equality of opportunity to equality efitcomes in education (performance);
» tapping the transformative power of education.
The focus of this study is on point three; movirgydnd access to education and focusing on

performance once the students are in school.
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2.2.7 Academic Performance and Gender

According to the OECD (2009) an analysis of thee(lis in international Mathematics and
Science study) TIMSS countries (of which Kenya was included), in terms of performance,
international assessments of primary school stsdshbow significant gender differences in
reading in favor of girls. On the other hand, thare few gender differences apparent in
Mathematics and Science. At the secondary schwel,lgirls had higher average achievement
than boys in both Mathematics and Science. Graaluatites are also higher for girls in these
countries. Are these findings also reflective ohli{@? And what of the performance differences
in the other subjects? And if the findings are afiéint, what does that say about the country’s

education system?

The study will be basing its evaluation on the ovai examination results in the Kenya
Certificate of Secondary Education for a periodiwé years starting from 2007-2011. The focus
will be gender differentiation in these results.adlemic performance thus represents the

dependent variable in the study.

2.2.8 Learning environment

A major factor that is closely linked to gender ahdt affects academic performance is the
learning environment. Learning cannot occur withphtysical and psychosocial safety and
security in the classroom, in the school and sglawd| and on the way to and from school. This
requires that safe, secure, private and sanitaciitiés are available and accessible, with
separate provision for girls and boys. It also nexgupolicies and procedures to protect girls and

boys from intimidation, harassment, sexual abuskeagimer forms of physical or mental violence,
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as well as policies and procedures to ensure sgferting and follow-up of gender based
harassment (including bullying of boys). Girls abdys need equal access to safe places in
which to play and socialize. Studies show that l@ost environment that is not conducive to
effective learning, may lead to underachievemenicliesults to repetition, a precursor for

dropout (Chimombo, 2000).

The learning environment therefore has a directachpon academic performance and is
especially interrelated with gender. This is beeawusys and girls require some specific facilities
and amenities at school to enable them concerdrateperform well. This is especially true for
girls whose school attendance is hindered or inéornby availability of basic sanitation

facilities. Lack of these affects not only theitesitdance but also their academic performance.

2.2.9 Strategies for Gender Equality in Education

Over the years and especially in thé"2Dentury, conscious efforts have been made towards
achieving gender equality in education at the dlédael and in individual country level. This
was necessitated by the view that women can armbdwoibute to development and hence their
education was necessary to achieve this developmeldw is a highlight of the various efforts

and initiatives geared towards gender equalityduncation at the global and country level

Universal declaration of human rights, 1948, Adi@6 states that: everyone has the right to
education. Education shall be free at least atelementary and fundamental stages. This
elementary education shall be compulsory. The UNw@ntion on the rights of the child- 20

November, 1989 which is a derivative of Article @@lefines the rights of the child and views
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the child as a human being. Education for All (EF&klaration which was drafted in Jomtien,
Thailand in 1990 had several goals which included:

* the need to ensure that by 2015, all children galgrly girls and children living under
difficult circumstances together with those belorggto ethnic minorities should have
access to and complete free and compulsory priedugation of good quality;

* the need to eliminate gender disparities in prinmeycation by 2005 and achieve gender
equality in education by 2015 with a focus on emgugirls’ full and equal access to and

achievement in basic education of good quality.

Kenya Vision 2030

Kenya Vision 2030s the country’s new development blueprint coverthg period 2008 to
2030. It aims to transform Kenya into a newly intiasizing, “middle-income country providing

a high quality life to all its citizens by the ye2030”. The Vision is based on three pillars: the
economic, the social and the political pillar. Téducation goal is under the social strategy of the
Vision 2030 which focuses on investing in the peopl Kenya. Under this strategy, there are
key social sectors that are the focus areas. Eduacahd training is one such sector. According
to the Vision 2030, under education and trainingategies, Kenya will provide globally
competitive quality education, training and reskato her citizens for development and
enhanced individual well-being. The overall goal 2012 was to reduce illiteracy by increasing
access to education, improving the transition fiaien primary to secondary schools, and raising
the quality and relevance of education. Other goalkided the integration of all special needs

education into learning and training institutioashieving an 80% adult literacy rate, increasing
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the school enrolment rate to 95% and increasingdraresition rates to technical institutions and

universities from 3% to 8% by 2012.

Kenya’s Education Act 2013

In Kenya, basic education is considered to beitketivelve years of education. This means that
it spans the primary and secondary school yeats.i$lstipulated in the Koech Report of 1999.
An education Act was passed in 2013 which mapshaudirection of the education sector in the
country. According to the Act, the provision of lwasducation shall be guided by the following

values and principles:

(a) the right of every child to free and compulsbagic education;

(b) equitable access for the youth to basic edocand equal access to education or institutions.
The above strategies were meant to increase aaocesachieve equality in education and are
mostly at the policy level. There is no explicités on academic performance as the focus has

been first and foremost to ensure that all childveschool going age are in school.

Sustainable development and education
Sustainability and sustainable development are mzs in the development arena. There are
different ways that development agencies and gorvents go about achieving this sustainability

in their initiatives. Education is one of the wajsapproaching this kind of development.
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Education for Sustainable Development (ESD) decad805-2015
ESD has become an important element of environrhemtficy making and sustainable
development. Chapter 36 of the Earth Summit of 19@#ch is called ‘Promoting Education,
Public Awareness and Training’, defines the fouusks of ESD as stated below:

* improving access to quality basic education;

» reorienting existing education to address sustdihab

* increasing public understanding and awarenessstaisability;

» providing training for all sectors of the economy.
All these strategies are geared towards ensuriagybedy has equal access to education. There
has been a degree of success but now the focussisoald be on the quality of this education

and the outcome of this education. Has gender gygb&en achieved in academic performance?

The Gender Disparity in Education

Research has attempted to draw a sub-regionalr@id@AWE (2001) carried out cross-country
comparisons of entries for Ghana, Tanzania, Camesyal Uganda. The patterns of gender
differences showed more boys than girls are in @gi¢cheind boys achieving at higher levels
compared to the girls. The entry data of the sgierel study shows that proportions of girls
ranged from 37% in Ghana to 44% in Tanzania, amdetlwere lower percentages of girls

attaining excellent, credit and pass levels conpaiéh boys.

Kakonge's research (2000) analyses the KenyafiCaiti of Secondary Education (KCSE) data
for 1990-1996. The data show that at both naticaral provincial levels the averages of

examination scores for boys were higher than tludsgirls over the entire research period. A
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very striking deviation from this pattern was olveel in girls’ entries in Central Province in
1996, where girls’ representation in fourth formswagher than that of boys, a situation rarely
found in the research literature. The same resesiolwed that boys attained higher average
mean scores at national level than did girls thhowg the seven-year period. The exception was
in languages, where attainment was generally gdmlanced. The Nairobi pattern differed from
the "normal" pattern found in the research literaton gender differences, because girls'
attainment in Nairobi exceeded that of boys in 1888 1996 and the gender gap was increasing.
Thus in the case of Kenya, it is not possible guarthat girls are disadvantaged in all regions in

the country.

The findings from this research, which show thairdd@ and Central provinces have more girl-
positive patterns of attainment and participaticespectively, point to the likelihood of more
depressed girls' attainment or entries in othevipoes, given the national picture. In particular,
the situation of girls is suspected to be wordllEP, considering the NEP districts' rating in the
national league tables. This study will help ineat&ining whether the situation has changed in
the close to 16 years since this study was done hmrte an indicator of whether the

interventions mentioned above have made a differentot.

2.2.10 Programming Girl Education

Gender specific programming has recently emergest tive past decade as an increasingly
important issue. Advocates of gender-specific @ogning note that girls differ
developmentally from boys. This implies that theseneed to approach girls’ education in a

slightly different manner that answers to theircsfie needs at different stages of development.

24



This will not only impact how they turn out later life, but also their academic performance and

outcome.

Gender-specific programming goes beyond simply$oauon girls. It represents a concentrated
effort to assist all girls in positive girl develogent. It takes into account the developmental
needs of girls at adolescence, a critical stagegder identity formation. It nurtures and
reinforces "femininity” as a positive identity witimherent strength. It provides girls with
decision making and life skills as well as helpihgm recognize the dangers and risks that girls

face because of gender (OJJDP; Office of Juvens&ck and Deliquency Prevention 1998).

2.2.11 Gender Equality and Assessment in Learningchievement

In order to move beyond parity we must focus margender equality in learning outcomes and
in the effects of school resources, ‘understanding reasons for differences in student
performance might be considered the first stepdiEsigning effective educational policies to
address quality and equity concerns’ (Nguyen antfigr2011). It has been argued that recent
shifts in teaching approaches may have increasadegdlifferences in achievement and that
‘because of the differences in how girls and b@gn, it can be difficult to create educational
environments that are suitable for both groups’z&and Reddy, 2011). It is therefore crucial
that we have a clear understanding of the factdtaancing student achievement. In terms of
improving this understanding the development anel afsproficiency levels alongside mean
scores are important (Zuze and Reddy, 2011). Theyige greater insight into the nature of the
gender differences and ‘may facilitate differergdchtteaching to meet the needs of male and

female students’ (Nguyen and Griffin, 2011).
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Student level variables (Zuze and Reddy, 2011; Mgugnd Griffin, 2011) are also of great
concern as gender differences are often more mankeertain population subgroups such as in
rural communities or children from low scea@onomic backgrounds and must be analyzed in
conjunction with school level variables (Zuze aretRy, 2011; Nguyen and Griffin, 2011) and
the findings used to direct future interventionsl golicies. Current findings suggest that male
students need extra support to cope with the tiansbetween primary and secondary school
(Nguyen and Griffin, 2011) and that in South Afribays and girls benefit equally from the
provision of school libraries. Future research endgr difference should go beyond comparing
outcomes and should focus more on the learningegsowith the aim of linking the results to

teacher professional development and teachingvieéions (Nguyen and Griffin, 2011).

The feminist mission of promoting the rights ané #mpowerment of women and girls and
challenging their oppression is often portrayed b&sng unAfrican and a threat to the
construction of African masculinities. Gender re@skéhowever has the ‘potential to increase the
shift of emphasis in feminist scholarship away frasmmenper seto gender relations (men and
women)’ (Chege and Sakurai, 2011), thus allowing itontribute more freely to the discussion

on the social construction of masculinities andifenities in a relational manner.

Feminist gender research now has the ‘theoretiedl @onceptual tools for enhancing gender
equality and eradicating women’s subordination ikabunded on researdiased knowledge’
(Chege and Sakurai, 2011). Effective feminist germrdsearch uses a botteup, participatory
approach which empowers both men and women andves¢doing research with the people’.

By centering the research around boys’ educatierpériences the researchers are ‘employing
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feminist thought in a critical light that raises a@ness of the possibilities of sidelining boys
(men in the making) in a social process that maylten their future subordination in society ’

(Chege and Sakurai, 2011).

2.2.12 Kenya’s Affirmative Action on Girls’ Education

The Kenyan government took up the gender issue pestively in 2007 and issued a
ministerial policy document: The Gender Policy aonialize the rights of girl- gender issues in
education in order to achieve Education for all 2815. The Government of Kenya is a
signatory to international protocols relating taeation and human rights of women and girls,
including the Universal Declaration on Human Rig{#848), Convention on the Elimination
of all Discrimination against Women [CEDAW] (1978hd the Convention on the Rights of
the child [CRE] (1989). All these documents reiteréhe need to eliminate all forms of
discrimination, enhance the right to education, prainote girl-gender equality particularly in
education. The Government of Kenya developedegras and implemented a variety of
initiatives to address girls Education. Girl- gendssues are addressed in all programmes like
The National Plan of Action on EFA 2003 -2015, Beport of the Education Sector Review
2003, the Ministry of Education Strategic Plan (302011) and service Charter, Sessional
Paper No. 1 of 2005, and the Kenya Education Sedtmport Programme (KESSP) 2005 —

2010.

The Ministry of Education established a NationasKdorce for Gender and Education, a
Ministerial Task force on Girls’ Education, and ar@er Desk. (Republic of Kenya, 2007). In

order to address girls’ challenges at secondargathn level, the Ministry implemented the

27



following strategies among othewrsxpansion of boarding facilities for girls; affirtnge action

in bursary allocation for secondary schools; apipoént of qualified girls education managers;
gender — balanced intake of pre-service teachamets; gender responsive deployment of
teachers; re-admission of girls who become pregmdaie in school; gender parity- based
recruitment and deployment of teachers and Managangendering of the curriculum;
capacity building for school managers, teachers aquality assurance officers on gender
issues; gender sensitization, advocacy and Maarsireg HIV and AIDS education in the

Secondary curriculum (Republic of Kenya, 2007).

Secondary education caters for primary school isawvethe 14- 18 year group. The students
are exposed to four years of in and out of scha@egences in a broad curriculum that
culminates in the performance of the ‘O’ Level Exaation. It creates a country’s human
resource base at a level higher than primary. SErgnschool education makes learners
proficient in both academic and some applied sudjdte ultimate purpose of this segment of
the basic education is to fulfill the objective pfoviding equal opportunities to every

individual up to a minimum of twelve years in sch@i®oech Report, 1999).

2.2.13 Gender and Performance accross Subjects

According to the Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT),iaternational Test, originating from USA, a
larger percentage of male students score withirtdpethree distribution categories. In the top
two categories, the ratio of males to females is As with SAT scores, questions arise as to
why girls do not achieve high scores in the sanopgntion as males. One research study by the

American College Test (ACT) reports that, when otregiables such as high school grade point
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average, course taking, and student self-percept@ioe controlled for race/ethnicity or gender
explained only 1% to 2% of the additional varianceer and above the other variables
considered. These findings can be interpreted detscore the minimal role that gender plays in

explaining mathematics achievement (No&al.,1999).

Similar to the findings of Jacoleg al. (2002), ACT results suggest that for both boys ginid,
mathematics grades fall over the course of junigi land high school. Young women achieve at
comparable or higher levels in mathematics as rbahtheir interest especially for the high
achieving girls, are the same or lower than bo%€T results also, suggest that for young men
in higher-level mathematics tracks, mathematicerest is much more strongly related to
mathematics school grades than for young womerhén same mathematidsSD courses.
Indeed, interest in mathematics courses or mathesnatiated activities remain flat across the

junior high and high school years for women whoiare higher level mathematics courses.

This research suggested that in order to encouremge women into Mathematics, Science, and
Information Technology fields, interventions needoe designed that focus not on the academic
achievement of women but in how to make Mathematiua$ Science-related occupations more
interesting for young, high achieving women. Tiyise of intervention should start early in the
academic careers for these adolescents and youngemyothe study found that the lack of

interest in mathematics begins earlier than thejumgh school years and never improve.

Research also shows that males also perform betteathematical achievement tests than girls.

However, gender differences do not apply to alkatpof mathematical skill. Boys and girls do
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equally well in basic mathematics knowledge, ants gictually have better computational skills.
Performance in mathematical reasoning and geonséioys the greatest difference (Fennema
et.al.,1999). Males also display greater confidence @irtmathematics skills, which is a strong

predictor of mathematics performance (Casey, 2003).

The poorer mathematical reasoning skills exhibitgd many adolescent girls have several
educational implications. Beginning at age 12,sgirégin to like mathematics and science less
and to like language arts and social studies ntoaa tlo boys (Sadker & Sadker, 1994). They
also do not expect to do as well in these subjaots attribute their failures to lack of ability
(Eccleset al., 1999). By high school, girls self-select out ofjlmer-level, “academic-track”
mathematics and science courses, such as calcaldisclzemistry. One of the long-term
consequences of these choices is that girls lagkpthrequisite high school mathematics and
science courses necessary to pursue certain majocsllege (e.g., engineering, computer
science). Consequently, the number of women wheyauadvanced degrees in these fields is

significantly reduced (Halpern, 2004).

Some researchers, on the one hand, argue thatetideilggap in mathematics is biologically
driven. Selected research shows that prenatal hwsairculating in the brain encourage
differential development in the hemispheres of nzald female foetuses (Berenbaum, Korman,
& Leveroni, 1995). Others believe intelligence litasroots in genetics (Plomin, 1999). There is
evidence, however, that socio-cultural factors nmfiyience girls’ attitudes toward mathematics
and science. For example, parents tend to view enalics as more important for sons and

language arts and social studies as more impddadaughters (Andret.al.,1999). Parents are
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more likely to encourage their sons to take advanbih school courses in chemistry,
mathematics, and physics and have higher expeasafoo their success (Wigfieket.al. 2000).
Teacher characteristics and the classroom envirohaiso have been identified as contributors
to this gender gap. Unfortunately, many girls réfp@ing passed over in classroom discussions,
not encouraged by the teacher, and made to fepids{®adker & Sadker, 1994). Classroom
environments can be made to feel more “girl-frighidby incorporating low levels of
competition, public drill, and practice, high lesebf teacher attention, hands-on activities,
female role models, same-sex cooperative learnmgnuunities and non-sexist books and

materials (Evanst al. 1995).

Fortunately, sex differences in mathematical remgprhave begun to decline and girls
enrolments are up in mathematics and science co@&mnpbellet al. 2000; Freeman, 2004).
Programmes designed to interest girls in mathesamatiscience and that demonstrate how this
knowledge will allow them to help others appearb® working. The most comprehensive
reviews of the research in the area of genderréifiees have shown very few true differences
between mathematics and verbal abilities betweamand women (Halpern, 2000). In fact, the
research has shown only two gender differencespetiic sub-areas of spatial and verbal
abilities, three-dimensional mental rotation (favog men), and speech production (favouring
women). Other research has also shown a declitfesidifferences between the genders in the
past few decades on standardized test, suggektahghe more exposure that women are getting
to mathematics and science classes, the better sheres. Lately some researchers are

guestioning whether gender differences still exisacademic achievement; many researchers
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are still finding differences in performance as Iwa$ general interest in areas related to

mathematics and science.

Work by Eccleset al. (1997) found that gender differences in enrolmentadvanced
mathematics courses in high school are mediatedjdnder differences in expectations for
success in mathematics and physics and perceilaed gacompetence in mathematics. Jacobs
et al. (2002) found that self-concept of ability and tasitue in mathematics decline for both
genders between first and twelfth grades with nal difference between girls and boys
trajectories over time. In fact, by the twelftrade, girls valued mathematics more than boys

when controlling for self-concept of ability in nhg@matics.

It is argued that even though women have made gtedes in the law, medical, and social
science professions, very few can be found in gredyrogrammes or professions in
Mathematics, Computer Science, Physics, Engineeningformation Technology jobs (Eccles
et al.,, 2002). Many ideas have been put forth on why haghieving women may not be
entering these professions including discrimingtgender-typed socialization, and self-concept
of ability in these areas, and the value and istateat women have in these professions (Eccles

et al.,2002).

2.2.14 Factors contributing to gender disparity inacademic performance
There are many school related factors that inflaethe performance of girls. Learch (2003)’'s
focused on the ways in which curriculum disadvaesagjrls. He cites these factors as negatively

influencing girls participation in school; Teachistyles which favor boys such as lessons which
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focus on memorizing abstract facts as opposed ¢n @mded and process-oriented tasks which
favour girls, boys dominance in classroom intemctivhich marginalizes girls participation in
classes, subject choice with girls opting or beengouraged to opt for “feminine” subjects such
as languages, history and literature while boysfgothe so called “hard” subjects like
mathematics, science and technology, assessmdes,styhich according to research favour
boys such as multi- choice questions whereas grdsknown to excel in coursework, marker
bias which gives boys higher marks and teachevs’dgpectations of girls, coupled with girls’
low self-esteem and self-concept. Further, Ayod0230 Machyo (1995), Umbima (1993) and
Young (1985) observe that learning among childrexrucs through modeling which is
determined by relations in terms of sex as chedislyeparents, teachers and fellow children.

This view is supported by UNESCO (2003) whose regander and Education for Aditated
that some teachers portrayed negative or steredijppedes about academic potential of girls;
that there are few girls’ teacher role models amghselors for girls; unequal access to textbooks
or writing materials and that girls are harassethieyr male classmates. This report also supports
findings by Kakonge’s (2000) study that had a congm that examined teachers' thinking or
level of reflection on gender gaps in education padicularly in science subjects. The analysis
showed that a majority of teachers had perceptmingirls and science that were gender
stereotyped and traditional. A smaller cluster @&chers, however, had quite girl-friendly
perceptions. Thus studies emanating from the Kewrypatext show that textbook, curricula and

teachers may be important factors contributingaiodgr gaps in education at the moment.

This culminates in low completion rates such thational completion rate in Kenya in 2004

was 91.5% for boys and 87.5% percent for girlsijstegng a gap of 4% in favour of boys in
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secondary schools (Republic of Kenya, 2007). Thisdb a case scenario of low enrolment,
retention and completion rate for girls; a caselltegy partly from harsh school curriculum on
girls. This scenario replicates itself in the pemiance at Kenya Certificate of Secondary
Education (KCSE) examination which has improveadig for boys who often tend to perform
generally better than girls in key subjects sucteaglish, Mathematics, Biology, Physics and
Chemistry. Girls are generally more adept than boyanguages and humanities (Republic of
Kenya, 2007). Girls from low socieconomic backgrounds in more remote areas contobe
the most deprived in terms of basic education. rRafenotivation and societal pressures are
critical factors for achieving EFA goals, “in thi®ntext, community, as well as family needs

(including social and economic.”

2.2.15 Curriculum

Higher barriers for girls set by harsh curriculéeafs girls. Kwesiga (2002), puts a very strong
case against restrictive school curriculum. In Wgarshe says, the Biological Sciences like
Home Science are grouped under Cultural subjeatsaam denied the academic treatment in
most schools and are branded as girls only subjeiasy girls’ schools do not offer Technical
and Applied Science subjects as they are regarddabgs’ subjects. There are not enough
teachers in these subjects. Business Studies suigscdesigned for girls, but it's not offered
in many poor schools as they do not have the dapitauy typewriters or computers and pay
the teachers. Owing to poor and lax grouping ofsihigects, many girls tended to choose Arts
and Humanities based subjects. Most new girls’ slshoffered less practical subjects owing to
lack of adequate facilities, instead of offeringg&cience, they offered General Science. Lack

of scholastic materials and facilities hamperedqguarance of girls at O-level, especially in the
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mathematics, sciences and technical subjects. Vhestof secondary schools are not
conducive to high aspirations by girls. In NigddNICEF, 2004) reports that girls and boys
have equal access to school, but girls continuddoat a distinct disadvantage due to
inappropriate and restrictive curriculum, couplethwhe widespread belief that school teaches

girls modern ways which are in conflict with lodeshavioral norms.

Negative attitudes towards the abilities of girne deeply embedded in all cultures and education
for domesticity is the norm. In Malawi, for exampg®me subservient cultural practices such as
kneeling to parents and elders are carried outensthools by girls only. Subordinate status is
impressed upon girls and this is reflected in tinecsure of schools. Girl-gender bias in schools
is often found in teaching pedagogy, subject stiegmteachers’ expectations, instructional
materials and curriculum content. In Britain, hesmxualized femininity is shaping the
landscape of schooling, education and trainingttiergirls gender. An examination of subjects
chosen by girls and males, reveals girls are ovesgmted in ‘traditional caring-based courses

and under-represented on higher status coursdaski&si and Riddell, 2000).

2.2.16 Gender and students’ choice of subjects secondary schools.

Students choose particular subject because thégvbethey are good at it and have a good
chance of passing in the examination. The morgstsa student performs well in, the higher
the mean score of that student. This perceptiaeiiforced by the girls’ estimation of their
own ability and the relative difficulty of the s@ot. Some subjects, such as Physics and
Foreign Languages are considered to be more diffidtis been argued that few girls study

Physics because they are less confident than Hdieio own ability and less likely to choose
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difficult subjects. For example, in early childlth@spects of play, encouraging boys to play
with cars is thought to reinforce male interesSoience and Technology; peer-group pressure
further influences girl’s attitude to what are ‘lsdysubjects and ‘girls’ subjects and creates
situations in which it is very difficult for indidiuals not to conform to the norm for their
gender. However, a popular female teacher may @eova positive role model which
encourages girls to take a particular subject ¢8atly and Riddell, 2000). Understanding this
influence of gender on the choice of subjects hylesits is linked to the understanding of
overall performance and why for example, the ‘hawabjects are more often than not deemed
to be more suitable for boys and are chosen by imays than girls. The optional subjects like
Home Science are chosen more by girls and thepmerbetter at it than boys. Boys perform
better in the compulsory subjects like mathemadio$ some sciences which are categorized as
‘hard’ subjects. This performance in the differsabjects is what determines a student’s mean
score. Whether this is also true of the KCSE sulgpecific performances or not is what this

study is seeking to determine.

2.2.17 Inadequate school Facilities

Inadequate school facilities lead to other shoriogsy the major one being increased failure and
class repetition rates, leading to high drop-otggdor girls (Kwesiga 2000). Inadequate school
facilities in Zambia and Malawi force many studemdssit on the floor in very crowded
classrooms, typically with a learner to teacheroraf 60:1. Girls find it hard to study while
squatting on the floor. Girls from poor familiesequently stay away from school during
menstruation due to lack of sanitary protectioneylare often too embarrassed to explain their

absences to the teachers. In Kenya, Girl ChildMdgt organization has partnered with the
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Ministry of Education to supply sanitary pads tdggin slums and remote rural schools. Indeed,
many schools totally lack sanitary facilities intlbaurban and rural areas and this affects girls

more than boys.

2.2.18 Lack of Positive Role Models for Girls.

Research in Malawi shows that school girls lackdkole models in science and mathematics
subjects and this affects their skills, interest attainment in these subjects. The ratio of women
teachers in mathematics and science in most Aficcammtries is particularly low because so few
women with the necessary science and mathematarkgoound get on to teacher training
programmes. In Education Management, girls hawerble models to emulate. For example, in
Zambia, out of 200 senior education officers intpp< 992, only 17 were women. The Zambian
provinces with a high proportion of women teachesse high completion rates for girls. The
positive impact of female head teachers on girledasidered stronger than that of female
teachers (Kelly, 1994) The Ugandan education systasmvery few role-models to effectively
motivate the girls to aspire for higher educatidhe teachers are not encouraging. The existing
official system for careers guidance and counsedihgecondary level is inadequate, rendering

girls more ill equipped than boys, (Kwesiga, 2002).

2.2.19 Socio-cultural and economic factors affectgnstudent attendance in school

All societies have implicit conceptions of gendar stereotypes, which they use to differentiate
the treatment of girls and boys (Global MonitoriRgport, 2002). Accordingly, while women in
most societies take primary responsibility for ogrfor the family, men tend to be associated

with the work outside the home. Swainson (1995)esdahat the assignment of roles and
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development of skills are defined socially and wallly on the basis of sex. From an early age,
children develop behaviour that is appropriatehtrtsex roles by limitation of parents and other

role models.

Further, Ayoo (2002), Machyo (1995), Umbima (19883 Young (1985) observe that learning
among children occurs through modeling which isedatned by relations in terms of sex as
cherished by parents, teachers and fellow child®wmainson (1995) argues that girls, for
example, in rural areas possibly experience some kif alienation in view of the many

overlapping relationships within as well as outdiaee family.

According to Eshiwani (1985) some preference pex$e educating boys, reflecting traditional
limitations on women’s roles, customary patrilinéaheritance systems and perceptions that
boys will have greater prospects for modern seetoployment. Moreover, in rural areas, the
opportunity cost to parents of educating girls seéigher. Consequently, the gender roles that a
society assigns to its children will have a detaing effect on their future such as schooling,

labour force participation and status in relatiopsh

However, in Ethiopia, household duties are a prynraason for keeping boys out of school
(King and Hill, 1993) while a higher endowment a¥elstock showed negative effects on
enrolment in Botswana (Chernichovsky, 1985). Ondtieer hand, Walters and Briggs (1993)
found a higher probability of school enrolment ébildren from households who owned land.

As in other developing countries, children in Keraya engaged in domestic chores, often to the

detriment of their education (Kadenyi and Kamuy®0& Chepchieng and Kiboss, 2004;

38



FAWE, 2003a; Ayoo, 2002). In their study on thduehce of family socio-economic status and
gender on students’ academic performance in Barthgwict secondary schools, Chepchieng
and Kiboss (2004) found that lack of time for studsnong girls could be attributed to

involvement in domestic chores. In contrast, bogsenleft with a lot of time to study thus were
likely to have an edge over girls’ school work.view of this finding, this study was an attempt
to establish whether there was any gender differeancthe influence of domestic chores on

students’ academic achievement in mixed day secgrsd¢hools in Mosocho Division.

Odaga and Heneveld (1995) conducted another stadgators influencing girls’ schooling in
Sub-Saharan Africa. The findings of the study réaedhat socio-economic and socio-cultural
factors such as high opportunity cost of girl's eahion, direct cost of schooling on girls,
initiations, and religion affected girl's educatiand performance. The findings of the study also
revealed other factors such as school environméatabrs (e.g. teachers’ attitudes, learning
materials, pregnancy, sexual harassment and th&andes to school.) and political and
institutional factors (e.g. financing and managenwdreducation sector, political instability and

limited effect of women in development initiatives.

Nzomo, Kariuki and Guantai (2001), for instancaakkshed a positive correlation between the
socio-economic status of Standard Six pupils amdIével of their learning achievements in
Kenya. The results show that as the socio-econataitis of the sample pupils improved, the
mean scores in the learning achievement also tetal@crease. Families with higher socio-
economic status had the ability to provide theiftdrhn with necessary facilities and materials

pertinent in improving performance. School locatwas also another key factor influencing
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learning achievement. Pupils in urban settings inbth higher mean scores in narrative,
expository and documentary dimensions focused amgiuthe study as compared to their

counterparts in rural schools.

Studies done elsewhere show that a school envinonitmat is not conducive to effective
learning may lead to under-achievement which restdt repetition, a precursor for dropout
(Chimombo, 2000). This study argues that repetitias harmful effects on students’ self-esteem
and attitude towards schooling and this increageshood of dropping out of school. The study
observes that teachers’ attitude, behavior andhieggractices have significant implications for
girls persistence and academic performance. Sodostigefs, which teachers bring to the

classroom, also have profound implications on liegrachievements.

Chimombo (2000) observes that cultural beliefs tbak at girls as having less ability than boys
if brought to the classroom may lead to marginéiwaof girls and further demotivate them in
their academic performance. In assessing the imphatkelated socio-economic factors in
Malawi, the study concludes that inadequate prowisind conditions of facilities like toilets has

negative effects on girl student persistence imsth

2.3 Conclusion
The literature reviewed so far points to the fdwtt there still exist differences in academic
performance between boys and girls across the gldbeever, the differences are varied in

nature of disciplines from one country to anotlier;instance where as in most parts of Europe,
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America and Asia girls perform better in languatfem boys, the situation is different in most

parts of Africa where boys perform better thansgirl

It has also been noted that the school categamsrims of boys only, girls only and co-ed schools
has impact on the performance of girls. The difiees are also varied when schools are
categorized in terms of National, Provincial andtmt schools i.e. the difference is less at

national but widens towards district schools todisadvantage of girls.

2.5 Conceptual Framework

Based on the two variables of gender and academyiformance of which gender is the
independent variable while academic performancéhés dependent variable, the conceptual
framework below diagrammatically illustrates thegfationship. The indicators are based on the

discussions above that link gender and academiorpeaince.
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Figure: 1 Framework of Interrelated school curriculum Factors influencing students’ performance

in school
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Source: Researcher’'s own conceptualization
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CHAPTER THREE

3.0 RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

3.1 Introduction

This section discusses the methodology that wad msthe study. It focuses on the research
design, sample population, target population, mefesstruments, validity and reliability of

instruments. It also discusses data collectiongaares for data analysis.

3.2 Research design

The research design that was employed in this sta/ survey method which Ogula (1999)
defines as a research study in which data areatetiefrom the members of a sample, for the
purpose of estimating one or more population patarselt was preferred because it was
systematic in data collection and described anarteg the way things were because they
described specific characteristics of a large grof@ipersons. It allowed the researcher to

investigate relationship between the two varialdesder and academic achievement.

A quantitative methodology was used. Aliaga andhdanson (2000), describe quantitative
research methods as: ‘Explaining phenomena byatwite numerical data that are analyzed
using mathematically based methods (in particutatissics)’. The research was purely
numerical based, using raw scores from the Kenytiohi& Examinations Council. The data
was analyzed using a statistical software progrpetifically- Statistical Package for Social

Sciences- SPSS.
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The main concern of a quantitative approach, howegethat the measurement must be
reliable, valid, and generalizable in its cleardicgon of cause and effect (Cassell & Symon,
1994). Quantitative research is based upon formmgiahe research hypotheses and verifying

them empirically on a specific set of data (Frankfdachmias & Nachmias, 1992).

Quantitative method has several strengths whicludlecenabling the researcher to state the
research problem in very specific and set terms @dedrly and precisely specify both the
independent and the dependent variables under tigagsn (Frankfort-Nachmias &
Nachmias, 1992). The researcher will also be ablachieve high levels of reliability of
gathered data due to controlled observations, #ébor experiments, mass surveys, or other
forms of research manipulations (Balsley, 1970) ahishinate or minimize subjectivity of

judgment (Kealey & Protheroe, 1996);

3.3 Population and the Sample
3.3.1 Examination results, Kenya Certificate of Secogdaducation (KCSE) as found in the

KNEC database (raw data)

3.3.2 Secondary Data from Literature books as well asnals.

3.4 Data Collection Procedures
The researcher sought permission from the Keny@h&ltExaminations Council to access the
KNEC database. The nature and sources of datactaslérom KNEC comprised of examination

results for KCSE candidates for the years 2000t 2This is summarized in the table below.
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Table 1: Summary of entries in Gender for the fiveyears under study (2007- 2011)

YEAR 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 Grand Total
GIRLS 126,112 135,244 148,578 155,098 177,19142,223
BOYS 150,127 159,252 178,616 192,233 221,00901,232
TOTAL 276,239 294,496| 327,194 347,331 398,198 1,688

3.5 Data Analysis Techniques

After data collection, the researcher cross-exaththe data to ascertain accuracy, completeness
and uniformity. The data was then analyzed andrpnté¢ed to provide meaningful and final
results. Since there are two variables under stundlythe aim of the research was to determine
the extent to which gender influences academicop@idnce, descriptive statistics were used to
analyze the data. The researcher presented the imlaleequency and percentage tables.
Significance test was also carried out. The rebearaised Statistical Package for Social

Sciences (SPSS) and MS Excel to analyze the data.

3.6 Validity and Reliability

Internal validity is the confidence that we cancglan the cause and effect relationship in a study
(Shuttleworth, 2009). The question that validityels® to answer is; “Could there be an
alternative cause, or causes, that explain my wasens and results?” (Shuttleworth, 2009).
Being a ‘Public National' examination that is uskxnt certification, that is designed using

measurement approach theories, the validity amabibty was assumed.
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Table 2: Data needs table

Research question Data needs Type of Data Data sces Instruments Data
analysis

What has been the KCSE overall Quantitative KNEC database Rec 2 Descriptiy
trend in the overall results for girls analysis
academic performance | from 2007-2011
between boys and girls | KCSE overall Quantitative KNEC database Rec 2
over the five years results for boys
(2007-2011) in KCSE? | from 2007-2011

Mathematics Quantitative KNEC database Rec 3 Datbeei
What are the gender Languages Quantitative KNEC database Rec 3 analysis
disparities in the Sciences Quantitative KNEC database Rec 3
academic performance | Arts Quantitative KNEC database Rec 3
in different subjects? [ Technical Quantitative KNEC database Rec 3

Subjects
What are the academic | Public schools : | Quantitative KNEC Database Rec 4 Descriptiy
gender disparities in National (boys analysis
different school & girls)
categories from 2007- | performance
2011 Provincial Quantitative KNEC Database Rec 4

schools (boys &

girls)

performance

District schools | Quantitative KNEC Database Rec 4

(boys & girls)

performance

Private schools | Quantitative KNEC Database Rec 4

(boys & girls)

performance

How these Qualitative Journal articles, | Rec 4

characteristics books

affect academic

performance

Source: Researcher’'s own conceptualization
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CHAPTER FOUR

4.0 RESEARCH FINDINGS
4.1 Introduction
This chapter focuses on the findings of the study iacludes a description of the results of the
data collection exercise. The chapter is compo$diae following sections:

1) trends in academic performance between boys aleigithe a five year period;

2) disparities between the performance of girls angslawross subjects;

3) disparities between the performance of girld bays across all subjects in the different

school categories (Public Schools: National, Praigiin District) and Private.

4.2 The Findings

Below is a presentation of the research findinggraphs and tables.
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4.2.1 Overall Academic Performance Across the Fivgears (2007-2011) per Subject by

Gender

Table 3: Overall Academic Performance: Mean, Standal Deviation and Variance per subject by gender

across the five years (2007-2011).

Subjects Girls Boys Total
Mean Std. Variance | Mean Std. Variance | Mean Std. Variance
Dev. Dev. Dev.

English 37.76 241 5.79( 37.50 2.57 6.60( 37.61 2.49 6.19
Kiswahili 43.09 4.73 22.33| 42.58 4.98 24.77] 42.81 4.85 23.54
French 50.46 4.39 19.28| 52.34 4.67 21.76] 51.09 4.42 19.54
Mathematics 18.45 2.01 4.02| 24.92 1.89 3.58] 22.00 1.95 3.82
Biology 29.94 5.38 28.92] 34.31 6.13 37.52] 32.23 5.75 33.12
Chemistry 21.08 212 4.50] 24.89 2.80 7.85( 23.16 2.48 6.16
Physics 34.62 3.36 11.27| 36.85 3.71 13.79| 36.23 3.59 12.88
History 40.60 3.73 13.93| 48.27 4.18 17.46] 45.08 3.97 15.73
Geography 36.46 3.99 15.89| 42.69 4.28 18.29| 40.38 4.02 16.20
CRE 50.19 7.40 54.75] 50.08 7.50 56.26] 50.14 7.44 55.38
Home Science 50.58 3.39 11.46| 44.07 3.38 11.44| 50.08 3.39 11.48
Agriculture 34.50 3.95 15.64] 39.73 4.22 17.77] 36.19 6.07 36.84

The table above summarises the overall KCSE pedoom in all schools. The standard
deviation of the sample for all the subjects ranigeveen 2.01 and 7.40 among the girls while it
was 1.89 and 7.50 among boys, which can be dedcabean extreme range. The standard
deviation for all the subjects ranged between &19% 7.44. For all the subjects the mean ranged
between 18.45 and 50.58 among girls (for which Matatics scored lowest while Home

Science scored highest). Among boys in all thgesth the mean ranged between 24.89 and
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52.34 (for which Mathematics scored lowest whilerfeh scored highest). In the overall totals
means of all the twelve subjects ranged betwee@022nd 51.09. Mathematics was the lowest

and French scored the highest. This is also eviageshown in graphs 1 to 13.

Graph 1: Overall Academic Performance: Means Scoreper subject by gender across the five years (2007-
2011)
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The overall performance across the subjects duhadg year period shows that both girls and
boys performed almost equally in English, Kiswaliench and CRE. Boys performed well in
Chemistry, Biology and History & Government whilelg performed better in Home Science.

During the 5 year period, among the five subjeastdrs, boys performed well in Mathematics,
Science and Arts subjects. Girls scored slightlydbehan boys in Technical subjects while both

boys and girls were almost at par in Language stije
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Graph 2: Overall Academic Performance: Means Scorefor English by gender across the five years (2007-
2011)
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Graph 3: Overall Academic Performance: Means Scorefor Kiswahili by gender across the five years (2007-
2011)
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Graph 4: Overall Academic Performance: Means Scorefor French by gender across the five years (2007-
2011)
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Graph 5: Overall Academic Performance: Means Scorefor Mathematicsby gender across the five years
(2007-2011)
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Graph 6: Overall Academic Performance: Means Scorefor Biology by gender across the five years (2007-
2011)
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Graph 7: Overall Academic Performance: Means Scorefor Chemistryby gender across the five years (2007-
2011)

Chemistry
— Girls
27.5— — Boys
—— Total
25.0—
g 2254
@
=
20.0—
17.5

T T T T T
2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
Year

52



Graph 8: Overall Academic Performance: Means Scorefor Physicsby gender across the five years (2007-
2011)
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Graph 9: Overall Academic Performance: Means Scorefor History & Governmentby gender across the five
years (2007-2011)
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Graph 10: Overall Academic Performance: Means Scorefor Geographyby gender across the five years
(2007-2011)
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Graph 11: Overall Academic Performance: Means Scorefor CRE by gender across the five years (2007-
2011)
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Graph 12: Overall Academic Performance: Means Scorefor Home sciencédy gender across the five years
(2007-2011)
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Graph 13: Overall Academic Performance: Means Scowrefor Agriculture by gender across the five years
(2007-2011)
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4.2.2 Top Twenty High Achieving public schools: (N@onal, Provincial and district)
Below are the tables and graphs that show thenfysdon the performance of public schools in

all three categories.

Table 4: Top Twenty High Achieving public schoolsMean, Standard Deviation and Variance per Subjecthy
gender across the five years (2007-2011)

Subject Girls Boys Total

Mean | Std. Dev.| Variance | Mean | Std. Dev.| Variance | Mean | Std. Dev.| Variance

English 61.66 9.12 83.17( 50.09 20.12 403.89| 51.66 19.04 362.67

Kiswabhili 63.86 13.85 191.87| 62.06 19.09 359.33] 60.72 18.11 328.07

Mathematics 43.09 15.56 242.18 47.22 16.42 249.14( 43.97 15.91 253.03

Biology 47.48 11.49 132.12| 52.08 14.11 204.72| 46.73 14.40 207.22
Chemistry 50.99 13.78 189.92| 51.01 14.37 191.79| 46.38 14.04 197.15
Physics 41.59 14.46 209.17] 44.04 12.12 153.25| 40.41 13.55 183.51
History 62.02 9.14 83.61| 68.11 10.06 92.06| 63.27 10.26 105.30

Geography 56.16 17.21 296.03] 67.01 15.55 225.09] 56.55 18.75 351.70

CRE 67.38 13.78 189.80[ 61.03 19.48 362.56| 59.52 19.51 380.56

Home Science] 67.77 12.21 149.17| 32.05 23.33 517.93| 37.18 27.19 739.47

Agriculture 53.69 11.28 127.19| 57.21 11.31 118.13| 53.36 12.12 146.96

French 51.69 19.16 367.05( 42.65 31.19 990.08[ 41.91 31.01 961.58

In the high performing public schools accordingte above table, the standard deviation of the
sample for all the subjects ranged between 9.1218rkb among the girls while it was 10 and 31
among boys, which can be described as an extrenge.r&or all the subjects the mean ranged
between 41.59 and 67.77 among girls (for which RRByscored lowest while Home Science

scored highest). Among boys in all the subjetis,mhean ranged between 32 and 68 (for which

Home Science scored lowest while History scoredhést). The standard deviation for all the
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subjects ranged between 10.26 and 31.04. In thealbvetals means of all the twelve subjects
ranged between 40.41 and 63.27 Physics was thesi@me History scored the highest. This is

also evident as shown in graphs 14 to 26.

Graph 14: Top Twenty High Achieving public schoolsMeans Scores per subject by gender across the five
years (2007-2011)
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The graph above shows the mean scores acroseglutilic schools (National, Provincial and
District). There are variations between boys antk gipart from in Kiswahili and Chemistry
where both performed equally. In the case of Homierse, boys performed poorly than girls.

This may be attributed to the perception that ighss girls’ subject.
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Graph 15: Top Twenty High Achieving public schools:Means Scores forEnglish by gender across the five

years (2007-
2011)
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Graph 16: Top Twenty High Achieving public schoolsMeans Scores foKiswahili by gender across the five
years (2007-2011)
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Graph 17: Top Twenty High Achieving public schoolsMeans Scores foMathematicsby gender across the
five years (2007-2011)
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Graph 18: Top Twenty High Achieving public schoolsMeans Scores foBiology by gender across the five
years (2007-2011)
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Graph 19: Top Twenty High Achieving public schoolsMeans Scores folChemistryby gender across the five
years (2007-2011)
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Graph 20: Top Twenty High Achieving public schoolsMeans Scores folPhysicsby gender across the five
years (2007-2011)
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Graph 21: Top Twenty High Achieving public schoolsMeans Scores foHistory & Governmentby gender
across the five years (2007-2011)
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Graph 22: Top Twenty High Achieving public schoolsMeans Scores foilGeographyby gender across the five
years (2007-2011)
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Graph 23: Top Twenty High Achieving public schoolsMeans Scores folCRE by gender across the five years
(2007-2011)
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Graph 24: Top Twenty High Achieving public schoolsMeans Scores foHome Sciencéy gender across the
five years (2007-2011)
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Graph 25: Top Twenty High Achieving public schoolsMeans Scores foAgriculture by gender across the five
years (2007-2011)
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Graph 26: Top Twenty High Achieving public schoolsMeans Scores folFrench by gender across the five
years (2007-2011)
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4.2.3 Top Twenty High Achieving Private schools

The findings below show the performance of privatlools in graphs and tables.

Table 5 Top Twenty High Achieving Private schools: MeanStandard Deviation and Variance per Subject b
gender across the five years (2007-2011)

Year & Subjects Girls Boys Total

Mean Std. Varianc | Mean Std. Varianc | Mean Std. Varianc

Dev. e Dev. e Dev. e
Subject English 75.00 6.63 43.97| 73.71 4.83 23.36| 74.36 4.94 24.44
Kiswahili 70.79 3.11 9.70| 75.94 8.84 78.11] 73.37 5.32 28.35
French 73.75 4.20 17.64| 78.43 7.30 53.24] 76.09 4.88 23.80
Mathematics 62.98 6.70 4492 72.16 3.90 15.21| 67.57 4.68 21.86
Biology 55.08 4.93 24.26| 63.25 6.75 45.63| 59.17 4.22 17.83
Chemistry 54.12 6.91 47.73| 56.42 5.67 32.19] 55.27 6.12 37.45
Physics 63.49 8.68 75.31| 71.65 4.09 16.70| 67.57 6.16 37.96

History & Government | 70.38 4.64 21.49| 70.54 12.13| 147.21] 70.46 7.31 53.42

Geography 77.30 7.54 56.79| 75.58 11.04] 121.80| 76.44 5.83 34.01
CRE 73.99 8.09 65.44| 75.49 7.30 53.26| 74.74 7.52 56.52
Home Science 76.79 4.67 21.77| 31.97 29.75| 885.09| 54.38 13.74| 188.79
Agriculture 61.68 8.53 72.84| 66.65 7.30 53.25| 64.17 7.81 61.01

In the high performing private schoolbgtstandard deviation for all the subjects rangsd/éel
2.01 and 7.40 among the girls while it was 1.89 @@ amog boys, which can be describec
an extreme range. The standard deviation for all thigexts ranged between 1.95 and 7.44
all the subjects the mean ranged between 18.4%@m8 among girls (for which Mathemai
scored lowest while Home Scienceosed highest). Among boys in all the subjects rieal
ranged between 24.89 and 52.34 (for which Mathemaitored lowest while French scc
highest). In the overall totals means of all theltw® subjects ranged between 22.00 and 51.09

Mathematics was the lowest and French scored tieshi.



This is also evident as shown in graphs 27 to 3Bussrated below.

Graph 27:  Top Twenty High Achieving Private Shools: Mean, Standard Deviation and Variance per
Subject by Gender across the five years (2007- 2011
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In the private schools, boys and girls performedaast equally in English, Chemistry, History &
Government and Geography. In Home Science, gin®peed quite well with a mean score of
7.

Graph 28: Top Twenty High Achieving Private SchoolsMeans Scores forEnglish by gender across the five
years (2007-2011)
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Graph 29: Top Twenty High Achieving Private Schod: Means Scores foKiswabhili by gender across the five
years (2007-2011)
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Graph 30: Top Twenty High Achieving Private SchoolsMeans Scores fofFrench by gender across the five
years (2007-2011)
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Graph 31: Top Twenty High Achieving Private SchoolsMeans Scores fotMathematicsby gender across the
five years (2007-2011)
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Graph 32: Top Twenty High Achieving Private SchoolsMeans Scores foBiology by gender across the five
years (2007-2011)
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Graph 33: Top Twenty High Achieving Private SchoolsMeans Scores folChemistryby gender across the
five years (2007-2011)
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Graph 34: Top Twenty High Achieving Private SchoolsMeans Scores folPhysicsby gender across the five
years (2007-2011)
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Graph 35: Top Twenty High Achieving Private SchoolsMeans Scores foHistory & Governmenthy gender
across the five years (2007-2011)
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Graph 36: Top Twenty High Achieving Private SchoolsMeans Scores fotGeographyby gender across the
five years (2007-2011)
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Graph 37: Top Twenty High Achieving Private SchoolsMeans Scores folCREt by gender across the five
years (2007-2011)
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Graph 38: Top Twenty High Achieving Private SchoolsMeans Scores foHome Sciencdy gender across the
five years (2007-2011)
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Graph 39: Top Twenty High Achieving Private SchoolsMeans Scores forAgriculture by gender across the

five years (2007-2011)
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4.2.4 Most frequent top twenty public schools perubject by gender across the five years

(2007-2011)

Table 6: Most frequent top twenty public schools: Man, Standard Deviation and Variance per Subjectsyb
gender across the five years (2007-2011)

Subject Girls Boys Total

Mean | Std. Dev.| Variance | Mean | Std. Dev.| Variance | Mean | Std. Dev.| Variance
English 76.78 5.17 26.76] 75.37 5.78 33.44| 76.17 4.61 21.25
Kiswalhili 80.83 5.74 32.97] 82.50 4.81 23.18| 81.67 4.96 24.59
French 78.45 7.65 58.53| 76.83 5.38 28.98| 77.64 5.77 33.28
Mathematics 65.61 5.75 33.06| 68.11 2.37 5.62| 66.86 3.40 11.55
Biology 63.04 3.08 9.46( 65.44 1.89 3.56| 64.24 1.95 3.79
Chemistry 57.64 5.91 34.88| 61.29 6.80 46.31| 59.46 5.70 32.46
Physics 68.85 4.38 19.16] 70.29 3.92 15.34] 69.57 3.83 14.65
History & Government 79.79 4.04 16.30] 81.22 6.03 36.31| 80.56 4.86 23.63
Geography 83.88 9.60 92.26] 83.83 6.55 42.90f 83.85 6.41 41.05
CRE 81.54 8.76 76.68| 78.56 11.27 126.96| 80.06 9.88 97.65
Home Science 86.34 2.44 5.97( 74.72 8.48 71.95| 78.63 4.76 22.63
Agriculture 64.33 9.81 96.23| 69.14 7.84 61.53| 66.73 8.58 73.59

In the most frequent public schools, the standandation for all the subjects ranged between

2.01 and 7.40 among the girls while it was 1.89 &i@® among boys, which can be described as
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an extreme range. The standard deviation for aellstibjects ranged between 1.95 and 7.44. For
all the subjects the mean ranged between 18.4%@&@ among girls (for which Mathematics
scored lowest while Home Science scored highe&thong boys in all the subjects the mean
ranged between 24.89 and 52.34 (for which Mathemaicored lowest while French scored
highest). In the overall total means of all the lwg@esubjects ranged between 22.00 and 51.09.
Mathematics was the lowest and French scored thieebi. This is also evident as shown in

graphs 40 to 52.

Graph 40: Most frequent top twenty Public schools:Mean Scores for public schools per subject by geed
across the five years (2007-2011)
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Among the most frequent public schools in the fas years (2007-2011) per subject cluster

per gender, there were insignificant variation®sasrall subjects apart from Home Science.
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Graph 41: Most frequent top twenty Public schools: Means Scores forEnglish by gender across the five
years (2007-2011)
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Graph 42: Most frequent top twenty Public schools:Means Scores foKiswahili by gender across the five
years (2007-2011)

Kiswahili

90_00— Gil'ls
— Boys
88.00— ——— Total

86.00—
84.00—

82.00—

Mean

80.00—
78.00—

76.00—

I 1 I 1 I
2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
Year

73



Graph 43: Most frequent top twenty Public schools Means Scores folFrench by gender across the five

years (2007-2011).
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Graph 44: Most frequent top twenty Public schools:Means Scores foMathematicsby gender across the five
years (2007-2011)
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Graph 45: Most frequent top twenty Public schools:Means Scores foBiology by gender across the five years
(2007-2011)
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Graph 46: Most frequent top twenty Public schools:Means Scores folChemistryby gender across the five
years (2007-2011)
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Graph 47: Most frequent top twenty Public schools:Means Scores folPhysicsby gender across the five years
(2007-2011)
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Graph 48: Most frequent top twenty Public schools:Means Scores foHome Sciencédy gender across the
five years (2007-2011)
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Graph 49: Most frequent top twenty Public schools Means Scores foHistory and Governmenby gender

across the five years (2007-2011)
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Graph 50: Most frequent top twenty Public schools:Means Scores folGeographyby gender across the five

years (2007-2011)
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Graph 51: Most frequent top twenty Public schools:Means Scores folCRE by gender across the five years
(2007-2011)
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Graph 52: Most frequent top twenty Public schools:Means Scores foAgriculture by gender across the five

years (2007-2011)
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4.2.5 Most frequent top twenty private schools pesubject by gender across the five years
(2007-2011)

Below is a summary of the findings on this categafrgchools in the time period under study.

Table 7: Most frequent top twenty private schoolsMeans and standard deviations per subject by gender
across the five years (2007-2011)

Subject Girls Male Total
[Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD
English 65.23 1.44 64.77 3.68 65.56 2.14
Kiswahili 67.19 6.06 72.38 7.09 70.36 5.90
French 55.12 9.17 41.97 8.04 43.54 9.17
Mathematics 46.60 6.71 59.48 2.73 54.40 5.14
Biology 52.25 5.96 60.66 7.92 55.42 6.15
Chemistry 44.24 5.05 51.55 6.74 47.23 5.20
Physics 60.91 6.64 67.79 7.87 63.05 7.79
History & Government |67.71 5.72 72.55 8.54 71.17 6.82
Geography 66.68 7.08 72.35 Q.72 69.51 8.25
CRE 73.49 9.04 73.18 10.04 71.63 5.96
Home Science 69.01 3.13 6.97 4.64 8.18 5.49
Agriculture 57.91 7.45 62.25 10.07 60.08 8.71

In the most frequent private schools among the2z@gchools (Table 7), the standard deviation
for all the subjects ranged between 1.44 and 9mdng the girls while it was 2.73 and 10.07
among boys, which can be described as an extrenge.rdhe standard deviation for all the
subjects ranged between 2.14 and 9.17. For aBubgects the mean ranged between 44.24 and
73.49 among girls (for which Chemistry scored lowwelile CRE scored highest). Among boys

in all the subjects the mean ranged between 4In81778.18 (for which French scored lowest
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while CRE scored highest). In the overall totalsanmseof all the twelve subjects ranged between
8.18 and 71.63. Home Science was the lowest and £eBied the highest. This is also evident

as shown in graphs 53 to 65.

Graph 53: Most frequent top twenty private schoolsMean Scores per subject by gender across the fiyears

(2007-2011)
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The Graph 53 above shows the variations between sezaes across all the subjects in the most
frequent private schools during the period 2002@41, where CRE performance was almost
equal between boys and girls. In the case of Hoaoen8e, boys performed poorly compared to

girls.
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Graph 54: Most frequent top twenty private schoolsMeans Scores folEnglish by gender across the five
years (2007-2011)
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Graph 55: Most frequent top twenty private schoolsMeans Scores foKiswabhili by gender across the five
years (2007-2011)
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Graph 56: Most frequent top twenty private schoolsMeans Scores folFrench by gender across the five years
(2007-2011)
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Graph 57: Most frequent top twenty private schoolsMeans Scores foMathematicsby gender across the five
years (2007-2011)
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Graph 58: Most frequent top twenty private schoolsMeans Scores foBiology by gender across the five
years (2007-2011)
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Graph 59: Most frequent top twenty private schoolsMeans Scores folChemistryby gender across the five
years (2007-2011)
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Graph 60: Most frequent top twenty private schoolsMeans Scores folPhysicsby gender across the five years
(2007-2011)
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Graph 61: Most frequent top twenty private schoolsMeans Scores forAgriculture by gender across the five
years (2007-2011)
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Graph 62: Most frequent top twenty private schoolsMeans Scores foHistory and Governmenby gender
across the five years (2007-2011)
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Graph 63: Most frequent top twenty private schoolsMeans Scores folGeographyby gender across the five
years (2007-2011)
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Graph 64: Most frequent top twenty private schoolsMeans Scores folCRE by gender across the five years
(2007-2011)

CRE

95.00 — Girls
= Boys
90.00} — Total

85.00

80.00

Mean

75.00—

70.00—

65.00

| | | | ]
2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
Year

Graph 65: Most frequent top twenty private schoolsMeans Scores foHome sciencdy gender across the
five years (2007-2011)
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In comparing the means highlighted above, betwherdifferent school categories, in terms of
performance, a T test was done. Table 7 providesranary of the findings on this. Significance

differences were also carried out with other vasieg such as overall scores, across the subjects,
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with top performing schools and across the subgreias gendered. Correlations are also

highlighted

Table 8: Significance (p) of difference between mea

Significance (p) of difference between means for evall Academic Performance per Subject by gndef

across the five years (2007-2011)

Girls Male Total Overall Total
(Mean=38.32) (Mean=40.81) (Mean=39.85) |(Mean=39.56)
Girls .0001 0012 .001<
Male 0001 .0C72 .000¢
Total .001: 0072 .000(
Overall Total 0012 .000( .000(

Top Twenty High Achieving Private schools per Subjet by Gender Across the Five

years (2007-2011)

Girls Male Total

(Mean=67.94) (Mean=67.65) (Mean=67.79)

Girls 0.314 0.000
Male 0.314 0.000
Total 0.000 0.000

Top Twenty High Achieving public schools: (National Provincial and district)
per Subject by Gender Across the Five years (2001021)

Girls Male Total

(Mean=55.61) (Mean=52.76) (Mean=50.13)

Girls 0.000 0.000
Male 0.000 0.000
Total 0.000 0.000
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Most frequent top twenty private schools per subjetcby gender across the five
years (2007-2011)

Girls Male Total

(Mean=60.52) (Mean=58.82) (Mean=56.67)

Girls 0.057 0.018
Male 0.057 0.000
Total 0.018 0.000

Most frequent top twenty public schools persubject by gender across the fiy
years (2007-2011)

Girls Male Total

(Mean=73.92) (Mean=73.94) (Mean=73.78)

Girls 100C 100C
Male .00C .00C
Total .00C .00C

T-test was done to compare whether there was gignif mean differences between girls and
boys and their total and overall totals. The ovarsdan score performance between girls and
male for the years 2007 to 2011 with referenceutarsary of KCSE was significant 0.01

and p< 0.05 levels) in both totals and overall totals.

When comparing the means difference between higonpeing private schools among girls and
male, there was no significant difference (p=0.3i4t)only in their total performance (p=0.000).
But in high performing public schools, there wa®st) significant level between Girls and male

(p=0.000) mean scores and also in their total pedoce (p=0.000).
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The mean scores among Girls and males in mostdrgqurivate school in the last five years
was not significant (p=0.057) as compared to theial mean score between girls and male
(p<0.018 and p<0.000) respectively. When the samae tested among girls and male in most
frequent public school in the last five years, ¢heras a very high significance in their total

performance (p<0.000 and p<0.000) respectively.

In general, there was no significant differencesaein any means of subjects between girls and
boys (Table 6) as observed. There was significaim( p<0.05 to highly significant p<0.001)
differences between means of subjects within gind boys. This was observed among all high
performing private schools, high performing puldichools, most frequent private school and
most frequent public school in the five years (2Q071).

Table 9: Significance (p) for Overall Performance per subjetby gender across the five years (2007-2011)

Mean per Subject Significance (p)
Subject Overall Total Boys Girls
English 37.6290  0.00960 0.00620
Kiswahili 42.8340  0.05780 0.00900
French 51.3970 0.03380 0.04560
Mathematics 21.6860 0.09180 0.04540
Biology 32.1250 0.03120 0.09380
Chemistry 22.9840 0.08860 0.08120
Physics 35.7320 0.08480 0.06160
History 44.4360 0.02700 0.06020
Geography 39.5740 0.06860 0.04620
CRE 50.1350 0.00760 0.01940
Home Science 47.3250 0.07210 0.05780
Agriculture 37.1150 0.07260 0.05040
Total 38.5810 0.08505 0.03115
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Mean Square Sig.
Girls Between Subjects 567.454 .000
Boys Between Subjectd 389.478 .000
Overall 458.690) .000
Between Subjects
Total

T-test was done to compare whether there was ggnif overall mean score differences
between girls and boys between subjects. The dverehdn score performance in different
subjects between girls and boys for the years 20@0D11 with reference to summary of KCSE
was significant (p< 0.01 and p< 0.05 levels). The above table shows that there mas

significant difference in the overall total scorasong boys and girls in all the subjects as

observed. This was observed as a summary of higlorpeng private schools and high

performing public schools in the five years (20@7-2).

Table 10: Significance (p) for Overall Top TwentyHigh Achieving schools per subject by Gender acrodtve

years (2007-2011)

Mean per subject Significance (p)
Subject Overall Total Girls Boys
English 74.3560 0.09980 0.07140
Kiswabhili 73.3680  0.07940 0.09420
French 76.0920 0.07540 0.04300
Mathematics 67.5700 0.09760 0.01640
Biology 59.16500 0.07180 0.02520
Chemistry 55.26801  0.01180 0.04180
Physics 67.56701 0.04860 0.06480
History & Government 70.4620  0.03800 0.05440
Geography 76.4410 0.02980 0.05840
CRE 74.7390  0.09860 0.04920
Home Science 54.3820  0.07900 0.09740
Agriculture 64.1670 0.06800 0.06540
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Mean per subject

Significance (p)

Subject Overall Total Girls Boys

English 74.3560  0.09980 0.07140
Kiswabhili 73.3680  0.07940 0.09420
French 76.0920 0.07540 0.04300
Mathematics 67.5700 0.09760 0.01640
Biology 59.1650 0.07180 0.02520
Chemistry 55.2680 0.01180 0.04180
Physics 67.5670  0.04860 0.06480
History & Government 70.4620  0.03800 0.05440
Geography 76.4410  0.02980 0.05840
CRE 74.7390  0.09860 0.04920
Home Science 54.38200  0.07900 0.09740
Agriculture 64.1670  0.06800 0.06540
Total 67.7981 0.09448 0.06513

Also a T-test was done to compare whether theresigasficant overall mean score differences
between girls and boys between subjects. The dverahn score performance in different
subjects between girls and boys for the years 20@0D11 with reference to summary of KCSE
was significant (p< 0.01 and p< 0.05 levels). The table above shows that there meas
significant difference in the overall total scorasiong boys and girls in all the subjects as
observed. This was observed as a summary of abodehwhich included high performing

private schools, high performing public schools stfoequent private school and most frequent

public school in the five years (2007-2011).
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CHAPTER FIVE
5.0 DISCUSSION
5.1 Introduction
This chapter presents the research findings drawm fthe Kenya National Examinations
Council Data base on KCSE examination performarma 2007-2011. This chapter is divided
into four sub-topics as guided by the researchteres These research questions had to do with
the factors affecting the performance of girlshe tKCSE examination, the overall gender trend
in academic performance, an analysis of the disparbetween boys and girls in academic
performances across subjects and across diffeckioibk categories and finally; an analysis of

the influence of gender on academic performance.

5.1.1 Objective One: To determine the trends in ackemic performance between boys and
girls across the five years (2007 - 2011)

It was found that th@verall performanceof boys was higher than that of girls in the KCSE
examination in the years 2007-2011. In the periodeu study, boys performed better in
Mathematics, Science and Arts subjects. Girls sttigher than boys in Technical subjects

such as Home Science. Interestingly boys did b#ttar girls in language subjects.

5.1.2 Objective Two: To examine the overall dispaties between the performance of girls
and boys across subjects.

The research findings show that the overall peréorce across the subjects during the five year
period under study (2007-2011) was fair for botlgsband girls though boys did better in science

subjects compared to girls who excelled in Homeeigm®. This may be because this subject is
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taken as a girls’ subject. Boys performed bettenumeracy, science and in some arts subjects
with a significant correlation of between 0.01 ab@5 levels among girls and boys when
compared to the mean scores of their total scarélse summary of KCSE performance 2007-
2011. Today's gender gap in education often focosethe advantage boys have over girls in

science and mathematics, but fails to recognizéaillieg behind of boys to girls in literacy.

For example, girls tend to perform worse in mathezahand scientific subjects, thus leading
them to be ill-equipped to pursue these careetsgher education. This can further be seen in
the educational system discriminating towards diniough course-taking, especially in high
school. This is important because course-takingesgmts a large gender gap in what courses

boys and girls take, which leads to different ediooal and occupational paths between them.

This study revealed that there are differencesimearement in chemistry and biology among the
different categories of schools as well as gen@enerally boys performed better than girls in
the two science subjects. In chemistry, the boysdraaverage mean score of 51.55 while girls
had 42.24 revealing a disparity index of 9.31. ioldgy, boys posted a good performance by
averaging at 60.66 while girls only managed toizeah2.25 leading to a disparity index of 8.41.
These findings therefore agree with those of ChipnBaush and Wilson, 1985; Fennema, 1984;
Linn and Hyde, 1989; Oakes, 1990; Lee and Burk&f86which showed that males outperform
girls on science achievement tests. The findings atonform to those of the Second
International Science Study (SISS) and Third Irdéomal Mathematics and Science Study
(TIMSS) which revealed that sex differences wenentbin every subject area in the written

science achievement tests and the sex differenoeeid boys.
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The variance particularly in different subjectsealed that boys outperformed girls and had a larger
variance. The results are also in harmony witretbba study carried out in Uganda which showed tha
generally the trend of academic excellence indecdteat boys perform better than girls. The
findings of this study show that, with constant erathievement of girls in the science subjects,
the women are bound to be constantly under-repreden the science fields. This observation
from the study agrees with and reinforces theestwdnich show that women have not attained eduahtio
equity in many African countries and they are systecally under-represented in scientific and

technical disciplines (Adams and Kruppenbach, 1&@86ited in Frazier, 1999).

In this study, the findings are similar to thoseottier studies (Warangal, 1997; Agenda, 1989)
who found that girls have more negative attitudeaimls mathematics and science. Wasanga
(1997) found that the majority of girls found saersubjects difficult and they perceived science
subjects to be more useful to boys. Similarly, Aghe (1989) found that perceived difficulties
of science occupations was a significant factorvgméng girls from entering Science,

Technology and Mathematics (STM) fields.

5.1.3 Objective three: To examine the disparitiebetween the performance of girls and
boys across all subjects in the different school tegories; public schools (national,
provincial and district) and private.

This study also examined the kinds of schools fgratluce top KCSE performance. Schools
were explored so as to establish whether a publprigate education has any connection to the
quality of achievement or education output. Thelifuigs show that in private schools, boys and
girls performed almost equally in English, Chenyistdistory and Government and Geography.

In Home Science, girls performed quite well witmaan score of 76.76 compared to boys 31.97.
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In fact, the mean scores show that girls have metxoeeded the reading performance of boys
across public and private schools. The literacy gafKCSE is equivalent to boys being
developmentally two years behind the average gireading and writing. These findings have
spanned across the globe as the International Asswc for Evaluation of Educational
Achievement (IEA) found gender to be the most pdwegaredictor of performance in a study of
14 countries. The trend was the same in subjedtasisi boys performing well in almost all
clusters apart from technical subjects where gelsred had a mean score of 69.24 compared to
boys 49.31Boys typically take longer to learn than girls dithough they excel over girls when

it comes to "information retrieval and work-relatgdracy tasks".

In high performing private schools there was argjroorrelation between girls, boys and total
performance and also between boys and specifiesupgrformance. This was also evident in
boys, total subjects and subject categories. Thea® no correlation between girls, boys and
subjects categories. It is important, therefore, tlte schools and teachers to provide the
appropriate activities to highlight boys' and gidtrengths in different subjects and properly
support their weaknesses. Also, boys tend to ressl than girls in their free time. This could
play a role in the fact that girls typically "congtvend narrative and expository texts better than

boys do" (Tapscott, 2009).

Regarding the public schools (National, Provincaad District), there are variations in
performance between each school category. This beawttributed to the fact that good
performance may be linked to availability of suffiat science facilities, frequent practice by

students and sustained interest. There must thierbBbconcerted effort among all stakeholders
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to address the problem of deplorable performancengnboys and girls. Policy strategies in
education point to the establishing and equippihgchool facilities in all secondary schools to
encourage schools to give prominence to all suhjddtis study reveals that such a policy has
been more theoretical than practical as a numbéneotchools have poor performance among
girls. To put vision 2030 on course, the issueprofision of facilities in schools ought to be
revisited particularly in recently established salsp most of which are co-educational, rely on
Subsidized Secondary Education Funds and meetdheatonal needs of students from low
socio-economic status. Such students need thetyylitdi articulated in vision 2030 which can

be brought about through industrialization and uratmn.

5.1.4 Objective Four: To identify the social and cliural factors that affect performance of
boys and girls in KCSE.

According to the Global Monitoring Report, (2002)| societies have implicit conceptions of
gender, or stereotypes, which they use to diffementthe treatment of girls and boys. In
education, the factors that can explain the diffeated performance between the two genders in
the KCSE examination can be categorized into: Sclmwriculum practices (restrictive
curriculum, teaching strategies, and school culuiouchoices), school characteristics (type of
school, school facilities, and facilities), teachggender, skills, and attitude) and students
(attitudes, peer pressure, gender). These faaorssfon the school environment only and they
influence the learning environment and its condiigtifor average performance for both boys
and girls. Other factors beyond the school envirenininclude the economic and socio-cultural
factors of the school communities and of the sttgleHistorically, when it comes to formal

education, girls have always been at a disadvanhg®a it comes to issues of family economics
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and socio-cultural practices that discourage dndsn attending and remaining in school and
competing with boys side by side. The focus of ghigly however is only on the factors relating

to the school environment.

Girls are believed and also have the self-beliat they cannot excel in hard subjects like the
sciences and mathematics and opt for the ‘simgldnjects which they figure would give them
greater examination passing chances. It's beeredrthat few girls study Physics because they
are less confident than boys of their own abilityl dess likely to choose difficult subjects; the
attitudes and expectations of parents, families @edr groups reinforce stereotypes of
appropriate subjects for girls and boys. In regarttacher related factors, teachers’ attitudes and
expectations may feed sex-stereotype attitudesrtain subjects and in most cases this attitude

in regard to girls’ innate abilities and potenimhegative.

As in other developing countries, children in Kergr@ engaged in domestic chores. In their
study on the influence of family socio-economictesaand gender on students’ academic
performance in Baringo district secondary schoGlsepchieng and Kiboss (2004) found that
lack of time for study among girls could be atttdmli to involvement in domestic chores. In
contrast, boys were left with a lot of time to stutus were likely to have an edge over girls’
school work. These factors are a summary of theréifit influences on academic performance.
They also indicate that whatever the factor, tseasof gender arises and in most cases, girls are

at a disadvantage.
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5.2: Conclusion

This study was carried to compare the academicopréance between boys and girls in the
Kenya Certificate of Secondary Education (KCSE)ssra period of five years (2007-2011).
The study was driven by trends that arise when grettdnds are raised in education. In most, if
not all cases, the boys performs higher than gmisre so in Mathematics and Sciences. The
case was the same in the given study. The surwa)vied a total ofl,643,458 studentsThis
allowed concrete conclusions. Further performarise @aried across top performing schools,
where boys still did better than girls’. The onkception was between boys and girls in private

schools where there was no significant differemceneir overall performance.

The study raises a challenge in that, advantagested for girls in education seems not to give
advantage to girls. Further as the world movesew dispensations of the 2Lentury and
Climate Change crisis, the education fraternitystii struggling with issues of the past for
example (performance, access, retention, lack sburees) while a new paradigm shift is
required. This should put education fraternity ¢erta The situation is worse for girls. This is

indeed a looming crisis for educators in the sgciet

There is need to urgently address issues thattakl education to another level and adapt
measures that will ensure equity in performanceafipran education that will ensure change that
reviews the past, adapts the present and pre-éheftature. The focus of this change should be

gender and academic performance.
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5.3 Recommendations.
5.3.1 The study recommends the following for furtheresearch:
a) Longitudinal survey to be conducted on Kenyagstablish why performance in

mathematics and sciences for girls decline as tiey towards adolescence;

b) Finally, to better understand the reasons foe thfferential academic
performance between the boys and girls, a studythenother factors that
determine the differences in academic performaresdbe gender should be
conducted. This includes the social cultural fasst@chool categorization and

teacher-related factors among others.

5.3.2 Classroom factors
a) Teaching styles and assessment forms shoulce\bewed to meet gender
preferred learning and be guided by researchedappes such as modelling

for pre-school age.

5.3.3 Subject Areas
a) Desire interventions in Mathematics and Scieragswell as Information
Technology interventions designs that focus on hownake their related
occupations more interesting for young high achievamong girls and
women (vis-a-vis more academic achievement int¢ives).
b) Target areas in Mathematics that show greatastled (vis-a-vis blanket
uniform interventions) so as to increase pre-ratguiskills lacking in later

learning and thus increase not only participationgerformance.
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5.3.4 The learner (more so girls’)

a) To come up with awareness around discriminagiender- typed socialization

and self concept more so at the development transtages.
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