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ABSTRACT

The main purpose of this study was to investigate factors influencing
infrastructure development in primary schools intH¢amzweni Division, Makueni
County. The study further examined how adequacfjunéls, community, policies
and regulations and stakeholder attitude affectddastructure development in
primary schools in Kathonzweni Division. A desciptsurvey research design was
used in this study. The sample consisted of 27 headhers, 27 Board of
Management and 27 PTA Chairpersons, DEO (1), DQAS@nd AEO (1). In total,
the sample size was eighty four (84). Both censnd purposive sampling
procedures were used to arrive at the sample gqforelents. Instruments used
included questionnaires for Head Teachers andvieterguide for the B.O.M. and
P.T.A chairpersons, AEO, DQASO and DEO and obsmenvathecklist. Data was
analyzed using descriptive statistics, employinghbguantitative (questionnaires)
and qualitative (interview guide) approach. From éimalysis, the following findings
were made: The methods used to raise money foasinfrcture development in
schools include parents’ contribution, governmdidcation and CDF funds. The
role of community members in infrastructure devatept include providing labor
materials, repairing and maintenance, provisiofinainces and monitoring projects.
However, these roles are affected by poverty, le¥education and awareness and
misplaced priorities. Tight policies such as thfmgeprocurement have been noted as
to delay the process of obtaining materials to teolved in the infrastructure
development process. Moreover, the policies do stuaw different roles that
different stakeholders should play in the developimad infrastructure in schools.
Most of the stakeholders have a negative attitudeatds involvement in
infrastructure development. They are of the ided ithis the role of the government
to facilitate development and not them. The follogerecommendations are given:
Clear roles of community, government and othernmag to be developed by the
MoE, more stakeholders to be involved in the irtfrtagure development process in
schools, awareness creation to be made on thefoe&dl community involvement
in infrastructure development. There is need foremooney to be allocated by the
government to support infrastructure developmemhere is also need for policy
issues to be revised so as to guide clear guidelménfrastructure development as
well as avoiding the delays which are experiencedhe procurement process of
materials for infrastructure development.
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background to the study

Globally, educating citizens is a key responsipitif the government and a main
factor in development. Indeed education is seenthas principal institutional
mechanism for the development of human capital kNga, 2003). Education is
actually an investment for a country; hence thera positive correlation between
education and economic development (Rhodes & R84). The United Nations
Declaration on Human Rights (1948) recognizes dtlutaas a human right and
points out that it shall be free. This is furthettbessed by the world conferences on
Education for All (EFA) in Jomtien (1990) and DaKan00) which emphasized the
principles that every child has a right to eduaatiorhe millennium development
goals (MDGs) lay considerable emphasis on educatmorierms of achieving
Universal Primary Education (UPE). Since all hawiggat to education, the issue of
access has necessitated expansion of existing IscaAnd putting up new physical
facilities in schools. Setting up learning struetuis therefore a matter of priority to

government’s world over.

In South Africa, while some schools have exceliaffastructure, others lack basic
services like water and sanitation. It is notedt $ehools in what were formerly

black areas in the apartheid period generally syfé®r infrastructure and there is



backlog of physical school development (Gibberd)7)0 Gibberd (2007) further
denotes that South Africa is struggling with pri@ing which schools should be
given more emphasis in terms of allocating resauitte ensure that the overall

performance of school infrastructure is improved.

Another country in Africa which has been on the nsapcerning the infrastructure
development issues in schools is Nigeria. The gapaof schools in Nigeria are not
in a position to fully handle the ever increasimgofiment of learners. Issues such as
inadequacy of funding, infrastructure and lack olnpower or community
involvement have been raised as to affect the tyuafi education in the schools
(Solutions 4 Africa, 2015). Moreover, various rasears (Olagunju, 2011; Zubairu,
2010; Isyaku, 2003) have also pointed that lackpafper maintenance due to
insufficient policies have contributed to the prlewee of poor infrastructure in most
of the secondary schools in Nigeria. To addresssthee of infrastructure in schools,
the government has tried to come up with some igslior initiatives to encourage
infrastructural development so as to enhance theratlveducation process in

schools.

The issue of infrastructure among schools is alsdeat across various countries in
East Africa. Countries such as Tanzania, Uganda,ili and Rwanda have been
highlighted by various researchers concerning tmambling conditions of

infrastructure in schools. This has also been baited as to influence the

incorporation of various developmental programs aodiculums in the school



inclusive of ICT (World Bank, 2007). Lack of invesgnts or funds, attitude, policy
related issues among many others have been ragedcantribute to the crumbling

conditions of infrastructure in the schools.

In Kenya, the state of infrastructure in many sdfiatill remains wanting. It may be
observed that the state of school infrastructureK@mya is not anywhere near
adequate as thousands of pupils learn in dilapidelgsssrooms or no classrooms at
all and schools lack basic facilities like toilgf@aily Nation, 19 March 2014).
Indeed even before Free Primary Education (FPE) imtasduced, schools barely
had enough infrastructure. With the advent of FiE, available school facilities
simply became overstretched since the issue ohstrircture was glossed over as
more children trooped to schools. Children beganletrn under trees and in
makeshift classrooms, whereas sanitary facilitigshsas toilets and water supply
became overstretched. For instance, The Unitecbh&iChildren's Fund (UNICEF)
(2010) found that on average, 38 male pupils shar@let and 32 female share a
toilet in Kenya'’s public primary schools. This daest meet even the government’'s

own recommendation of one toilet for 25 girls ame ¢or 30 boys.

Kenya's development blueprint, Vision 2030, alsoogmnizes the need for proper
priority towards school physical infrastructure.ite® medium-term plan (MTP) for
2008-2010, education was identified as one of ilet sectors that would contribute
to the national development under vision 2030. @hethe identified flagship

programmes was attainment of education for all ®452 MTP emphasized that the



government would develop an infrastructure programtm rehabilitate schools
(Vision, 2030). Apart from these, there is need &mcountability to make the
infrastructure funding effective. In January, 2010e Presidential Press Service
(PPS) reported that the then president of Kenya,aiMMibaki asked parents to
demand accountability for the funds given or dmttéd to schools. The president
noted that the funds were meant for developmeftazii schools and creation of an

environment conducive for learning.

School infrastructure to a large extent is instrotakin achievement of education
goals. Classrooms, offices, teachers room/stafinfgalay fields and toilets are all
basic requirements essential for the smooth funictgof the school. Head teachers
and School Management Committees (SMC) are taskid e@eveloping and
maintaining infrastructure in their schools. Rajsifunds for infrastructure
development is therefore a key management functiadhe school head teacher. The
head teacher has a duty to ensure that schoosinicaure facilities are available and
kept in tidy state since this is an important drthe provision of education (Mbiti,

2007).

Public primary schools in Kathonzweni division,tjlike in other parts of Kenya, are
expected to have the entire recommended infrastieitd facilitate proper learning
and for the comfort of pupils and teachers. Whilis the desire of the head teachers
to ensure that their schools are adequately eqdjppany schools are inadequately

equipped in terms of infrastructure developmenter€éhare children learning in



crowded classrooms, classrooms in many schools ddepidated and poorly
maintained and some of the structures are imprdviseuse as classrooms, offices

or toilets.

The Kathonzweni District Education Officer RepoR012) captured the wanting
state of infrastructure in the district and narrdweown to the ability of head
teachers to raise funds for school infrastructlitee report indicates that many head
teachers had tried to mobilize school funds forasiructure development but
complained of many difficulties such as competititor the available donors,
priority to food and learning materials such as Kspdack of cooperation from
parents or even Boards of Management. The DEO tregeo explains that head
teachers also complained that some parents and goitynmembers were unwilling
to contribute to school infrastructure because thegerstand that primary education

is free, thus they do not need to pay anythinghosl.

Infrastructural issues have also been associated goality of education being

provided in the public primary schools. Parents &mthers among many other
stakeholders have been trying to come up withegjras to improve the quality of
education provided in the public schools. Some Hsaan in the forefront in coming
up with approaches targeted towards improving the®al conditions and especially
the quality of infrastructure. A question that hewe remains among many
individuals and researchers is how can resourcesnbhilized in schools for

infrastructural development practices? And if theree resource mobilization



practices, what then are the factors affectingastfuctural development in primary
schools? All these questions form a key componénhis study. As such, the
researcher examined the factors which influencéastructure development. Some
of the variables which the study examined inclute tole of the community,

availability of funds as well as policies.

1.2 Statement of the problem

Physical infrastructure in public primary schoaiskathonzweni division has been
in a bad state. One may observe that there areequate facilities such as
classrooms, sanitation facilities and poor kitcltemditions among many others.
Moreover, the playgrounds in most of the schoadtsimara poor state and thus pose a
challenge to the security of the children whiletle playground. The capacity of
school facilities cannot sustain the increased Ienemt of the pupils which has
largely been influenced by the introduction of FRremary Education (FPE). Head
teachers in the area have been trying their leest in promoting infrastructure
development to schools but all this has been in.vas such, this has raised question
among various stakeholders in the educational semtowhat exactly are the
challenges which are affecting infrastructure depeient in public primary schools.

This question formed the general objective and sef this study.

On the other hand, there are a number of studiedyg 2012; Ayogu, 2007; MOE,
2005; Crampton and Thompson, 2003) which have lbaeted out with respect to

resource mobilization and infrastructure developmé&or instance, the study by



Ministry of Education (MoE) (2005) emphasized omrpling, accountability for
resource use and community participation throughpe@merment in resource
mobilization. However, most of these studies haae their own limitations which
vary from geographical coverage to the methodolgapproaches. This study on
the other hand, investigated factors affectingastiucture development in primary
schools in Kenya. Hence, there was need for thislysto be carried out to
investigate the factors affecting infrastructurevelepment in primary schools in

Kathonzweni Division, Makueni County, Kenya.

1.3 Purpose of the study

The purpose of this study was to investigate thetofa affecting infrastructure

development in primary schools in Kathonzweni Diis Makueni County.

1.4 Research objectives

This study was guided by the following researcteotiyes:
i. To establish the extent to which adequacy of funflsence infrastructure
development in primary schools in Kathonzweni Duwis
ii.  To assess the extent to which policies and reguiatinfluence infrastructure
development in primary schools in Kathonzweni Duuis
iii. To determine how community involvement influencefrastructure
development in primary schools in Kathonzweni Duuis
iv. ~To examine how parent attitude influence infrasticee development in

primary schools in Kathonzweni Division.



1.5 Research questions

The following research questions were used to gidestudy:
i.  How does the adequacy of funds affect infrastrecti@velopment in primary

schools in Kathonzweni Division?

ii.  What are the effects of policies and regulationgndnastructure development
in primary schools in Kathonzweni Division?

iii.  How does the community involvement affect infrastame development in
public primary schools in Kathonzweni Division?

iv. How does parent attitude influence infrastructuexvedopment in primary

schools in Kathonzweni Division?

1.6 Significance of the study

This study is hoped to be of significance to vasistakeholders in the educational
sector. These stakeholders include pupils, heathées, parents, the government,
community members and policy makers. Pupils aretidp be the key beneficiaries
of this study. Through the recommendations, thely lva able to have a good and
conducive learning environment that comprises ofll warnished and safe

infrastructure to use. Moreover, they will alsorbaforced on the roles that they can

play to facilitate the maintenance of the availabfeastructure in the school.

The head teachers, PTA and BOG members are alstexbto benefit from the
findings and recommendations of this study. Thel fivst be enlightened on the

various factors such as adequacy of funds, poliaied$ regulations, community



involvement and parents’ attitude affect infrastowe development in the school.
Moreover, through the recommendations, they wilpbavided with techniques that
they may use to overcome these challenges anddbilitate effective infrastructure
development in the school. The community membeahsalso benefit from this
study. They will be in a position to learn how thémvolvement affects the
development of infrastructure in schools. Hencey thill be encouraged to put more
efforts in supporting head teachers, teachershgaend the government in general

in facilitating infrastructure development in sckoo

The government through the Ministry of EducationieBce and Technology
(MOEST) are also hoped to benefit from this stulstablishing the major challenges
facing infrastructure development, MOEST is expedte support the head teachers
to improve the quality and quantity of infrastruetuin schools and thereby
improving the learning environment. Through thisdst the assessment results can
be guideposts that would help policy makers toruesiire the current policies as
well as develop new policies which may help in sufipg infrastructure
development in schools. Moreover, the policies a0 be restructured so as to
create an easy flow in the procurement processesnatierials required for
infrastructure development in the schools.

This study is also expected to contribute to gdnknawledge on the areas of
infrastructure development in schools in the thwatld countries. The research will

provide adequate, relevant and more current infoomaon how community



involvement, policies and regulations, parents’itade affect infrastructure

development in public schools in Kenya.

1.7 Limitations of the study

According to Kombo (2006), limitations refer to thardles a researcher anticipates
over which they have no control. Kathonzweni Dietsihas schools which are far
apart and many are not served by any form of pukdiecsport due to the poor state
of the roads. In some cases, reaching school mauwiree hiring of motorcycle
transport and it may therefore take long to rea@mynschools quickly. This was
tackled by planning well and arranging for advatremsport as may be necessary.
Another limitation of this study is that it was grdarried out in one district. Thus the

information obtained may differ from other distgéh the country.

1.8 Delimitations of the study

Delimitations are the boundaries of the study rmseof geographical coverage (Oso
and Onen, 2009). The study was conducted in puplicnary schools in

Kathonzweni Division, Makueni County, Kenya. Thespendents were head
teachers from the public secondary schools in Kathveni Division, BOM and PTA

chairpersons, AEO, DQASO and DEO officials. Heaathers from private schools
in the division did not form part of the respondemiecause their management
policies differ from one school to another and tHanding methods are also not

similar to those of public schools.
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1.9 Basic assumptions of the study

The study was carried on the assumption that:

i) Head teachers were capable of identifying theiregoln infrastructure
development including pointing out challenges axpressing their opinions
on alternative approaches of raising funds.

i) Respondents would be willing to participate in $hedy and engage in giving

honest responses to the questions that the resea@éks to answer.

1.10 Definition of key terms

Adequacy of fundsrefers to the availability of financial resourcesjuired by

public primary schools for infrastructure develomte

Community involvement refers to the extent to which the members of thaesp
willingly engage in infrastructure development gFsses in public primary schools.
Challengerefers to any difficulty experienced by head teastss they raise funds
for developing school infrastructure

Influence refers to what prompts the head teacher to seedtsfunobilization for
infrastructure development in their schools

Infrastructure refers tothe physical facilities in the school such as claews,
teachers’ houses, staffroom, offices, water systéitehen and toilets.

Parents’ attitude refers to parents’ perception of their respongibdi towards
infrastructure development in public primary sclsool

Policies and regulationsrefer to the mechanisms and principles put in ptacaid

in the infrastructural development processes ifdipybimary schools.
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Public primary school refers toa school that is maintained at public expensetfer t
education of the children of a community or digtaad that constitutes a part of a
system of free public education offered by the Goreent of Kenya, and guided by
the national curriculum in offering instruction papils.

Resourcerefers toa source of supply, support, or aid, especially tra can be

readily drawn upon when needed.

1.11 Organization of the study

The study was organized into five chapters. Chamter covered the background to
the study, statement of the problem, purpose ofsthdy, limitations of the study,
delimitations of the study, objectives of the studdsearch questions, significance of
the study, some assumptions of the study, defmitdd significant terms and
organization of the study. Chapter two was conaeméh literature review. It
contained infrastructure development in schooly@mce of funds on infrastructure
development, influence of government policies offrastructure development,
community’s involvement in infrastructure developrpe parents’ attitude and
infrastructure development, summary of literatuegiew, theoretical framework,
conceptual framework and. Chapter three discudsedniethodology of this study.
This presented the research design, the targetlggapy sample size, sampling
procedures, research instruments, validity of thetruments, data collection
procedures, data analysis techniqgues and ethicasiderations. Chapter four
presented the analysis presentation and discus&itvapter five covered the

summary, conclusions and recommendations.
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CHAPTER TWO

LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 Introduction

This chapter presents the related literature resiewn the factors influencing
resource mobilization for infrastructure developmenhe literature reviewed is
obtained from online articles, books and journaf®ag many others. The chapter is

presented based on the research objectives.

2.2 Infrastructure development in schools

Infrastructure development continues to be an isaised by various stakeholders
not only in the economic sector any given countty blso in the educational
systems. With the increased enrollment, school aditnations find it a challenge to
provide enough facilities to cater for the eduaadioneeds of the pupils. It may be
observed that in sub-Saharan Africa (inclusive eh¥a) and the poorest countries in
Asia, the challenge of providing adequate primatyoation facilities is huge. To
meet the Education for All target of providing ueisal access to primary education
worldwide it has been estimated that up to 10 amliclassrooms need to be built at a

cost of US$72 billion (World Bank, 2003).

In sub-Saharan Africa alone it is estimated thataupS$30 billion will be required
to address the shortfall in provision of suitabled asafe learning environments.

Typically, classrooms are overcrowded, many bugdirand other facilities are

13



inadequate, sites are poorly planned and thei#lésrhaintenance. This situation is
not conducive to good teaching and learning (Bont&lra, Leathes, Das &
Wakeham, 2010). According to these observatiorss, pgiramount for Kenyan
government among various other stakeholders tonpre efforts in ensuring that
not only policies are designed to promote infradtite development, but the who
society and community at large are reinforced amdivated to take part in the

infrastructure development process in schools.

Where there are limited resources it is importamt tthey are they targeted
efficiently and equitably. This is often not theseaand facilities are not constructed
in a way that effectively matches demand. Even whererage pupil/classroom
ratios are high, it is not uncommon to find schowlsere there are unused or
underused facilities. In Guinea, as many as 16%ladsrooms were recorded as
unused in 2000 and in Madagascar the number wast a8 in 2005. This is

because of a tendency to construct schools wittaradard number of classrooms
rather than with the number of classrooms requivgdthe actual and planned
enrolment. The provision of smaller schools in Fk@mmunities can result in more
efficient use of resources, reduce traveling distan and increase access

(Theunynck, 2003).

Infrastructure development in schools not only émtthe construction of new
facilities but it also includes repairs and maimatere of the already existing

infrastructure. In most of the primary schools,proper mechanisms have been set
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to aid in infrastructure repair and maintenance.sAsh, old facilities continue to
deteriorate and thus posing insecurity risks to ldgners. It may be noted that
investments in repairs and maintenance are vetyeaftective but have historically
received little priority or attention from governnie or development partners. The
current deficit of classrooms is due in part to pamintenance of the existing
building stock. In order to obtain the maximum walior money from educational
facilities it is essential that their lifecycle ¢®sre minimized and that they remain

serviceable throughout their life (Bonner, Kalraathes, Das & Wakeham, 2010).

A study carried out by Lawther (2009) on the reviewnfrastructure development
approaches in the Solomon Islands indicated thietstructure development projects
in schools were being faced by a number of isstibsse included the quality of
construction and design, timeliness of delivery,stcocoverage, community
empowerment, implementation and future maintenaBt®ng community support
for schools and education was offset by policy iogilons due to “fee free”
education; the under-utilization of existing infrasture space and land issues

regarding education infrastructure and communitiegendence on foreign aid.

2.3 Influence of funds on infrastructure developmen

Financing of education refers to the funding ofaathconditions and resources to
meet quality standards, spending on education snputachieve learning goals,
allocating adequate revenue flow to enhance pedoom and monitoring the

budgeted resources for education. In 1974, the dWBdnk report on education
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suggested a number of broadened sources of refenaducation beyond the limits
of regular government budgets which included vaimethods by which those who
received education could pay greater share ob#s Sifuna, 1990). It is with these
trends that the infrastructure was somehow negle@embo, 1985). This state of
affairs was to manifest greatly with the introdoatiof free primary education (FPE)
in Kenya in 2003. At one-point three million newpqils entered into the country’s
primary schools overwhelming school infrastruct¢iNICEF, 2005). The 2003

school facilities census estimated that, nationwttere was a shortfall of 43,000
classrooms although was not clear what proportibrthese are existing semi-

permanent (MoEST, 2007).

Funding for physical infrastructure in primary sohdas over the years been part of
the overall school financing. Physical infrastwret funding will involve the funds
or efforts expected on building, land, physicaliemvment, furniture and black wall
either in form of repair and maintenance, constoactand infrastructure
management. Primary school physical infrastructuneling has been a challenging
undertaking especially due to scarcity of resousted capacity constraints (Elcher,

1989).

Funding for physical infrastructure is by commuesti parents and government.
Community funding is very effective in cases in @hithe community desires to
make future sacrifices to satisfy the practicaldsedExternal help should just be a

supplement (Theunynck, 2003). One of the most Bogmt external funding bodies
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for education is the World Bank which in 1963 is$uts first educational loan

targeting infrastructure (World Bank, 1988).

Funding for school facilities in Africa was greatgmphasized at independence
(Otiende, Wamahiu & Karugu, 1992). However the adgiroviding it was found to
be three times higher compared to the developetwdhis led to self-help where
parents became more responsible for capital inve#snin education (Bogonko,
1992). These trends led to infrastructure negl€bis was manifested greatly with
the introduction of FPE in which the enrollmentpaipils in school overwhelmed the
infrastructure available. This study intends toestgate how funds and grants
influence the mobilization of resources used foysptal infrastructure development

in public primary schools in Kathonzweni Division.

2.4 Community involvement and infrastructure develpment in primary schools

After independence, most African countries conegatt their attention on
expansion of educational facilities to achieve ascand equity (Otiende, Wamahiu
& Karugu, 1992). In 1961, a joint conference orgadi by the UNESCO (United
Nations Educational and Cultural Organization) dddited Nations Economic
Commission for Africa noted that the cost of pradgcany quality education was
three times higher in developing countries thanddneeloped. It was suggested that
education cost could be reduced by for exampleatgrenelp in self-help building.
Many African countries had experienced deficitghat; they had to implement the

Addis Ababa conference. In 1960s communities, rgarand local authorities were
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principally responsible for capital investment innpary education throughout East
Africa (Bogonko, 1992). The communities’ contrilmrs ranged from poles, thatch
cash and labour. In many parts of the world egfigcthe developing world,

funding primary school education infrastructure haen largely dependent on local
community. For instance in Burma, the Parents’chess Association (PTA) has a

major input in financing education (Black & Scendl&980).

A survey of 1972/73 by the Ministry of Educatioretd revealed that the PTAs
provided for 21.2% of the cost of building 63.8% the cost of furniture and
equipment, 63.4% repairs and 87.7% of general ©geaticies. In Malaysia, it is the
parents associations (PAs). The role of the parasdgsciations is primarily that of
material support; for example, contributing to dinl of school halls, canteens and
adding classes. Thinh (1991) observes that thela&es come to play a central role
in construction and maintenance of building andlifees in association with the
local education councils. PAs persuade and enceul production and trading
establishments in building educational facilitids. Vietham, most primary schools
have been built by people through the PAs and dbal leducational councils. The
association is also involved in the provision ok benches and in teaching aids

(Thinh, 1991).

A close connection was found between the presehceligious organizations and
the community action activities. This has beenlatted to the religious motivated

sentiments of altruism and philanthropy (Grier, 799Salomon and Anheier
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postulated that Christianity and particularly Pstéatism permit the flourishing of
the community actions because of its emphasis dividualism and its strong
independence from state control. Gaduh (2012) fdead that different religions
had different impacts on the rise of the commuaittion depending on the weight
they assigned to charitable acts in terms of tinekr@sources, supporting individual

action, commitment to institution building and theglationship with the country.

Ministry of Education (2009) comments that commyigibntribution either in terms
of financial resources depending on the economieller in kind is required to
support government and other pertinent contribsti@@ommunities are expected to
provide firewood, employ a cook, provide kitcherengils, cooking water and
monitor the utilization of the project’s funds, part of their contribution (MOE,
2009). This study will seek to find out the rolesronunities play in infrastructure

development in primary schools in Kathonzweni Diuis

2.5 Government policies and infrastructure developmnt in primary schools

Countries and any of its operations are governedifigrent regulations and policies
put in place. The same also applied in the educatsetor. Through the ministry of
education, the government has been able to setoliggs which guide the way
things are run in the various schools in the countihe status of infrastructure
development in schools has also been capturednwii@ government policies and
regulations in the educational sector. It can hawéwe observed that despite the

prevalence of polices and regulations still thdustaof physical infrastructure in
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some of the public primary schools may not be ugtamdards. This may be due to a
number of issues such as vandalisms, corruptiaiheninfrastructure development
projects and various stakeholders not taking thesponsibility seriously among

many others.

There are various specifications which have beewiged when it comes to physical
infrastructure in schools. According to UNESCO (@))(appropriate and sufficient
building, child friendly, safe environment enhandald rights. The Ministry of
Education in Kenya has come up with safety starsdardnual for schools in Kenya
(MoE, 2005). This emphasizes the importance of dgimgp with Education Act
(Cap 211) and Public Health Act (Cap 242). The mahdiscusses size and number
of physical infrastructure for resistance and recmmds the need for sufficiency.
According to these acts physical infrastructureludes structures such as
classrooms, kitchen, laboratories, water tanksygotaund, and equipment among
others. The facilities can be either permanenteanporary. Such structures are
supposed to be appropriate, adequate and propexdyeld devoid of any risks to
users. However, one may find that the quality othsunfrastructures in the
respective public schools is inadequate. Moreawer available facilities are always

in poor conditions.

The government policies and regulations also spdbiit sanitation infrastructure
must be safe and built to the required standaRislatrines should be built at least

10 metres away from tuition blocks. When ablutidack is attached to the other
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buildings a high degree of cleanness must be maéda Pit latrines should be at
least 15 metres away from a water point. In mixagtbsls, girls’ sanitation facilities
must be separate and offer complete privacy. ihsitaction of sanitation facilities,
the following must be observed. The first thigainers, 4 closet holes. A maximum
of 270 learners: one closet for thirty learnersalhschools, appropriate provision

should be given to learners with special needs (N28B5).

Various government policies which have been putemamphasis in the Kenyan
schools have not solely addressed on the areasfraktructure development. For
instance, one good policy is that of Free Secondalycation (FSE) policy. This
policy has been implemented with a main objectifeensuring that deserving
children from poor family backgrounds do not misg on secondary education. as
such, this policies misses out on addressing hdwastructures may be put in place
S0 as to support those children from poor backgisuo accessing education in
schools that have good infrastructure and a cowmdudearning environment

(Mbayah & Maende, 2011).

According to an observation made by Republic of y&i(2010) and Chiuri and
Kiumi (2005), poor educational policies which le@adunchecked arbitrary increase
of school fees and other levies like teachers mtbtm, purchase of school bus
among others in schools poses a challenge in togdwernment of Kenya in
effectively implementing the FSE policy as well essuring that it provides an

avenue for infrastructure development consideratidhe respective schools.
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As it has been reviewed in this section, thereiadeed a number of provisions
which have been made by the government concerhiagtate of infrastructure in
primary schools. However, one question that stigérs in individuals’ minds is,
what then is the issue that has led to the prewaleof poor infrastructural
development in schools despite government polib@&ng been put in place to
address on the issue? Moreover, there are no nmglrieal studies which have
been done on the influence government policiesndrastructure development in
schools. As such, this study intends to examing tieen the government policies

are influencing infrastructure development in pniynschools in Kenya.

2.6 Influence of attitude on infrastructure developnent

The attitude that different stakeholders have md#juénce the extent to which
infrastructure may be developed in schools. A stwdg carried out by Roy (2008)
to examine the attitude towards school infrastngctf students in primary schools.
Multistage random sampling was followed in collentiof data from 572 students of
different schools located in 6 high and 6 lessrdite rural blocks in 6 different
districts of West Bengal. Four questionnaires weveloped to assess (a)
Demographic and socio-economic conditions (b) Ad# towards school
infrastructure (c) School attendance motivation &hdAcademic performance of
students. Nine attitudes (cleanliness, safety, odmridequacy, exploring, reliability,
easiness, equal opportunity, willingness to paét in school activities) towards
school infrastructure were initially conceptualizeshd accordingly one highly

reliable (Kuder Richardson reliability = 0.90) @8 questionnaire was developed.
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Results revealed that attitude varies with diffeemnin religion, socio economic
status, districts, literacy rate of blocks, andhwévailable school infrastructure
facilities. The study also found out that attitudktermines one’s motivation to use

infrastructure.

The involvement of community members in the ininastiural development is also a
key element which may be largely influenced by tiyge of attitude that they have
towards their responsibilities. A study by Gallagtteerreira and Convery (2005) on
the public attitude towards solid waste landfifirastructure showed that there was a
correlation between attitude and the developmeti®infrastructure. It was shown
that if the public positively viewed the infrasttuce as being beneficial, they

directly engaged themselves in developing the stifugture and vice versa.

Another study was carried out by Gbolagade, OmaoteKbmolafe, Oni & Adereti

(2014) to examine rural youth participation in adtructural development in Isin
local government area of Kwara State, Nigeria. Datee collected with the aid of a
questionnaire, which was analyzed using frequermynt and percentages. Chi-
square analysis was used to test the hypothesigyoificance between the socio-
economic characteristics and the level of partiogoa in infrastructural

development. Besides, in infrastructural developmas well as the associated
constraints which include finance, availabilityrofterials, technical knowledge and
time, attitude was raised as a key issue whicluémited the participation of youth in

infrastructure development. The limitation of tisidy was that it only focused on
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infrastructural development in the community andstlthere is need for the current
study to be done to investigate on how attitudri@rfce infrastructure development

in schools.

It is widely recognized that parents can provideiahle help for their children by
showing that they are interested in their schoalkvand see the value of what they
study at school. There is strong evidence thatfthia of support can have a real and
positive effect on performance of children at sdhaad, therefore, on their future
(The Scottish Office, 2002). The same concept ap@iso when it comes to parents
showing interest on the learning environments efrthhildren. The interest shown
is an indication of positive attitude towards istracture development. Lack of
interest among parents in the infrastructure obsetshthat pupils use in their learning
process may influence their extent of involvement the development of

infrastructure in schools.

Moreover, the attitude of parents in the developnpeocess of infrastructure is very
important. Through positive attitude, parents maytgemselves involved in various
ways. These ways include but may not be limitecbétng involved in decision
making processes at school level, collaboratindy whe community by identifying
and integrating resources and services from thenuamty o strengthen school
programmes and infrastructure development, famifciices and student learning

and development (Nandango, Obondoh & Otiende, 2005)
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2.7 Summary of literature review

The literature review has shown the importance fiécéveness of physical
infrastructure funding in primary schools has shdhat any study of school funding
has to take into account school physical infrastméc (Crampton & Thompson,
2003). The review has also attempted to establigtkdetween a school’s physical
infrastructure funding and quality education. Séisdalso show that effective school
physical infrastructure funding will positively afft school quality (American
Federation of Teachers (AFT), 2008). However, maistdies (UNESCO, 2010;
Crampton & Thompson, 2008), have concentrated enefifiect of infrastructure
funding on specific learning outcomes for exampdacher and student motivation.
The literature review also suggests that fundingpfoysical infrastructure in school
is a good investment that gives positive outconveb(la, 2011). However, there is
little that has been done to study infrastructueeetbpment in primary schools, with

more specificity to Kathonzweni Division.

2.8 Theoretical framework

This study was guided by the Reinforcement thedri3.&. Skinner developed in
1953. This is a fundamental learning theory basethe premise that it is believed
that behaviour is a function of its environmentsiflee school environment includes
the infrastructure and other facilities which make learning environment better.

This is positive ‘reinforcement’ which supportsreag.
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There are a number of strengths which have contisiycsupported the prevalence
of reinforcement theory in many organizations. Eheengths include the fact that
it Provides clues to motivation, keeps employesslired, it is easily applied in any
given setting and Impressive research support (Radm2010). Despite the
strengths, there are a number of challenges whiliaaed in the application of the
theory. These challenges/weaknesses include difficuin identifying

rewards/punishments, hard to apply to complicatech$ of behavior, imposes on
freewill and it effectively often expires. Moreoyereinforcement theory also

disregards internal motivation.

In the context of this study, reinforcement theevgs found to be much more
relevant. The theory was considered appropriatausethe learning environment
created by having suitable infrastructure in schfwins part of a conducive
environment for the learners. This is realizedhie form of appropriate classroom,
sufficient desks, toilet facilities, a kitchen tater for their meals and playground for
physical fithess and even spacious and well-tetaeds where children will relax

during their free time form class.

Moreover, when the head teacher ensures that swdltiés are available, they are
involved in helping to set a suitable environmemtrfurturing good behaviour which
is expected to translate into better performanceclidren. The good learning
environment as a reinforcement factor serves ttureiand support good behaviour

for the pupils. In the absence of such facilitiéise learning environment is
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compromised and the learners may not have suffigapport to influence them

towards the desired behaviour change that the $shoald build in them.

2.9 Conceptual framework

This study conceptualizes that the dependent Jaridépends upon various other
independent variables. Development of infrastruectarschools has been considered
as the dependent variable which depends upon wanmependent variables which
include availability of funds, government policiele of the community and
stakeholders’ attitude. These processes considerdte mobilization of resources
for funds include fundraisers, grants, labour, sthiees and sponsorships. The

relationship between the variables is as summairiz&ture 2.1.

Availability of Funds
- Donors/ Sponsors
- Parents

- Government

- CDF allocations

Government Policies
- Procurement policies
- School infrastructure
development policies

- Resource mobilization| - Infrastructure Development
olicies - Community Tn Public Primary Schools
AWAreness programs - Finished classes
- SC1_1001 general - Ample and conducive toilets
ocietal Role meefings - Good Sanitation facilities
- Labour

- Adequate Playground

- Finances

- Repair & Maintenance

- Management of
infrastructure development
rocess

Attitude
- Role perception
- Responsibility
ownership

Figure 2.1: Factors influencing infrastructure devéopment in public primary

schools
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As it has been conceptualized in this study, tteeevarious factors which affect
infrastructure development in public primary sclsodlhese include availability of
funds, government policies, societal role andwatt To begin with, schools may try
to evaluate the amount of funds they have and desther it can facilitate the
process of infrastructure development in schoolgh®it funds, schools may not
develop new or even repair the already availableiphl infrastructure. On the other
hand, the government policy provision also doesuamice the development of
infrastructure especially in public schools. Thes#ools are always under the
management and control of the government. As stitthe policies formulate do not

address the infrastructure development in the dchoo progress will be

experienced.

The involvement of society and attitude are two kasstors which go hand in hand
together. It may be observed that if the sociedt 8 inclusive of parents have
negative attitude towards infrastructure developnmeschools, then they will not be
involved in the process and vice versa. Moreoves,rbles of the societal members
which include provision of labor, finances, repand maintenance may not be fully
achieved if the participants have a negative aituFor these factors to be properly
utilized so as to facilitate infrastructure devetegmt there are a number of processes
which are to be put in place. These include congt@ammunity awareness programs
on infrastructure development and school generaktimgs where parents are
encouraged to participate in the infrastructureettgyment process. Through this

process, the schools are able to improve on imfretsire development in schools.
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CHAPTER THREE

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

3.1. Introduction

This chapter presents the research design, targetlation, sample size and
sampling procedures, research instruments, datiectioh procedure and data

analysis techniques.

3.2 Research design

Research design is a logical and valuable way aiihg at the world (Gall, Borg &

Gall, 2003). A descriptive survey research desigs wsed in this study. This design
was used because it enables investigation intostiigect under study. Gay and
Airasian (2000) indicate that descriptive survegide is used on preliminary and
exploratory studies to enable the researcher ¢aidarmation, summarize, present

and interpret for clarification purposes.

In the context of the study, the research desigabled the researcher to collect
information from various key respondents on thedigcinfluencing infrastructure
development in public primary schools in Kathonzimdirision. This was through

the help of questionnaires, interview guides angkolation guide.

3.3 Target population

This study was conducted in all public primary saedn Kathonzweni division of

Makueni County. According to records obtained frahe office of the DEO
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Kathonzweni district, this division has 27 publicinpary schools. The target
population consisted of 27 head teachers, the DBE®,DQASO and the AEO.
Additionally, the B.O.M chairpersons (27) and 27APdhairpersons also targeted in

the study.

3.4 Sample size and sampling procedures

A sample is a smaller group or sub-group obtaimethfthe accessible population
(Mugenda & Mugenda, 2003). This subgroup was clyefaelected to be

representative of the whole population with theevaht characteristics. Each
member or case in the sample is referred to agsiiypspondent or interviewees.
The sample for this study consisted of 27 headhexag 27 Board of Management
and 27 PTA Chairpersons, DEO, DQASO and AEO. laltdlhe sample size for this

study was eighty four (84).

Sampling is referred to as a process of selectingmaber of individuals or objects
from a population such that the selected groupanstelements representative of
the characteristics found in the entire group (@od2004). A census sampling
method was used in this study to select all heathers, B.O.M and PTA
chairpersons. This sampling method was used irsthidy owing to the fact that the
respondents are few and thus for comprehensivetddt@ obtained it was necessary
to select all of them. In total, 27 head teach27sPTA chairpersons and 27 B.O.M

members were selected to participate in the study.
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On the other hand, purposive sampling method wed tesselect the DEO, DQASO

and AEO. This sampling procedure was used simptplree these respondents held
key positions in the education sector in the distand thus they were in a better
position of providing adequate, relevant and kdgrimation on the area under study.

moreover, these respondents were held as key iafasin the study.

3.5 Research instruments

This study employed questionnaires, interview gsiigied an observation checklist.
Questionnaires

A guestionnaire is a research instrument that gattiata on a large sample, save on
time, and can uphold confidentiality. According tovell and Lawson (1970),
questionnaires are widely used in education to iobiaormation about current
condition and practice, and to make attitudes gridions. Further, Best and Khan
(2003) points out that a questionnaire enablegsopeadministering them to explain
the purpose of the study and to give meaning oftémas that may not be clear. They
have the advantage of asking specific questionstwtill for specific answers. The
answers can be classified and the information aoediain the responses quantified.
In this study the questionnaires was expected ikdt ehformation from head

teachers. The questionnaire was structured bas#tearsearch objectives.

Interview guide
Interview guide was used because they yield higbesperation and lowest refusal

rates, offers high response quality and takes d@dganof interviewer presence and
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its multi-method data collection, which combinesesfioning, cross-examination
and probing approaches (Owens, 2002). The reseanteeviewed the Board of
Management (B.O.M) and Parent Teacher Associattom.f) chairpersons, AEO,
DQASO and DEO to elicit information that met thadst objectives. The interview
guide was semi-structured (with some closed and epéed items) and was divided
into two main sections, namely demographic charesties of the respondents and

the factors that influence infrastructure developtme public primary schools.

Observation checklist

The researcher also observed the infrastructucditias and school records to help
in assessing their levels of infrastructure develept. Observation makes the
observer to detach himself from the social sethiagng investigated and allows him
to gain a more objective view of the reality beingestigated (Scott & Usher, 2004).
Moreover, the checklist was used to assess théyjuglantity and conditions of the

infrastructure.

3.6 Validity of instruments

Validity is concerned with establishing whether thstruments are measuring what
they are supposed to measure (Gay, 1992). Orodli®)2lefines it as the degree to
which a test measures what it purports to be maagsuilt is an important

characteristic of a scientific instrument. It isr@ation of a test with some outside
independent criteria which are regarded by expEstthe best measure of the trait.

Singh (1986) and Orodho (2009) tend to concur tradidity is concerned with
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general ability. When a test is valid, it meansciismclusion can be generalized in
relation to the general population. The researaked peer review of the instruments
to test their validity and also sought for expenowledge of the supervisors to
ascertain their validity. Three public schools fraime neighboring Mavindini

Division were used as a pilot study to pre-testviality of the instruments.

3.7 Reliability of instruments

Kombo and Tromp (2006) define reliability as thge to which a test consistently
measures whatever it measures. That is, the aldityonsistently yield the same
results when repeated measurements are taken a&fathe object under the same
conditions (Gay, 1999). To establish the reliapibf the research instruments, the
researcher carried out a pilot test of the instmisyesing another similar group with
the same characteristics as the one targeted irsttidy. The reliability of the
instruments was computed using Cronbach’s Alph@b#ity coefficient method.
The most common internal consistency measure is\ah's alpha, which is

usually interpreted as the mean of all possibldfiooents.

The data was computed using SPSS computer progradetermine Cronbach’s
reliability coefficient. The respondents for thdopitest were picked from 3 public
primary schools from the neighboring Mavindini BiMin. These schools and the
respondents did not form part of the actual stédter filing the questionnaires, they
were collected, scored and manually tested foabgity. The correlation coefficient

found was 0.8. According to an observation mad&bégrge and Mallery (2003), if a
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Cronbach’s reliability correlation coefficient isegter or equal to 0.7 is obtained
then the questionnaires are treated as reliablsudls, the questionnaire was held as
reliable. On the other hand, the interview guided abservation checklist were not

tested for reliability.

3.8 Data collection procedures

First, the researcher requested for an introdudttgr from University of Nairobi.
He then sought for a permit from the National Cossiun for Science, Technology
and Innovation (NACOSTI). This was presented toDsrict Education Officer in
charge of Kathonzweni for authority to carry ontwiesearch in the study locale.
The researcher then visited the schools for inttmy purposes and requested for
appointment from the head teachers about whenrtonggter the instruments to the

respondents.

The questionnaire was administered in person artkcted once filled. The
researcher also booked meetings with the BoM and ERairpersons for the
interviews. The interview was conducted in a comgri@nvironment. Moreover,
during the distribution of the questionnaires thsearcher was also observing the
various infrastructures in the school and thusinigkthe observation checklist
according the prevailing conditions. Lastly, a nmegtwith the DEO, DQASO and
AEO was also organized and the interview condudiette the data collection was

done, the data was picked and used for analysis.
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3.9 Data analysis techniques

Collected data was first checked for completenesferb analysis. Data analysis
involved both qualitative and quantitative. Quaatiite data was analysed using
descriptive statistics, which involved a procesdrahsforming a mass of raw data
into tables, charts, with frequency distributiord grercentages which formed a vital
part of making sense of the data (Mugenda, 2008g Guantitative data was

analyzed using Statistical Package for Social ®eien(SPSS) program and
presented using tables, graphs and pie chartsrasd form to give a clear picture of
the research findings at a glance. The qualitadata was subjected to analysis by
synthesizing the responses and thematically amgnifiem in conformity with the

study objectives. This helped the researcher tonsanze the information and

present them as discussions on infrastructure dpnednt in schools.

3.10 Ethical considerations

In this study, the rights of the research partictpavere ensured. This was done
based on ensuring that the principles governingare$ participants were followed.
The principle of voluntary participation which recgs that people are not coerced
into participating in research was followed. Th®rmed consent of the participants
was also ensured by explaining the aim of the stuaty the procedures involved.
The participants’ information was confidential. thar the principle of anonymity

was also adhered to. The participant remained anouny throughout the study.
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CHAPTER FOUR
DATA ANALYSIS, PRESENTATION AND INTERPRETATION
4.1 Introduction
The chapter is presented based on the followintiosec response rate, background
information of the respondents, availability of fishand infrastructure development
in schools, role of community in infrastructure dpment, policies and regulation
on infrastructure development and stakeholdersitud# and infrastructure

development.

4.2 Response rate

This section presents the response rate of themdspts who participated in the
study. During data collection, the researcher dswesnty seven questionnaires to
the head teachers, twenty seven interview guidéset®TA and B.O.M respectively

and one interview guide for AEO, DQASO and DEO ezstpely. The results are

presented in Table 4.1

Table 4. 1: Instrument response rate

Respondents Issued Received Percentage (%)
instruments Instruments

Head Teachers 27 27 100

PTA 27 25 92.6

B.O.M 27 24 88.9

AEO 1 1 100

DEO 1 1 100

DQASO 1 1 100

TOTAL 84 79 94%
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A total of 84 instruments were given to the responsg. However, only 79
instruments were received that had been fully nedpd to. This translates to a

response rate of 94%. This is representation isl goough for the data analysis.

4.3 Background information of head teachers

The head teachers who participated in this study wgesen a number of questions
for background information. These questions capt@lements such as educational
qualification, working experience, number of pupdsrolled in schools and the

conditions of the available infrastructure in palgrimary schools.

4.3.1 Highest educational qualification

The head teachers were asked to give their higidhstational qualification. The
educational qualification was asked so as for thsearcher to establish the
educational qualification of teachers in schoolovene involved in infrastructure
development. This was categorized into P1, ATS,|ddia, Degree and Masters
Degree. However, only a few academic qualificatiesponses were provided. These

are as summarized by Figure 4.1.

Degree

6 ATS
(22%) 10
(37%)

Diploma
11
(41%)

Figure 4. 1: Distribution of the head teachers byheir highest education
gualification
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The data in figure 4.1 indicates that majority lné primary school head teachers 11
(41%) had a diploma as their highest educationalifigation. Slightly more than a
third of them 10 (37%) however indicated that theyd been able to achieve a

degree as their highest academic qualification.

4.3.2 Working experience

The working experience of the head teachers waslatked into in this study. The

working experience of the teachers was looked sdoas to establish the period
individuals have been involved in the infrastruetwtevelopment processes in the
school. This was categorized into below 2 years,y2ars, 6-10 years and above 10

years. The data is presented in Figure 4.2.

8
35 7 7 (29.6%)
T @59%)  (25.0%)
L 25 S
o
G
£ 5 (18.5%)
3]
o 15
o
10
5
0
Below 2 years  2-5 years 6-10 years above 10 years
Working Experience

Figure 4. 2: Distribution of head teachers by theiworking experience
The data in figure 4.2 shows that there is an elistibution of head teachers with
reference to working experience. Slightly more tlaif of the head teachers 14

(51.8%) had a working experience of less than Bsyedereas 48.1% of them had a
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working experience of more than 6 years. The distibns however show that most
of the teachers in the public primary schools igdeave been in the schools for
quite a good period to be in a position to fadditanfrastructure development

processes in schools.

4.3.3 Number of pupils enrolled in schools

The head teachers were further asked to stateutmbder of pupils attending their
respective schools. The information or numbers igexy were further summarized
into the following categories 200 and below, 20D,3801-400 and 400 and above

pupils. The responses are as summarized by theeHigB.

60 13
48.1%

50 ( 0)
g 40 !
e (25.9%)
8 30
& 20 4 S

(14.8%) (11.1%)
P |
O T T T
200 and below 201 - 300 301-400 400 and abpve
Response

Figure 4. 3: Distribution of head teachers resporeson the number of pupils

enrolled in schools

Figure 4.3 shows that slightly less than a halftted head teachers 13 (48.1%)
indicated that the number of pupils attending tmegpective schools ranged from

201-300 pupils. Slightly more than a quarter ofnthe (25.9%) however indicated
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that the number of pupils was not more than 200omtng to these distributions, it
may be deduced that indeed public primary schomi$ain quite a number of pupils

and thus their population may pose a challengkda@vailable infrastructures.

4.3.4 Conditions of the available infrastructure inschool

The head teachers were further asked to rate whttbeconditions of the various
infrastructures in the schools were good, very gomogdoor. The infrastructure listed
included classrooms, school furniture, toilet, lkén and water point/tanks. Table 4.2
present the data.

Table 4.2: Distribution of head teachers responsem the quality of

infrastructure in schools

Good Very Good Poor
F % F % F %
Classrooms 23 85.2 - - 4 14.8
Furniture 20 74.1 - - 7 25.9
Toilet 16 59.3 1 3.7 10 37.0
Kitchen 12 44.4 1 3.7 14 51.9

Water point/ Tank 13 48.1 6 22.2 8 29.6

Table 4.2 shows that majority of the head teacthwer® positive that the conditions
of the infrastructure in schools were in a goodest&lowever, there are those
schools in the district which have infrastructutieat are in a poor state. One of the

leading infrastructures that are in poor conditionsthe schools is the kitchen
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(51.9%), followed by toilets (37%), water pointsia (29.6%) and school furniture

(25.9%) respectively.

The researcher also looked at the conditions oirtnastructure with the help of the
observation guide. Through the guide, it was fotimat not all the schools in the
division had quality infrastructure. Moreover, soofethe classes had deteriorating
facilities and this posed a great challenge onléaening processes in the school.
Moreover, the researcher also observed that there wertain schools which had
unfinished structures in the school. Other infiadtiral elements that were found to
be inadequate in the schools compare to the rastudents available included play
grounds, classrooms, toilets and water points. Timding justifies a previous
research which was done on the impact that the lleraot rates had on
infrastructure in schools. According to an obsaoraby the UNICEF (2005), the
increased enrollment of pupils in schools since itheeption of free primary

education has contributed to increased pressutieeoavailable infrastructure.

4.4 Availability of funds for infrastructure development

Availability of funds plays a critical role when @omes to initiating projects on
infrastructure development. When the funds are egadte, then the projects may
not be able to progress effectively. As such, giisdy sought to establish how
adequacy of funds affected infrastructure develogmea primary schools in

Kathonzweni Division.
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4.4.1 Methods Used To Raise Money to Develop Infiascture in Schools

The head teachers were asked to indicate the nethatithey used to raise money
to develop infrastructure in schools. The methdust were suggested included
government allocations, CDF funds, religious orgations, school fees, parents’
contributions and donors. The data is present8diie 4.3

Table 4.3: Distribution of head teachers on the mébds used to raise money for

infrastructure development in schools

Yes No

Parents Contributions 23 852 4 14.8
Government allocation 20 741 7 25.9
CDF 18 66.7 9 33.3
Donors 9 33.3 18 66.7
Religious organizations 7 259 20 741
School Fees 5 185 22 815

Table 4.3 shows that an overwhelming majority &f tiead teachers (85.2%) agreed
that they used parents’ contribution to raise mdioeynfrastructure development in
the school. Majority of them (74.1%) also indicatbdt government allocation was a
key method used for generating money to facilitabestructure development in the
schools. Other key methods suggested by the heathdes included CDF Funds

(66.7%), donors (33.3%) and religious organizati@ts9%) respectively.
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4.4.2 Source of funds in schools for infrastructure

Further, the head teachers were also asked tofgpegious sources of funds for

different infrastructures available in schools. Témurces that were highlighted

included fees, CDF, Donors, Parents contributioth @onors. The data is presented
in Table 4.4.

Table 4. 4: Distribution of head teachers on the swces of funds for different

infrastructures in the school

Fees, CDF, Donors Parents Contribution Donors
F % F % F %
Classrooms 18 66.7 7 25.9 2 7.4
Furniture 6 22.2 18 66.7 3 11.1
Toilet 8 29.6 12 44.4 7 25.9
Kitchen 5 18.5 18 66.7 4 14.8
Water point/ Tank 5 18.5 1 3.7 21 77.8

According to the data in Table 4.4, majority of thead teachers (66.7%) indicated
that the funds came from the fees, CDF funds amdm@o A quarter of them (25.9%)
indicated that the money came from the contribtigiven by parents towards
classroom infrastructure development. When astiéddicate the sources of funds
for furniture in schools, majority of the head teaxs (66.7%) indicated parents’
contributions. Only a few of them (22.2%) indicatib@ sources to be from Fees,

CDF funds and donors.
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In terms of toilet, a good percentage of the hesatliers (44.4%) indicated that
parents’ contribution was largely used in the depeient of toilets in schools.
Slightly more than a quarter of them (29.6%) intBdathat Fees, CDF funds and
Donors were the main sources of funds for the dgreént of toilet faculties.
However, from the open ended questions, the teacheicated that they still faced a
challenge in the quality of toilets in the schd®arents’ contributions (66.7%) are
the major sources funds used in facilitating theettgpment of kitchen facilities in
schools. On the other hand, donors are the oneduruabthe development of water

points/ tanks in the schools.

4.4.3 Whether funds provided for physical infrastricture is adequate
The head teachers further gave their responsesdisgavhether the funds that were
being provided were adequate enough to suppouisdtifrcture development in the

schools. The data is presented in Figure 4.4.

Yes

(7%)

No
25
(93%)

Figure 4. 4: Distribution of head teachers on whetér the funds provided for

physical infrastructure development were adequate
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An overwhelming majority of the head teachers 23%9 indicated that the funds
provided for infrastructure development were noecdte. Only two of them

indicated that the funds were adequate.

4.4.4 Extent to which funds influenced infrastructue development in the school

The head teachers were lastly asked to indicatextent to which funds influenced
infrastructure development in their respective sthioFigure 4.5 shows a summary

of the findings obtained.

Not all
1 To a greate
(4%) extent
9
(33%)

To some
extent
17
(63%)

Figure 4. 5: The extent to which funds influencednifrastructure development in

the school

The results in figure 4.5 show that majority of thead teachers 17 (63%) were in
agreement that the availability of funds did inflge infrastructure development in
their respective schools to some extent. This wekdr supported by a third of them

9 (33%) who indicated that it did influence buttgreater extent.
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In responding on the sources of funding for infasure development in schools,
the PTA members reported that the school sourseduitds for infrastructure
development through the parents, donations and &FCounty government. This
was further supported by the BoM who also indicéteat the parents, donors and
the government contributed funds used for infrastme development in the school.
The BoM members also reported that for resourceiliration practices, the school
wrote proposals which were then issued to goverhmepossible donors to support
the infrastructure development process. The PTAB@M however indicated that
the funds which were being provided were not adegteasupport full development
of infrastructure in the school. This in the lonmied to some infrastructures being

left unfinished and thus also posing health rigkhe pupils in the schools.

The AEO, DQASO and DEO also gave their own respoegarding the sources of
funding for infrastructure development in schodl8.of them indicated that the key
sources includedovernment, CDF funds, MoEST, NGOs, donors andnpsurd he
AEO further went on ahead to report that “Factbet made the sources mentioned
above prevalent chooses as the main ways of raisiogey for funding school
infrastructure included school enrollment and alality of general awareness”.
Schools have been suggested as to contribute tewledfunding of infrastructure
development in schools. This is in line wilcher (1989) who observed that school
financing has been the major source of fundingiférastructure development in
primary schools. He further went on ahead to repbysical infrastructure funding

involved the funds or efforts expected on buildihgnd, physical environment,
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furniture and black wall either in form of repamdamaintenance, construction and

infrastructure management.

Besides schools being a source of finance, thidystias also established that
parents, government contributions and CDF fundsrituted to the finances used in
infrastructure development. This finding concurghwirhe Unynck (2003) who
reported that funding for physical infrastructureasw the responsibility of
communities, parents and government. Communityifns very effective in cases
in which the community desires to make future $mes to satisfy the practical
needs. External help should just be a supplemdm. sStudy also established that
donors were also involved in providing finances sopport infrastructure
development. One of the external donors as notedVbyld Bank (1988) is the
World Bank. It is reported that World Bank is th@shsignificant external funding

bodies for education.

4.5 Role of community in infrastructure development

Infrastructure development in schools may not bkecéfely or fully realized
without the cooperation of the school community rhers as well stakeholders.
This study was thus set to determine how commumtyolvement influenced
infrastructure development in primary schools irtHtmzweni Division. To answer
this objective, there are a number of questions wee asked. These included the
community member roles in infrastructure developtnenembers involved in
repairing broken furniture and the extent to whicimmunity roles have contributed

towards infrastructure development.
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4.5.1 Community members’ role in infrastructure dewelopment

The head teachers were asked to indicate the halethe community members
played when it came to infrastructure developmerthe schools. Some of the roles
suggested included providing labor and materiaépairing and maintenance,
provision of finances and monitoring infrastructutevelopment projects in the

schools. The responses obtained are as shown bseH®.

59.3%
60 ( )
50
()
S
= 40
[}
o
P 30+ 5
20 - 4 (18.5%)
(14.8%) 2
10 - (7.4%)
0 B T
Providing labor ~ Repairing and Provision of Monitoring
and materials Maintenance finances projects
Community Roles

Figure 4. 6: The role of community in infrastructure development in schools

The data in figure 4.6 shows that slightly morentlnalf of the head teachers 16

(59.1%) indicated that the community members wewelved providing labor and
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materials. Other roles played by the community menmbin infrastructure

development included repairing and maintenancepamwsion of finances.

4.5.2 Members involved in repairing broken furniture

Moreover, the head teachers went on ahead to ted®a@me of the community
members who were being involved in the repairindgprafken down furniture in the
school. These members included Board of Managenieatent and Teachers

Association, Contracted Carpentgrayents and the school. The data is presented in

Figure 4.7.
11 11

1 oz 0.75)
o 35
& 30
3 o 4
= 0
& 15 (14.8%) .

1g (3.7%)

0 ‘

BOM and PTA Contracted Parents School Artisar
carpenters
Responses

Figure 4. 7: Head teachers responses on who repalisoken down furniture in

the school

The results in figure 4.7 show that majority of thead teachers indicated that
parents 11 (40.7%) and school artisans 11 (40.7%)ewhe key community

members involved in the repairing of broken furretin the schools. A few of them
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4 (14.8%) however indicated that the Board of manant and PTA were the key

partners involved in the repairing of broken infrasture.

Having known the members involved in repairing lenokurniture in the schools, the
head teachers were further asked to indicate whelese furniture were being

repaired on time. The data is presented in Figuge 4

No
11
(41%)
Yes
16
(59%)

Figure 4. 8: Distribution of head teachers responsen whether the involved

community members repaired the broken furniture intime

The findings in figure 4.7 show that slightly mdhan half of the head teachers 16
(59%) agreed that the broken furniture was beimgpared in time. However, a good
percentage of them 11 (41%) indicated that the dmwoturniture was not being

repaired in time.
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4.5.3 Extent to which community roles have contribted towards infrastructure

development

The respondents gave their responses on the etdemthich community roles
contributed towards infrastructure development ublig primary schools in the

district. Figure 4.9 presents a summary of theifigsl obtained.
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To a greater To some extent To a smaler Not Sure
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Response

Figure 4. 9: Distribution of head teachers on thexent to which community

roles have contributed towards infrastructure devebpment

The data in figure 4.9 show that a good percentdgjee head teachers were positive
regarding the extent to which community members trdmuted towards
infrastructure development. 44.4% of them indicatedome extent whereas slightly
more than a quarter of the head teachers 8 (296digated that community roles

contributed towards infrastructure development tpester extent.
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With regards to community involvement in infrastwe development, the PTA
members had a number of responses to provide. fdpeyted that the community
members have been involved in infrastructure deraeknt through donating items
such as water tanks among many others; some afaimenunity members are less
concerned and think that it is the responsibility tbe MOE to do all the

infrastructural development works in the schoofe tommunity members ensure
that the government has developed enough buildmgse school. This was further
supported by the BoM who indicated that indeed dbemmunity members played
various roles in facilitating infrastructure deveoent in the school. They reported
that community members provided labour as well asenmals which aided in the
infrastructure development process. However, theponted that a key challenge
which affected the full participation of the comnityrin infrastructure development

was poverty.

The AEO reported that:
Poverty and misplaced priorities are major chakengffecting infrastructure
development as well as resource mobilization antbeggommunity
members. This affects to a greater extent the wamént of the community

in supporting development in the respective schools

DQASO officer on the other hand reported that thel of education and awareness

is a critical issue which affected the involveme@ftvarious stakeholders in the
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infrastructure development process in schools.heurtthe officer went on ahead to
report that:
Poverty levels and political interferences are thajor issues which are
affecting the effective involvement of local comntyn members in

infrastructural development in the respective pubtihools in the area.

On the other hand, the DEO reported that:
Poverty is a major issue which is hindering thd fmVolvement of local
community members in the infrastructure developmémd most of the
funds are used to purchase food instead of beirigimia infrastructure
development.

In 1960s communities, parents and local authontiese principally responsible for

capital investment in primary education through&ast Africa (Bogonko, 1992).

The communities’ contributions ranged from polést¢h cash and labour.

Black & Scendlen (1980) also supports the findinfishis study by indicating that
funding primary school education infrastructure hasn largely dependent on local
community. Additionally, MOE (2009) comments thabmamunity contribution
either in terms of financial resources dependingh@neconomic level or in kind is
required to support government and other pertigentributions. Communities are
expected to provide firewood, employ a cook, previdtchen utensils, cooking
water and monitor the utilization of the projedisds, as part of their contribution

(MOE, 20009).
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Moreover, the findings of this study is in-line ia survey carried out by Thinh
(1991) which observed that PTAs provided for 21.@Phe cost of building 63.8%
of the cost of furniture and equipment, 63.4% repand 87.7% of general
contingencies. In Malaysia, it is the parents assions (PAs). The role of the
parents associations is primarily that of matesigbport; for example, contributing
to building of school halls, canteens and addimgs#s. The PAs have come to play
a central role in construction and maintenance oflding and facilities in
association with the local education councils. R&ssuade and encourage local
production and trading establishments in buildidgaational facilities. In Vietnam,
most primary schools have been built by peopleutjnothe PAs and the local
educational councils. The association is also wealin the provision of desks,

benches and in teaching aids etc (Thinh, 1991).

In further supporting the findings of this study the involvement local community
members in infrastructure development, Salomon Amteier postulated that
Christianity and particularly Protestantism perthi flourishing of the community
actions because of its emphasis on individualisth issistrong independence from
state control. Gaduh (2012) also found that differeligions had different impacts
on the rise of the community action depending oa wWeight they assigned to
charitable acts in terms of time and resourcespating individual action,

commitment to institution building and their retatship with the country.
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4.6 Policies and regulation on infrastructure develpment

Being public institutions of learning, governmentipies and regulations have a role

that they may play in influencing infrastructurevelpment projects. This study

investigated how policies and regulations affectrastructure development in

primary schools in Kathonzweni Division. The headdhers were asked a number

of questions and expected to give their responsesheether yes or no. Table 4.5

summarizes their responses.

Table 4.5: Distribution of head teachers responsenovarious issues regarding

policies for infrastructure development

Yes No

F % %
| am aware of the policies put in place by the goreent

23 85.2 14.8
on infrastructure development in public schools
The school has a resource mobilization plan anitipsl

20 74.1 25.9
which aid in infrastructure development policies
The available policies encourage the involvement of
teachers in mobilizing resources for infrastructure 22 81.5 18.5
development.
The policies put in place by the government enageira
training of head teachers’ involvement in infrasttual 24 88.9 11.1

management and development.
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Table 4.5 shows that majority of the head teacf&<2%) indicated that they were
aware of the policies put in place by the governnmninfrastructure development
in public schools. A few of them (14.8%) indicatdtht they were not aware. In
terms of resource mobilization plans, majority o head teachers (74.1%) indicated
that the school has a resource mobilization plad @olicies which aid in
infrastructure development policies. A quarter ledérh (25.9%) indicated that there

were no such policies in the school.

The data in table 4.5 further showed that majarftyhe head teachers (81.5%) were
positive by agreeing that the available policiexccemaged the involvement of
teachers in mobilizing resources for infrastructdevelopment. A few of them
(18.5%) however disagreed to the latter. Majorifytloe head teachers (88.9%)
indicated that the policies put in place by the egament encouraged training of

head teachers’ involvement in infrastructural mamagnt and development.

The PTA members highlighted that there were a nurabpolicies which had been
put in place which governed the issue of infrastmec development in schools
included the procurement policy and health andtaaon policy. However, one of
the head teachers went on ahead to report that:
The procurement policy has been posing a challenghe infrastructure
development process in the school. Due to the ypale bureaucracy is a bit
tight and thus it takes a long time to procure miale which are required to

facilitate infrastructure development.
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In supporting the responses of the PTA, the membérhe BoM were also in

agreement that government policies did have arctediie infrastructure development
process in public schools. They reported that tbkcips were not clear on the
different roles that various stakeholders were sgpgd to play in the development
process. Moreover, the policies were reported asldlay the procurement of
materials which were required to facilitate the stouction of infrastructure in the

school.

In response to the effects of policies on infradtite development in public primary

schools, the DQASO officer reported that:
There are a number of policies which have beenas&le to govern
infrastructure development in schools. These padicinclude the safety
standards policies. These policies address on htfereht infrastructures
may be used in schools and safety maintained. Mereahe available
policies to some extent have influenced infrastrieetievelopment in schools
through resource mobilization. For instance, prement policies are very
stringent and this makes the school representativeable to afford various

materials for infrastructural development.

Further, the AEO reported that:
There are policies addressing on infrastructureeldgyment in public primary

schools. The government policies affect infrastitectdevelopment in that they
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ensure proper use and give guidelines on how ressumay be mobilized to
facilitate infrastructure development in the pulsiahools.

According to an observation made by the DEO, thennmolicies affecting
infrastructure development in schools is the prement policies and construction
services. These policies are rigid and in mostase bureaucratic in nature hence
taking too long to process. Moreover, the polidiesd to provide guidelines for

proper usage of infrastructure.

In this section, the findings have shown that imbdpelicies do have an influence on
infrastructure development. Some of the policiegctvihave been pointed out in the
study include procurement policies and health aafétg policies. These policies
have been pointed out as to determine how schooise for funds as well as get
materials to the school to aid in infrastructuresedepment. In supporting these
findings, an article by UNESCO (2005) showed thpprapriate and sufficient
building, child friendly, safe environment enhamtdd rights. Such environments in
schools can be realized through the prevalencealtthand safety needs policies in
schools. Moreover, the Ministry of Education in Kanhas come up with safety
standards manual for schools in Kenya (MoE, 200B)is emphasizes the
importance of complying with Education Act (Cap 2ahd Public Health Act (Cap
242). The manual discusses size and number of galyisirastructure for resistance

and recommends the need for sufficiency.
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According to these acts physical infrastructureludes structures such as
classrooms, kitchen, laboratories, water tanksygotaund, and equipment among
others. The facilities can be either permanenteanporary. Such structures are
supposed to be appropriate, adequate and propmEx®yeld devoid of any risks to
users. However, one may find that the quality othsunfrastructures in the
respective public schools is inadequate. Moreawer available facilities are always

in poor conditions.

In conclusion, it may be reported that despite ghevalence of policies to aid in
infrastructure development there are still issuekiclv are hampering the
effectiveness of these policies. Slowness in thecymement policies to the
implementation process may raise eyebrows conggriiia effectiveness of these
policies. As such a recommendation can be givesdtivess on the restructuring of
policies to ensure their effectiveness in promotinfyastructure development in

schools.

4.7 Stakeholders’ attitude and infrastructure devebpment

The fourth and last objective of the study wasxXamsine how stakeholders’ attitude
affected infrastructure development in public pniynachools. The head teachers
were first asked to indicate whether they enjoyethd involved in infrastructure
development in their respective schools. In thisecalmost all of them (96%)
positively agreed that they enjoyed participatimg infrastructure development

process in their schools. Only one of the headhacindicated that he did not

59



enjoy. Further, the head teachers were also askiedicate the extent to which they
enjoyed being involved in infrastructure developimen
Figure 4.10 presents a summary of head teachgmensss on the extent to which

they enjoyed being involved in infrastructure depehent.

To some
extent
10
(37%)
To a greate
extent
17
(63%)

Figure 4. 10: Distribution of head teachers on thextent to which they enjoy

being involved in infrastructure development

The data in figure 4.10 shows that there were thespondents who suggested that
they enjoyed being involved in infrastructure depehent to a greater extent 17

(63%) where as others indicated to some exten81%j.

Through the interview guides, the effects of stakaérs’ attitude on infrastructure
development were brought out clear. The PTA memfmergistance, indicated that
attitude did have a great effect on the infrastimetlevelopment in schools. Most of

them reported that some of the key stakeholdersahadgative attitude and this
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hindered them from being directly involved in thevdlopment process. One of the
PTA members for instance reported that:
Some stakeholders have a negative attitude towardsastructure
development. Some of the members in the school tendold that
infrastructure development is a responsibility lo¢é tgovernment. As such,
they do not contribute any resources or labour tdsvdhe development

process.

Another PTA member further reported that “Some loé tstakeholders have a
negative attitude towards infrastructure developmérhey say that primary
education is free hence they do not want to giveewdor buildings.” In summary,
negative attitude among stakeholders led to inaategavolvement in infrastructure
development, minimal provision of finances for agtructure development and poor

management of the already available infrastrudtutke school.

In response to how stakeholders’ attitude affedtdchstructure development, the

AEO reported that:
The attitude of the stakeholders plays a major mol¢hat they influence
infrastructure development in the schools. In tk&se, many of the
community members are of the perception that pudditol development is
only for the government so they do not want toipgdte.

In further supporting the above statement by theéDAEhe DQASO officer also

reported that: “The attitude of the stakeholdertec$ their involvement in
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infrastructural development differently. Positivétitade towards infrastructural
development rises when there is full involvement tbk members in the
infrastructure development process.” On the othend, the DEO reported that
“most of the stakeholders have positive attitudeder, financial problems at times
makes them to develop coldness towards being iedoln infrastructure

development.”

Attitude has been found in this study as a majallehge on the involvement of
stakeholders in infrastructure development. Mosthefstakeholders are of the idea
that development is for the government and thuy tire not necessarily to be
involved. A study was carried out by Roy (2008)etaamine the attitude towards
school infrastructure of students in primary sceodlhe study found that attitude
determined the extent to which members were maiiad use infrastructure as well
as maintain it. Another study carried out by Gaikxg Ferreira and Convery (2005)
on the public attitude towards solid waste landfifrastructure showed that there

was a correlation between attitude and the devedopiof the infrastructure.
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CHAPTER FIVE

SUMMARY, CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

5.1 Introduction

This chapter presents the summary, conclusion @e@mmendations for this study.

5.2 Summary of the study

The main purpose of this study was to investigagefactors affecting infrastructure
development in primary schools in Kathonzweni D Makueni County. The
study was guided by the following research objestivio establish how adequacy of
funds affect infrastructure development in primscjools in Kathonzweni Division,
to determine how community involvement influencé&astructure development in
primary schools in Kathonzweni Division, to examitiee effects of policies and
regulations on infrastructure development in priynachools in Kathonzweni
Division and to examine how attitude affects infrasture development in primary

schools in Kathonzweni Division.

A descriptive survey research design was usedisstindy. This design was used
because it enables investigation into the subjedeu study. The sample for this
study consisted of all the head teachers (27), Bo&aManagement (27) and PTA
Chairpersons (27), DEO (1), DQASO (1) and AEO [d)total, the sample size for
this study was eighty four (84). The head teach&o$) and PTA chair persons were

arrived at through census sampling method whefeadDEO, DQASO and AEO
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were purposively selected to participate in thelgtIhe data collection instruments
used in the study included questionnaires for Hezathers and interview guide for
the B.O.M. and P.T.A chairpersons, AEO, DQASO andODand observation

checklist.

The collected data was analyzed using descriptiedisscs, employing both

quantitative and qualitative approach. Data fromesgiwnnaires were purely
analyzed quantitatively and presented in frequeneied percentages while data
from interview guide was analyzed qualitatively.eTstudy used SPSS (Statistical
Package for Social Sciences) to aid in data arsjysicess. From the analysis, the

following findings were made:

There are those schools in the district which haffastructures that are in a poor
state. One of the leading infrastructures thatimmgoor conditions in the schools is
the kitchen, followed by toilets, water points/tardnd school furniture respectively.
The key methods used to raise money for infrasirectievelopment in schools

include parents’ contribution, government allocatesmd CDF funds.

For classroom infrastructure, majority of the hézathers (66.7%) indicated that the
funds came from the fees, CDF funds and donorsoiMsagurces of funds for school
furniture include parents’ contributions (66.7%garénts’ contributions (66.7%) are

the major sources funds used in facilitating theettigpment of kitchen facilities in
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schools. An overwhelming majority of the head teamsh(93%) indicated that the

funds provided for infrastructure development waseadequate.

The PTA, BoM members and AEO, DQASO and DEO replattiat the key sources

of funds for infrastructure development include gras, CDF funds, government
allocations and MoEST. Role of community membergfrastructure development

include providing labour materials, repairing andimenance, provision of finances
and monitoring projects. Poverty, level of educatand awareness and misplaced
priorities affected the involvement of community migers in infrastructure

development.

Majority of the head teachers (88.9%) indicated tha policies put in place by the
government encouraged training of head teachekgliement in infrastructural

management and development. Majority of the heachiers (85.2%) indicated that
they were aware of the policies put in place by gogernment on infrastructure

development in public schools.

Attitude affects the extent to which stakeholdews iavolved in the infrastructural
development. Most of the stakeholders such as fmafggve a negative attitude
towards involvement in infrastructure developmdiitey are of the idea that it is the

role of the government to facilitate developmerd ant them.
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5.3 Conclusion

From the analysis and summary of the study, theeeaanumber of conclusions
which can be made. First and foremost, it may beclcagled that the quality of
infrastructure among quite a number of public priynachools in Kathonzweni
division is in poor state. This puts a reason émommendations to be put in place to

address the deteriorating conditions of infrastreeein the schools.

In terms of funds, it is concluded that the majourses of funds for infrastructure
development in schools include parents, CDF fumgdsiernment allocations and
donors. However, these funds are not adequateharsdsthools are not in a position
to meet the full cost of developing infrastructumethe schools. Thus, it may be
concluded that inadequacy of funds affect infradtme development in public

primary schools in Kathonzweni division to a greabetent.

Policies and regulations have also been notedfastar that affects infrastructure
development in schools. Tight policies such as @hfws procurement have been
noted as to delay the process of obtaining maserial be involved in the
infrastructure development process. Moreover, tbkcips do not show different
roles that different stakeholders should play & development of infrastructure in
schools. As such, it is concluded that policies eegllations affect infrastructure

development in schools to a greater extent.
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The involvement of the community members is critida the success of
infrastructure development in schools. Howeverraltae a number of issues which
arise that affect their involvement in the infrasture development process. Poverty
and political interferences affect the way communihembers participate in
infrastructure development. However, the roles thlay include providing finances,

labour and materials and carrying out repair sesic

The attitude can be concluded a determinant thattaf stakeholders’ involvement
in the infrastructure development process. Forams#, most of them hold the idea
that FPE is free hence it remains the responsilofithe government to take care of
the infrastructure in schools. Moreover, due toatieg attitude some parents do not
want to contribute finances or labor to support deselopment of infrastructure.

This affects infrastructure development in the stho a greater extent.

5.4 Recommendations

That the Ministry of Education should start negiias with County governments to
pursue the possibility of counties getting moravaty involved in funding school
infrastructure projects. This will be a big boost tipgrading the dilapidated
structures in many schools as noted in the caseubfic primary schools in
Kathonzweni division. This will also ease pressoneFPE fund which can then be
channeled by the head teachers towards improvergilegy through the purchase of

teaching and learning essentials in the classrobrfrastructure is currently
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competing with for scarce resources with other ey requirements hence the

financial constraint is piling pressure on headesas.

The MoEST should use the local education officersdarry out awareness sessions
with parents and key stakeholders to sensitize tbemvay that they can support
their schools by developing the required infragtricee through provision of all
possible resources including giving in kind. Thexeneed for more stakeholders to
be involved in the infrastructure development pssca schools. This will help to
ensure full community involvement in school infrasture development.

MOEST should strengthen the training for head teeschn resource mobilization for
infrastructure development build their capacity iofrastructure development and
management in the schools. These trainings mayab@ed out in the course of
holidays or within the school periods so as to mlevan ample time for head

teachers to exercise what they learn.

It is also recommended that as far as possibleg tiseneed for more money to be
allocated by the government to support infrastmectievelopment in public primary

school. This is because from the head teachesporeses on adequacy of funds, it
was clear the funds currently allocated by the gawent are not sufficient for

developing school infrastructure. There is alsedn®r the government to create
time to facilitate the revision of the policies as to provide clear guidelines in
infrastructure development as well as avoidingdbkays which are experienced in

the procurement process of materials for infrastmecdevelopment.
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The school head teachers have a role that they teegday in mobilizing the
community members and parents on the importancthaf involvement in the
infrastructure development process. Through genmeestings in the schools, the
head teachers can inform the parents how theidveweent in the school creates a

lot of opportunities in facilitating infrastructudevelopment processes.

The school head teachers and the chairpersongtothm PTA and BoG need to put
their heads together and strategize on the mechanibat they may employ in
mobilizing resources for infrastructure developmenschools. This may be done
through harambee, fundraising functions, developaiginfrastructural funding

proposals among many others.

The community members have a sole responsibilint they need to play in
promoting infrastructure development in schools. #sch, they need to be
encouraged and motivated by being informed thrayggm air campaigns that their
support and involvement in the construction of asfructure in schools is highly
recognized and appreciated. More avenues need terdsed which directly
involves the participation of community memberstlie development of physical

infrastructure in the schools.

5.5. Suggestions for further research

1. This study focused on factors influencing infrastaue development in

public primary schools, but did not look at paréwiscupation or economic
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activities and levels of education. A study candoae on the influence of
patents occupation /economic activities and thewrels of education on
school infrastructure development.

. This study was limited to Kathonzweni Division inaklieni County. Other
studies on factors influencing school infrastruetalevelopment should be
done in other parts of Kenya to look at other fextand compare the

findings.

70



REFERENCES
Ayogu, Z. O. (2007)Challenges of Science Technology and MathematiM)ST
Education Policy Implementation in Nigeria schoolScience Teacher
Today.vol 4, no 1.

Best, J. W. & Kahn, J. V. (2003Research in EducationBoston: Library of.
Congress.

Black, T. K. & Scendlin, M.E. (1980)Financing Education in BurmaLondon:
Henith and Company.

Bogonko. S. N. (1992)Reflections on Education in East Afriddairobi: Oxford
University Press.

Bonner, R., Das, P.K.,, Kalra, R., Leathes, B. & \&akm, N. (2010Relivering Cost
Effective and Sustainable School InfrastructiRetrieved from
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/upsdaiiachment_data/fil
e/67620/del-cost-eff-sust-sch-infra.pdf

Chiuri, L.W. & Kiumi, J. K. (2005)Planning and Economics of Educatidgerton
University, Kenya, Pangolin Publishers.

Crampton, F. & Thompson, N. (2003%aving America’s School Infrastructure.
Greenwich, Conninformation Age Publications Corporation.

Elcher, J.C. (1989). Education costing and Finandim Developing Countries.
Focus on Sub-Sahamnafrica .Staff working paper No.655 Washington D.C.:
The World Bank.

Gaduh, A. (2012). Religion, social interactionsgd aooperative attitudes: Evidence
from Indonesia. Social Sciences Research NetworRetrieved from
http://ssrn.com/abstract=1991484

Gall, M. D, Gall, J. P., & Borg, W. R. (2008ducational research: An
introduction(7th ed.). Boston, MA: A & B Publications.

Gallagher, L., Ferreira, S. & Convery, F. (2005)blt Attitudes towards Solid
Waste Landfill Infrastructure: Changes In Percaptiiver Space And Time.
University College DublinPlanning And Environmental Policy Research
series Retrieved from
http://lwww.ucd.ie/gpep/publications/archivedworkpagers/2005/05-08.pdf

Gay, R. & Airasian, P. (2000kducational Research: Competencies for Analysis
and Application Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.

71



Gbolagade, A.B., Omotesho, K.F., Komolafe, S.E.i, @i. & Adereti, F.O. (2014).
Rural youth participation in infrastructural devetoent in Isin local
government area of Kwara state, Nigediaurnal of Agricultural Sciences
Volume 59, Issue 1, Pages: 91-100.

George, D., & Mallery, P. (2003%PSS for Windows step by step: A simple guide
and reference. 11.0 upda@” ed.). Boston: Allyn & Bacon

Gibberd, J. (2007)South Africa's school infrastructure performanceligator
system

Government of Kenya. (200 enya Vision 203Mairobi: Ministry of Planning and
National Development.

Grier, R. (1997). The effect of religion on econordevelopment: A cross sectional
study of 63 former colonie&yklos 50, 47-62.

Kombo, D. K. & Tromp, D. L.A. (2006).Proposal and Thesis writing: An
introduction.Paulines Publications Africa, Nairobi.

Lawther, P.M. (2009)Review of School Infrastructure Development Appiheadn
the Solomon Island®ew Zealand Aid Programme: Solomon Islands
Bilateral. Retrieved from https://www.aid.govt.nadat-aid-
programme/measuring-results/evaluation/activityeregg2010-review-and-
evaluation-repor-1

Lovell, K. & Lawson, K.S. (1970)Understanding Research in Educatidritain:
University of London Press.

Mbiti, D.M. (2007). Foundations of School AdministratiofRevised Edition).
Nairobi: Oxford University Press.

Ministry of Education (MoE) (2005Kenya Education Sector Support Programme.
School Infrastructure Information Management Uniartd book Nairobi:
Government Press.

Ministry of Education (2009)Kenya Education Sector Support Programi@ehool
Infrastructure Technical Handbook. Nairobi: GoveeminPress.

Mugenda. G. A. & Mugenda, G. A. (200Rpesearch Methods, Quantitative and
Qualitative ApproacheNairobi: ACTS Press. Nairobi.

Nandago, M., Obondoh, A. & Otiende, E. (2008anaging our Schools Today: A

Practical Guide to Participatory School Governandéampala: Pamoja
Africa REFLECT Network.

72



Nsubuga, Y. K. K. (2003)Development of secondary education in Uganda
Prospects and challenges. A paper presented dirgheegional conference
on secondary education in Africa (SEIA).

Olagunju, R. E. (2011Pevelopment of Mathematical Models for the Mainterea
of Residential Buildings in Niger Statéh. D Thesis, Federal University of
Technology, Minna, Nigeria.

Olembo, J.O. (1985Financing Primary Schools Building in Kenyldairobi: Trans
Africa.

Orodho, J.A. (2009Elements of Educational and Social Science Rekddrthods
2nd Ed .Maseno. Kanzja publishers.

Oso, Y.W. & Onen, D. (2009A General Guide to Writing Research Proposal and
Report.Jomo Kenyatta Foundation.

Otiende, J.E. Wamahiu, S, & Karugu, M.A. (1992%lucation and Development in
Kenya. A historical Perspectivlairobi: Masola Publishers.

Orodho, J.A. (2004)Techniques of Writing Research Proposals and Report
Education Masda Publishers

Owens, L.K (2002). Introduction to Survey Reseddelsign.SRL Fall 2002
Seminar SeriesRetrieved from
http://www.srl.uic.edu/seminars/Intro/introsrm.pdf

Randall, S. V. (2002Emerging research in establishing the critical rolephysical
infrastructure. The allocation and impact of sodiahds spending on schools
infrastructure Oxford University Press, London.

Redmond, B.F. (2010)Reinforcement Theory: What are the Rewards for My
Work? Work Attitudes and Motivatiormhe Pennsylvania State University;
World Campus

Republic of Kenya (2010Management in Education Nairolitducational
Research and Publication

Republic of Kenya (20055essional paper No. 1 of 2005 on a policy Frameviark
Education, Training and ReseardWairobi: Government Printer.

Rhodes, C. & Bell, L. (2004)The skills of Primary School Managemebhondon,
Routledge.

73



Roy, D.D. (2008)Attitude towards School Infrastructure of Studdnt®rimary
SchoolsRetrieved from http://schoolinfrastructure.blogspom/

Scott, D. & Usher, R. (2004Researching Educatiomiddles Ltd, London.

Sifuna, D.N. (1990)Development of Education: the Kenya Experiern#iatives
Publishers: Nairobi.

Singh, K.A. (1986).Tests, Measurements and Research Methods in Behlavio
SciencesNew Delhi, Tata McGraw Publishing Company.

Skinner, B. F. (1953)5cience and human behaviddacmillan. New York.
Solutions 4 Africa (2015).Nigeria: Tackling Infrastructure Decay in School
Retrieved from http://www.solutions4africa.com/cbynnfo/nigeria/225-

nigeria-tackling-infrastructure-decay-in-schools

Theunynck, S. (2003Peterminants of Primary Education Outcomes in Depiglg
Countries.World Bank: Washington, DC.

Thinh, (1991).Role of Parents, Teachers Association (PTA) inndim In Shaeffs
School and Community Collaboration for Educatiodbbnge IIEP. Cpania.

UNESCO (2010).Education for All. Global Monitoring Report. Reaogi the
Marginalized Washington: World Bank.

UNESCO (2005)Primary Education for allFrance. UNESCO. Paris.

UNICEF (2007).Human Rights Based Approach to Education for Nkw York.
UNICEF.

UNICEF (2010).Human Rights Based Approach to Education for Nikw York.
UNICEF.

World Bank (1988).Education in Sub-Saharan Africa: Policies for Adjsnt.
Revitalization and Expansiod8184. Street. N.Y. Washington, D.C 20433,
USA: World Bank. 73

World Bank (2003)Education Notes: Education for All — Building theh8ols.

Verspoor, A. (2008)At the cross roads: choices for secondary educaticsub
Saharan AfricaWashington, D.C: World Bank

74



APPENDICES
APPENDIX |
LETTER OF INTRODUCTION

Josiah M. Ojwang

University of Nairobi

Department of Educational Administration and Plagni
P.O. Box 30197 NAIROBI

The Head teacher,

Dear Sir/Madam,

RE: PARTICIPATION IN RESEARCH

| am a post graduate student at the University @ifd¥hi pursuing a master’s degree
in Education. 1 am conducting a research on thdctdpactors influencing
infrastructure development in public primary schools in Kathonzweni division,

Kenya.”

This study is going to benefit the principals aeddhers to understand the relevance
of infrastructural development and the key appreacto resource mobilization in

public primary schools.

| hereby request you to assist me with necessdoynmation to help me obtain
accurate findings. Kindly allow me to carry outsthesearch in your school.
Thank you.

Yours faithfully,

Josiah M. Ojwang.
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APPENDIX Il
QUESTIONNAIRE FOR HEAD TEACHERS
Please read the questions below and kindly giveafipeopriate response by ticking
(V) or writing in the spaces provided .Please no this information is purely for

academic purpose and your identity will be heldtimost confidentiality.

Section A: Personal Information
1. Name of SChOOl: ..o e

2. What is your highest academic level?

a) P1 () d) Degree ()
b) ATS () e) Master's Degree ()
c) Diploma () f) Other (specify) .....covvvviiiiiinnnnn.

3. How many years have you been a head teachieisisdhool?
a) Below 2 years () c) 5-10 years ()

b) 2-5years () d) Above 10 years ()

4. What is the number of pupils attending the sthoo........................

6. What is the status of the infrastructure in ysehool?

Physical Are they Number | Status (very good, good, bad, very
Infrastructure Comfortable bad, n/a)

Classrooms

Furniture

76




Toilets

Kitchen

Water Point / Tank

Other (specify):

b) Are they repaired in time? ...

c) Do the pupils seem overcrowded in Class?.....cccovvvvviiiiviiieeieviiiiinnnnn.

d) Do you face any problems with your toilets? ..........ccociiiiiiiiiiiii e,
Ifyes ISt them: ...
Section B: Availability of Funds for Infrastructure Development

7. Where have your sourced funds to put up thevierfig infrastructure?

Physical Source [CDF, LATF, KESSP, fees, donors,| % funded
Infrastructure etc.]

Classrooms

Furniture

Toilets

Kitchen

Water Point / Tank

Other (specify):

8. Do these provide sufficient funds for physicdtastructure development?

77



9. To what extent does the availability of funduence resource mobilization for
infrastructure development in your school?
a) To agreater extent [ ] c) Not at all [ ]

b) To some extent [ ] d) Not sure [ ]

Section C: Role of Community in Infrastructure devéopment
10. What are some of the roles that the communégtyspn infrastructure

development in your school?

11. To what extent has the community members im goea contributed towards the

development of infrastructure in your school?

Section D: Policies and Regulation on Infrastructue development

12. Tick all the methods that you use to raise mdoealevelop school infrastructure.
(a) Government allocation (b) CDF funds (c) Reliug organizations

(d) School Fees (e) Parents contribution (f) Otbpecify)

13. Are there any policies which you are awaréhat tid in infrastructure
development in your school?

14. Does the school have a Resource Mobilizatian Bf policies for infrastructural

development?

15. Do the available policies encourage the involeet of teachers in choosing or
suggesting what methods can be used to mobilizgsftor school infrastructure

development?
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16. Comment on whether the methods have helpedoyaise sufficient funds for

developing your schools infrastructure

17. As a head teacher, does the government palioyueage your training on

18. If yes in 16 above, has the training turnebdewaluable in your resource

infrastructural development involvement in the slRdHow has it been helpful?

Section E: Stakeholders’ Attitude and Infrastructure Development
19. Do you enjoy being involved in the developmannhfrastructure in primary
schools?
a) Yes[ ] b) No [ ]
20. To what extent are you willing to be involvedihe infrastructure development
of primary schools?
a) To a greater extent [ ] c) Not At all ][
b) To some extent [ ] d) Not Sure ][
21. How does attitude affect the participationtakeholders in the development of

infrastructure in primary schools?

22. From your experience, what should be done pryare infrastructure

development in your school?

Thank you
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APPENDIX Il

INTERVIEW GUIDE FOR PTA AND BOM CHAIRPERSONS

. Date

. Center

Position  PTA official ( ) BOM official ( )
. What is the role of the body you officiate with aeds to infrastructure

development?

. Does the school have a resource mobilization plan?

. How does the school source funds for infrastructieneelopment?

. What are the main sources of funds for infrastmectlievelopment in the school?

. What are the community concerns about the schodtastructure?

. Are there any government policies which influenc@mmote resource
mobilization for infrastructure development in pialprimary schools? Yes/ No.

explain

. How does stakeholders’ attitude affect the infiagttire development in schools?

10.In your view, what can be done to improve resomnodilization for

infrastructure development?

Thank you
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APPENDIX IV

INTERVIEW GUIDE FOR DEO, DQASO AND AEO

These interviews will be conducted by the researcra will target the DEO,
DQASO and AEO in charge of the division to get theiews on resource
mobilization for school infrastructure development.

1. What are the main sources of funding for infragtrites development in public

primary schools in Kathonzweni district?

2. What factors make the sources mentioned above lprév@hoose as the main

ways of raising money for funding school infrasture?

3. Do you organize/prepare training sessions for pryrsahool head teachers on

management/resource mobilization?

4. Are there any policies addressing on infrastructieeelopment in public

primary schools? Yes/ No. if yes, indicate thesc@s.

5. How do governmental policies affect resource maéailon for infrastructure

development in public primary schools?
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In your experience, what are the challenges fagdtehd teachers in

Kathonzweni as they raise funds to develop schddstructure

. How does stakeholders’ attitude affect the infiagttire development in schools?

. Please comment on any other alternative approaugtssurces that can be used by head

teachers to mobilize funds for developing schofshistructure in Kathonzweni

Thank you
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APPENDIX V

OBSERVATION CHECK LIST

Physical Number | Status (very good, | Adequacy(Adequate

Infrastructure good, bad, very bad,| , not adequate, not
not available) available)

Classrooms

Play grounds

Students desks

Teachers’ tables

Teachers’ chairs

Blackboards

Toilets

Kitchen

Water Point / Tank

Other (specify):
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APPENDIX VI

RESEARCH AUTHORITY LETTER

MINISTRY OF EDUCATION SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY

Office of the Sub-County Director of Education, Kathonzweni Sub-County

State Department of Education

Telegrams: “Kathoedu : SUB COUNTY EDUCATION OFFICE,
Telephone: KATHONZWENI SUB COUNTY,
E-mail:deokathonzweni@gmail.com P.O. BOX 103-90302

When replying please quote KEFUBLIC OF KENYA KATHONZWENI.

19t June, 2015
REF: ED/KZN/ED 5/22 VOL I/20

10

ALL HEADTEACHERS - PRIMARY SCHOOLS
KATHONZWENI DIVISION .
KATHONZWENI SUB COUNTY

RE: RESEARCH AUTHORITY — JOSIAH M. OJWANG

The above mentioned is a registered Post graduate student at the University Of
Nairobi— Kenya. He intends to undertake a research on Factors influencing
infrastructure development in public primary schools in Kathonzweni
division, Kathonzweni sub county in Makueni county, Kenya.

Kindly accord him all necessary support he requires.

s Sl ASSISTANT DIRECTOR OF EDUCATION

KATHONZWEN] SUB-COUNTY
P. O. Box 103-90302
KATHONZWENI

SIMON NGUMBI
FOR: SUB COUNTY DIRECTOR OF EDUCATION
EKATHONZWENI SUB COUNTY

150 9001:2008 CERTIFIED .5‘ &
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APPENDIX VII

LETTER OF INTRODUCTION

UNIVERSITY OF NAIROBI
COLLEGE OF EDUCATION AND EXTERNAL STUDIES
SCHOOL OF EDUCATION
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIONAL ADMINISTRATION AND PLANNING

Telegram: “CEES” P.O. BOX 30197 NAIROBI
Telephone: 020-2701902 OF P.O-BOX 92
dept-edadmin(@uonbi.ac.ke KIKUYU

16" June, 2015

Our Ref: UON/CEES/SIE/A&P/1/4 -
TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN

Dear Sir/Madam

SUBJECT: OJWANG JOSIAH MESHACK - REG NO. E55/75331/2012

This is to certify that Ojwang Josiah Meshack is our Master of Education student in the
Department of Educational Administration and Planning at the University of Nairobi. He has
successfully completed his course work and is summarizing his research on “Factors Influencing
Infrastructure Development in Public Primary Schools in Kathonzweni Division, Makueni
County, Kenya”.

Any assistance accorded to him will he highl
7 . Bamin,.

appreciated.

Yours faithfully,

=== e
[/ DR. GRACE NYAGAK
CHAIRMAN

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIONAL ADMINISTRATION AND PLANNING

GN/nd : =
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APPENDIX VIII

AUTHORIZATION LETTER

—

NATIONAL COMMISSION FOR SCIENCE,
TECHNOLOGY AND INNOVATION

Telephone: +254-20-2213471, 9% Floor, Utalii House
2241349,310571,2219420 Uhuru Highway

Fax: +254-20-318245,318249 P.O. Box 30623-00100
Email: secretary@nacosti.go.ke NAIROBI-KENYA

Website: www.nacosti.go.ke
When replying please quote

Ref: No. Date:

2™ July, 2015
NACOSTI/P/15/5?33/6787

Josiah Meshack Ojwang -
University of Nairobi
P.O. Box 30197-00100
NAIROBI.

RE: RESEARCH AUTHORIZATION

Following your application for authority to carry out research on “Factors
influencing infrastructure development in public primary schools in
Kathonzweni Division, Makueni County, Kenya,” | am pleased to inform you
that you have been authorized to undertake research in Makueni County for a
period ending 31* July, 2015.

You are advised to report to the County Commissioner and the County
Director of Education, Makueni County before embarking on the research
project.

On completion of the research, you are expected to submit two hard copies

and one soft copy in pdf of the research report/thesis to our office.

Elscrel
SAID HUSSEIN
FOR: DIRECTOR-GENERAL/CEO

Copy to:

The County Commissioner
Makueni County.

The County Director of Education
Makueni County.
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APPENDIX IX

RESEARCH CLEARANCE PERMIT

THIS IS TO CERTIFY T
MR. JOSIAH MESHACK OJWANG :
~of UNIVERSITY OF NAIROBI, 34606- 100

Nairobi,has been permitted to cohduct i’

research ln Makueni County

on the topic: FACTORS mFLUENcmG 2
INFRASTRUCTURE DEVELOPMENT IN
PUBLIC PRIMARY SCHOOLS'IN ' :
KATHONZWEN] mws:on MAKUENI
 COUNTY, KENvA- p i

for the permd anding
315!’ Juiy,ZO‘.IS 0 b

Appﬂcant‘ Ok
Signa ture

CONDITIONS

You must repeort to the County Commissioner and
the County Education Officer of the area before
enibarking on your research. Failure to do that
may lead to the cancellation of your permit .
Government Officers will not be interviewed
without prier appointment.

No questionnaire will be used unless it has been.
approved.

Excavation, filming and collection of tmlloglcal

. specimens are subject to further permission from

the relevant Government Ministries. .-
You are required to submit at least two(2) hard
copies and one(1) soft copy of your final report.
The Government of Kenya reserves the right to
modify the conditions of this permit including
its cancellation without noticesQbapie.

‘PErmi No NA€OSTI}P1151583 3}67

Fee Recn eved

ssue : 2nd july,201
Ksh 1900 ST

National Commission for Science,
Technology and Innevation

RESEARCH CLEARANCE
PERMIT

SeriatNo. A 5 6.3 6

CONDFIFIONS: see back page
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ABSTRACT

The main purpose of this study was to investigate factors influencing
infrastructure development in primary schools intH¢amzweni Division, Makueni
County. The study further examined how adequacfjunéls, community, policies
and regulations and stakeholder attitude affectddastructure development in
primary schools in Kathonzweni Division. A desciptsurvey research design was
used in this study. The sample consisted of 27 headhers, 27 Board of
Management and 27 PTA Chairpersons, DEO (1), DQAS@nd AEO (1). In total,
the sample size was eighty four (84). Both censnd purposive sampling
procedures were used to arrive at the sample gqforelents. Instruments used
included questionnaires for Head Teachers andvieterguide for the B.O.M. and
P.T.A chairpersons, AEO, DQASO and DEO and obsmenvathecklist. Data was
analyzed using descriptive statistics, employinghbguantitative (questionnaires)
and qualitative (interview guide) approach. From éimalysis, the following findings
were made: The methods used to raise money foasinfrcture development in
schools include parents’ contribution, governmdidcation and CDF funds. The
role of community members in infrastructure devatept include providing labor
materials, repairing and maintenance, provisiofinainces and monitoring projects.
However, these roles are affected by poverty, le¥education and awareness and
misplaced priorities. Tight policies such as thfmgeprocurement have been noted as
to delay the process of obtaining materials to teolved in the infrastructure
development process. Moreover, the policies do stuaw different roles that
different stakeholders should play in the developimad infrastructure in schools.
Most of the stakeholders have a negative attitudeatds involvement in
infrastructure development. They are of the ided ithis the role of the government
to facilitate development and not them. The follogerecommendations are given:
Clear roles of community, government and othernmag to be developed by the
MoE, more stakeholders to be involved in the irtfrtagure development process in
schools, awareness creation to be made on thefoe&dl community involvement
in infrastructure development. There is need foremooney to be allocated by the
government to support infrastructure developmemhere is also need for policy
issues to be revised so as to guide clear guidelménfrastructure development as
well as avoiding the delays which are experiencedhe procurement process of
materials for infrastructure development.
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background to the study

Globally, educating citizens is a key responsipitif the government and a main
factor in development. Indeed education is seenthas principal institutional
mechanism for the development of human capital kNga, 2003). Education is
actually an investment for a country; hence thera positive correlation between
education and economic development (Rhodes & R84). The United Nations
Declaration on Human Rights (1948) recognizes dtlutaas a human right and
points out that it shall be free. This is furthettbessed by the world conferences on
Education for All (EFA) in Jomtien (1990) and DaKan00) which emphasized the
principles that every child has a right to eduaatiorhe millennium development
goals (MDGs) lay considerable emphasis on educatmorierms of achieving
Universal Primary Education (UPE). Since all hawiggat to education, the issue of
access has necessitated expansion of existing IscaAnd putting up new physical
facilities in schools. Setting up learning struetuis therefore a matter of priority to

government’s world over.

In South Africa, while some schools have exceliaffastructure, others lack basic
services like water and sanitation. It is notedt $ehools in what were formerly

black areas in the apartheid period generally syfé®r infrastructure and there is



backlog of physical school development (Gibberd)7)0 Gibberd (2007) further
denotes that South Africa is struggling with pri@ing which schools should be
given more emphasis in terms of allocating resauitte ensure that the overall

performance of school infrastructure is improved.

Another country in Africa which has been on the nsapcerning the infrastructure
development issues in schools is Nigeria. The gapaof schools in Nigeria are not
in a position to fully handle the ever increasimgofiment of learners. Issues such as
inadequacy of funding, infrastructure and lack olnpower or community
involvement have been raised as to affect the tyuafi education in the schools
(Solutions 4 Africa, 2015). Moreover, various rasears (Olagunju, 2011; Zubairu,
2010; Isyaku, 2003) have also pointed that lackpafper maintenance due to
insufficient policies have contributed to the prlewee of poor infrastructure in most
of the secondary schools in Nigeria. To addresssthee of infrastructure in schools,
the government has tried to come up with some igslior initiatives to encourage
infrastructural development so as to enhance theratlveducation process in

schools.

The issue of infrastructure among schools is alsdeat across various countries in
East Africa. Countries such as Tanzania, Uganda,ili and Rwanda have been
highlighted by various researchers concerning tmambling conditions of

infrastructure in schools. This has also been baited as to influence the

incorporation of various developmental programs aodiculums in the school



inclusive of ICT (World Bank, 2007). Lack of invesgnts or funds, attitude, policy
related issues among many others have been ragedcantribute to the crumbling

conditions of infrastructure in the schools.

In Kenya, the state of infrastructure in many sdfiatill remains wanting. It may be
observed that the state of school infrastructureK@mya is not anywhere near
adequate as thousands of pupils learn in dilapidelgsssrooms or no classrooms at
all and schools lack basic facilities like toilgf@aily Nation, 19 March 2014).
Indeed even before Free Primary Education (FPE) imtasduced, schools barely
had enough infrastructure. With the advent of FiE, available school facilities
simply became overstretched since the issue ohstrircture was glossed over as
more children trooped to schools. Children beganletrn under trees and in
makeshift classrooms, whereas sanitary facilitigshsas toilets and water supply
became overstretched. For instance, The Unitecbh&iChildren's Fund (UNICEF)
(2010) found that on average, 38 male pupils shar@let and 32 female share a
toilet in Kenya'’s public primary schools. This daest meet even the government’'s

own recommendation of one toilet for 25 girls ame ¢or 30 boys.

Kenya's development blueprint, Vision 2030, alsoogmnizes the need for proper
priority towards school physical infrastructure.ite® medium-term plan (MTP) for
2008-2010, education was identified as one of ilet sectors that would contribute
to the national development under vision 2030. @hethe identified flagship

programmes was attainment of education for all ®452 MTP emphasized that the



government would develop an infrastructure programtm rehabilitate schools
(Vision, 2030). Apart from these, there is need &mcountability to make the
infrastructure funding effective. In January, 2010e Presidential Press Service
(PPS) reported that the then president of Kenya,aiMMibaki asked parents to
demand accountability for the funds given or dmttéd to schools. The president
noted that the funds were meant for developmeftazii schools and creation of an

environment conducive for learning.

School infrastructure to a large extent is instrotakin achievement of education
goals. Classrooms, offices, teachers room/stafinfgalay fields and toilets are all
basic requirements essential for the smooth funictgof the school. Head teachers
and School Management Committees (SMC) are taskid e@eveloping and
maintaining infrastructure in their schools. Rajsifunds for infrastructure
development is therefore a key management functiadhe school head teacher. The
head teacher has a duty to ensure that schoosinicaure facilities are available and
kept in tidy state since this is an important drthe provision of education (Mbiti,

2007).

Public primary schools in Kathonzweni division,tjlike in other parts of Kenya, are
expected to have the entire recommended infrastieitd facilitate proper learning
and for the comfort of pupils and teachers. Whilis the desire of the head teachers
to ensure that their schools are adequately eqdjppany schools are inadequately

equipped in terms of infrastructure developmenter€éhare children learning in



crowded classrooms, classrooms in many schools ddepidated and poorly
maintained and some of the structures are imprdviseuse as classrooms, offices

or toilets.

The Kathonzweni District Education Officer RepoR012) captured the wanting
state of infrastructure in the district and narrdweown to the ability of head
teachers to raise funds for school infrastructlitee report indicates that many head
teachers had tried to mobilize school funds forasiructure development but
complained of many difficulties such as competititor the available donors,
priority to food and learning materials such as Kspdack of cooperation from
parents or even Boards of Management. The DEO tregeo explains that head
teachers also complained that some parents and goitynmembers were unwilling
to contribute to school infrastructure because thegerstand that primary education

is free, thus they do not need to pay anythinghosl.

Infrastructural issues have also been associated goality of education being

provided in the public primary schools. Parents &mthers among many other
stakeholders have been trying to come up withegjras to improve the quality of
education provided in the public schools. Some Hsaan in the forefront in coming
up with approaches targeted towards improving the®al conditions and especially
the quality of infrastructure. A question that hewe remains among many
individuals and researchers is how can resourcesnbhilized in schools for

infrastructural development practices? And if theree resource mobilization



practices, what then are the factors affectingastfuctural development in primary
schools? All these questions form a key componénhis study. As such, the
researcher examined the factors which influencéastructure development. Some
of the variables which the study examined inclute tole of the community,

availability of funds as well as policies.

1.2 Statement of the problem

Physical infrastructure in public primary schoaiskathonzweni division has been
in a bad state. One may observe that there areequate facilities such as
classrooms, sanitation facilities and poor kitcltemditions among many others.
Moreover, the playgrounds in most of the schoadtsimara poor state and thus pose a
challenge to the security of the children whiletle playground. The capacity of
school facilities cannot sustain the increased Ienemt of the pupils which has
largely been influenced by the introduction of FRremary Education (FPE). Head
teachers in the area have been trying their leest in promoting infrastructure
development to schools but all this has been in.vas such, this has raised question
among various stakeholders in the educational semtowhat exactly are the
challenges which are affecting infrastructure depeient in public primary schools.

This question formed the general objective and sef this study.

On the other hand, there are a number of studiedyg 2012; Ayogu, 2007; MOE,
2005; Crampton and Thompson, 2003) which have lbaeted out with respect to

resource mobilization and infrastructure developmé&or instance, the study by



Ministry of Education (MoE) (2005) emphasized omrpling, accountability for
resource use and community participation throughpe@merment in resource
mobilization. However, most of these studies haae their own limitations which
vary from geographical coverage to the methodolgapproaches. This study on
the other hand, investigated factors affectingastiucture development in primary
schools in Kenya. Hence, there was need for thislysto be carried out to
investigate the factors affecting infrastructurevelepment in primary schools in

Kathonzweni Division, Makueni County, Kenya.

1.3 Purpose of the study

The purpose of this study was to investigate thetofa affecting infrastructure

development in primary schools in Kathonzweni Diis Makueni County.

1.4 Research objectives

This study was guided by the following researcteotiyes:
i. To establish the extent to which adequacy of funflsence infrastructure
development in primary schools in Kathonzweni Duwis
ii.  To assess the extent to which policies and reguiatinfluence infrastructure
development in primary schools in Kathonzweni Duuis
iii. To determine how community involvement influencefrastructure
development in primary schools in Kathonzweni Duuis
iv. ~To examine how parent attitude influence infrasticee development in

primary schools in Kathonzweni Division.



1.5 Research questions

The following research questions were used to gidestudy:
i.  How does the adequacy of funds affect infrastrecti@velopment in primary

schools in Kathonzweni Division?

ii.  What are the effects of policies and regulationgndnastructure development
in primary schools in Kathonzweni Division?

iii.  How does the community involvement affect infrastame development in
public primary schools in Kathonzweni Division?

iv. How does parent attitude influence infrastructuexvedopment in primary

schools in Kathonzweni Division?

1.6 Significance of the study

This study is hoped to be of significance to vasistakeholders in the educational
sector. These stakeholders include pupils, heathées, parents, the government,
community members and policy makers. Pupils aretidp be the key beneficiaries
of this study. Through the recommendations, thely lva able to have a good and
conducive learning environment that comprises ofll warnished and safe

infrastructure to use. Moreover, they will alsorbaforced on the roles that they can

play to facilitate the maintenance of the availabfeastructure in the school.

The head teachers, PTA and BOG members are alstexbto benefit from the
findings and recommendations of this study. Thel fivst be enlightened on the

various factors such as adequacy of funds, poliaied$ regulations, community



involvement and parents’ attitude affect infrastowe development in the school.
Moreover, through the recommendations, they wilpbavided with techniques that
they may use to overcome these challenges anddbilitate effective infrastructure
development in the school. The community membeahsalso benefit from this
study. They will be in a position to learn how thémvolvement affects the
development of infrastructure in schools. Hencey thill be encouraged to put more
efforts in supporting head teachers, teachershgaend the government in general

in facilitating infrastructure development in sckoo

The government through the Ministry of EducationieBce and Technology
(MOEST) are also hoped to benefit from this stulstablishing the major challenges
facing infrastructure development, MOEST is expedte support the head teachers
to improve the quality and quantity of infrastruetuin schools and thereby
improving the learning environment. Through thisdst the assessment results can
be guideposts that would help policy makers toruesiire the current policies as
well as develop new policies which may help in sufipg infrastructure
development in schools. Moreover, the policies a0 be restructured so as to
create an easy flow in the procurement processesnatierials required for
infrastructure development in the schools.

This study is also expected to contribute to gdnknawledge on the areas of
infrastructure development in schools in the thwatld countries. The research will

provide adequate, relevant and more current infoomaon how community



involvement, policies and regulations, parents’itade affect infrastructure

development in public schools in Kenya.

1.7 Limitations of the study

According to Kombo (2006), limitations refer to thardles a researcher anticipates
over which they have no control. Kathonzweni Dietsihas schools which are far
apart and many are not served by any form of pukdiecsport due to the poor state
of the roads. In some cases, reaching school mauwiree hiring of motorcycle
transport and it may therefore take long to rea@mynschools quickly. This was
tackled by planning well and arranging for advatremsport as may be necessary.
Another limitation of this study is that it was grdarried out in one district. Thus the

information obtained may differ from other distgéh the country.

1.8 Delimitations of the study

Delimitations are the boundaries of the study rmseof geographical coverage (Oso
and Onen, 2009). The study was conducted in puplicnary schools in

Kathonzweni Division, Makueni County, Kenya. Thespendents were head
teachers from the public secondary schools in Kathveni Division, BOM and PTA

chairpersons, AEO, DQASO and DEO officials. Heaathers from private schools
in the division did not form part of the respondemiecause their management
policies differ from one school to another and tHanding methods are also not

similar to those of public schools.
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1.9 Basic assumptions of the study

The study was carried on the assumption that:

i) Head teachers were capable of identifying theiregoln infrastructure
development including pointing out challenges axpressing their opinions
on alternative approaches of raising funds.

i) Respondents would be willing to participate in $hedy and engage in giving

honest responses to the questions that the resea@éks to answer.

1.10 Definition of key terms

Adequacy of fundsrefers to the availability of financial resourcesjuired by

public primary schools for infrastructure develomte

Community involvement refers to the extent to which the members of thaesp
willingly engage in infrastructure development gFsses in public primary schools.
Challengerefers to any difficulty experienced by head teastss they raise funds
for developing school infrastructure

Influence refers to what prompts the head teacher to seedtsfunobilization for
infrastructure development in their schools

Infrastructure refers tothe physical facilities in the school such as claews,
teachers’ houses, staffroom, offices, water systéitehen and toilets.

Parents’ attitude refers to parents’ perception of their respongibdi towards
infrastructure development in public primary sclsool

Policies and regulationsrefer to the mechanisms and principles put in ptacaid

in the infrastructural development processes ifdipybimary schools.
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Public primary school refers toa school that is maintained at public expensetfer t
education of the children of a community or digtaad that constitutes a part of a
system of free public education offered by the Goreent of Kenya, and guided by
the national curriculum in offering instruction papils.

Resourcerefers toa source of supply, support, or aid, especially tra can be

readily drawn upon when needed.

1.11 Organization of the study

The study was organized into five chapters. Chamter covered the background to
the study, statement of the problem, purpose ofsthdy, limitations of the study,
delimitations of the study, objectives of the studdsearch questions, significance of
the study, some assumptions of the study, defmitdd significant terms and
organization of the study. Chapter two was conaeméh literature review. It
contained infrastructure development in schooly@mce of funds on infrastructure
development, influence of government policies offrastructure development,
community’s involvement in infrastructure developrpe parents’ attitude and
infrastructure development, summary of literatuegiew, theoretical framework,
conceptual framework and. Chapter three discudsedniethodology of this study.
This presented the research design, the targetlggapy sample size, sampling
procedures, research instruments, validity of thetruments, data collection
procedures, data analysis techniqgues and ethicasiderations. Chapter four
presented the analysis presentation and discus&itvapter five covered the

summary, conclusions and recommendations.
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CHAPTER TWO

LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 Introduction

This chapter presents the related literature resiewn the factors influencing
resource mobilization for infrastructure developmenhe literature reviewed is
obtained from online articles, books and journaf®ag many others. The chapter is

presented based on the research objectives.

2.2 Infrastructure development in schools

Infrastructure development continues to be an isaised by various stakeholders
not only in the economic sector any given countty blso in the educational
systems. With the increased enrollment, school aditnations find it a challenge to
provide enough facilities to cater for the eduaadioneeds of the pupils. It may be
observed that in sub-Saharan Africa (inclusive eh¥a) and the poorest countries in
Asia, the challenge of providing adequate primatyoation facilities is huge. To
meet the Education for All target of providing ueisal access to primary education
worldwide it has been estimated that up to 10 amliclassrooms need to be built at a

cost of US$72 billion (World Bank, 2003).

In sub-Saharan Africa alone it is estimated thataupS$30 billion will be required
to address the shortfall in provision of suitabled asafe learning environments.

Typically, classrooms are overcrowded, many bugdirand other facilities are

13



inadequate, sites are poorly planned and thei#lésrhaintenance. This situation is
not conducive to good teaching and learning (Bont&lra, Leathes, Das &
Wakeham, 2010). According to these observatiorss, pgiramount for Kenyan
government among various other stakeholders tonpre efforts in ensuring that
not only policies are designed to promote infradtite development, but the who
society and community at large are reinforced amdivated to take part in the

infrastructure development process in schools.

Where there are limited resources it is importamt tthey are they targeted
efficiently and equitably. This is often not theseaand facilities are not constructed
in a way that effectively matches demand. Even whererage pupil/classroom
ratios are high, it is not uncommon to find schowlsere there are unused or
underused facilities. In Guinea, as many as 16%ladsrooms were recorded as
unused in 2000 and in Madagascar the number wast a8 in 2005. This is

because of a tendency to construct schools wittaradard number of classrooms
rather than with the number of classrooms requivgdthe actual and planned
enrolment. The provision of smaller schools in Fk@mmunities can result in more
efficient use of resources, reduce traveling distan and increase access

(Theunynck, 2003).

Infrastructure development in schools not only émtthe construction of new
facilities but it also includes repairs and maimatere of the already existing

infrastructure. In most of the primary schools,proper mechanisms have been set

14



to aid in infrastructure repair and maintenance.sAsh, old facilities continue to
deteriorate and thus posing insecurity risks to ldgners. It may be noted that
investments in repairs and maintenance are vetyeaftective but have historically
received little priority or attention from governnie or development partners. The
current deficit of classrooms is due in part to pamintenance of the existing
building stock. In order to obtain the maximum walior money from educational
facilities it is essential that their lifecycle ¢®sre minimized and that they remain

serviceable throughout their life (Bonner, Kalraathes, Das & Wakeham, 2010).

A study carried out by Lawther (2009) on the reviewnfrastructure development
approaches in the Solomon Islands indicated thietstructure development projects
in schools were being faced by a number of isstibsse included the quality of
construction and design, timeliness of delivery,stcocoverage, community
empowerment, implementation and future maintenaBt®ng community support
for schools and education was offset by policy iogilons due to “fee free”
education; the under-utilization of existing infrasture space and land issues

regarding education infrastructure and communitiegendence on foreign aid.

2.3 Influence of funds on infrastructure developmen

Financing of education refers to the funding ofaathconditions and resources to
meet quality standards, spending on education snputachieve learning goals,
allocating adequate revenue flow to enhance pedoom and monitoring the

budgeted resources for education. In 1974, the dWBdnk report on education
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suggested a number of broadened sources of refenaducation beyond the limits
of regular government budgets which included vaimethods by which those who
received education could pay greater share ob#s Sifuna, 1990). It is with these
trends that the infrastructure was somehow negle@embo, 1985). This state of
affairs was to manifest greatly with the introdoatiof free primary education (FPE)
in Kenya in 2003. At one-point three million newpqils entered into the country’s
primary schools overwhelming school infrastruct¢iNICEF, 2005). The 2003

school facilities census estimated that, nationwttere was a shortfall of 43,000
classrooms although was not clear what proportibrthese are existing semi-

permanent (MoEST, 2007).

Funding for physical infrastructure in primary sohdas over the years been part of
the overall school financing. Physical infrastwret funding will involve the funds
or efforts expected on building, land, physicaliemvment, furniture and black wall
either in form of repair and maintenance, constoactand infrastructure
management. Primary school physical infrastructuneling has been a challenging
undertaking especially due to scarcity of resousted capacity constraints (Elcher,

1989).

Funding for physical infrastructure is by commuesti parents and government.
Community funding is very effective in cases in @hithe community desires to
make future sacrifices to satisfy the practicaldsedExternal help should just be a

supplement (Theunynck, 2003). One of the most Bogmt external funding bodies
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for education is the World Bank which in 1963 is$uts first educational loan

targeting infrastructure (World Bank, 1988).

Funding for school facilities in Africa was greatgmphasized at independence
(Otiende, Wamahiu & Karugu, 1992). However the adgiroviding it was found to
be three times higher compared to the developetwdhis led to self-help where
parents became more responsible for capital inve#snin education (Bogonko,
1992). These trends led to infrastructure negl€bis was manifested greatly with
the introduction of FPE in which the enrollmentpaipils in school overwhelmed the
infrastructure available. This study intends toestgate how funds and grants
influence the mobilization of resources used foysptal infrastructure development

in public primary schools in Kathonzweni Division.

2.4 Community involvement and infrastructure develpment in primary schools

After independence, most African countries conegatt their attention on
expansion of educational facilities to achieve ascand equity (Otiende, Wamahiu
& Karugu, 1992). In 1961, a joint conference orgadi by the UNESCO (United
Nations Educational and Cultural Organization) dddited Nations Economic
Commission for Africa noted that the cost of pradgcany quality education was
three times higher in developing countries thanddneeloped. It was suggested that
education cost could be reduced by for exampleatgrenelp in self-help building.
Many African countries had experienced deficitghat; they had to implement the

Addis Ababa conference. In 1960s communities, rgarand local authorities were
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principally responsible for capital investment innpary education throughout East
Africa (Bogonko, 1992). The communities’ contrilmrs ranged from poles, thatch
cash and labour. In many parts of the world egfigcthe developing world,

funding primary school education infrastructure haen largely dependent on local
community. For instance in Burma, the Parents’chess Association (PTA) has a

major input in financing education (Black & Scendl&980).

A survey of 1972/73 by the Ministry of Educatioretd revealed that the PTAs
provided for 21.2% of the cost of building 63.8% the cost of furniture and
equipment, 63.4% repairs and 87.7% of general ©geaticies. In Malaysia, it is the
parents associations (PAs). The role of the parasdgsciations is primarily that of
material support; for example, contributing to dinl of school halls, canteens and
adding classes. Thinh (1991) observes that thela&es come to play a central role
in construction and maintenance of building andlifees in association with the
local education councils. PAs persuade and enceul production and trading
establishments in building educational facilitids. Vietham, most primary schools
have been built by people through the PAs and dbal leducational councils. The
association is also involved in the provision ok benches and in teaching aids

(Thinh, 1991).

A close connection was found between the presehceligious organizations and
the community action activities. This has beenlatted to the religious motivated

sentiments of altruism and philanthropy (Grier, 799Salomon and Anheier
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postulated that Christianity and particularly Pstéatism permit the flourishing of
the community actions because of its emphasis dividualism and its strong
independence from state control. Gaduh (2012) fdead that different religions
had different impacts on the rise of the commuaittion depending on the weight
they assigned to charitable acts in terms of tinekr@sources, supporting individual

action, commitment to institution building and theglationship with the country.

Ministry of Education (2009) comments that commyigibntribution either in terms
of financial resources depending on the economieller in kind is required to
support government and other pertinent contribsti@@ommunities are expected to
provide firewood, employ a cook, provide kitcherengils, cooking water and
monitor the utilization of the project’s funds, part of their contribution (MOE,
2009). This study will seek to find out the rolesronunities play in infrastructure

development in primary schools in Kathonzweni Diuis

2.5 Government policies and infrastructure developmnt in primary schools

Countries and any of its operations are governedifigrent regulations and policies
put in place. The same also applied in the educatsetor. Through the ministry of
education, the government has been able to setoliggs which guide the way
things are run in the various schools in the countihe status of infrastructure
development in schools has also been capturednwii@ government policies and
regulations in the educational sector. It can hawéwe observed that despite the

prevalence of polices and regulations still thdustaof physical infrastructure in
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some of the public primary schools may not be ugtamdards. This may be due to a
number of issues such as vandalisms, corruptiaiheninfrastructure development
projects and various stakeholders not taking thesponsibility seriously among

many others.

There are various specifications which have beewiged when it comes to physical
infrastructure in schools. According to UNESCO (@))(appropriate and sufficient
building, child friendly, safe environment enhandald rights. The Ministry of
Education in Kenya has come up with safety starsdardnual for schools in Kenya
(MoE, 2005). This emphasizes the importance of dgimgp with Education Act
(Cap 211) and Public Health Act (Cap 242). The mahdiscusses size and number
of physical infrastructure for resistance and recmmds the need for sufficiency.
According to these acts physical infrastructureludes structures such as
classrooms, kitchen, laboratories, water tanksygotaund, and equipment among
others. The facilities can be either permanenteanporary. Such structures are
supposed to be appropriate, adequate and propexdyeld devoid of any risks to
users. However, one may find that the quality othsunfrastructures in the
respective public schools is inadequate. Moreawer available facilities are always

in poor conditions.

The government policies and regulations also spdbiit sanitation infrastructure
must be safe and built to the required standaRislatrines should be built at least

10 metres away from tuition blocks. When ablutidack is attached to the other
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buildings a high degree of cleanness must be maéda Pit latrines should be at
least 15 metres away from a water point. In mixagtbsls, girls’ sanitation facilities
must be separate and offer complete privacy. ihsitaction of sanitation facilities,
the following must be observed. The first thigainers, 4 closet holes. A maximum
of 270 learners: one closet for thirty learnersalhschools, appropriate provision

should be given to learners with special needs (N28B5).

Various government policies which have been putemamphasis in the Kenyan
schools have not solely addressed on the areasfraktructure development. For
instance, one good policy is that of Free Secondalycation (FSE) policy. This
policy has been implemented with a main objectifeensuring that deserving
children from poor family backgrounds do not misg on secondary education. as
such, this policies misses out on addressing hdwastructures may be put in place
S0 as to support those children from poor backgisuo accessing education in
schools that have good infrastructure and a cowmdudearning environment

(Mbayah & Maende, 2011).

According to an observation made by Republic of y&i(2010) and Chiuri and
Kiumi (2005), poor educational policies which le@adunchecked arbitrary increase
of school fees and other levies like teachers mtbtm, purchase of school bus
among others in schools poses a challenge in togdwernment of Kenya in
effectively implementing the FSE policy as well essuring that it provides an

avenue for infrastructure development consideratidhe respective schools.
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As it has been reviewed in this section, thereiadeed a number of provisions
which have been made by the government concerhiagtate of infrastructure in
primary schools. However, one question that stigérs in individuals’ minds is,
what then is the issue that has led to the prewaleof poor infrastructural
development in schools despite government polib@&ng been put in place to
address on the issue? Moreover, there are no nmglrieal studies which have
been done on the influence government policiesndrastructure development in
schools. As such, this study intends to examing tieen the government policies

are influencing infrastructure development in pniynschools in Kenya.

2.6 Influence of attitude on infrastructure developnent

The attitude that different stakeholders have md#juénce the extent to which
infrastructure may be developed in schools. A stwdg carried out by Roy (2008)
to examine the attitude towards school infrastngctf students in primary schools.
Multistage random sampling was followed in collentiof data from 572 students of
different schools located in 6 high and 6 lessrdite rural blocks in 6 different
districts of West Bengal. Four questionnaires weveloped to assess (a)
Demographic and socio-economic conditions (b) Ad# towards school
infrastructure (c) School attendance motivation &hdAcademic performance of
students. Nine attitudes (cleanliness, safety, odmridequacy, exploring, reliability,
easiness, equal opportunity, willingness to paét in school activities) towards
school infrastructure were initially conceptualizeshd accordingly one highly

reliable (Kuder Richardson reliability = 0.90) @8 questionnaire was developed.

22



Results revealed that attitude varies with diffeemnin religion, socio economic
status, districts, literacy rate of blocks, andhwévailable school infrastructure
facilities. The study also found out that attitudktermines one’s motivation to use

infrastructure.

The involvement of community members in the ininastiural development is also a
key element which may be largely influenced by tiyge of attitude that they have
towards their responsibilities. A study by Gallagtteerreira and Convery (2005) on
the public attitude towards solid waste landfifirastructure showed that there was a
correlation between attitude and the developmeti®infrastructure. It was shown
that if the public positively viewed the infrasttuce as being beneficial, they

directly engaged themselves in developing the stifugture and vice versa.

Another study was carried out by Gbolagade, OmaoteKbmolafe, Oni & Adereti

(2014) to examine rural youth participation in adtructural development in Isin
local government area of Kwara State, Nigeria. Datee collected with the aid of a
questionnaire, which was analyzed using frequermynt and percentages. Chi-
square analysis was used to test the hypothesigyoificance between the socio-
economic characteristics and the level of partiogoa in infrastructural

development. Besides, in infrastructural developmas well as the associated
constraints which include finance, availabilityrofterials, technical knowledge and
time, attitude was raised as a key issue whicluémited the participation of youth in

infrastructure development. The limitation of tisidy was that it only focused on
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infrastructural development in the community andstlthere is need for the current
study to be done to investigate on how attitudri@rfce infrastructure development

in schools.

It is widely recognized that parents can provideiahle help for their children by
showing that they are interested in their schoalkvand see the value of what they
study at school. There is strong evidence thatfthia of support can have a real and
positive effect on performance of children at sdhaad, therefore, on their future
(The Scottish Office, 2002). The same concept ap@iso when it comes to parents
showing interest on the learning environments efrthhildren. The interest shown
is an indication of positive attitude towards istracture development. Lack of
interest among parents in the infrastructure obsetshthat pupils use in their learning
process may influence their extent of involvement the development of

infrastructure in schools.

Moreover, the attitude of parents in the developnpeocess of infrastructure is very
important. Through positive attitude, parents maytgemselves involved in various
ways. These ways include but may not be limitecbétng involved in decision
making processes at school level, collaboratindy whe community by identifying
and integrating resources and services from thenuamty o strengthen school
programmes and infrastructure development, famifciices and student learning

and development (Nandango, Obondoh & Otiende, 2005)
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2.7 Summary of literature review

The literature review has shown the importance fiécéveness of physical
infrastructure funding in primary schools has shdhat any study of school funding
has to take into account school physical infrastméc (Crampton & Thompson,
2003). The review has also attempted to establigtkdetween a school’s physical
infrastructure funding and quality education. Séisdalso show that effective school
physical infrastructure funding will positively afft school quality (American
Federation of Teachers (AFT), 2008). However, maistdies (UNESCO, 2010;
Crampton & Thompson, 2008), have concentrated enefifiect of infrastructure
funding on specific learning outcomes for exampdacher and student motivation.
The literature review also suggests that fundingpfoysical infrastructure in school
is a good investment that gives positive outconveb(la, 2011). However, there is
little that has been done to study infrastructueeetbpment in primary schools, with

more specificity to Kathonzweni Division.

2.8 Theoretical framework

This study was guided by the Reinforcement thedri3.&. Skinner developed in
1953. This is a fundamental learning theory basethe premise that it is believed
that behaviour is a function of its environmentsiflee school environment includes
the infrastructure and other facilities which make learning environment better.

This is positive ‘reinforcement’ which supportsreag.
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There are a number of strengths which have contisiycsupported the prevalence
of reinforcement theory in many organizations. Eheengths include the fact that
it Provides clues to motivation, keeps employesslired, it is easily applied in any
given setting and Impressive research support (Radm2010). Despite the
strengths, there are a number of challenges whiliaaed in the application of the
theory. These challenges/weaknesses include difficuin identifying

rewards/punishments, hard to apply to complicatech$ of behavior, imposes on
freewill and it effectively often expires. Moreoyereinforcement theory also

disregards internal motivation.

In the context of this study, reinforcement theevgs found to be much more
relevant. The theory was considered appropriatausethe learning environment
created by having suitable infrastructure in schfwins part of a conducive
environment for the learners. This is realizedhie form of appropriate classroom,
sufficient desks, toilet facilities, a kitchen tater for their meals and playground for
physical fithess and even spacious and well-tetaeds where children will relax

during their free time form class.

Moreover, when the head teacher ensures that swdltiés are available, they are
involved in helping to set a suitable environmemtrfurturing good behaviour which
is expected to translate into better performanceclidren. The good learning
environment as a reinforcement factor serves ttureiand support good behaviour

for the pupils. In the absence of such facilitiéise learning environment is
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compromised and the learners may not have suffigapport to influence them

towards the desired behaviour change that the $shoald build in them.

2.9 Conceptual framework

This study conceptualizes that the dependent Jaridépends upon various other
independent variables. Development of infrastruectarschools has been considered
as the dependent variable which depends upon wanmependent variables which
include availability of funds, government policiele of the community and
stakeholders’ attitude. These processes considerdte mobilization of resources
for funds include fundraisers, grants, labour, sthiees and sponsorships. The

relationship between the variables is as summairiz&ture 2.1.

Availability of Funds
- Donors/ Sponsors
- Parents

- Government

- CDF allocations

Government Policies
- Procurement policies
- School infrastructure
development policies

- Resource mobilization| - Infrastructure Development
olicies - Community Tn Public Primary Schools
AWAreness programs - Finished classes
- SC1_1001 general - Ample and conducive toilets
ocietal Role meefings - Good Sanitation facilities
- Labour

- Adequate Playground

- Finances

- Repair & Maintenance

- Management of
infrastructure development
rocess

Attitude
- Role perception
- Responsibility
ownership

Figure 2.1: Factors influencing infrastructure devéopment in public primary

schools
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As it has been conceptualized in this study, tteeevarious factors which affect
infrastructure development in public primary sclsodlhese include availability of
funds, government policies, societal role andwatt To begin with, schools may try
to evaluate the amount of funds they have and desther it can facilitate the
process of infrastructure development in schoolgh®it funds, schools may not
develop new or even repair the already availableiphl infrastructure. On the other
hand, the government policy provision also doesuamice the development of
infrastructure especially in public schools. Thes#ools are always under the
management and control of the government. As stitthe policies formulate do not

address the infrastructure development in the dchoo progress will be

experienced.

The involvement of society and attitude are two kasstors which go hand in hand
together. It may be observed that if the sociedt 8 inclusive of parents have
negative attitude towards infrastructure developnmeschools, then they will not be
involved in the process and vice versa. Moreoves,rbles of the societal members
which include provision of labor, finances, repand maintenance may not be fully
achieved if the participants have a negative aituFor these factors to be properly
utilized so as to facilitate infrastructure devetegmt there are a number of processes
which are to be put in place. These include congt@ammunity awareness programs
on infrastructure development and school generaktimgs where parents are
encouraged to participate in the infrastructureettgyment process. Through this

process, the schools are able to improve on imfretsire development in schools.
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CHAPTER THREE

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

3.1. Introduction

This chapter presents the research design, targetlation, sample size and
sampling procedures, research instruments, datiectioh procedure and data

analysis techniques.

3.2 Research design

Research design is a logical and valuable way aiihg at the world (Gall, Borg &

Gall, 2003). A descriptive survey research desigs wsed in this study. This design
was used because it enables investigation intostiigect under study. Gay and
Airasian (2000) indicate that descriptive survegide is used on preliminary and
exploratory studies to enable the researcher ¢aidarmation, summarize, present

and interpret for clarification purposes.

In the context of the study, the research desigabled the researcher to collect
information from various key respondents on thedigcinfluencing infrastructure
development in public primary schools in Kathonzimdirision. This was through

the help of questionnaires, interview guides angkolation guide.

3.3 Target population

This study was conducted in all public primary saedn Kathonzweni division of

Makueni County. According to records obtained frahe office of the DEO
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Kathonzweni district, this division has 27 publicinpary schools. The target
population consisted of 27 head teachers, the DBE®,DQASO and the AEO.
Additionally, the B.O.M chairpersons (27) and 27APdhairpersons also targeted in

the study.

3.4 Sample size and sampling procedures

A sample is a smaller group or sub-group obtaimethfthe accessible population
(Mugenda & Mugenda, 2003). This subgroup was clyefaelected to be

representative of the whole population with theevaht characteristics. Each
member or case in the sample is referred to agsiiypspondent or interviewees.
The sample for this study consisted of 27 headhexag 27 Board of Management
and 27 PTA Chairpersons, DEO, DQASO and AEO. laltdlhe sample size for this

study was eighty four (84).

Sampling is referred to as a process of selectingmaber of individuals or objects
from a population such that the selected groupanstelements representative of
the characteristics found in the entire group (@od2004). A census sampling
method was used in this study to select all heathers, B.O.M and PTA
chairpersons. This sampling method was used irsthidy owing to the fact that the
respondents are few and thus for comprehensivetddt@ obtained it was necessary
to select all of them. In total, 27 head teach27sPTA chairpersons and 27 B.O.M

members were selected to participate in the study.
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On the other hand, purposive sampling method wed tesselect the DEO, DQASO

and AEO. This sampling procedure was used simptplree these respondents held
key positions in the education sector in the distand thus they were in a better
position of providing adequate, relevant and kdgrimation on the area under study.

moreover, these respondents were held as key iafasin the study.

3.5 Research instruments

This study employed questionnaires, interview gsiigied an observation checklist.
Questionnaires

A guestionnaire is a research instrument that gattiata on a large sample, save on
time, and can uphold confidentiality. According tovell and Lawson (1970),
questionnaires are widely used in education to iobiaormation about current
condition and practice, and to make attitudes gridions. Further, Best and Khan
(2003) points out that a questionnaire enablegsopeadministering them to explain
the purpose of the study and to give meaning oftémas that may not be clear. They
have the advantage of asking specific questionstwtill for specific answers. The
answers can be classified and the information aoediain the responses quantified.
In this study the questionnaires was expected ikdt ehformation from head

teachers. The questionnaire was structured bas#tearsearch objectives.

Interview guide
Interview guide was used because they yield higbesperation and lowest refusal

rates, offers high response quality and takes d@dganof interviewer presence and
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its multi-method data collection, which combinesesfioning, cross-examination
and probing approaches (Owens, 2002). The reseanteeviewed the Board of
Management (B.O.M) and Parent Teacher Associattom.f) chairpersons, AEO,
DQASO and DEO to elicit information that met thadst objectives. The interview
guide was semi-structured (with some closed and epéed items) and was divided
into two main sections, namely demographic charesties of the respondents and

the factors that influence infrastructure developtme public primary schools.

Observation checklist

The researcher also observed the infrastructucditias and school records to help
in assessing their levels of infrastructure develept. Observation makes the
observer to detach himself from the social sethiagng investigated and allows him
to gain a more objective view of the reality beingestigated (Scott & Usher, 2004).
Moreover, the checklist was used to assess théyjuglantity and conditions of the

infrastructure.

3.6 Validity of instruments

Validity is concerned with establishing whether thstruments are measuring what
they are supposed to measure (Gay, 1992). Orodli®)2lefines it as the degree to
which a test measures what it purports to be maagsuilt is an important

characteristic of a scientific instrument. It isr@ation of a test with some outside
independent criteria which are regarded by expEstthe best measure of the trait.

Singh (1986) and Orodho (2009) tend to concur tradidity is concerned with
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general ability. When a test is valid, it meansciismclusion can be generalized in
relation to the general population. The researaked peer review of the instruments
to test their validity and also sought for expenowledge of the supervisors to
ascertain their validity. Three public schools fraime neighboring Mavindini

Division were used as a pilot study to pre-testviality of the instruments.

3.7 Reliability of instruments

Kombo and Tromp (2006) define reliability as thge to which a test consistently
measures whatever it measures. That is, the aldityonsistently yield the same
results when repeated measurements are taken a&fathe object under the same
conditions (Gay, 1999). To establish the reliapibf the research instruments, the
researcher carried out a pilot test of the instmisyesing another similar group with
the same characteristics as the one targeted irsttidy. The reliability of the
instruments was computed using Cronbach’s Alph@b#ity coefficient method.
The most common internal consistency measure is\ah's alpha, which is

usually interpreted as the mean of all possibldfiooents.

The data was computed using SPSS computer progradetermine Cronbach’s
reliability coefficient. The respondents for thdopitest were picked from 3 public
primary schools from the neighboring Mavindini BiMin. These schools and the
respondents did not form part of the actual stédter filing the questionnaires, they
were collected, scored and manually tested foabgity. The correlation coefficient

found was 0.8. According to an observation mad&bégrge and Mallery (2003), if a
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Cronbach’s reliability correlation coefficient isegter or equal to 0.7 is obtained
then the questionnaires are treated as reliablsudls, the questionnaire was held as
reliable. On the other hand, the interview guided abservation checklist were not

tested for reliability.

3.8 Data collection procedures

First, the researcher requested for an introdudttgr from University of Nairobi.
He then sought for a permit from the National Cossiun for Science, Technology
and Innovation (NACOSTI). This was presented toDsrict Education Officer in
charge of Kathonzweni for authority to carry ontwiesearch in the study locale.
The researcher then visited the schools for inttmy purposes and requested for
appointment from the head teachers about whenrtonggter the instruments to the

respondents.

The questionnaire was administered in person artkcted once filled. The
researcher also booked meetings with the BoM and ERairpersons for the
interviews. The interview was conducted in a comgri@nvironment. Moreover,
during the distribution of the questionnaires thsearcher was also observing the
various infrastructures in the school and thusinigkthe observation checklist
according the prevailing conditions. Lastly, a nmegtwith the DEO, DQASO and
AEO was also organized and the interview condudiette the data collection was

done, the data was picked and used for analysis.
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3.9 Data analysis techniques

Collected data was first checked for completenesferb analysis. Data analysis
involved both qualitative and quantitative. Quaatiite data was analysed using
descriptive statistics, which involved a procesdrahsforming a mass of raw data
into tables, charts, with frequency distributiord grercentages which formed a vital
part of making sense of the data (Mugenda, 2008g Guantitative data was

analyzed using Statistical Package for Social ®eien(SPSS) program and
presented using tables, graphs and pie chartsrasd form to give a clear picture of
the research findings at a glance. The qualitadata was subjected to analysis by
synthesizing the responses and thematically amgnifiem in conformity with the

study objectives. This helped the researcher tonsanze the information and

present them as discussions on infrastructure dpnednt in schools.

3.10 Ethical considerations

In this study, the rights of the research partictpavere ensured. This was done
based on ensuring that the principles governingare$ participants were followed.
The principle of voluntary participation which recgs that people are not coerced
into participating in research was followed. Th®rmed consent of the participants
was also ensured by explaining the aim of the stuaty the procedures involved.
The participants’ information was confidential. thar the principle of anonymity

was also adhered to. The participant remained anouny throughout the study.
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CHAPTER FOUR
DATA ANALYSIS, PRESENTATION AND INTERPRETATION
4.1 Introduction
The chapter is presented based on the followintiosec response rate, background
information of the respondents, availability of fishand infrastructure development
in schools, role of community in infrastructure dpment, policies and regulation
on infrastructure development and stakeholdersitud# and infrastructure

development.

4.2 Response rate

This section presents the response rate of themdspts who participated in the
study. During data collection, the researcher dswesnty seven questionnaires to
the head teachers, twenty seven interview guidéset®TA and B.O.M respectively

and one interview guide for AEO, DQASO and DEO ezstpely. The results are

presented in Table 4.1

Table 4. 1: Instrument response rate

Respondents Issued Received Percentage (%)
instruments Instruments

Head Teachers 27 27 100

PTA 27 25 92.6

B.O.M 27 24 88.9

AEO 1 1 100

DEO 1 1 100

DQASO 1 1 100

TOTAL 84 79 94%
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A total of 84 instruments were given to the responsg. However, only 79
instruments were received that had been fully nedpd to. This translates to a

response rate of 94%. This is representation isl goough for the data analysis.

4.3 Background information of head teachers

The head teachers who participated in this study wgesen a number of questions
for background information. These questions capt@lements such as educational
qualification, working experience, number of pupdsrolled in schools and the

conditions of the available infrastructure in palgrimary schools.

4.3.1 Highest educational qualification

The head teachers were asked to give their higidhstational qualification. The
educational qualification was asked so as for thsearcher to establish the
educational qualification of teachers in schoolovene involved in infrastructure
development. This was categorized into P1, ATS,|ddia, Degree and Masters
Degree. However, only a few academic qualificatiesponses were provided. These

are as summarized by Figure 4.1.

Degree

6 ATS
(22%) 10
(37%)

Diploma
11
(41%)

Figure 4. 1: Distribution of the head teachers byheir highest education
gualification
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The data in figure 4.1 indicates that majority lné primary school head teachers 11
(41%) had a diploma as their highest educationalifigation. Slightly more than a
third of them 10 (37%) however indicated that theyd been able to achieve a

degree as their highest academic qualification.

4.3.2 Working experience

The working experience of the head teachers waslatked into in this study. The

working experience of the teachers was looked sdoas to establish the period
individuals have been involved in the infrastruetwtevelopment processes in the
school. This was categorized into below 2 years,y2ars, 6-10 years and above 10

years. The data is presented in Figure 4.2.

8
35 7 7 (29.6%)
T @59%)  (25.0%)
L 25 S
o
G
£ 5 (18.5%)
3]
o 15
o
10
5
0
Below 2 years  2-5 years 6-10 years above 10 years
Working Experience

Figure 4. 2: Distribution of head teachers by theiworking experience
The data in figure 4.2 shows that there is an elistibution of head teachers with
reference to working experience. Slightly more tlaif of the head teachers 14

(51.8%) had a working experience of less than Bsyedereas 48.1% of them had a
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working experience of more than 6 years. The distibns however show that most
of the teachers in the public primary schools igdeave been in the schools for
quite a good period to be in a position to fadditanfrastructure development

processes in schools.

4.3.3 Number of pupils enrolled in schools

The head teachers were further asked to stateutmbder of pupils attending their
respective schools. The information or numbers igexy were further summarized
into the following categories 200 and below, 20D,3801-400 and 400 and above

pupils. The responses are as summarized by theeHigB.

60 13
48.1%

50 ( 0)
g 40 !
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P |
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200 and below 201 - 300 301-400 400 and abpve
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Figure 4. 3: Distribution of head teachers resporeson the number of pupils

enrolled in schools

Figure 4.3 shows that slightly less than a halftted head teachers 13 (48.1%)
indicated that the number of pupils attending tmegpective schools ranged from

201-300 pupils. Slightly more than a quarter ofnthe (25.9%) however indicated
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that the number of pupils was not more than 200omtng to these distributions, it
may be deduced that indeed public primary schomi$ain quite a number of pupils

and thus their population may pose a challengkda@vailable infrastructures.

4.3.4 Conditions of the available infrastructure inschool

The head teachers were further asked to rate whttbeconditions of the various
infrastructures in the schools were good, very gomogdoor. The infrastructure listed
included classrooms, school furniture, toilet, lkén and water point/tanks. Table 4.2
present the data.

Table 4.2: Distribution of head teachers responsem the quality of

infrastructure in schools

Good Very Good Poor
F % F % F %
Classrooms 23 85.2 - - 4 14.8
Furniture 20 74.1 - - 7 25.9
Toilet 16 59.3 1 3.7 10 37.0
Kitchen 12 44.4 1 3.7 14 51.9

Water point/ Tank 13 48.1 6 22.2 8 29.6

Table 4.2 shows that majority of the head teacthwer® positive that the conditions
of the infrastructure in schools were in a goodest&lowever, there are those
schools in the district which have infrastructutieat are in a poor state. One of the

leading infrastructures that are in poor conditionsthe schools is the kitchen
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(51.9%), followed by toilets (37%), water pointsia (29.6%) and school furniture

(25.9%) respectively.

The researcher also looked at the conditions oirtnastructure with the help of the
observation guide. Through the guide, it was fotimat not all the schools in the
division had quality infrastructure. Moreover, soofethe classes had deteriorating
facilities and this posed a great challenge onléaening processes in the school.
Moreover, the researcher also observed that there wertain schools which had
unfinished structures in the school. Other infiadtiral elements that were found to
be inadequate in the schools compare to the rastudents available included play
grounds, classrooms, toilets and water points. Timding justifies a previous
research which was done on the impact that the lleraot rates had on
infrastructure in schools. According to an obsaoraby the UNICEF (2005), the
increased enrollment of pupils in schools since itheeption of free primary

education has contributed to increased pressutieeoavailable infrastructure.

4.4 Availability of funds for infrastructure development

Availability of funds plays a critical role when @omes to initiating projects on
infrastructure development. When the funds are egadte, then the projects may
not be able to progress effectively. As such, giisdy sought to establish how
adequacy of funds affected infrastructure develogmea primary schools in

Kathonzweni Division.
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4.4.1 Methods Used To Raise Money to Develop Infiascture in Schools

The head teachers were asked to indicate the nethatithey used to raise money
to develop infrastructure in schools. The methdust were suggested included
government allocations, CDF funds, religious orgations, school fees, parents’
contributions and donors. The data is present8diie 4.3

Table 4.3: Distribution of head teachers on the mébds used to raise money for

infrastructure development in schools

Yes No

Parents Contributions 23 852 4 14.8
Government allocation 20 741 7 25.9
CDF 18 66.7 9 33.3
Donors 9 33.3 18 66.7
Religious organizations 7 259 20 741
School Fees 5 185 22 815

Table 4.3 shows that an overwhelming majority &f tiead teachers (85.2%) agreed
that they used parents’ contribution to raise mdioeynfrastructure development in
the school. Majority of them (74.1%) also indicatbdt government allocation was a
key method used for generating money to facilitabestructure development in the
schools. Other key methods suggested by the heathdes included CDF Funds

(66.7%), donors (33.3%) and religious organizati@ts9%) respectively.
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4.4.2 Source of funds in schools for infrastructure

Further, the head teachers were also asked tofgpegious sources of funds for

different infrastructures available in schools. Témurces that were highlighted

included fees, CDF, Donors, Parents contributioth @onors. The data is presented
in Table 4.4.

Table 4. 4: Distribution of head teachers on the swces of funds for different

infrastructures in the school

Fees, CDF, Donors Parents Contribution Donors
F % F % F %
Classrooms 18 66.7 7 25.9 2 7.4
Furniture 6 22.2 18 66.7 3 11.1
Toilet 8 29.6 12 44.4 7 25.9
Kitchen 5 18.5 18 66.7 4 14.8
Water point/ Tank 5 18.5 1 3.7 21 77.8

According to the data in Table 4.4, majority of thead teachers (66.7%) indicated
that the funds came from the fees, CDF funds amdm@o A quarter of them (25.9%)
indicated that the money came from the contribtigiven by parents towards
classroom infrastructure development. When astiéddicate the sources of funds
for furniture in schools, majority of the head teaxs (66.7%) indicated parents’
contributions. Only a few of them (22.2%) indicatib@ sources to be from Fees,

CDF funds and donors.
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In terms of toilet, a good percentage of the hesatliers (44.4%) indicated that
parents’ contribution was largely used in the depeient of toilets in schools.
Slightly more than a quarter of them (29.6%) intBdathat Fees, CDF funds and
Donors were the main sources of funds for the dgreént of toilet faculties.
However, from the open ended questions, the teacheicated that they still faced a
challenge in the quality of toilets in the schd®arents’ contributions (66.7%) are
the major sources funds used in facilitating theettgpment of kitchen facilities in
schools. On the other hand, donors are the oneduruabthe development of water

points/ tanks in the schools.

4.4.3 Whether funds provided for physical infrastricture is adequate
The head teachers further gave their responsesdisgavhether the funds that were
being provided were adequate enough to suppouisdtifrcture development in the

schools. The data is presented in Figure 4.4.

Yes

(7%)

No
25
(93%)

Figure 4. 4: Distribution of head teachers on whetér the funds provided for

physical infrastructure development were adequate
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An overwhelming majority of the head teachers 23%9 indicated that the funds
provided for infrastructure development were noecdte. Only two of them

indicated that the funds were adequate.

4.4.4 Extent to which funds influenced infrastructue development in the school

The head teachers were lastly asked to indicatextent to which funds influenced
infrastructure development in their respective sthioFigure 4.5 shows a summary

of the findings obtained.

Not all
1 To a greate
(4%) extent
9
(33%)

To some
extent
17
(63%)

Figure 4. 5: The extent to which funds influencednifrastructure development in

the school

The results in figure 4.5 show that majority of thead teachers 17 (63%) were in
agreement that the availability of funds did inflge infrastructure development in
their respective schools to some extent. This wekdr supported by a third of them

9 (33%) who indicated that it did influence buttgreater extent.
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In responding on the sources of funding for infasure development in schools,
the PTA members reported that the school sourseduitds for infrastructure
development through the parents, donations and &FCounty government. This
was further supported by the BoM who also indicéteat the parents, donors and
the government contributed funds used for infrastme development in the school.
The BoM members also reported that for resourceiliration practices, the school
wrote proposals which were then issued to goverhmepossible donors to support
the infrastructure development process. The PTAB@M however indicated that
the funds which were being provided were not adegteasupport full development
of infrastructure in the school. This in the lonmied to some infrastructures being

left unfinished and thus also posing health rigkhe pupils in the schools.

The AEO, DQASO and DEO also gave their own respoegarding the sources of
funding for infrastructure development in schodl8.of them indicated that the key
sources includedovernment, CDF funds, MoEST, NGOs, donors andnpsurd he
AEO further went on ahead to report that “Factbet made the sources mentioned
above prevalent chooses as the main ways of raisiogey for funding school
infrastructure included school enrollment and alality of general awareness”.
Schools have been suggested as to contribute tewledfunding of infrastructure
development in schools. This is in line wilcher (1989) who observed that school
financing has been the major source of fundingiférastructure development in
primary schools. He further went on ahead to repbysical infrastructure funding

involved the funds or efforts expected on buildihgnd, physical environment,

46



furniture and black wall either in form of repamdamaintenance, construction and

infrastructure management.

Besides schools being a source of finance, thidystias also established that
parents, government contributions and CDF fundsrituted to the finances used in
infrastructure development. This finding concurghwirhe Unynck (2003) who
reported that funding for physical infrastructureasw the responsibility of
communities, parents and government. Communityifns very effective in cases
in which the community desires to make future $mes to satisfy the practical
needs. External help should just be a supplemdm. sStudy also established that
donors were also involved in providing finances sopport infrastructure
development. One of the external donors as notedVbyld Bank (1988) is the
World Bank. It is reported that World Bank is th@shsignificant external funding

bodies for education.

4.5 Role of community in infrastructure development

Infrastructure development in schools may not bkecéfely or fully realized
without the cooperation of the school community rhers as well stakeholders.
This study was thus set to determine how commumtyolvement influenced
infrastructure development in primary schools irtHtmzweni Division. To answer
this objective, there are a number of questions wee asked. These included the
community member roles in infrastructure developtnenembers involved in
repairing broken furniture and the extent to whicimmunity roles have contributed

towards infrastructure development.
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4.5.1 Community members’ role in infrastructure dewelopment

The head teachers were asked to indicate the halethe community members
played when it came to infrastructure developmerthe schools. Some of the roles
suggested included providing labor and materiaépairing and maintenance,
provision of finances and monitoring infrastructutevelopment projects in the

schools. The responses obtained are as shown bseH®.

59.3%
60 ( )
50
()
S
= 40
[}
o
P 30+ 5
20 - 4 (18.5%)
(14.8%) 2
10 - (7.4%)
0 B T
Providing labor ~ Repairing and Provision of Monitoring
and materials Maintenance finances projects
Community Roles

Figure 4. 6: The role of community in infrastructure development in schools

The data in figure 4.6 shows that slightly morentlnalf of the head teachers 16

(59.1%) indicated that the community members wewelved providing labor and
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materials. Other roles played by the community menmbin infrastructure

development included repairing and maintenancepamwsion of finances.

4.5.2 Members involved in repairing broken furniture

Moreover, the head teachers went on ahead to ted®a@me of the community
members who were being involved in the repairindgprafken down furniture in the
school. These members included Board of Managenieatent and Teachers

Association, Contracted Carpentgrayents and the school. The data is presented in

Figure 4.7.
11 11

1 oz 0.75)
o 35
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3 o 4
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& 15 (14.8%) .

1g (3.7%)
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BOM and PTA Contracted Parents School Artisar
carpenters
Responses

Figure 4. 7: Head teachers responses on who repalisoken down furniture in

the school

The results in figure 4.7 show that majority of thead teachers indicated that
parents 11 (40.7%) and school artisans 11 (40.7%)ewhe key community

members involved in the repairing of broken furretin the schools. A few of them
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4 (14.8%) however indicated that the Board of manant and PTA were the key

partners involved in the repairing of broken infrasture.

Having known the members involved in repairing lenokurniture in the schools, the
head teachers were further asked to indicate whelese furniture were being

repaired on time. The data is presented in Figuge 4

No
11
(41%)
Yes
16
(59%)

Figure 4. 8: Distribution of head teachers responsen whether the involved

community members repaired the broken furniture intime

The findings in figure 4.7 show that slightly mdhan half of the head teachers 16
(59%) agreed that the broken furniture was beimgpared in time. However, a good
percentage of them 11 (41%) indicated that the dmwoturniture was not being

repaired in time.
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4.5.3 Extent to which community roles have contribted towards infrastructure

development

The respondents gave their responses on the etdemthich community roles
contributed towards infrastructure development ublig primary schools in the

district. Figure 4.9 presents a summary of theifigsl obtained.
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Figure 4. 9: Distribution of head teachers on thexent to which community

roles have contributed towards infrastructure devebpment

The data in figure 4.9 show that a good percentdgjee head teachers were positive
regarding the extent to which community members trdmuted towards
infrastructure development. 44.4% of them indicatedome extent whereas slightly
more than a quarter of the head teachers 8 (296digated that community roles

contributed towards infrastructure development tpester extent.
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With regards to community involvement in infrastwe development, the PTA
members had a number of responses to provide. fdpeyted that the community
members have been involved in infrastructure deraeknt through donating items
such as water tanks among many others; some afaimenunity members are less
concerned and think that it is the responsibility tbe MOE to do all the

infrastructural development works in the schoofe tommunity members ensure
that the government has developed enough buildmgse school. This was further
supported by the BoM who indicated that indeed dbemmunity members played
various roles in facilitating infrastructure deveoent in the school. They reported
that community members provided labour as well asenmals which aided in the
infrastructure development process. However, theponted that a key challenge
which affected the full participation of the comnityrin infrastructure development

was poverty.

The AEO reported that:
Poverty and misplaced priorities are major chakengffecting infrastructure
development as well as resource mobilization antbeggommunity
members. This affects to a greater extent the wamént of the community

in supporting development in the respective schools

DQASO officer on the other hand reported that thel of education and awareness

is a critical issue which affected the involveme@ftvarious stakeholders in the
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infrastructure development process in schools.heurtthe officer went on ahead to
report that:
Poverty levels and political interferences are thajor issues which are
affecting the effective involvement of local comntyn members in

infrastructural development in the respective pubtihools in the area.

On the other hand, the DEO reported that:
Poverty is a major issue which is hindering thd fmVolvement of local
community members in the infrastructure developmémd most of the
funds are used to purchase food instead of beirigimia infrastructure
development.

In 1960s communities, parents and local authontiese principally responsible for

capital investment in primary education through&ast Africa (Bogonko, 1992).

The communities’ contributions ranged from polést¢h cash and labour.

Black & Scendlen (1980) also supports the findinfishis study by indicating that
funding primary school education infrastructure hasn largely dependent on local
community. Additionally, MOE (2009) comments thabmamunity contribution
either in terms of financial resources dependingh@neconomic level or in kind is
required to support government and other pertigentributions. Communities are
expected to provide firewood, employ a cook, previdtchen utensils, cooking
water and monitor the utilization of the projedisds, as part of their contribution

(MOE, 20009).
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Moreover, the findings of this study is in-line ia survey carried out by Thinh
(1991) which observed that PTAs provided for 21.@Phe cost of building 63.8%
of the cost of furniture and equipment, 63.4% repand 87.7% of general
contingencies. In Malaysia, it is the parents assions (PAs). The role of the
parents associations is primarily that of matesigbport; for example, contributing
to building of school halls, canteens and addimgs#s. The PAs have come to play
a central role in construction and maintenance oflding and facilities in
association with the local education councils. R&ssuade and encourage local
production and trading establishments in buildidgaational facilities. In Vietnam,
most primary schools have been built by peopleutjnothe PAs and the local
educational councils. The association is also wealin the provision of desks,

benches and in teaching aids etc (Thinh, 1991).

In further supporting the findings of this study the involvement local community
members in infrastructure development, Salomon Amteier postulated that
Christianity and particularly Protestantism perthi flourishing of the community
actions because of its emphasis on individualisth issistrong independence from
state control. Gaduh (2012) also found that differeligions had different impacts
on the rise of the community action depending oa wWeight they assigned to
charitable acts in terms of time and resourcespating individual action,

commitment to institution building and their retatship with the country.
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4.6 Policies and regulation on infrastructure develpment

Being public institutions of learning, governmentipies and regulations have a role

that they may play in influencing infrastructurevelpment projects. This study

investigated how policies and regulations affectrastructure development in

primary schools in Kathonzweni Division. The headdhers were asked a number

of questions and expected to give their responsesheether yes or no. Table 4.5

summarizes their responses.

Table 4.5: Distribution of head teachers responsenovarious issues regarding

policies for infrastructure development

Yes No

F % %
| am aware of the policies put in place by the goreent

23 85.2 14.8
on infrastructure development in public schools
The school has a resource mobilization plan anitipsl

20 74.1 25.9
which aid in infrastructure development policies
The available policies encourage the involvement of
teachers in mobilizing resources for infrastructure 22 81.5 18.5
development.
The policies put in place by the government enageira
training of head teachers’ involvement in infrasttual 24 88.9 11.1

management and development.
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Table 4.5 shows that majority of the head teacf&<2%) indicated that they were
aware of the policies put in place by the governnmninfrastructure development
in public schools. A few of them (14.8%) indicatdtht they were not aware. In
terms of resource mobilization plans, majority o head teachers (74.1%) indicated
that the school has a resource mobilization plad @olicies which aid in
infrastructure development policies. A quarter ledérh (25.9%) indicated that there

were no such policies in the school.

The data in table 4.5 further showed that majarftyhe head teachers (81.5%) were
positive by agreeing that the available policiexccemaged the involvement of
teachers in mobilizing resources for infrastructdevelopment. A few of them
(18.5%) however disagreed to the latter. Majorifytloe head teachers (88.9%)
indicated that the policies put in place by the egament encouraged training of

head teachers’ involvement in infrastructural mamagnt and development.

The PTA members highlighted that there were a nurabpolicies which had been
put in place which governed the issue of infrastmec development in schools
included the procurement policy and health andtaaon policy. However, one of
the head teachers went on ahead to report that:
The procurement policy has been posing a challenghe infrastructure
development process in the school. Due to the ypale bureaucracy is a bit
tight and thus it takes a long time to procure miale which are required to

facilitate infrastructure development.
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In supporting the responses of the PTA, the membérhe BoM were also in

agreement that government policies did have arctediie infrastructure development
process in public schools. They reported that tbkcips were not clear on the
different roles that various stakeholders were sgpgd to play in the development
process. Moreover, the policies were reported asldlay the procurement of
materials which were required to facilitate the stouction of infrastructure in the

school.

In response to the effects of policies on infradtite development in public primary

schools, the DQASO officer reported that:
There are a number of policies which have beenas&le to govern
infrastructure development in schools. These padicinclude the safety
standards policies. These policies address on htfereht infrastructures
may be used in schools and safety maintained. Mereahe available
policies to some extent have influenced infrastrieetievelopment in schools
through resource mobilization. For instance, prement policies are very
stringent and this makes the school representativeable to afford various

materials for infrastructural development.

Further, the AEO reported that:
There are policies addressing on infrastructureeldgyment in public primary

schools. The government policies affect infrastitectdevelopment in that they
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ensure proper use and give guidelines on how ressumay be mobilized to
facilitate infrastructure development in the pulsiahools.

According to an observation made by the DEO, thennmolicies affecting
infrastructure development in schools is the prement policies and construction
services. These policies are rigid and in mostase bureaucratic in nature hence
taking too long to process. Moreover, the polidiesd to provide guidelines for

proper usage of infrastructure.

In this section, the findings have shown that imbdpelicies do have an influence on
infrastructure development. Some of the policiegctvihave been pointed out in the
study include procurement policies and health aafétg policies. These policies
have been pointed out as to determine how schooise for funds as well as get
materials to the school to aid in infrastructuresedepment. In supporting these
findings, an article by UNESCO (2005) showed thpprapriate and sufficient
building, child friendly, safe environment enhamtdd rights. Such environments in
schools can be realized through the prevalencealtthand safety needs policies in
schools. Moreover, the Ministry of Education in Kanhas come up with safety
standards manual for schools in Kenya (MoE, 200B)is emphasizes the
importance of complying with Education Act (Cap 2ahd Public Health Act (Cap
242). The manual discusses size and number of galyisirastructure for resistance

and recommends the need for sufficiency.
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According to these acts physical infrastructureludes structures such as
classrooms, kitchen, laboratories, water tanksygotaund, and equipment among
others. The facilities can be either permanenteanporary. Such structures are
supposed to be appropriate, adequate and propmEx®yeld devoid of any risks to
users. However, one may find that the quality othsunfrastructures in the
respective public schools is inadequate. Moreawer available facilities are always

in poor conditions.

In conclusion, it may be reported that despite ghevalence of policies to aid in
infrastructure development there are still issuekiclv are hampering the
effectiveness of these policies. Slowness in thecymement policies to the
implementation process may raise eyebrows conggriiia effectiveness of these
policies. As such a recommendation can be givesdtivess on the restructuring of
policies to ensure their effectiveness in promotinfyastructure development in

schools.

4.7 Stakeholders’ attitude and infrastructure devebpment

The fourth and last objective of the study wasxXamsine how stakeholders’ attitude
affected infrastructure development in public pniynachools. The head teachers
were first asked to indicate whether they enjoyethd involved in infrastructure
development in their respective schools. In thisecalmost all of them (96%)
positively agreed that they enjoyed participatimg infrastructure development

process in their schools. Only one of the headhacindicated that he did not
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enjoy. Further, the head teachers were also askiedicate the extent to which they
enjoyed being involved in infrastructure developimen
Figure 4.10 presents a summary of head teachgmensss on the extent to which

they enjoyed being involved in infrastructure depehent.

To some
extent
10
(37%)
To a greate
extent
17
(63%)

Figure 4. 10: Distribution of head teachers on thextent to which they enjoy

being involved in infrastructure development

The data in figure 4.10 shows that there were thespondents who suggested that
they enjoyed being involved in infrastructure depehent to a greater extent 17

(63%) where as others indicated to some exten81%j.

Through the interview guides, the effects of stakaérs’ attitude on infrastructure
development were brought out clear. The PTA memfmergistance, indicated that
attitude did have a great effect on the infrastimetlevelopment in schools. Most of

them reported that some of the key stakeholdersahadgative attitude and this
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hindered them from being directly involved in thevdlopment process. One of the
PTA members for instance reported that:
Some stakeholders have a negative attitude towardsastructure
development. Some of the members in the school tendold that
infrastructure development is a responsibility lo¢é tgovernment. As such,
they do not contribute any resources or labour tdsvdhe development

process.

Another PTA member further reported that “Some loé tstakeholders have a
negative attitude towards infrastructure developmérhey say that primary
education is free hence they do not want to giveewdor buildings.” In summary,
negative attitude among stakeholders led to inaategavolvement in infrastructure
development, minimal provision of finances for agtructure development and poor

management of the already available infrastrudtutke school.

In response to how stakeholders’ attitude affedtdchstructure development, the

AEO reported that:
The attitude of the stakeholders plays a major mol¢hat they influence
infrastructure development in the schools. In tk&se, many of the
community members are of the perception that pudditol development is
only for the government so they do not want toipgdte.

In further supporting the above statement by theéDAEhe DQASO officer also

reported that: “The attitude of the stakeholdertec$ their involvement in
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infrastructural development differently. Positivétitade towards infrastructural
development rises when there is full involvement tbk members in the
infrastructure development process.” On the othend, the DEO reported that
“most of the stakeholders have positive attitudeder, financial problems at times
makes them to develop coldness towards being iedoln infrastructure

development.”

Attitude has been found in this study as a majallehge on the involvement of
stakeholders in infrastructure development. Mosthefstakeholders are of the idea
that development is for the government and thuy tire not necessarily to be
involved. A study was carried out by Roy (2008)etaamine the attitude towards
school infrastructure of students in primary sceodlhe study found that attitude
determined the extent to which members were maiiad use infrastructure as well
as maintain it. Another study carried out by Gaikxg Ferreira and Convery (2005)
on the public attitude towards solid waste landfifrastructure showed that there

was a correlation between attitude and the devedopiof the infrastructure.
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CHAPTER FIVE

SUMMARY, CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

5.1 Introduction

This chapter presents the summary, conclusion @e@mmendations for this study.

5.2 Summary of the study

The main purpose of this study was to investigagefactors affecting infrastructure
development in primary schools in Kathonzweni D Makueni County. The
study was guided by the following research objestivio establish how adequacy of
funds affect infrastructure development in primscjools in Kathonzweni Division,
to determine how community involvement influencé&astructure development in
primary schools in Kathonzweni Division, to examitiee effects of policies and
regulations on infrastructure development in priynachools in Kathonzweni
Division and to examine how attitude affects infrasture development in primary

schools in Kathonzweni Division.

A descriptive survey research design was usedisstindy. This design was used
because it enables investigation into the subjedeu study. The sample for this
study consisted of all the head teachers (27), Bo&aManagement (27) and PTA
Chairpersons (27), DEO (1), DQASO (1) and AEO [d)total, the sample size for
this study was eighty four (84). The head teach&o$) and PTA chair persons were

arrived at through census sampling method whefeadDEO, DQASO and AEO
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were purposively selected to participate in thelgtIhe data collection instruments
used in the study included questionnaires for Hezathers and interview guide for
the B.O.M. and P.T.A chairpersons, AEO, DQASO andODand observation

checklist.

The collected data was analyzed using descriptiedisscs, employing both

quantitative and qualitative approach. Data fromesgiwnnaires were purely
analyzed quantitatively and presented in frequeneied percentages while data
from interview guide was analyzed qualitatively.eTstudy used SPSS (Statistical
Package for Social Sciences) to aid in data arsjysicess. From the analysis, the

following findings were made:

There are those schools in the district which haffastructures that are in a poor
state. One of the leading infrastructures thatimmgoor conditions in the schools is
the kitchen, followed by toilets, water points/tardnd school furniture respectively.
The key methods used to raise money for infrasirectievelopment in schools

include parents’ contribution, government allocatesmd CDF funds.

For classroom infrastructure, majority of the hézathers (66.7%) indicated that the
funds came from the fees, CDF funds and donorsoiMsagurces of funds for school
furniture include parents’ contributions (66.7%garénts’ contributions (66.7%) are

the major sources funds used in facilitating theettigpment of kitchen facilities in
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schools. An overwhelming majority of the head teamsh(93%) indicated that the

funds provided for infrastructure development waseadequate.

The PTA, BoM members and AEO, DQASO and DEO replattiat the key sources

of funds for infrastructure development include gras, CDF funds, government
allocations and MoEST. Role of community membergfrastructure development

include providing labour materials, repairing andimenance, provision of finances
and monitoring projects. Poverty, level of educatand awareness and misplaced
priorities affected the involvement of community migers in infrastructure

development.

Majority of the head teachers (88.9%) indicated tha policies put in place by the
government encouraged training of head teachekgliement in infrastructural

management and development. Majority of the heachiers (85.2%) indicated that
they were aware of the policies put in place by gogernment on infrastructure

development in public schools.

Attitude affects the extent to which stakeholdews iavolved in the infrastructural
development. Most of the stakeholders such as fmafggve a negative attitude
towards involvement in infrastructure developmdiitey are of the idea that it is the

role of the government to facilitate developmerd ant them.
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5.3 Conclusion

From the analysis and summary of the study, theeeaanumber of conclusions
which can be made. First and foremost, it may beclcagled that the quality of
infrastructure among quite a number of public priynachools in Kathonzweni
division is in poor state. This puts a reason émommendations to be put in place to

address the deteriorating conditions of infrastreeein the schools.

In terms of funds, it is concluded that the majourses of funds for infrastructure
development in schools include parents, CDF fumgdsiernment allocations and
donors. However, these funds are not adequateharsdsthools are not in a position
to meet the full cost of developing infrastructumethe schools. Thus, it may be
concluded that inadequacy of funds affect infradtme development in public

primary schools in Kathonzweni division to a greabetent.

Policies and regulations have also been notedfastar that affects infrastructure
development in schools. Tight policies such as @hfws procurement have been
noted as to delay the process of obtaining maserial be involved in the
infrastructure development process. Moreover, tbkcips do not show different
roles that different stakeholders should play & development of infrastructure in
schools. As such, it is concluded that policies eegllations affect infrastructure

development in schools to a greater extent.
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The involvement of the community members is critida the success of
infrastructure development in schools. Howeverraltae a number of issues which
arise that affect their involvement in the infrasture development process. Poverty
and political interferences affect the way communihembers participate in
infrastructure development. However, the roles thlay include providing finances,

labour and materials and carrying out repair sesic

The attitude can be concluded a determinant thattaf stakeholders’ involvement
in the infrastructure development process. Forams#, most of them hold the idea
that FPE is free hence it remains the responsilofithe government to take care of
the infrastructure in schools. Moreover, due toatieg attitude some parents do not
want to contribute finances or labor to support deselopment of infrastructure.

This affects infrastructure development in the stho a greater extent.

5.4 Recommendations

That the Ministry of Education should start negiias with County governments to
pursue the possibility of counties getting moravaty involved in funding school
infrastructure projects. This will be a big boost tipgrading the dilapidated
structures in many schools as noted in the caseubfic primary schools in
Kathonzweni division. This will also ease pressoneFPE fund which can then be
channeled by the head teachers towards improvergilegy through the purchase of

teaching and learning essentials in the classrobrfrastructure is currently
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competing with for scarce resources with other ey requirements hence the

financial constraint is piling pressure on headesas.

The MoEST should use the local education officersdarry out awareness sessions
with parents and key stakeholders to sensitize tbemvay that they can support
their schools by developing the required infragtricee through provision of all
possible resources including giving in kind. Thexeneed for more stakeholders to
be involved in the infrastructure development pssca schools. This will help to
ensure full community involvement in school infrasture development.

MOEST should strengthen the training for head teeschn resource mobilization for
infrastructure development build their capacity iofrastructure development and
management in the schools. These trainings mayab@ed out in the course of
holidays or within the school periods so as to mlevan ample time for head

teachers to exercise what they learn.

It is also recommended that as far as possibleg tiseneed for more money to be
allocated by the government to support infrastmectievelopment in public primary

school. This is because from the head teachesporeses on adequacy of funds, it
was clear the funds currently allocated by the gawent are not sufficient for

developing school infrastructure. There is alsedn®r the government to create
time to facilitate the revision of the policies as to provide clear guidelines in
infrastructure development as well as avoidingdbkays which are experienced in

the procurement process of materials for infrastmecdevelopment.
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The school head teachers have a role that they teegday in mobilizing the
community members and parents on the importancthaf involvement in the
infrastructure development process. Through genmeestings in the schools, the
head teachers can inform the parents how theidveweent in the school creates a

lot of opportunities in facilitating infrastructudevelopment processes.

The school head teachers and the chairpersongtothm PTA and BoG need to put
their heads together and strategize on the mechanibat they may employ in
mobilizing resources for infrastructure developmenschools. This may be done
through harambee, fundraising functions, developaiginfrastructural funding

proposals among many others.

The community members have a sole responsibilint they need to play in
promoting infrastructure development in schools. #sch, they need to be
encouraged and motivated by being informed thrayggm air campaigns that their
support and involvement in the construction of asfructure in schools is highly
recognized and appreciated. More avenues need terdsed which directly
involves the participation of community memberstlie development of physical

infrastructure in the schools.

5.5. Suggestions for further research

1. This study focused on factors influencing infrastaue development in

public primary schools, but did not look at paréwiscupation or economic
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activities and levels of education. A study candoae on the influence of
patents occupation /economic activities and thewrels of education on
school infrastructure development.

. This study was limited to Kathonzweni Division inaklieni County. Other
studies on factors influencing school infrastruetalevelopment should be
done in other parts of Kenya to look at other fextand compare the

findings.
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APPENDICES
APPENDIX |
LETTER OF INTRODUCTION

Josiah M. Ojwang

University of Nairobi

Department of Educational Administration and Plagni
P.O. Box 30197 NAIROBI

The Head teacher,

Dear Sir/Madam,

RE: PARTICIPATION IN RESEARCH

| am a post graduate student at the University @ifd¥hi pursuing a master’s degree
in Education. 1 am conducting a research on thdctdpactors influencing
infrastructure development in public primary schools in Kathonzweni division,

Kenya.”

This study is going to benefit the principals aeddhers to understand the relevance
of infrastructural development and the key appreacto resource mobilization in

public primary schools.

| hereby request you to assist me with necessdoynmation to help me obtain
accurate findings. Kindly allow me to carry outsthesearch in your school.
Thank you.

Yours faithfully,

Josiah M. Ojwang.
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APPENDIX Il
QUESTIONNAIRE FOR HEAD TEACHERS
Please read the questions below and kindly giveafipeopriate response by ticking
(V) or writing in the spaces provided .Please no this information is purely for

academic purpose and your identity will be heldtimost confidentiality.

Section A: Personal Information
1. Name of SChOOl: ..o e

2. What is your highest academic level?

a) P1 () d) Degree ()
b) ATS () e) Master's Degree ()
c) Diploma () f) Other (specify) .....covvvviiiiiinnnnn.

3. How many years have you been a head teachieisisdhool?
a) Below 2 years () c) 5-10 years ()

b) 2-5years () d) Above 10 years ()

4. What is the number of pupils attending the sthoo........................

6. What is the status of the infrastructure in ysehool?

Physical Are they Number | Status (very good, good, bad, very
Infrastructure Comfortable bad, n/a)

Classrooms

Furniture
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Toilets

Kitchen

Water Point / Tank

Other (specify):

b) Are they repaired in time? ...

c) Do the pupils seem overcrowded in Class?.....cccovvvvviiiiviiieeieviiiiinnnnn.

d) Do you face any problems with your toilets? ..........ccociiiiiiiiiiiii e,
Ifyes ISt them: ...
Section B: Availability of Funds for Infrastructure Development

7. Where have your sourced funds to put up thevierfig infrastructure?

Physical Source [CDF, LATF, KESSP, fees, donors,| % funded
Infrastructure etc.]

Classrooms

Furniture

Toilets

Kitchen

Water Point / Tank

Other (specify):

8. Do these provide sufficient funds for physicdtastructure development?
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9. To what extent does the availability of funduence resource mobilization for
infrastructure development in your school?
a) To agreater extent [ ] c) Not at all [ ]

b) To some extent [ ] d) Not sure [ ]

Section C: Role of Community in Infrastructure devéopment
10. What are some of the roles that the communégtyspn infrastructure

development in your school?

11. To what extent has the community members im goea contributed towards the

development of infrastructure in your school?

Section D: Policies and Regulation on Infrastructue development

12. Tick all the methods that you use to raise mdoealevelop school infrastructure.
(a) Government allocation (b) CDF funds (c) Reliug organizations

(d) School Fees (e) Parents contribution (f) Otbpecify)

13. Are there any policies which you are awaréhat tid in infrastructure
development in your school?

14. Does the school have a Resource Mobilizatian Bf policies for infrastructural

development?

15. Do the available policies encourage the involeet of teachers in choosing or
suggesting what methods can be used to mobilizgsftor school infrastructure

development?
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16. Comment on whether the methods have helpedoyaise sufficient funds for

developing your schools infrastructure

17. As a head teacher, does the government palioyueage your training on

18. If yes in 16 above, has the training turnebdewaluable in your resource

infrastructural development involvement in the slRdHow has it been helpful?

Section E: Stakeholders’ Attitude and Infrastructure Development
19. Do you enjoy being involved in the developmannhfrastructure in primary
schools?
a) Yes[ ] b) No [ ]
20. To what extent are you willing to be involvedihe infrastructure development
of primary schools?
a) To a greater extent [ ] c) Not At all ][
b) To some extent [ ] d) Not Sure ][
21. How does attitude affect the participationtakeholders in the development of

infrastructure in primary schools?

22. From your experience, what should be done pryare infrastructure

development in your school?

Thank you

79



APPENDIX Il

INTERVIEW GUIDE FOR PTA AND BOM CHAIRPERSONS

. Date

. Center

Position  PTA official ( ) BOM official ( )
. What is the role of the body you officiate with aeds to infrastructure

development?

. Does the school have a resource mobilization plan?

. How does the school source funds for infrastructieneelopment?

. What are the main sources of funds for infrastmectlievelopment in the school?

. What are the community concerns about the schodtastructure?

. Are there any government policies which influenc@mmote resource
mobilization for infrastructure development in pialprimary schools? Yes/ No.

explain

. How does stakeholders’ attitude affect the infiagttire development in schools?

10.In your view, what can be done to improve resomnodilization for

infrastructure development?

Thank you
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APPENDIX IV

INTERVIEW GUIDE FOR DEO, DQASO AND AEO

These interviews will be conducted by the researcra will target the DEO,
DQASO and AEO in charge of the division to get theiews on resource
mobilization for school infrastructure development.

1. What are the main sources of funding for infragtrites development in public

primary schools in Kathonzweni district?

2. What factors make the sources mentioned above lprév@hoose as the main

ways of raising money for funding school infrasture?

3. Do you organize/prepare training sessions for pryrsahool head teachers on

management/resource mobilization?

4. Are there any policies addressing on infrastructieeelopment in public

primary schools? Yes/ No. if yes, indicate thesc@s.

5. How do governmental policies affect resource maéailon for infrastructure

development in public primary schools?
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In your experience, what are the challenges fagdtehd teachers in

Kathonzweni as they raise funds to develop schddstructure

. How does stakeholders’ attitude affect the infiagttire development in schools?

. Please comment on any other alternative approaugtssurces that can be used by head

teachers to mobilize funds for developing schofshistructure in Kathonzweni

Thank you
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APPENDIX V

OBSERVATION CHECK LIST

Physical Number | Status (very good, | Adequacy(Adequate

Infrastructure good, bad, very bad,| , not adequate, not
not available) available)

Classrooms

Play grounds

Students desks

Teachers’ tables

Teachers’ chairs

Blackboards

Toilets

Kitchen

Water Point / Tank

Other (specify):
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APPENDIX VI

RESEARCH AUTHORITY LETTER

MINISTRY OF EDUCATION SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY

Office of the Sub-County Director of Education, Kathonzweni Sub-County

State Department of Education

Telegrams: “Kathoedu : SUB COUNTY EDUCATION OFFICE,
Telephone: KATHONZWENI SUB COUNTY,
E-mail:deokathonzweni@gmail.com P.O. BOX 103-90302

When replying please quote KEFUBLIC OF KENYA KATHONZWENI.

19t June, 2015
REF: ED/KZN/ED 5/22 VOL I/20

10

ALL HEADTEACHERS - PRIMARY SCHOOLS
KATHONZWENI DIVISION .
KATHONZWENI SUB COUNTY

RE: RESEARCH AUTHORITY — JOSIAH M. OJWANG

The above mentioned is a registered Post graduate student at the University Of
Nairobi— Kenya. He intends to undertake a research on Factors influencing
infrastructure development in public primary schools in Kathonzweni
division, Kathonzweni sub county in Makueni county, Kenya.

Kindly accord him all necessary support he requires.

s Sl ASSISTANT DIRECTOR OF EDUCATION

KATHONZWEN] SUB-COUNTY
P. O. Box 103-90302
KATHONZWENI

SIMON NGUMBI
FOR: SUB COUNTY DIRECTOR OF EDUCATION
EKATHONZWENI SUB COUNTY

150 9001:2008 CERTIFIED .5‘ &

84



APPENDIX VII

LETTER OF INTRODUCTION

UNIVERSITY OF NAIROBI
COLLEGE OF EDUCATION AND EXTERNAL STUDIES
SCHOOL OF EDUCATION
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIONAL ADMINISTRATION AND PLANNING

Telegram: “CEES” P.O. BOX 30197 NAIROBI
Telephone: 020-2701902 OF P.O-BOX 92
dept-edadmin(@uonbi.ac.ke KIKUYU

16" June, 2015

Our Ref: UON/CEES/SIE/A&P/1/4 -
TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN

Dear Sir/Madam

SUBJECT: OJWANG JOSIAH MESHACK - REG NO. E55/75331/2012

This is to certify that Ojwang Josiah Meshack is our Master of Education student in the
Department of Educational Administration and Planning at the University of Nairobi. He has
successfully completed his course work and is summarizing his research on “Factors Influencing
Infrastructure Development in Public Primary Schools in Kathonzweni Division, Makueni
County, Kenya”.

Any assistance accorded to him will he highl
7 . Bamin,.

appreciated.

Yours faithfully,

=== e
[/ DR. GRACE NYAGAK
CHAIRMAN

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIONAL ADMINISTRATION AND PLANNING

GN/nd : =
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APPENDIX VIII

AUTHORIZATION LETTER

—

NATIONAL COMMISSION FOR SCIENCE,
TECHNOLOGY AND INNOVATION

Telephone: +254-20-2213471, 9% Floor, Utalii House
2241349,310571,2219420 Uhuru Highway

Fax: +254-20-318245,318249 P.O. Box 30623-00100
Email: secretary@nacosti.go.ke NAIROBI-KENYA

Website: www.nacosti.go.ke
When replying please quote

Ref: No. Date:

2™ July, 2015
NACOSTI/P/15/5?33/6787

Josiah Meshack Ojwang -
University of Nairobi
P.O. Box 30197-00100
NAIROBI.

RE: RESEARCH AUTHORIZATION

Following your application for authority to carry out research on “Factors
influencing infrastructure development in public primary schools in
Kathonzweni Division, Makueni County, Kenya,” | am pleased to inform you
that you have been authorized to undertake research in Makueni County for a
period ending 31* July, 2015.

You are advised to report to the County Commissioner and the County
Director of Education, Makueni County before embarking on the research
project.

On completion of the research, you are expected to submit two hard copies

and one soft copy in pdf of the research report/thesis to our office.

Elscrel
SAID HUSSEIN
FOR: DIRECTOR-GENERAL/CEO

Copy to:

The County Commissioner
Makueni County.

The County Director of Education
Makueni County.
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APPENDIX IX

RESEARCH CLEARANCE PERMIT

THIS IS TO CERTIFY T
MR. JOSIAH MESHACK OJWANG :
~of UNIVERSITY OF NAIROBI, 34606- 100

Nairobi,has been permitted to cohduct i’

research ln Makueni County

on the topic: FACTORS mFLUENcmG 2
INFRASTRUCTURE DEVELOPMENT IN
PUBLIC PRIMARY SCHOOLS'IN ' :
KATHONZWEN] mws:on MAKUENI
 COUNTY, KENvA- p i

for the permd anding
315!’ Juiy,ZO‘.IS 0 b

Appﬂcant‘ Ok
Signa ture

CONDITIONS

You must repeort to the County Commissioner and
the County Education Officer of the area before
enibarking on your research. Failure to do that
may lead to the cancellation of your permit .
Government Officers will not be interviewed
without prier appointment.

No questionnaire will be used unless it has been.
approved.

Excavation, filming and collection of tmlloglcal

. specimens are subject to further permission from

the relevant Government Ministries. .-
You are required to submit at least two(2) hard
copies and one(1) soft copy of your final report.
The Government of Kenya reserves the right to
modify the conditions of this permit including
its cancellation without noticesQbapie.

‘PErmi No NA€OSTI}P1151583 3}67

Fee Recn eved

ssue : 2nd july,201
Ksh 1900 ST

National Commission for Science,
Technology and Innevation

RESEARCH CLEARANCE
PERMIT

SeriatNo. A 5 6.3 6

CONDFIFIONS: see back page
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ABSTRACT

The main purpose of this study was to investigate factors influencing
infrastructure development in primary schools intH¢amzweni Division, Makueni
County. The study further examined how adequacfjunéls, community, policies
and regulations and stakeholder attitude affectddastructure development in
primary schools in Kathonzweni Division. A desciptsurvey research design was
used in this study. The sample consisted of 27 headhers, 27 Board of
Management and 27 PTA Chairpersons, DEO (1), DQAS@nd AEO (1). In total,
the sample size was eighty four (84). Both censnd purposive sampling
procedures were used to arrive at the sample gqforelents. Instruments used
included questionnaires for Head Teachers andvieterguide for the B.O.M. and
P.T.A chairpersons, AEO, DQASO and DEO and obsmenvathecklist. Data was
analyzed using descriptive statistics, employinghbguantitative (questionnaires)
and qualitative (interview guide) approach. From éimalysis, the following findings
were made: The methods used to raise money foasinfrcture development in
schools include parents’ contribution, governmdidcation and CDF funds. The
role of community members in infrastructure devatept include providing labor
materials, repairing and maintenance, provisiofinainces and monitoring projects.
However, these roles are affected by poverty, le¥education and awareness and
misplaced priorities. Tight policies such as thfmgeprocurement have been noted as
to delay the process of obtaining materials to teolved in the infrastructure
development process. Moreover, the policies do stuaw different roles that
different stakeholders should play in the developimad infrastructure in schools.
Most of the stakeholders have a negative attitudeatds involvement in
infrastructure development. They are of the ided ithis the role of the government
to facilitate development and not them. The follogerecommendations are given:
Clear roles of community, government and othernmag to be developed by the
MoE, more stakeholders to be involved in the irtfrtagure development process in
schools, awareness creation to be made on thefoe&dl community involvement
in infrastructure development. There is need foremooney to be allocated by the
government to support infrastructure developmemhere is also need for policy
issues to be revised so as to guide clear guidelménfrastructure development as
well as avoiding the delays which are experiencedhe procurement process of
materials for infrastructure development.
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background to the study

Globally, educating citizens is a key responsipitif the government and a main
factor in development. Indeed education is seenthas principal institutional
mechanism for the development of human capital kNga, 2003). Education is
actually an investment for a country; hence thera positive correlation between
education and economic development (Rhodes & R84). The United Nations
Declaration on Human Rights (1948) recognizes dtlutaas a human right and
points out that it shall be free. This is furthettbessed by the world conferences on
Education for All (EFA) in Jomtien (1990) and DaKan00) which emphasized the
principles that every child has a right to eduaatiorhe millennium development
goals (MDGs) lay considerable emphasis on educatmorierms of achieving
Universal Primary Education (UPE). Since all hawiggat to education, the issue of
access has necessitated expansion of existing IscaAnd putting up new physical
facilities in schools. Setting up learning struetuis therefore a matter of priority to

government’s world over.

In South Africa, while some schools have exceliaffastructure, others lack basic
services like water and sanitation. It is notedt $ehools in what were formerly

black areas in the apartheid period generally syfé®r infrastructure and there is



backlog of physical school development (Gibberd)7)0 Gibberd (2007) further
denotes that South Africa is struggling with pri@ing which schools should be
given more emphasis in terms of allocating resauitte ensure that the overall

performance of school infrastructure is improved.

Another country in Africa which has been on the nsapcerning the infrastructure
development issues in schools is Nigeria. The gapaof schools in Nigeria are not
in a position to fully handle the ever increasimgofiment of learners. Issues such as
inadequacy of funding, infrastructure and lack olnpower or community
involvement have been raised as to affect the tyuafi education in the schools
(Solutions 4 Africa, 2015). Moreover, various rasears (Olagunju, 2011; Zubairu,
2010; Isyaku, 2003) have also pointed that lackpafper maintenance due to
insufficient policies have contributed to the prlewee of poor infrastructure in most
of the secondary schools in Nigeria. To addresssthee of infrastructure in schools,
the government has tried to come up with some igslior initiatives to encourage
infrastructural development so as to enhance theratlveducation process in

schools.

The issue of infrastructure among schools is alsdeat across various countries in
East Africa. Countries such as Tanzania, Uganda,ili and Rwanda have been
highlighted by various researchers concerning tmambling conditions of

infrastructure in schools. This has also been baited as to influence the

incorporation of various developmental programs aodiculums in the school



inclusive of ICT (World Bank, 2007). Lack of invesgnts or funds, attitude, policy
related issues among many others have been ragedcantribute to the crumbling

conditions of infrastructure in the schools.

In Kenya, the state of infrastructure in many sdfiatill remains wanting. It may be
observed that the state of school infrastructureK@mya is not anywhere near
adequate as thousands of pupils learn in dilapidelgsssrooms or no classrooms at
all and schools lack basic facilities like toilgf@aily Nation, 19 March 2014).
Indeed even before Free Primary Education (FPE) imtasduced, schools barely
had enough infrastructure. With the advent of FiE, available school facilities
simply became overstretched since the issue ohstrircture was glossed over as
more children trooped to schools. Children beganletrn under trees and in
makeshift classrooms, whereas sanitary facilitigshsas toilets and water supply
became overstretched. For instance, The Unitecbh&iChildren's Fund (UNICEF)
(2010) found that on average, 38 male pupils shar@let and 32 female share a
toilet in Kenya'’s public primary schools. This daest meet even the government’'s

own recommendation of one toilet for 25 girls ame ¢or 30 boys.

Kenya's development blueprint, Vision 2030, alsoogmnizes the need for proper
priority towards school physical infrastructure.ite® medium-term plan (MTP) for
2008-2010, education was identified as one of ilet sectors that would contribute
to the national development under vision 2030. @hethe identified flagship

programmes was attainment of education for all ®452 MTP emphasized that the



government would develop an infrastructure programtm rehabilitate schools
(Vision, 2030). Apart from these, there is need &mcountability to make the
infrastructure funding effective. In January, 2010e Presidential Press Service
(PPS) reported that the then president of Kenya,aiMMibaki asked parents to
demand accountability for the funds given or dmttéd to schools. The president
noted that the funds were meant for developmeftazii schools and creation of an

environment conducive for learning.

School infrastructure to a large extent is instrotakin achievement of education
goals. Classrooms, offices, teachers room/stafinfgalay fields and toilets are all
basic requirements essential for the smooth funictgof the school. Head teachers
and School Management Committees (SMC) are taskid e@eveloping and
maintaining infrastructure in their schools. Rajsifunds for infrastructure
development is therefore a key management functiadhe school head teacher. The
head teacher has a duty to ensure that schoosinicaure facilities are available and
kept in tidy state since this is an important drthe provision of education (Mbiti,

2007).

Public primary schools in Kathonzweni division,tjlike in other parts of Kenya, are
expected to have the entire recommended infrastieitd facilitate proper learning
and for the comfort of pupils and teachers. Whilis the desire of the head teachers
to ensure that their schools are adequately eqdjppany schools are inadequately

equipped in terms of infrastructure developmenter€éhare children learning in



crowded classrooms, classrooms in many schools ddepidated and poorly
maintained and some of the structures are imprdviseuse as classrooms, offices

or toilets.

The Kathonzweni District Education Officer RepoR012) captured the wanting
state of infrastructure in the district and narrdweown to the ability of head
teachers to raise funds for school infrastructlitee report indicates that many head
teachers had tried to mobilize school funds forasiructure development but
complained of many difficulties such as competititor the available donors,
priority to food and learning materials such as Kspdack of cooperation from
parents or even Boards of Management. The DEO tregeo explains that head
teachers also complained that some parents and goitynmembers were unwilling
to contribute to school infrastructure because thegerstand that primary education

is free, thus they do not need to pay anythinghosl.

Infrastructural issues have also been associated goality of education being

provided in the public primary schools. Parents &mthers among many other
stakeholders have been trying to come up withegjras to improve the quality of
education provided in the public schools. Some Hsaan in the forefront in coming
up with approaches targeted towards improving the®al conditions and especially
the quality of infrastructure. A question that hewe remains among many
individuals and researchers is how can resourcesnbhilized in schools for

infrastructural development practices? And if theree resource mobilization



practices, what then are the factors affectingastfuctural development in primary
schools? All these questions form a key componénhis study. As such, the
researcher examined the factors which influencéastructure development. Some
of the variables which the study examined inclute tole of the community,

availability of funds as well as policies.

1.2 Statement of the problem

Physical infrastructure in public primary schoaiskathonzweni division has been
in a bad state. One may observe that there areequate facilities such as
classrooms, sanitation facilities and poor kitcltemditions among many others.
Moreover, the playgrounds in most of the schoadtsimara poor state and thus pose a
challenge to the security of the children whiletle playground. The capacity of
school facilities cannot sustain the increased Ienemt of the pupils which has
largely been influenced by the introduction of FRremary Education (FPE). Head
teachers in the area have been trying their leest in promoting infrastructure
development to schools but all this has been in.vas such, this has raised question
among various stakeholders in the educational semtowhat exactly are the
challenges which are affecting infrastructure depeient in public primary schools.

This question formed the general objective and sef this study.

On the other hand, there are a number of studiedyg 2012; Ayogu, 2007; MOE,
2005; Crampton and Thompson, 2003) which have lbaeted out with respect to

resource mobilization and infrastructure developmé&or instance, the study by



Ministry of Education (MoE) (2005) emphasized omrpling, accountability for
resource use and community participation throughpe@merment in resource
mobilization. However, most of these studies haae their own limitations which
vary from geographical coverage to the methodolgapproaches. This study on
the other hand, investigated factors affectingastiucture development in primary
schools in Kenya. Hence, there was need for thislysto be carried out to
investigate the factors affecting infrastructurevelepment in primary schools in

Kathonzweni Division, Makueni County, Kenya.

1.3 Purpose of the study

The purpose of this study was to investigate thetofa affecting infrastructure

development in primary schools in Kathonzweni Diis Makueni County.

1.4 Research objectives

This study was guided by the following researcteotiyes:
i. To establish the extent to which adequacy of funflsence infrastructure
development in primary schools in Kathonzweni Duwis
ii.  To assess the extent to which policies and reguiatinfluence infrastructure
development in primary schools in Kathonzweni Duuis
iii. To determine how community involvement influencefrastructure
development in primary schools in Kathonzweni Duuis
iv. ~To examine how parent attitude influence infrasticee development in

primary schools in Kathonzweni Division.



1.5 Research questions

The following research questions were used to gidestudy:
i.  How does the adequacy of funds affect infrastrecti@velopment in primary

schools in Kathonzweni Division?

ii.  What are the effects of policies and regulationgndnastructure development
in primary schools in Kathonzweni Division?

iii.  How does the community involvement affect infrastame development in
public primary schools in Kathonzweni Division?

iv. How does parent attitude influence infrastructuexvedopment in primary

schools in Kathonzweni Division?

1.6 Significance of the study

This study is hoped to be of significance to vasistakeholders in the educational
sector. These stakeholders include pupils, heathées, parents, the government,
community members and policy makers. Pupils aretidp be the key beneficiaries
of this study. Through the recommendations, thely lva able to have a good and
conducive learning environment that comprises ofll warnished and safe

infrastructure to use. Moreover, they will alsorbaforced on the roles that they can

play to facilitate the maintenance of the availabfeastructure in the school.

The head teachers, PTA and BOG members are alstexbto benefit from the
findings and recommendations of this study. Thel fivst be enlightened on the

various factors such as adequacy of funds, poliaied$ regulations, community



involvement and parents’ attitude affect infrastowe development in the school.
Moreover, through the recommendations, they wilpbavided with techniques that
they may use to overcome these challenges anddbilitate effective infrastructure
development in the school. The community membeahsalso benefit from this
study. They will be in a position to learn how thémvolvement affects the
development of infrastructure in schools. Hencey thill be encouraged to put more
efforts in supporting head teachers, teachershgaend the government in general

in facilitating infrastructure development in sckoo

The government through the Ministry of EducationieBce and Technology
(MOEST) are also hoped to benefit from this stulstablishing the major challenges
facing infrastructure development, MOEST is expedte support the head teachers
to improve the quality and quantity of infrastruetuin schools and thereby
improving the learning environment. Through thisdst the assessment results can
be guideposts that would help policy makers toruesiire the current policies as
well as develop new policies which may help in sufipg infrastructure
development in schools. Moreover, the policies a0 be restructured so as to
create an easy flow in the procurement processesnatierials required for
infrastructure development in the schools.

This study is also expected to contribute to gdnknawledge on the areas of
infrastructure development in schools in the thwatld countries. The research will

provide adequate, relevant and more current infoomaon how community



involvement, policies and regulations, parents’itade affect infrastructure

development in public schools in Kenya.

1.7 Limitations of the study

According to Kombo (2006), limitations refer to thardles a researcher anticipates
over which they have no control. Kathonzweni Dietsihas schools which are far
apart and many are not served by any form of pukdiecsport due to the poor state
of the roads. In some cases, reaching school mauwiree hiring of motorcycle
transport and it may therefore take long to rea@mynschools quickly. This was
tackled by planning well and arranging for advatremsport as may be necessary.
Another limitation of this study is that it was grdarried out in one district. Thus the

information obtained may differ from other distgéh the country.

1.8 Delimitations of the study

Delimitations are the boundaries of the study rmseof geographical coverage (Oso
and Onen, 2009). The study was conducted in puplicnary schools in

Kathonzweni Division, Makueni County, Kenya. Thespendents were head
teachers from the public secondary schools in Kathveni Division, BOM and PTA

chairpersons, AEO, DQASO and DEO officials. Heaathers from private schools
in the division did not form part of the respondemiecause their management
policies differ from one school to another and tHanding methods are also not

similar to those of public schools.
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1.9 Basic assumptions of the study

The study was carried on the assumption that:

i) Head teachers were capable of identifying theiregoln infrastructure
development including pointing out challenges axpressing their opinions
on alternative approaches of raising funds.

i) Respondents would be willing to participate in $hedy and engage in giving

honest responses to the questions that the resea@éks to answer.

1.10 Definition of key terms

Adequacy of fundsrefers to the availability of financial resourcesjuired by

public primary schools for infrastructure develomte

Community involvement refers to the extent to which the members of thaesp
willingly engage in infrastructure development gFsses in public primary schools.
Challengerefers to any difficulty experienced by head teastss they raise funds
for developing school infrastructure

Influence refers to what prompts the head teacher to seedtsfunobilization for
infrastructure development in their schools

Infrastructure refers tothe physical facilities in the school such as claews,
teachers’ houses, staffroom, offices, water systéitehen and toilets.

Parents’ attitude refers to parents’ perception of their respongibdi towards
infrastructure development in public primary sclsool

Policies and regulationsrefer to the mechanisms and principles put in ptacaid

in the infrastructural development processes ifdipybimary schools.
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Public primary school refers toa school that is maintained at public expensetfer t
education of the children of a community or digtaad that constitutes a part of a
system of free public education offered by the Goreent of Kenya, and guided by
the national curriculum in offering instruction papils.

Resourcerefers toa source of supply, support, or aid, especially tra can be

readily drawn upon when needed.

1.11 Organization of the study

The study was organized into five chapters. Chamter covered the background to
the study, statement of the problem, purpose ofsthdy, limitations of the study,
delimitations of the study, objectives of the studdsearch questions, significance of
the study, some assumptions of the study, defmitdd significant terms and
organization of the study. Chapter two was conaeméh literature review. It
contained infrastructure development in schooly@mce of funds on infrastructure
development, influence of government policies offrastructure development,
community’s involvement in infrastructure developrpe parents’ attitude and
infrastructure development, summary of literatuegiew, theoretical framework,
conceptual framework and. Chapter three discudsedniethodology of this study.
This presented the research design, the targetlggapy sample size, sampling
procedures, research instruments, validity of thetruments, data collection
procedures, data analysis techniqgues and ethicasiderations. Chapter four
presented the analysis presentation and discus&itvapter five covered the

summary, conclusions and recommendations.
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CHAPTER TWO

LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 Introduction

This chapter presents the related literature resiewn the factors influencing
resource mobilization for infrastructure developmenhe literature reviewed is
obtained from online articles, books and journaf®ag many others. The chapter is

presented based on the research objectives.

2.2 Infrastructure development in schools

Infrastructure development continues to be an isaised by various stakeholders
not only in the economic sector any given countty blso in the educational
systems. With the increased enrollment, school aditnations find it a challenge to
provide enough facilities to cater for the eduaadioneeds of the pupils. It may be
observed that in sub-Saharan Africa (inclusive eh¥a) and the poorest countries in
Asia, the challenge of providing adequate primatyoation facilities is huge. To
meet the Education for All target of providing ueisal access to primary education
worldwide it has been estimated that up to 10 amliclassrooms need to be built at a

cost of US$72 billion (World Bank, 2003).

In sub-Saharan Africa alone it is estimated thataupS$30 billion will be required
to address the shortfall in provision of suitabled asafe learning environments.

Typically, classrooms are overcrowded, many bugdirand other facilities are

13



inadequate, sites are poorly planned and thei#lésrhaintenance. This situation is
not conducive to good teaching and learning (Bont&lra, Leathes, Das &
Wakeham, 2010). According to these observatiorss, pgiramount for Kenyan
government among various other stakeholders tonpre efforts in ensuring that
not only policies are designed to promote infradtite development, but the who
society and community at large are reinforced amdivated to take part in the

infrastructure development process in schools.

Where there are limited resources it is importamt tthey are they targeted
efficiently and equitably. This is often not theseaand facilities are not constructed
in a way that effectively matches demand. Even whererage pupil/classroom
ratios are high, it is not uncommon to find schowlsere there are unused or
underused facilities. In Guinea, as many as 16%ladsrooms were recorded as
unused in 2000 and in Madagascar the number wast a8 in 2005. This is

because of a tendency to construct schools wittaradard number of classrooms
rather than with the number of classrooms requivgdthe actual and planned
enrolment. The provision of smaller schools in Fk@mmunities can result in more
efficient use of resources, reduce traveling distan and increase access

(Theunynck, 2003).

Infrastructure development in schools not only émtthe construction of new
facilities but it also includes repairs and maimatere of the already existing

infrastructure. In most of the primary schools,proper mechanisms have been set

14



to aid in infrastructure repair and maintenance.sAsh, old facilities continue to
deteriorate and thus posing insecurity risks to ldgners. It may be noted that
investments in repairs and maintenance are vetyeaftective but have historically
received little priority or attention from governnie or development partners. The
current deficit of classrooms is due in part to pamintenance of the existing
building stock. In order to obtain the maximum walior money from educational
facilities it is essential that their lifecycle ¢®sre minimized and that they remain

serviceable throughout their life (Bonner, Kalraathes, Das & Wakeham, 2010).

A study carried out by Lawther (2009) on the reviewnfrastructure development
approaches in the Solomon Islands indicated thietstructure development projects
in schools were being faced by a number of isstibsse included the quality of
construction and design, timeliness of delivery,stcocoverage, community
empowerment, implementation and future maintenaBt®ng community support
for schools and education was offset by policy iogilons due to “fee free”
education; the under-utilization of existing infrasture space and land issues

regarding education infrastructure and communitiegendence on foreign aid.

2.3 Influence of funds on infrastructure developmen

Financing of education refers to the funding ofaathconditions and resources to
meet quality standards, spending on education snputachieve learning goals,
allocating adequate revenue flow to enhance pedoom and monitoring the

budgeted resources for education. In 1974, the dWBdnk report on education
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suggested a number of broadened sources of refenaducation beyond the limits
of regular government budgets which included vaimethods by which those who
received education could pay greater share ob#s Sifuna, 1990). It is with these
trends that the infrastructure was somehow negle@embo, 1985). This state of
affairs was to manifest greatly with the introdoatiof free primary education (FPE)
in Kenya in 2003. At one-point three million newpqils entered into the country’s
primary schools overwhelming school infrastruct¢iNICEF, 2005). The 2003

school facilities census estimated that, nationwttere was a shortfall of 43,000
classrooms although was not clear what proportibrthese are existing semi-

permanent (MoEST, 2007).

Funding for physical infrastructure in primary sohdas over the years been part of
the overall school financing. Physical infrastwret funding will involve the funds
or efforts expected on building, land, physicaliemvment, furniture and black wall
either in form of repair and maintenance, constoactand infrastructure
management. Primary school physical infrastructuneling has been a challenging
undertaking especially due to scarcity of resousted capacity constraints (Elcher,

1989).

Funding for physical infrastructure is by commuesti parents and government.
Community funding is very effective in cases in @hithe community desires to
make future sacrifices to satisfy the practicaldsedExternal help should just be a

supplement (Theunynck, 2003). One of the most Bogmt external funding bodies
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for education is the World Bank which in 1963 is$uts first educational loan

targeting infrastructure (World Bank, 1988).

Funding for school facilities in Africa was greatgmphasized at independence
(Otiende, Wamahiu & Karugu, 1992). However the adgiroviding it was found to
be three times higher compared to the developetwdhis led to self-help where
parents became more responsible for capital inve#snin education (Bogonko,
1992). These trends led to infrastructure negl€bis was manifested greatly with
the introduction of FPE in which the enrollmentpaipils in school overwhelmed the
infrastructure available. This study intends toestgate how funds and grants
influence the mobilization of resources used foysptal infrastructure development

in public primary schools in Kathonzweni Division.

2.4 Community involvement and infrastructure develpment in primary schools

After independence, most African countries conegatt their attention on
expansion of educational facilities to achieve ascand equity (Otiende, Wamahiu
& Karugu, 1992). In 1961, a joint conference orgadi by the UNESCO (United
Nations Educational and Cultural Organization) dddited Nations Economic
Commission for Africa noted that the cost of pradgcany quality education was
three times higher in developing countries thanddneeloped. It was suggested that
education cost could be reduced by for exampleatgrenelp in self-help building.
Many African countries had experienced deficitghat; they had to implement the

Addis Ababa conference. In 1960s communities, rgarand local authorities were
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principally responsible for capital investment innpary education throughout East
Africa (Bogonko, 1992). The communities’ contrilmrs ranged from poles, thatch
cash and labour. In many parts of the world egfigcthe developing world,

funding primary school education infrastructure haen largely dependent on local
community. For instance in Burma, the Parents’chess Association (PTA) has a

major input in financing education (Black & Scendl&980).

A survey of 1972/73 by the Ministry of Educatioretd revealed that the PTAs
provided for 21.2% of the cost of building 63.8% the cost of furniture and
equipment, 63.4% repairs and 87.7% of general ©geaticies. In Malaysia, it is the
parents associations (PAs). The role of the parasdgsciations is primarily that of
material support; for example, contributing to dinl of school halls, canteens and
adding classes. Thinh (1991) observes that thela&es come to play a central role
in construction and maintenance of building andlifees in association with the
local education councils. PAs persuade and enceul production and trading
establishments in building educational facilitids. Vietham, most primary schools
have been built by people through the PAs and dbal leducational councils. The
association is also involved in the provision ok benches and in teaching aids

(Thinh, 1991).

A close connection was found between the presehceligious organizations and
the community action activities. This has beenlatted to the religious motivated

sentiments of altruism and philanthropy (Grier, 799Salomon and Anheier
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postulated that Christianity and particularly Pstéatism permit the flourishing of
the community actions because of its emphasis dividualism and its strong
independence from state control. Gaduh (2012) fdead that different religions
had different impacts on the rise of the commuaittion depending on the weight
they assigned to charitable acts in terms of tinekr@sources, supporting individual

action, commitment to institution building and theglationship with the country.

Ministry of Education (2009) comments that commyigibntribution either in terms
of financial resources depending on the economieller in kind is required to
support government and other pertinent contribsti@@ommunities are expected to
provide firewood, employ a cook, provide kitcherengils, cooking water and
monitor the utilization of the project’s funds, part of their contribution (MOE,
2009). This study will seek to find out the rolesronunities play in infrastructure

development in primary schools in Kathonzweni Diuis

2.5 Government policies and infrastructure developmnt in primary schools

Countries and any of its operations are governedifigrent regulations and policies
put in place. The same also applied in the educatsetor. Through the ministry of
education, the government has been able to setoliggs which guide the way
things are run in the various schools in the countihe status of infrastructure
development in schools has also been capturednwii@ government policies and
regulations in the educational sector. It can hawéwe observed that despite the

prevalence of polices and regulations still thdustaof physical infrastructure in
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some of the public primary schools may not be ugtamdards. This may be due to a
number of issues such as vandalisms, corruptiaiheninfrastructure development
projects and various stakeholders not taking thesponsibility seriously among

many others.

There are various specifications which have beewiged when it comes to physical
infrastructure in schools. According to UNESCO (@))(appropriate and sufficient
building, child friendly, safe environment enhandald rights. The Ministry of
Education in Kenya has come up with safety starsdardnual for schools in Kenya
(MoE, 2005). This emphasizes the importance of dgimgp with Education Act
(Cap 211) and Public Health Act (Cap 242). The mahdiscusses size and number
of physical infrastructure for resistance and recmmds the need for sufficiency.
According to these acts physical infrastructureludes structures such as
classrooms, kitchen, laboratories, water tanksygotaund, and equipment among
others. The facilities can be either permanenteanporary. Such structures are
supposed to be appropriate, adequate and propexdyeld devoid of any risks to
users. However, one may find that the quality othsunfrastructures in the
respective public schools is inadequate. Moreawer available facilities are always

in poor conditions.

The government policies and regulations also spdbiit sanitation infrastructure
must be safe and built to the required standaRislatrines should be built at least

10 metres away from tuition blocks. When ablutidack is attached to the other
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buildings a high degree of cleanness must be maéda Pit latrines should be at
least 15 metres away from a water point. In mixagtbsls, girls’ sanitation facilities
must be separate and offer complete privacy. ihsitaction of sanitation facilities,
the following must be observed. The first thigainers, 4 closet holes. A maximum
of 270 learners: one closet for thirty learnersalhschools, appropriate provision

should be given to learners with special needs (N28B5).

Various government policies which have been putemamphasis in the Kenyan
schools have not solely addressed on the areasfraktructure development. For
instance, one good policy is that of Free Secondalycation (FSE) policy. This
policy has been implemented with a main objectifeensuring that deserving
children from poor family backgrounds do not misg on secondary education. as
such, this policies misses out on addressing hdwastructures may be put in place
S0 as to support those children from poor backgisuo accessing education in
schools that have good infrastructure and a cowmdudearning environment

(Mbayah & Maende, 2011).

According to an observation made by Republic of y&i(2010) and Chiuri and
Kiumi (2005), poor educational policies which le@adunchecked arbitrary increase
of school fees and other levies like teachers mtbtm, purchase of school bus
among others in schools poses a challenge in togdwernment of Kenya in
effectively implementing the FSE policy as well essuring that it provides an

avenue for infrastructure development consideratidhe respective schools.
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As it has been reviewed in this section, thereiadeed a number of provisions
which have been made by the government concerhiagtate of infrastructure in
primary schools. However, one question that stigérs in individuals’ minds is,
what then is the issue that has led to the prewaleof poor infrastructural
development in schools despite government polib@&ng been put in place to
address on the issue? Moreover, there are no nmglrieal studies which have
been done on the influence government policiesndrastructure development in
schools. As such, this study intends to examing tieen the government policies

are influencing infrastructure development in pniynschools in Kenya.

2.6 Influence of attitude on infrastructure developnent

The attitude that different stakeholders have md#juénce the extent to which
infrastructure may be developed in schools. A stwdg carried out by Roy (2008)
to examine the attitude towards school infrastngctf students in primary schools.
Multistage random sampling was followed in collentiof data from 572 students of
different schools located in 6 high and 6 lessrdite rural blocks in 6 different
districts of West Bengal. Four questionnaires weveloped to assess (a)
Demographic and socio-economic conditions (b) Ad# towards school
infrastructure (c) School attendance motivation &hdAcademic performance of
students. Nine attitudes (cleanliness, safety, odmridequacy, exploring, reliability,
easiness, equal opportunity, willingness to paét in school activities) towards
school infrastructure were initially conceptualizeshd accordingly one highly

reliable (Kuder Richardson reliability = 0.90) @8 questionnaire was developed.
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Results revealed that attitude varies with diffeemnin religion, socio economic
status, districts, literacy rate of blocks, andhwévailable school infrastructure
facilities. The study also found out that attitudktermines one’s motivation to use

infrastructure.

The involvement of community members in the ininastiural development is also a
key element which may be largely influenced by tiyge of attitude that they have
towards their responsibilities. A study by Gallagtteerreira and Convery (2005) on
the public attitude towards solid waste landfifirastructure showed that there was a
correlation between attitude and the developmeti®infrastructure. It was shown
that if the public positively viewed the infrasttuce as being beneficial, they

directly engaged themselves in developing the stifugture and vice versa.

Another study was carried out by Gbolagade, OmaoteKbmolafe, Oni & Adereti

(2014) to examine rural youth participation in adtructural development in Isin
local government area of Kwara State, Nigeria. Datee collected with the aid of a
questionnaire, which was analyzed using frequermynt and percentages. Chi-
square analysis was used to test the hypothesigyoificance between the socio-
economic characteristics and the level of partiogoa in infrastructural

development. Besides, in infrastructural developmas well as the associated
constraints which include finance, availabilityrofterials, technical knowledge and
time, attitude was raised as a key issue whicluémited the participation of youth in

infrastructure development. The limitation of tisidy was that it only focused on
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infrastructural development in the community andstlthere is need for the current
study to be done to investigate on how attitudri@rfce infrastructure development

in schools.

It is widely recognized that parents can provideiahle help for their children by
showing that they are interested in their schoalkvand see the value of what they
study at school. There is strong evidence thatfthia of support can have a real and
positive effect on performance of children at sdhaad, therefore, on their future
(The Scottish Office, 2002). The same concept ap@iso when it comes to parents
showing interest on the learning environments efrthhildren. The interest shown
is an indication of positive attitude towards istracture development. Lack of
interest among parents in the infrastructure obsetshthat pupils use in their learning
process may influence their extent of involvement the development of

infrastructure in schools.

Moreover, the attitude of parents in the developnpeocess of infrastructure is very
important. Through positive attitude, parents maytgemselves involved in various
ways. These ways include but may not be limitecbétng involved in decision
making processes at school level, collaboratindy whe community by identifying
and integrating resources and services from thenuamty o strengthen school
programmes and infrastructure development, famifciices and student learning

and development (Nandango, Obondoh & Otiende, 2005)
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2.7 Summary of literature review

The literature review has shown the importance fiécéveness of physical
infrastructure funding in primary schools has shdhat any study of school funding
has to take into account school physical infrastméc (Crampton & Thompson,
2003). The review has also attempted to establigtkdetween a school’s physical
infrastructure funding and quality education. Séisdalso show that effective school
physical infrastructure funding will positively afft school quality (American
Federation of Teachers (AFT), 2008). However, maistdies (UNESCO, 2010;
Crampton & Thompson, 2008), have concentrated enefifiect of infrastructure
funding on specific learning outcomes for exampdacher and student motivation.
The literature review also suggests that fundingpfoysical infrastructure in school
is a good investment that gives positive outconveb(la, 2011). However, there is
little that has been done to study infrastructueeetbpment in primary schools, with

more specificity to Kathonzweni Division.

2.8 Theoretical framework

This study was guided by the Reinforcement thedri3.&. Skinner developed in
1953. This is a fundamental learning theory basethe premise that it is believed
that behaviour is a function of its environmentsiflee school environment includes
the infrastructure and other facilities which make learning environment better.

This is positive ‘reinforcement’ which supportsreag.
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There are a number of strengths which have contisiycsupported the prevalence
of reinforcement theory in many organizations. Eheengths include the fact that
it Provides clues to motivation, keeps employesslired, it is easily applied in any
given setting and Impressive research support (Radm2010). Despite the
strengths, there are a number of challenges whiliaaed in the application of the
theory. These challenges/weaknesses include difficuin identifying

rewards/punishments, hard to apply to complicatech$ of behavior, imposes on
freewill and it effectively often expires. Moreoyereinforcement theory also

disregards internal motivation.

In the context of this study, reinforcement theevgs found to be much more
relevant. The theory was considered appropriatausethe learning environment
created by having suitable infrastructure in schfwins part of a conducive
environment for the learners. This is realizedhie form of appropriate classroom,
sufficient desks, toilet facilities, a kitchen tater for their meals and playground for
physical fithess and even spacious and well-tetaeds where children will relax

during their free time form class.

Moreover, when the head teacher ensures that swdltiés are available, they are
involved in helping to set a suitable environmemtrfurturing good behaviour which
is expected to translate into better performanceclidren. The good learning
environment as a reinforcement factor serves ttureiand support good behaviour

for the pupils. In the absence of such facilitiéise learning environment is
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compromised and the learners may not have suffigapport to influence them

towards the desired behaviour change that the $shoald build in them.

2.9 Conceptual framework

This study conceptualizes that the dependent Jaridépends upon various other
independent variables. Development of infrastruectarschools has been considered
as the dependent variable which depends upon wanmependent variables which
include availability of funds, government policiele of the community and
stakeholders’ attitude. These processes considerdte mobilization of resources
for funds include fundraisers, grants, labour, sthiees and sponsorships. The

relationship between the variables is as summairiz&ture 2.1.

Availability of Funds
- Donors/ Sponsors
- Parents

- Government

- CDF allocations

Government Policies
- Procurement policies
- School infrastructure
development policies

- Resource mobilization| - Infrastructure Development
olicies - Community Tn Public Primary Schools
AWAreness programs - Finished classes
- SC1_1001 general - Ample and conducive toilets
ocietal Role meefings - Good Sanitation facilities
- Labour

- Adequate Playground

- Finances

- Repair & Maintenance

- Management of
infrastructure development
rocess

Attitude
- Role perception
- Responsibility
ownership

Figure 2.1: Factors influencing infrastructure devéopment in public primary

schools
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As it has been conceptualized in this study, tteeevarious factors which affect
infrastructure development in public primary sclsodlhese include availability of
funds, government policies, societal role andwatt To begin with, schools may try
to evaluate the amount of funds they have and desther it can facilitate the
process of infrastructure development in schoolgh®it funds, schools may not
develop new or even repair the already availableiphl infrastructure. On the other
hand, the government policy provision also doesuamice the development of
infrastructure especially in public schools. Thes#ools are always under the
management and control of the government. As stitthe policies formulate do not

address the infrastructure development in the dchoo progress will be

experienced.

The involvement of society and attitude are two kasstors which go hand in hand
together. It may be observed that if the sociedt 8 inclusive of parents have
negative attitude towards infrastructure developnmeschools, then they will not be
involved in the process and vice versa. Moreoves,rbles of the societal members
which include provision of labor, finances, repand maintenance may not be fully
achieved if the participants have a negative aituFor these factors to be properly
utilized so as to facilitate infrastructure devetegmt there are a number of processes
which are to be put in place. These include congt@ammunity awareness programs
on infrastructure development and school generaktimgs where parents are
encouraged to participate in the infrastructureettgyment process. Through this

process, the schools are able to improve on imfretsire development in schools.
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CHAPTER THREE

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

3.1. Introduction

This chapter presents the research design, targetlation, sample size and
sampling procedures, research instruments, datiectioh procedure and data

analysis techniques.

3.2 Research design

Research design is a logical and valuable way aiihg at the world (Gall, Borg &

Gall, 2003). A descriptive survey research desigs wsed in this study. This design
was used because it enables investigation intostiigect under study. Gay and
Airasian (2000) indicate that descriptive survegide is used on preliminary and
exploratory studies to enable the researcher ¢aidarmation, summarize, present

and interpret for clarification purposes.

In the context of the study, the research desigabled the researcher to collect
information from various key respondents on thedigcinfluencing infrastructure
development in public primary schools in Kathonzimdirision. This was through

the help of questionnaires, interview guides angkolation guide.

3.3 Target population

This study was conducted in all public primary saedn Kathonzweni division of

Makueni County. According to records obtained frahe office of the DEO
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Kathonzweni district, this division has 27 publicinpary schools. The target
population consisted of 27 head teachers, the DBE®,DQASO and the AEO.
Additionally, the B.O.M chairpersons (27) and 27APdhairpersons also targeted in

the study.

3.4 Sample size and sampling procedures

A sample is a smaller group or sub-group obtaimethfthe accessible population
(Mugenda & Mugenda, 2003). This subgroup was clyefaelected to be

representative of the whole population with theevaht characteristics. Each
member or case in the sample is referred to agsiiypspondent or interviewees.
The sample for this study consisted of 27 headhexag 27 Board of Management
and 27 PTA Chairpersons, DEO, DQASO and AEO. laltdlhe sample size for this

study was eighty four (84).

Sampling is referred to as a process of selectingmaber of individuals or objects
from a population such that the selected groupanstelements representative of
the characteristics found in the entire group (@od2004). A census sampling
method was used in this study to select all heathers, B.O.M and PTA
chairpersons. This sampling method was used irsthidy owing to the fact that the
respondents are few and thus for comprehensivetddt@ obtained it was necessary
to select all of them. In total, 27 head teach27sPTA chairpersons and 27 B.O.M

members were selected to participate in the study.
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On the other hand, purposive sampling method wed tesselect the DEO, DQASO

and AEO. This sampling procedure was used simptplree these respondents held
key positions in the education sector in the distand thus they were in a better
position of providing adequate, relevant and kdgrimation on the area under study.

moreover, these respondents were held as key iafasin the study.

3.5 Research instruments

This study employed questionnaires, interview gsiigied an observation checklist.
Questionnaires

A guestionnaire is a research instrument that gattiata on a large sample, save on
time, and can uphold confidentiality. According tovell and Lawson (1970),
questionnaires are widely used in education to iobiaormation about current
condition and practice, and to make attitudes gridions. Further, Best and Khan
(2003) points out that a questionnaire enablegsopeadministering them to explain
the purpose of the study and to give meaning oftémas that may not be clear. They
have the advantage of asking specific questionstwtill for specific answers. The
answers can be classified and the information aoediain the responses quantified.
In this study the questionnaires was expected ikdt ehformation from head

teachers. The questionnaire was structured bas#tearsearch objectives.

Interview guide
Interview guide was used because they yield higbesperation and lowest refusal

rates, offers high response quality and takes d@dganof interviewer presence and
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its multi-method data collection, which combinesesfioning, cross-examination
and probing approaches (Owens, 2002). The reseanteeviewed the Board of
Management (B.O.M) and Parent Teacher Associattom.f) chairpersons, AEO,
DQASO and DEO to elicit information that met thadst objectives. The interview
guide was semi-structured (with some closed and epéed items) and was divided
into two main sections, namely demographic charesties of the respondents and

the factors that influence infrastructure developtme public primary schools.

Observation checklist

The researcher also observed the infrastructucditias and school records to help
in assessing their levels of infrastructure develept. Observation makes the
observer to detach himself from the social sethiagng investigated and allows him
to gain a more objective view of the reality beingestigated (Scott & Usher, 2004).
Moreover, the checklist was used to assess théyjuglantity and conditions of the

infrastructure.

3.6 Validity of instruments

Validity is concerned with establishing whether thstruments are measuring what
they are supposed to measure (Gay, 1992). Orodli®)2lefines it as the degree to
which a test measures what it purports to be maagsuilt is an important

characteristic of a scientific instrument. It isr@ation of a test with some outside
independent criteria which are regarded by expEstthe best measure of the trait.

Singh (1986) and Orodho (2009) tend to concur tradidity is concerned with
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general ability. When a test is valid, it meansciismclusion can be generalized in
relation to the general population. The researaked peer review of the instruments
to test their validity and also sought for expenowledge of the supervisors to
ascertain their validity. Three public schools fraime neighboring Mavindini

Division were used as a pilot study to pre-testviality of the instruments.

3.7 Reliability of instruments

Kombo and Tromp (2006) define reliability as thge to which a test consistently
measures whatever it measures. That is, the aldityonsistently yield the same
results when repeated measurements are taken a&fathe object under the same
conditions (Gay, 1999). To establish the reliapibf the research instruments, the
researcher carried out a pilot test of the instmisyesing another similar group with
the same characteristics as the one targeted irsttidy. The reliability of the
instruments was computed using Cronbach’s Alph@b#ity coefficient method.
The most common internal consistency measure is\ah's alpha, which is

usually interpreted as the mean of all possibldfiooents.

The data was computed using SPSS computer progradetermine Cronbach’s
reliability coefficient. The respondents for thdopitest were picked from 3 public
primary schools from the neighboring Mavindini BiMin. These schools and the
respondents did not form part of the actual stédter filing the questionnaires, they
were collected, scored and manually tested foabgity. The correlation coefficient

found was 0.8. According to an observation mad&bégrge and Mallery (2003), if a
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Cronbach’s reliability correlation coefficient isegter or equal to 0.7 is obtained
then the questionnaires are treated as reliablsudls, the questionnaire was held as
reliable. On the other hand, the interview guided abservation checklist were not

tested for reliability.

3.8 Data collection procedures

First, the researcher requested for an introdudttgr from University of Nairobi.
He then sought for a permit from the National Cossiun for Science, Technology
and Innovation (NACOSTI). This was presented toDsrict Education Officer in
charge of Kathonzweni for authority to carry ontwiesearch in the study locale.
The researcher then visited the schools for inttmy purposes and requested for
appointment from the head teachers about whenrtonggter the instruments to the

respondents.

The questionnaire was administered in person artkcted once filled. The
researcher also booked meetings with the BoM and ERairpersons for the
interviews. The interview was conducted in a comgri@nvironment. Moreover,
during the distribution of the questionnaires thsearcher was also observing the
various infrastructures in the school and thusinigkthe observation checklist
according the prevailing conditions. Lastly, a nmegtwith the DEO, DQASO and
AEO was also organized and the interview condudiette the data collection was

done, the data was picked and used for analysis.
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3.9 Data analysis techniques

Collected data was first checked for completenesferb analysis. Data analysis
involved both qualitative and quantitative. Quaatiite data was analysed using
descriptive statistics, which involved a procesdrahsforming a mass of raw data
into tables, charts, with frequency distributiord grercentages which formed a vital
part of making sense of the data (Mugenda, 2008g Guantitative data was

analyzed using Statistical Package for Social ®eien(SPSS) program and
presented using tables, graphs and pie chartsrasd form to give a clear picture of
the research findings at a glance. The qualitadata was subjected to analysis by
synthesizing the responses and thematically amgnifiem in conformity with the

study objectives. This helped the researcher tonsanze the information and

present them as discussions on infrastructure dpnednt in schools.

3.10 Ethical considerations

In this study, the rights of the research partictpavere ensured. This was done
based on ensuring that the principles governingare$ participants were followed.
The principle of voluntary participation which recgs that people are not coerced
into participating in research was followed. Th®rmed consent of the participants
was also ensured by explaining the aim of the stuaty the procedures involved.
The participants’ information was confidential. thar the principle of anonymity

was also adhered to. The participant remained anouny throughout the study.
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CHAPTER FOUR
DATA ANALYSIS, PRESENTATION AND INTERPRETATION
4.1 Introduction
The chapter is presented based on the followintiosec response rate, background
information of the respondents, availability of fishand infrastructure development
in schools, role of community in infrastructure dpment, policies and regulation
on infrastructure development and stakeholdersitud# and infrastructure

development.

4.2 Response rate

This section presents the response rate of themdspts who participated in the
study. During data collection, the researcher dswesnty seven questionnaires to
the head teachers, twenty seven interview guidéset®TA and B.O.M respectively

and one interview guide for AEO, DQASO and DEO ezstpely. The results are

presented in Table 4.1

Table 4. 1: Instrument response rate

Respondents Issued Received Percentage (%)
instruments Instruments

Head Teachers 27 27 100

PTA 27 25 92.6

B.O.M 27 24 88.9

AEO 1 1 100

DEO 1 1 100

DQASO 1 1 100

TOTAL 84 79 94%
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A total of 84 instruments were given to the responsg. However, only 79
instruments were received that had been fully nedpd to. This translates to a

response rate of 94%. This is representation isl goough for the data analysis.

4.3 Background information of head teachers

The head teachers who participated in this study wgesen a number of questions
for background information. These questions capt@lements such as educational
qualification, working experience, number of pupdsrolled in schools and the

conditions of the available infrastructure in palgrimary schools.

4.3.1 Highest educational qualification

The head teachers were asked to give their higidhstational qualification. The
educational qualification was asked so as for thsearcher to establish the
educational qualification of teachers in schoolovene involved in infrastructure
development. This was categorized into P1, ATS,|ddia, Degree and Masters
Degree. However, only a few academic qualificatiesponses were provided. These

are as summarized by Figure 4.1.

Degree

6 ATS
(22%) 10
(37%)

Diploma
11
(41%)

Figure 4. 1: Distribution of the head teachers byheir highest education
gualification
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The data in figure 4.1 indicates that majority lné primary school head teachers 11
(41%) had a diploma as their highest educationalifigation. Slightly more than a
third of them 10 (37%) however indicated that theyd been able to achieve a

degree as their highest academic qualification.

4.3.2 Working experience

The working experience of the head teachers waslatked into in this study. The

working experience of the teachers was looked sdoas to establish the period
individuals have been involved in the infrastruetwtevelopment processes in the
school. This was categorized into below 2 years,y2ars, 6-10 years and above 10

years. The data is presented in Figure 4.2.

8
35 7 7 (29.6%)
T @59%)  (25.0%)
L 25 S
o
G
£ 5 (18.5%)
3]
o 15
o
10
5
0
Below 2 years  2-5 years 6-10 years above 10 years
Working Experience

Figure 4. 2: Distribution of head teachers by theiworking experience
The data in figure 4.2 shows that there is an elistibution of head teachers with
reference to working experience. Slightly more tlaif of the head teachers 14

(51.8%) had a working experience of less than Bsyedereas 48.1% of them had a
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working experience of more than 6 years. The distibns however show that most
of the teachers in the public primary schools igdeave been in the schools for
quite a good period to be in a position to fadditanfrastructure development

processes in schools.

4.3.3 Number of pupils enrolled in schools

The head teachers were further asked to stateutmbder of pupils attending their
respective schools. The information or numbers igexy were further summarized
into the following categories 200 and below, 20D,3801-400 and 400 and above

pupils. The responses are as summarized by theeHigB.

60 13
48.1%

50 ( 0)
g 40 !
e (25.9%)
8 30
& 20 4 S

(14.8%) (11.1%)
P |
O T T T
200 and below 201 - 300 301-400 400 and abpve
Response

Figure 4. 3: Distribution of head teachers resporeson the number of pupils

enrolled in schools

Figure 4.3 shows that slightly less than a halftted head teachers 13 (48.1%)
indicated that the number of pupils attending tmegpective schools ranged from

201-300 pupils. Slightly more than a quarter ofnthe (25.9%) however indicated
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that the number of pupils was not more than 200omtng to these distributions, it
may be deduced that indeed public primary schomi$ain quite a number of pupils

and thus their population may pose a challengkda@vailable infrastructures.

4.3.4 Conditions of the available infrastructure inschool

The head teachers were further asked to rate whttbeconditions of the various
infrastructures in the schools were good, very gomogdoor. The infrastructure listed
included classrooms, school furniture, toilet, lkén and water point/tanks. Table 4.2
present the data.

Table 4.2: Distribution of head teachers responsem the quality of

infrastructure in schools

Good Very Good Poor
F % F % F %
Classrooms 23 85.2 - - 4 14.8
Furniture 20 74.1 - - 7 25.9
Toilet 16 59.3 1 3.7 10 37.0
Kitchen 12 44.4 1 3.7 14 51.9

Water point/ Tank 13 48.1 6 22.2 8 29.6

Table 4.2 shows that majority of the head teacthwer® positive that the conditions
of the infrastructure in schools were in a goodest&lowever, there are those
schools in the district which have infrastructutieat are in a poor state. One of the

leading infrastructures that are in poor conditionsthe schools is the kitchen

40



(51.9%), followed by toilets (37%), water pointsia (29.6%) and school furniture

(25.9%) respectively.

The researcher also looked at the conditions oirtnastructure with the help of the
observation guide. Through the guide, it was fotimat not all the schools in the
division had quality infrastructure. Moreover, soofethe classes had deteriorating
facilities and this posed a great challenge onléaening processes in the school.
Moreover, the researcher also observed that there wertain schools which had
unfinished structures in the school. Other infiadtiral elements that were found to
be inadequate in the schools compare to the rastudents available included play
grounds, classrooms, toilets and water points. Timding justifies a previous
research which was done on the impact that the lleraot rates had on
infrastructure in schools. According to an obsaoraby the UNICEF (2005), the
increased enrollment of pupils in schools since itheeption of free primary

education has contributed to increased pressutieeoavailable infrastructure.

4.4 Availability of funds for infrastructure development

Availability of funds plays a critical role when @omes to initiating projects on
infrastructure development. When the funds are egadte, then the projects may
not be able to progress effectively. As such, giisdy sought to establish how
adequacy of funds affected infrastructure develogmea primary schools in

Kathonzweni Division.
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4.4.1 Methods Used To Raise Money to Develop Infiascture in Schools

The head teachers were asked to indicate the nethatithey used to raise money
to develop infrastructure in schools. The methdust were suggested included
government allocations, CDF funds, religious orgations, school fees, parents’
contributions and donors. The data is present8diie 4.3

Table 4.3: Distribution of head teachers on the mébds used to raise money for

infrastructure development in schools

Yes No

Parents Contributions 23 852 4 14.8
Government allocation 20 741 7 25.9
CDF 18 66.7 9 33.3
Donors 9 33.3 18 66.7
Religious organizations 7 259 20 741
School Fees 5 185 22 815

Table 4.3 shows that an overwhelming majority &f tiead teachers (85.2%) agreed
that they used parents’ contribution to raise mdioeynfrastructure development in
the school. Majority of them (74.1%) also indicatbdt government allocation was a
key method used for generating money to facilitabestructure development in the
schools. Other key methods suggested by the heathdes included CDF Funds

(66.7%), donors (33.3%) and religious organizati@ts9%) respectively.
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4.4.2 Source of funds in schools for infrastructure

Further, the head teachers were also asked tofgpegious sources of funds for

different infrastructures available in schools. Témurces that were highlighted

included fees, CDF, Donors, Parents contributioth @onors. The data is presented
in Table 4.4.

Table 4. 4: Distribution of head teachers on the swces of funds for different

infrastructures in the school

Fees, CDF, Donors Parents Contribution Donors
F % F % F %
Classrooms 18 66.7 7 25.9 2 7.4
Furniture 6 22.2 18 66.7 3 11.1
Toilet 8 29.6 12 44.4 7 25.9
Kitchen 5 18.5 18 66.7 4 14.8
Water point/ Tank 5 18.5 1 3.7 21 77.8

According to the data in Table 4.4, majority of thead teachers (66.7%) indicated
that the funds came from the fees, CDF funds amdm@o A quarter of them (25.9%)
indicated that the money came from the contribtigiven by parents towards
classroom infrastructure development. When astiéddicate the sources of funds
for furniture in schools, majority of the head teaxs (66.7%) indicated parents’
contributions. Only a few of them (22.2%) indicatib@ sources to be from Fees,

CDF funds and donors.
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In terms of toilet, a good percentage of the hesatliers (44.4%) indicated that
parents’ contribution was largely used in the depeient of toilets in schools.
Slightly more than a quarter of them (29.6%) intBdathat Fees, CDF funds and
Donors were the main sources of funds for the dgreént of toilet faculties.
However, from the open ended questions, the teacheicated that they still faced a
challenge in the quality of toilets in the schd®arents’ contributions (66.7%) are
the major sources funds used in facilitating theettgpment of kitchen facilities in
schools. On the other hand, donors are the oneduruabthe development of water

points/ tanks in the schools.

4.4.3 Whether funds provided for physical infrastricture is adequate
The head teachers further gave their responsesdisgavhether the funds that were
being provided were adequate enough to suppouisdtifrcture development in the

schools. The data is presented in Figure 4.4.

Yes

(7%)

No
25
(93%)

Figure 4. 4: Distribution of head teachers on whetér the funds provided for

physical infrastructure development were adequate
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An overwhelming majority of the head teachers 23%9 indicated that the funds
provided for infrastructure development were noecdte. Only two of them

indicated that the funds were adequate.

4.4.4 Extent to which funds influenced infrastructue development in the school

The head teachers were lastly asked to indicatextent to which funds influenced
infrastructure development in their respective sthioFigure 4.5 shows a summary

of the findings obtained.

Not all
1 To a greate
(4%) extent
9
(33%)

To some
extent
17
(63%)

Figure 4. 5: The extent to which funds influencednifrastructure development in

the school

The results in figure 4.5 show that majority of thead teachers 17 (63%) were in
agreement that the availability of funds did inflge infrastructure development in
their respective schools to some extent. This wekdr supported by a third of them

9 (33%) who indicated that it did influence buttgreater extent.
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In responding on the sources of funding for infasure development in schools,
the PTA members reported that the school sourseduitds for infrastructure
development through the parents, donations and &FCounty government. This
was further supported by the BoM who also indicéteat the parents, donors and
the government contributed funds used for infrastme development in the school.
The BoM members also reported that for resourceiliration practices, the school
wrote proposals which were then issued to goverhmepossible donors to support
the infrastructure development process. The PTAB@M however indicated that
the funds which were being provided were not adegteasupport full development
of infrastructure in the school. This in the lonmied to some infrastructures being

left unfinished and thus also posing health rigkhe pupils in the schools.

The AEO, DQASO and DEO also gave their own respoegarding the sources of
funding for infrastructure development in schodl8.of them indicated that the key
sources includedovernment, CDF funds, MoEST, NGOs, donors andnpsurd he
AEO further went on ahead to report that “Factbet made the sources mentioned
above prevalent chooses as the main ways of raisiogey for funding school
infrastructure included school enrollment and alality of general awareness”.
Schools have been suggested as to contribute tewledfunding of infrastructure
development in schools. This is in line wilcher (1989) who observed that school
financing has been the major source of fundingiférastructure development in
primary schools. He further went on ahead to repbysical infrastructure funding

involved the funds or efforts expected on buildihgnd, physical environment,
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furniture and black wall either in form of repamdamaintenance, construction and

infrastructure management.

Besides schools being a source of finance, thidystias also established that
parents, government contributions and CDF fundsrituted to the finances used in
infrastructure development. This finding concurghwirhe Unynck (2003) who
reported that funding for physical infrastructureasw the responsibility of
communities, parents and government. Communityifns very effective in cases
in which the community desires to make future $mes to satisfy the practical
needs. External help should just be a supplemdm. sStudy also established that
donors were also involved in providing finances sopport infrastructure
development. One of the external donors as notedVbyld Bank (1988) is the
World Bank. It is reported that World Bank is th@shsignificant external funding

bodies for education.

4.5 Role of community in infrastructure development

Infrastructure development in schools may not bkecéfely or fully realized
without the cooperation of the school community rhers as well stakeholders.
This study was thus set to determine how commumtyolvement influenced
infrastructure development in primary schools irtHtmzweni Division. To answer
this objective, there are a number of questions wee asked. These included the
community member roles in infrastructure developtnenembers involved in
repairing broken furniture and the extent to whicimmunity roles have contributed

towards infrastructure development.
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4.5.1 Community members’ role in infrastructure dewelopment

The head teachers were asked to indicate the halethe community members
played when it came to infrastructure developmerthe schools. Some of the roles
suggested included providing labor and materiaépairing and maintenance,
provision of finances and monitoring infrastructutevelopment projects in the

schools. The responses obtained are as shown bseH®.

59.3%
60 ( )
50
()
S
= 40
[}
o
P 30+ 5
20 - 4 (18.5%)
(14.8%) 2
10 - (7.4%)
0 B T
Providing labor ~ Repairing and Provision of Monitoring
and materials Maintenance finances projects
Community Roles

Figure 4. 6: The role of community in infrastructure development in schools

The data in figure 4.6 shows that slightly morentlnalf of the head teachers 16

(59.1%) indicated that the community members wewelved providing labor and
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materials. Other roles played by the community menmbin infrastructure

development included repairing and maintenancepamwsion of finances.

4.5.2 Members involved in repairing broken furniture

Moreover, the head teachers went on ahead to ted®a@me of the community
members who were being involved in the repairindgprafken down furniture in the
school. These members included Board of Managenieatent and Teachers

Association, Contracted Carpentgrayents and the school. The data is presented in

Figure 4.7.
11 11

1 oz 0.75)
o 35
& 30
3 o 4
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& 15 (14.8%) .

1g (3.7%)

0 ‘

BOM and PTA Contracted Parents School Artisar
carpenters
Responses

Figure 4. 7: Head teachers responses on who repalisoken down furniture in

the school

The results in figure 4.7 show that majority of thead teachers indicated that
parents 11 (40.7%) and school artisans 11 (40.7%)ewhe key community

members involved in the repairing of broken furretin the schools. A few of them

49



4 (14.8%) however indicated that the Board of manant and PTA were the key

partners involved in the repairing of broken infrasture.

Having known the members involved in repairing lenokurniture in the schools, the
head teachers were further asked to indicate whelese furniture were being

repaired on time. The data is presented in Figuge 4

No
11
(41%)
Yes
16
(59%)

Figure 4. 8: Distribution of head teachers responsen whether the involved

community members repaired the broken furniture intime

The findings in figure 4.7 show that slightly mdhan half of the head teachers 16
(59%) agreed that the broken furniture was beimgpared in time. However, a good
percentage of them 11 (41%) indicated that the dmwoturniture was not being

repaired in time.
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4.5.3 Extent to which community roles have contribted towards infrastructure

development

The respondents gave their responses on the etdemthich community roles
contributed towards infrastructure development ublig primary schools in the

district. Figure 4.9 presents a summary of theifigsl obtained.
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>0 (44.4%)
o 40 8
2 6
& 30 29.6%)
S (22.2%)
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To a greater To some extent To a smaler Not Sure
extent extent
Response

Figure 4. 9: Distribution of head teachers on thexent to which community

roles have contributed towards infrastructure devebpment

The data in figure 4.9 show that a good percentdgjee head teachers were positive
regarding the extent to which community members trdmuted towards
infrastructure development. 44.4% of them indicatedome extent whereas slightly
more than a quarter of the head teachers 8 (296digated that community roles

contributed towards infrastructure development tpester extent.
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With regards to community involvement in infrastwe development, the PTA
members had a number of responses to provide. fdpeyted that the community
members have been involved in infrastructure deraeknt through donating items
such as water tanks among many others; some afaimenunity members are less
concerned and think that it is the responsibility tbe MOE to do all the

infrastructural development works in the schoofe tommunity members ensure
that the government has developed enough buildmgse school. This was further
supported by the BoM who indicated that indeed dbemmunity members played
various roles in facilitating infrastructure deveoent in the school. They reported
that community members provided labour as well asenmals which aided in the
infrastructure development process. However, theponted that a key challenge
which affected the full participation of the comnityrin infrastructure development

was poverty.

The AEO reported that:
Poverty and misplaced priorities are major chakengffecting infrastructure
development as well as resource mobilization antbeggommunity
members. This affects to a greater extent the wamént of the community

in supporting development in the respective schools

DQASO officer on the other hand reported that thel of education and awareness

is a critical issue which affected the involveme@ftvarious stakeholders in the
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infrastructure development process in schools.heurtthe officer went on ahead to
report that:
Poverty levels and political interferences are thajor issues which are
affecting the effective involvement of local comntyn members in

infrastructural development in the respective pubtihools in the area.

On the other hand, the DEO reported that:
Poverty is a major issue which is hindering thd fmVolvement of local
community members in the infrastructure developmémd most of the
funds are used to purchase food instead of beirigimia infrastructure
development.

In 1960s communities, parents and local authontiese principally responsible for

capital investment in primary education through&ast Africa (Bogonko, 1992).

The communities’ contributions ranged from polést¢h cash and labour.

Black & Scendlen (1980) also supports the findinfishis study by indicating that
funding primary school education infrastructure hasn largely dependent on local
community. Additionally, MOE (2009) comments thabmamunity contribution
either in terms of financial resources dependingh@neconomic level or in kind is
required to support government and other pertigentributions. Communities are
expected to provide firewood, employ a cook, previdtchen utensils, cooking
water and monitor the utilization of the projedisds, as part of their contribution

(MOE, 20009).
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Moreover, the findings of this study is in-line ia survey carried out by Thinh
(1991) which observed that PTAs provided for 21.@Phe cost of building 63.8%
of the cost of furniture and equipment, 63.4% repand 87.7% of general
contingencies. In Malaysia, it is the parents assions (PAs). The role of the
parents associations is primarily that of matesigbport; for example, contributing
to building of school halls, canteens and addimgs#s. The PAs have come to play
a central role in construction and maintenance oflding and facilities in
association with the local education councils. R&ssuade and encourage local
production and trading establishments in buildidgaational facilities. In Vietnam,
most primary schools have been built by peopleutjnothe PAs and the local
educational councils. The association is also wealin the provision of desks,

benches and in teaching aids etc (Thinh, 1991).

In further supporting the findings of this study the involvement local community
members in infrastructure development, Salomon Amteier postulated that
Christianity and particularly Protestantism perthi flourishing of the community
actions because of its emphasis on individualisth issistrong independence from
state control. Gaduh (2012) also found that differeligions had different impacts
on the rise of the community action depending oa wWeight they assigned to
charitable acts in terms of time and resourcespating individual action,

commitment to institution building and their retatship with the country.
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4.6 Policies and regulation on infrastructure develpment

Being public institutions of learning, governmentipies and regulations have a role

that they may play in influencing infrastructurevelpment projects. This study

investigated how policies and regulations affectrastructure development in

primary schools in Kathonzweni Division. The headdhers were asked a number

of questions and expected to give their responsesheether yes or no. Table 4.5

summarizes their responses.

Table 4.5: Distribution of head teachers responsenovarious issues regarding

policies for infrastructure development

Yes No

F % %
| am aware of the policies put in place by the goreent

23 85.2 14.8
on infrastructure development in public schools
The school has a resource mobilization plan anitipsl

20 74.1 25.9
which aid in infrastructure development policies
The available policies encourage the involvement of
teachers in mobilizing resources for infrastructure 22 81.5 18.5
development.
The policies put in place by the government enageira
training of head teachers’ involvement in infrasttual 24 88.9 11.1

management and development.
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Table 4.5 shows that majority of the head teacf&<2%) indicated that they were
aware of the policies put in place by the governnmninfrastructure development
in public schools. A few of them (14.8%) indicatdtht they were not aware. In
terms of resource mobilization plans, majority o head teachers (74.1%) indicated
that the school has a resource mobilization plad @olicies which aid in
infrastructure development policies. A quarter ledérh (25.9%) indicated that there

were no such policies in the school.

The data in table 4.5 further showed that majarftyhe head teachers (81.5%) were
positive by agreeing that the available policiexccemaged the involvement of
teachers in mobilizing resources for infrastructdevelopment. A few of them
(18.5%) however disagreed to the latter. Majorifytloe head teachers (88.9%)
indicated that the policies put in place by the egament encouraged training of

head teachers’ involvement in infrastructural mamagnt and development.

The PTA members highlighted that there were a nurabpolicies which had been
put in place which governed the issue of infrastmec development in schools
included the procurement policy and health andtaaon policy. However, one of
the head teachers went on ahead to report that:
The procurement policy has been posing a challenghe infrastructure
development process in the school. Due to the ypale bureaucracy is a bit
tight and thus it takes a long time to procure miale which are required to

facilitate infrastructure development.
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In supporting the responses of the PTA, the membérhe BoM were also in

agreement that government policies did have arctediie infrastructure development
process in public schools. They reported that tbkcips were not clear on the
different roles that various stakeholders were sgpgd to play in the development
process. Moreover, the policies were reported asldlay the procurement of
materials which were required to facilitate the stouction of infrastructure in the

school.

In response to the effects of policies on infradtite development in public primary

schools, the DQASO officer reported that:
There are a number of policies which have beenas&le to govern
infrastructure development in schools. These padicinclude the safety
standards policies. These policies address on htfereht infrastructures
may be used in schools and safety maintained. Mereahe available
policies to some extent have influenced infrastrieetievelopment in schools
through resource mobilization. For instance, prement policies are very
stringent and this makes the school representativeable to afford various

materials for infrastructural development.

Further, the AEO reported that:
There are policies addressing on infrastructureeldgyment in public primary

schools. The government policies affect infrastitectdevelopment in that they
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ensure proper use and give guidelines on how ressumay be mobilized to
facilitate infrastructure development in the pulsiahools.

According to an observation made by the DEO, thennmolicies affecting
infrastructure development in schools is the prement policies and construction
services. These policies are rigid and in mostase bureaucratic in nature hence
taking too long to process. Moreover, the polidiesd to provide guidelines for

proper usage of infrastructure.

In this section, the findings have shown that imbdpelicies do have an influence on
infrastructure development. Some of the policiegctvihave been pointed out in the
study include procurement policies and health aafétg policies. These policies
have been pointed out as to determine how schooise for funds as well as get
materials to the school to aid in infrastructuresedepment. In supporting these
findings, an article by UNESCO (2005) showed thpprapriate and sufficient
building, child friendly, safe environment enhamtdd rights. Such environments in
schools can be realized through the prevalencealtthand safety needs policies in
schools. Moreover, the Ministry of Education in Kanhas come up with safety
standards manual for schools in Kenya (MoE, 200B)is emphasizes the
importance of complying with Education Act (Cap 2ahd Public Health Act (Cap
242). The manual discusses size and number of galyisirastructure for resistance

and recommends the need for sufficiency.
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According to these acts physical infrastructureludes structures such as
classrooms, kitchen, laboratories, water tanksygotaund, and equipment among
others. The facilities can be either permanenteanporary. Such structures are
supposed to be appropriate, adequate and propmEx®yeld devoid of any risks to
users. However, one may find that the quality othsunfrastructures in the
respective public schools is inadequate. Moreawer available facilities are always

in poor conditions.

In conclusion, it may be reported that despite ghevalence of policies to aid in
infrastructure development there are still issuekiclv are hampering the
effectiveness of these policies. Slowness in thecymement policies to the
implementation process may raise eyebrows conggriiia effectiveness of these
policies. As such a recommendation can be givesdtivess on the restructuring of
policies to ensure their effectiveness in promotinfyastructure development in

schools.

4.7 Stakeholders’ attitude and infrastructure devebpment

The fourth and last objective of the study wasxXamsine how stakeholders’ attitude
affected infrastructure development in public pniynachools. The head teachers
were first asked to indicate whether they enjoyethd involved in infrastructure
development in their respective schools. In thisecalmost all of them (96%)
positively agreed that they enjoyed participatimg infrastructure development

process in their schools. Only one of the headhacindicated that he did not
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enjoy. Further, the head teachers were also askiedicate the extent to which they
enjoyed being involved in infrastructure developimen
Figure 4.10 presents a summary of head teachgmensss on the extent to which

they enjoyed being involved in infrastructure depehent.

To some
extent
10
(37%)
To a greate
extent
17
(63%)

Figure 4. 10: Distribution of head teachers on thextent to which they enjoy

being involved in infrastructure development

The data in figure 4.10 shows that there were thespondents who suggested that
they enjoyed being involved in infrastructure depehent to a greater extent 17

(63%) where as others indicated to some exten81%j.

Through the interview guides, the effects of stakaérs’ attitude on infrastructure
development were brought out clear. The PTA memfmergistance, indicated that
attitude did have a great effect on the infrastimetlevelopment in schools. Most of

them reported that some of the key stakeholdersahadgative attitude and this
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hindered them from being directly involved in thevdlopment process. One of the
PTA members for instance reported that:
Some stakeholders have a negative attitude towardsastructure
development. Some of the members in the school tendold that
infrastructure development is a responsibility lo¢é tgovernment. As such,
they do not contribute any resources or labour tdsvdhe development

process.

Another PTA member further reported that “Some loé tstakeholders have a
negative attitude towards infrastructure developmérhey say that primary
education is free hence they do not want to giveewdor buildings.” In summary,
negative attitude among stakeholders led to inaategavolvement in infrastructure
development, minimal provision of finances for agtructure development and poor

management of the already available infrastrudtutke school.

In response to how stakeholders’ attitude affedtdchstructure development, the

AEO reported that:
The attitude of the stakeholders plays a major mol¢hat they influence
infrastructure development in the schools. In tk&se, many of the
community members are of the perception that pudditol development is
only for the government so they do not want toipgdte.

In further supporting the above statement by theéDAEhe DQASO officer also

reported that: “The attitude of the stakeholdertec$ their involvement in
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infrastructural development differently. Positivétitade towards infrastructural
development rises when there is full involvement tbk members in the
infrastructure development process.” On the othend, the DEO reported that
“most of the stakeholders have positive attitudeder, financial problems at times
makes them to develop coldness towards being iedoln infrastructure

development.”

Attitude has been found in this study as a majallehge on the involvement of
stakeholders in infrastructure development. Mosthefstakeholders are of the idea
that development is for the government and thuy tire not necessarily to be
involved. A study was carried out by Roy (2008)etaamine the attitude towards
school infrastructure of students in primary sceodlhe study found that attitude
determined the extent to which members were maiiad use infrastructure as well
as maintain it. Another study carried out by Gaikxg Ferreira and Convery (2005)
on the public attitude towards solid waste landfifrastructure showed that there

was a correlation between attitude and the devedopiof the infrastructure.
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CHAPTER FIVE

SUMMARY, CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

5.1 Introduction

This chapter presents the summary, conclusion @e@mmendations for this study.

5.2 Summary of the study

The main purpose of this study was to investigagefactors affecting infrastructure
development in primary schools in Kathonzweni D Makueni County. The
study was guided by the following research objestivio establish how adequacy of
funds affect infrastructure development in primscjools in Kathonzweni Division,
to determine how community involvement influencé&astructure development in
primary schools in Kathonzweni Division, to examitiee effects of policies and
regulations on infrastructure development in priynachools in Kathonzweni
Division and to examine how attitude affects infrasture development in primary

schools in Kathonzweni Division.

A descriptive survey research design was usedisstindy. This design was used
because it enables investigation into the subjedeu study. The sample for this
study consisted of all the head teachers (27), Bo&aManagement (27) and PTA
Chairpersons (27), DEO (1), DQASO (1) and AEO [d)total, the sample size for
this study was eighty four (84). The head teach&o$) and PTA chair persons were

arrived at through census sampling method whefeadDEO, DQASO and AEO
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were purposively selected to participate in thelgtIhe data collection instruments
used in the study included questionnaires for Hezathers and interview guide for
the B.O.M. and P.T.A chairpersons, AEO, DQASO andODand observation

checklist.

The collected data was analyzed using descriptiedisscs, employing both

quantitative and qualitative approach. Data fromesgiwnnaires were purely
analyzed quantitatively and presented in frequeneied percentages while data
from interview guide was analyzed qualitatively.eTstudy used SPSS (Statistical
Package for Social Sciences) to aid in data arsjysicess. From the analysis, the

following findings were made:

There are those schools in the district which haffastructures that are in a poor
state. One of the leading infrastructures thatimmgoor conditions in the schools is
the kitchen, followed by toilets, water points/tardnd school furniture respectively.
The key methods used to raise money for infrasirectievelopment in schools

include parents’ contribution, government allocatesmd CDF funds.

For classroom infrastructure, majority of the hézathers (66.7%) indicated that the
funds came from the fees, CDF funds and donorsoiMsagurces of funds for school
furniture include parents’ contributions (66.7%garénts’ contributions (66.7%) are

the major sources funds used in facilitating theettigpment of kitchen facilities in
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schools. An overwhelming majority of the head teamsh(93%) indicated that the

funds provided for infrastructure development waseadequate.

The PTA, BoM members and AEO, DQASO and DEO replattiat the key sources

of funds for infrastructure development include gras, CDF funds, government
allocations and MoEST. Role of community membergfrastructure development

include providing labour materials, repairing andimenance, provision of finances
and monitoring projects. Poverty, level of educatand awareness and misplaced
priorities affected the involvement of community migers in infrastructure

development.

Majority of the head teachers (88.9%) indicated tha policies put in place by the
government encouraged training of head teachekgliement in infrastructural

management and development. Majority of the heachiers (85.2%) indicated that
they were aware of the policies put in place by gogernment on infrastructure

development in public schools.

Attitude affects the extent to which stakeholdews iavolved in the infrastructural
development. Most of the stakeholders such as fmafggve a negative attitude
towards involvement in infrastructure developmdiitey are of the idea that it is the

role of the government to facilitate developmerd ant them.
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5.3 Conclusion

From the analysis and summary of the study, theeeaanumber of conclusions
which can be made. First and foremost, it may beclcagled that the quality of
infrastructure among quite a number of public priynachools in Kathonzweni
division is in poor state. This puts a reason émommendations to be put in place to

address the deteriorating conditions of infrastreeein the schools.

In terms of funds, it is concluded that the majourses of funds for infrastructure
development in schools include parents, CDF fumgdsiernment allocations and
donors. However, these funds are not adequateharsdsthools are not in a position
to meet the full cost of developing infrastructumethe schools. Thus, it may be
concluded that inadequacy of funds affect infradtme development in public

primary schools in Kathonzweni division to a greabetent.

Policies and regulations have also been notedfastar that affects infrastructure
development in schools. Tight policies such as @hfws procurement have been
noted as to delay the process of obtaining maserial be involved in the
infrastructure development process. Moreover, tbkcips do not show different
roles that different stakeholders should play & development of infrastructure in
schools. As such, it is concluded that policies eegllations affect infrastructure

development in schools to a greater extent.
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The involvement of the community members is critida the success of
infrastructure development in schools. Howeverraltae a number of issues which
arise that affect their involvement in the infrasture development process. Poverty
and political interferences affect the way communihembers participate in
infrastructure development. However, the roles thlay include providing finances,

labour and materials and carrying out repair sesic

The attitude can be concluded a determinant thattaf stakeholders’ involvement
in the infrastructure development process. Forams#, most of them hold the idea
that FPE is free hence it remains the responsilofithe government to take care of
the infrastructure in schools. Moreover, due toatieg attitude some parents do not
want to contribute finances or labor to support deselopment of infrastructure.

This affects infrastructure development in the stho a greater extent.

5.4 Recommendations

That the Ministry of Education should start negiias with County governments to
pursue the possibility of counties getting moravaty involved in funding school
infrastructure projects. This will be a big boost tipgrading the dilapidated
structures in many schools as noted in the caseubfic primary schools in
Kathonzweni division. This will also ease pressoneFPE fund which can then be
channeled by the head teachers towards improvergilegy through the purchase of

teaching and learning essentials in the classrobrfrastructure is currently

67



competing with for scarce resources with other ey requirements hence the

financial constraint is piling pressure on headesas.

The MoEST should use the local education officersdarry out awareness sessions
with parents and key stakeholders to sensitize tbemvay that they can support
their schools by developing the required infragtricee through provision of all
possible resources including giving in kind. Thexeneed for more stakeholders to
be involved in the infrastructure development pssca schools. This will help to
ensure full community involvement in school infrasture development.

MOEST should strengthen the training for head teeschn resource mobilization for
infrastructure development build their capacity iofrastructure development and
management in the schools. These trainings mayab@ed out in the course of
holidays or within the school periods so as to mlevan ample time for head

teachers to exercise what they learn.

It is also recommended that as far as possibleg tiseneed for more money to be
allocated by the government to support infrastmectievelopment in public primary

school. This is because from the head teachesporeses on adequacy of funds, it
was clear the funds currently allocated by the gawent are not sufficient for

developing school infrastructure. There is alsedn®r the government to create
time to facilitate the revision of the policies as to provide clear guidelines in
infrastructure development as well as avoidingdbkays which are experienced in

the procurement process of materials for infrastmecdevelopment.
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The school head teachers have a role that they teegday in mobilizing the
community members and parents on the importancthaf involvement in the
infrastructure development process. Through genmeestings in the schools, the
head teachers can inform the parents how theidveweent in the school creates a

lot of opportunities in facilitating infrastructudevelopment processes.

The school head teachers and the chairpersongtothm PTA and BoG need to put
their heads together and strategize on the mechanibat they may employ in
mobilizing resources for infrastructure developmenschools. This may be done
through harambee, fundraising functions, developaiginfrastructural funding

proposals among many others.

The community members have a sole responsibilint they need to play in
promoting infrastructure development in schools. #sch, they need to be
encouraged and motivated by being informed thrayggm air campaigns that their
support and involvement in the construction of asfructure in schools is highly
recognized and appreciated. More avenues need terdsed which directly
involves the participation of community memberstlie development of physical

infrastructure in the schools.

5.5. Suggestions for further research

1. This study focused on factors influencing infrastaue development in

public primary schools, but did not look at paréwiscupation or economic
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activities and levels of education. A study candoae on the influence of
patents occupation /economic activities and thewrels of education on
school infrastructure development.

. This study was limited to Kathonzweni Division inaklieni County. Other
studies on factors influencing school infrastruetalevelopment should be
done in other parts of Kenya to look at other fextand compare the

findings.
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APPENDICES
APPENDIX |
LETTER OF INTRODUCTION

Josiah M. Ojwang

University of Nairobi

Department of Educational Administration and Plagni
P.O. Box 30197 NAIROBI

The Head teacher,

Dear Sir/Madam,

RE: PARTICIPATION IN RESEARCH

| am a post graduate student at the University @ifd¥hi pursuing a master’s degree
in Education. 1 am conducting a research on thdctdpactors influencing
infrastructure development in public primary schools in Kathonzweni division,

Kenya.”

This study is going to benefit the principals aeddhers to understand the relevance
of infrastructural development and the key appreacto resource mobilization in

public primary schools.

| hereby request you to assist me with necessdoynmation to help me obtain
accurate findings. Kindly allow me to carry outsthesearch in your school.
Thank you.

Yours faithfully,

Josiah M. Ojwang.
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APPENDIX Il
QUESTIONNAIRE FOR HEAD TEACHERS
Please read the questions below and kindly giveafipeopriate response by ticking
(V) or writing in the spaces provided .Please no this information is purely for

academic purpose and your identity will be heldtimost confidentiality.

Section A: Personal Information
1. Name of SChOOl: ..o e

2. What is your highest academic level?

a) P1 () d) Degree ()
b) ATS () e) Master's Degree ()
c) Diploma () f) Other (specify) .....covvvviiiiiinnnnn.

3. How many years have you been a head teachieisisdhool?
a) Below 2 years () c) 5-10 years ()

b) 2-5years () d) Above 10 years ()

4. What is the number of pupils attending the sthoo........................

6. What is the status of the infrastructure in ysehool?

Physical Are they Number | Status (very good, good, bad, very
Infrastructure Comfortable bad, n/a)

Classrooms

Furniture
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Toilets

Kitchen

Water Point / Tank

Other (specify):

b) Are they repaired in time? ...

c) Do the pupils seem overcrowded in Class?.....cccovvvvviiiiviiieeieviiiiinnnnn.

d) Do you face any problems with your toilets? ..........ccociiiiiiiiiiiii e,
Ifyes ISt them: ...
Section B: Availability of Funds for Infrastructure Development

7. Where have your sourced funds to put up thevierfig infrastructure?

Physical Source [CDF, LATF, KESSP, fees, donors,| % funded
Infrastructure etc.]

Classrooms

Furniture

Toilets

Kitchen

Water Point / Tank

Other (specify):

8. Do these provide sufficient funds for physicdtastructure development?
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9. To what extent does the availability of funduence resource mobilization for
infrastructure development in your school?
a) To agreater extent [ ] c) Not at all [ ]

b) To some extent [ ] d) Not sure [ ]

Section C: Role of Community in Infrastructure devéopment
10. What are some of the roles that the communégtyspn infrastructure

development in your school?

11. To what extent has the community members im goea contributed towards the

development of infrastructure in your school?

Section D: Policies and Regulation on Infrastructue development

12. Tick all the methods that you use to raise mdoealevelop school infrastructure.
(a) Government allocation (b) CDF funds (c) Reliug organizations

(d) School Fees (e) Parents contribution (f) Otbpecify)

13. Are there any policies which you are awaréhat tid in infrastructure
development in your school?

14. Does the school have a Resource Mobilizatian Bf policies for infrastructural

development?

15. Do the available policies encourage the involeet of teachers in choosing or
suggesting what methods can be used to mobilizgsftor school infrastructure

development?
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16. Comment on whether the methods have helpedoyaise sufficient funds for

developing your schools infrastructure

17. As a head teacher, does the government palioyueage your training on

18. If yes in 16 above, has the training turnebdewaluable in your resource

infrastructural development involvement in the slRdHow has it been helpful?

Section E: Stakeholders’ Attitude and Infrastructure Development
19. Do you enjoy being involved in the developmannhfrastructure in primary
schools?
a) Yes[ ] b) No [ ]
20. To what extent are you willing to be involvedihe infrastructure development
of primary schools?
a) To a greater extent [ ] c) Not At all ][
b) To some extent [ ] d) Not Sure ][
21. How does attitude affect the participationtakeholders in the development of

infrastructure in primary schools?

22. From your experience, what should be done pryare infrastructure

development in your school?

Thank you
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APPENDIX Il

INTERVIEW GUIDE FOR PTA AND BOM CHAIRPERSONS

. Date

. Center

Position  PTA official ( ) BOM official ( )
. What is the role of the body you officiate with aeds to infrastructure

development?

. Does the school have a resource mobilization plan?

. How does the school source funds for infrastructieneelopment?

. What are the main sources of funds for infrastmectlievelopment in the school?

. What are the community concerns about the schodtastructure?

. Are there any government policies which influenc@mmote resource
mobilization for infrastructure development in pialprimary schools? Yes/ No.

explain

. How does stakeholders’ attitude affect the infiagttire development in schools?

10.In your view, what can be done to improve resomnodilization for

infrastructure development?

Thank you
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APPENDIX IV

INTERVIEW GUIDE FOR DEO, DQASO AND AEO

These interviews will be conducted by the researcra will target the DEO,
DQASO and AEO in charge of the division to get theiews on resource
mobilization for school infrastructure development.

1. What are the main sources of funding for infragtrites development in public

primary schools in Kathonzweni district?

2. What factors make the sources mentioned above lprév@hoose as the main

ways of raising money for funding school infrasture?

3. Do you organize/prepare training sessions for pryrsahool head teachers on

management/resource mobilization?

4. Are there any policies addressing on infrastructieeelopment in public

primary schools? Yes/ No. if yes, indicate thesc@s.

5. How do governmental policies affect resource maéailon for infrastructure

development in public primary schools?
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In your experience, what are the challenges fagdtehd teachers in

Kathonzweni as they raise funds to develop schddstructure

. How does stakeholders’ attitude affect the infiagttire development in schools?

. Please comment on any other alternative approaugtssurces that can be used by head

teachers to mobilize funds for developing schofshistructure in Kathonzweni

Thank you
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APPENDIX V

OBSERVATION CHECK LIST

Physical Number | Status (very good, | Adequacy(Adequate

Infrastructure good, bad, very bad,| , not adequate, not
not available) available)

Classrooms

Play grounds

Students desks

Teachers’ tables

Teachers’ chairs

Blackboards

Toilets

Kitchen

Water Point / Tank

Other (specify):
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APPENDIX VI

RESEARCH AUTHORITY LETTER

MINISTRY OF EDUCATION SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY

Office of the Sub-County Director of Education, Kathonzweni Sub-County

State Department of Education

Telegrams: “Kathoedu : SUB COUNTY EDUCATION OFFICE,
Telephone: KATHONZWENI SUB COUNTY,
E-mail:deokathonzweni@gmail.com P.O. BOX 103-90302

When replying please quote KEFUBLIC OF KENYA KATHONZWENI.

19t June, 2015
REF: ED/KZN/ED 5/22 VOL I/20

10

ALL HEADTEACHERS - PRIMARY SCHOOLS
KATHONZWENI DIVISION .
KATHONZWENI SUB COUNTY

RE: RESEARCH AUTHORITY — JOSIAH M. OJWANG

The above mentioned is a registered Post graduate student at the University Of
Nairobi— Kenya. He intends to undertake a research on Factors influencing
infrastructure development in public primary schools in Kathonzweni
division, Kathonzweni sub county in Makueni county, Kenya.

Kindly accord him all necessary support he requires.

s Sl ASSISTANT DIRECTOR OF EDUCATION

KATHONZWEN] SUB-COUNTY
P. O. Box 103-90302
KATHONZWENI

SIMON NGUMBI
FOR: SUB COUNTY DIRECTOR OF EDUCATION
EKATHONZWENI SUB COUNTY

150 9001:2008 CERTIFIED .5‘ &
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APPENDIX VII

LETTER OF INTRODUCTION

UNIVERSITY OF NAIROBI
COLLEGE OF EDUCATION AND EXTERNAL STUDIES
SCHOOL OF EDUCATION
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIONAL ADMINISTRATION AND PLANNING

Telegram: “CEES” P.O. BOX 30197 NAIROBI
Telephone: 020-2701902 OF P.O-BOX 92
dept-edadmin(@uonbi.ac.ke KIKUYU

16" June, 2015

Our Ref: UON/CEES/SIE/A&P/1/4 -
TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN

Dear Sir/Madam

SUBJECT: OJWANG JOSIAH MESHACK - REG NO. E55/75331/2012

This is to certify that Ojwang Josiah Meshack is our Master of Education student in the
Department of Educational Administration and Planning at the University of Nairobi. He has
successfully completed his course work and is summarizing his research on “Factors Influencing
Infrastructure Development in Public Primary Schools in Kathonzweni Division, Makueni
County, Kenya”.

Any assistance accorded to him will he highl
7 . Bamin,.

appreciated.

Yours faithfully,

=== e
[/ DR. GRACE NYAGAK
CHAIRMAN

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIONAL ADMINISTRATION AND PLANNING

GN/nd : =
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APPENDIX VIII

AUTHORIZATION LETTER

—

NATIONAL COMMISSION FOR SCIENCE,
TECHNOLOGY AND INNOVATION

Telephone: +254-20-2213471, 9% Floor, Utalii House
2241349,310571,2219420 Uhuru Highway

Fax: +254-20-318245,318249 P.O. Box 30623-00100
Email: secretary@nacosti.go.ke NAIROBI-KENYA

Website: www.nacosti.go.ke
When replying please quote

Ref: No. Date:

2™ July, 2015
NACOSTI/P/15/5?33/6787

Josiah Meshack Ojwang -
University of Nairobi
P.O. Box 30197-00100
NAIROBI.

RE: RESEARCH AUTHORIZATION

Following your application for authority to carry out research on “Factors
influencing infrastructure development in public primary schools in
Kathonzweni Division, Makueni County, Kenya,” | am pleased to inform you
that you have been authorized to undertake research in Makueni County for a
period ending 31* July, 2015.

You are advised to report to the County Commissioner and the County
Director of Education, Makueni County before embarking on the research
project.

On completion of the research, you are expected to submit two hard copies

and one soft copy in pdf of the research report/thesis to our office.

Elscrel
SAID HUSSEIN
FOR: DIRECTOR-GENERAL/CEO

Copy to:

The County Commissioner
Makueni County.

The County Director of Education
Makueni County.
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APPENDIX IX

RESEARCH CLEARANCE PERMIT

THIS IS TO CERTIFY T
MR. JOSIAH MESHACK OJWANG :
~of UNIVERSITY OF NAIROBI, 34606- 100

Nairobi,has been permitted to cohduct i’

research ln Makueni County

on the topic: FACTORS mFLUENcmG 2
INFRASTRUCTURE DEVELOPMENT IN
PUBLIC PRIMARY SCHOOLS'IN ' :
KATHONZWEN] mws:on MAKUENI
 COUNTY, KENvA- p i

for the permd anding
315!’ Juiy,ZO‘.IS 0 b

Appﬂcant‘ Ok
Signa ture

CONDITIONS

You must repeort to the County Commissioner and
the County Education Officer of the area before
enibarking on your research. Failure to do that
may lead to the cancellation of your permit .
Government Officers will not be interviewed
without prier appointment.

No questionnaire will be used unless it has been.
approved.

Excavation, filming and collection of tmlloglcal

. specimens are subject to further permission from

the relevant Government Ministries. .-
You are required to submit at least two(2) hard
copies and one(1) soft copy of your final report.
The Government of Kenya reserves the right to
modify the conditions of this permit including
its cancellation without noticesQbapie.

‘PErmi No NA€OSTI}P1151583 3}67

Fee Recn eved

ssue : 2nd july,201
Ksh 1900 ST

National Commission for Science,
Technology and Innevation

RESEARCH CLEARANCE
PERMIT

SeriatNo. A 5 6.3 6

CONDFIFIONS: see back page
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ABSTRACT

The main purpose of this study was to investigate factors influencing
infrastructure development in primary schools intH¢amzweni Division, Makueni
County. The study further examined how adequacfjunéls, community, policies
and regulations and stakeholder attitude affectddastructure development in
primary schools in Kathonzweni Division. A desciptsurvey research design was
used in this study. The sample consisted of 27 headhers, 27 Board of
Management and 27 PTA Chairpersons, DEO (1), DQAS@nd AEO (1). In total,
the sample size was eighty four (84). Both censnd purposive sampling
procedures were used to arrive at the sample gqforelents. Instruments used
included questionnaires for Head Teachers andvieterguide for the B.O.M. and
P.T.A chairpersons, AEO, DQASO and DEO and obsmenvathecklist. Data was
analyzed using descriptive statistics, employinghbguantitative (questionnaires)
and qualitative (interview guide) approach. From éimalysis, the following findings
were made: The methods used to raise money foasinfrcture development in
schools include parents’ contribution, governmdidcation and CDF funds. The
role of community members in infrastructure devatept include providing labor
materials, repairing and maintenance, provisiofinainces and monitoring projects.
However, these roles are affected by poverty, le¥education and awareness and
misplaced priorities. Tight policies such as thfmgeprocurement have been noted as
to delay the process of obtaining materials to teolved in the infrastructure
development process. Moreover, the policies do stuaw different roles that
different stakeholders should play in the developimad infrastructure in schools.
Most of the stakeholders have a negative attitudeatds involvement in
infrastructure development. They are of the ided ithis the role of the government
to facilitate development and not them. The follogerecommendations are given:
Clear roles of community, government and othernmag to be developed by the
MoE, more stakeholders to be involved in the irtfrtagure development process in
schools, awareness creation to be made on thefoe&dl community involvement
in infrastructure development. There is need foremooney to be allocated by the
government to support infrastructure developmemhere is also need for policy
issues to be revised so as to guide clear guidelménfrastructure development as
well as avoiding the delays which are experiencedhe procurement process of
materials for infrastructure development.
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background to the study

Globally, educating citizens is a key responsipitif the government and a main
factor in development. Indeed education is seenthas principal institutional
mechanism for the development of human capital kNga, 2003). Education is
actually an investment for a country; hence thera positive correlation between
education and economic development (Rhodes & R84). The United Nations
Declaration on Human Rights (1948) recognizes dtlutaas a human right and
points out that it shall be free. This is furthettbessed by the world conferences on
Education for All (EFA) in Jomtien (1990) and DaKan00) which emphasized the
principles that every child has a right to eduaatiorhe millennium development
goals (MDGs) lay considerable emphasis on educatmorierms of achieving
Universal Primary Education (UPE). Since all hawiggat to education, the issue of
access has necessitated expansion of existing IscaAnd putting up new physical
facilities in schools. Setting up learning struetuis therefore a matter of priority to

government’s world over.

In South Africa, while some schools have exceliaffastructure, others lack basic
services like water and sanitation. It is notedt $ehools in what were formerly

black areas in the apartheid period generally syfé®r infrastructure and there is



backlog of physical school development (Gibberd)7)0 Gibberd (2007) further
denotes that South Africa is struggling with pri@ing which schools should be
given more emphasis in terms of allocating resauitte ensure that the overall

performance of school infrastructure is improved.

Another country in Africa which has been on the nsapcerning the infrastructure
development issues in schools is Nigeria. The gapaof schools in Nigeria are not
in a position to fully handle the ever increasimgofiment of learners. Issues such as
inadequacy of funding, infrastructure and lack olnpower or community
involvement have been raised as to affect the tyuafi education in the schools
(Solutions 4 Africa, 2015). Moreover, various rasears (Olagunju, 2011; Zubairu,
2010; Isyaku, 2003) have also pointed that lackpafper maintenance due to
insufficient policies have contributed to the prlewee of poor infrastructure in most
of the secondary schools in Nigeria. To addresssthee of infrastructure in schools,
the government has tried to come up with some igslior initiatives to encourage
infrastructural development so as to enhance theratlveducation process in

schools.

The issue of infrastructure among schools is alsdeat across various countries in
East Africa. Countries such as Tanzania, Uganda,ili and Rwanda have been
highlighted by various researchers concerning tmambling conditions of

infrastructure in schools. This has also been baited as to influence the

incorporation of various developmental programs aodiculums in the school



inclusive of ICT (World Bank, 2007). Lack of invesgnts or funds, attitude, policy
related issues among many others have been ragedcantribute to the crumbling

conditions of infrastructure in the schools.

In Kenya, the state of infrastructure in many sdfiatill remains wanting. It may be
observed that the state of school infrastructureK@mya is not anywhere near
adequate as thousands of pupils learn in dilapidelgsssrooms or no classrooms at
all and schools lack basic facilities like toilgf@aily Nation, 19 March 2014).
Indeed even before Free Primary Education (FPE) imtasduced, schools barely
had enough infrastructure. With the advent of FiE, available school facilities
simply became overstretched since the issue ohstrircture was glossed over as
more children trooped to schools. Children beganletrn under trees and in
makeshift classrooms, whereas sanitary facilitigshsas toilets and water supply
became overstretched. For instance, The Unitecbh&iChildren's Fund (UNICEF)
(2010) found that on average, 38 male pupils shar@let and 32 female share a
toilet in Kenya'’s public primary schools. This daest meet even the government’'s

own recommendation of one toilet for 25 girls ame ¢or 30 boys.

Kenya's development blueprint, Vision 2030, alsoogmnizes the need for proper
priority towards school physical infrastructure.ite® medium-term plan (MTP) for
2008-2010, education was identified as one of ilet sectors that would contribute
to the national development under vision 2030. @hethe identified flagship

programmes was attainment of education for all ®452 MTP emphasized that the



government would develop an infrastructure programtm rehabilitate schools
(Vision, 2030). Apart from these, there is need &mcountability to make the
infrastructure funding effective. In January, 2010e Presidential Press Service
(PPS) reported that the then president of Kenya,aiMMibaki asked parents to
demand accountability for the funds given or dmttéd to schools. The president
noted that the funds were meant for developmeftazii schools and creation of an

environment conducive for learning.

School infrastructure to a large extent is instrotakin achievement of education
goals. Classrooms, offices, teachers room/stafinfgalay fields and toilets are all
basic requirements essential for the smooth funictgof the school. Head teachers
and School Management Committees (SMC) are taskid e@eveloping and
maintaining infrastructure in their schools. Rajsifunds for infrastructure
development is therefore a key management functiadhe school head teacher. The
head teacher has a duty to ensure that schoosinicaure facilities are available and
kept in tidy state since this is an important drthe provision of education (Mbiti,

2007).

Public primary schools in Kathonzweni division,tjlike in other parts of Kenya, are
expected to have the entire recommended infrastieitd facilitate proper learning
and for the comfort of pupils and teachers. Whilis the desire of the head teachers
to ensure that their schools are adequately eqdjppany schools are inadequately

equipped in terms of infrastructure developmenter€éhare children learning in



crowded classrooms, classrooms in many schools ddepidated and poorly
maintained and some of the structures are imprdviseuse as classrooms, offices

or toilets.

The Kathonzweni District Education Officer RepoR012) captured the wanting
state of infrastructure in the district and narrdweown to the ability of head
teachers to raise funds for school infrastructlitee report indicates that many head
teachers had tried to mobilize school funds forasiructure development but
complained of many difficulties such as competititor the available donors,
priority to food and learning materials such as Kspdack of cooperation from
parents or even Boards of Management. The DEO tregeo explains that head
teachers also complained that some parents and goitynmembers were unwilling
to contribute to school infrastructure because thegerstand that primary education

is free, thus they do not need to pay anythinghosl.

Infrastructural issues have also been associated goality of education being

provided in the public primary schools. Parents &mthers among many other
stakeholders have been trying to come up withegjras to improve the quality of
education provided in the public schools. Some Hsaan in the forefront in coming
up with approaches targeted towards improving the®al conditions and especially
the quality of infrastructure. A question that hewe remains among many
individuals and researchers is how can resourcesnbhilized in schools for

infrastructural development practices? And if theree resource mobilization



practices, what then are the factors affectingastfuctural development in primary
schools? All these questions form a key componénhis study. As such, the
researcher examined the factors which influencéastructure development. Some
of the variables which the study examined inclute tole of the community,

availability of funds as well as policies.

1.2 Statement of the problem

Physical infrastructure in public primary schoaiskathonzweni division has been
in a bad state. One may observe that there areequate facilities such as
classrooms, sanitation facilities and poor kitcltemditions among many others.
Moreover, the playgrounds in most of the schoadtsimara poor state and thus pose a
challenge to the security of the children whiletle playground. The capacity of
school facilities cannot sustain the increased Ienemt of the pupils which has
largely been influenced by the introduction of FRremary Education (FPE). Head
teachers in the area have been trying their leest in promoting infrastructure
development to schools but all this has been in.vas such, this has raised question
among various stakeholders in the educational semtowhat exactly are the
challenges which are affecting infrastructure depeient in public primary schools.

This question formed the general objective and sef this study.

On the other hand, there are a number of studiedyg 2012; Ayogu, 2007; MOE,
2005; Crampton and Thompson, 2003) which have lbaeted out with respect to

resource mobilization and infrastructure developmé&or instance, the study by



Ministry of Education (MoE) (2005) emphasized omrpling, accountability for
resource use and community participation throughpe@merment in resource
mobilization. However, most of these studies haae their own limitations which
vary from geographical coverage to the methodolgapproaches. This study on
the other hand, investigated factors affectingastiucture development in primary
schools in Kenya. Hence, there was need for thislysto be carried out to
investigate the factors affecting infrastructurevelepment in primary schools in

Kathonzweni Division, Makueni County, Kenya.

1.3 Purpose of the study

The purpose of this study was to investigate thetofa affecting infrastructure

development in primary schools in Kathonzweni Diis Makueni County.

1.4 Research objectives

This study was guided by the following researcteotiyes:
i. To establish the extent to which adequacy of funflsence infrastructure
development in primary schools in Kathonzweni Duwis
ii.  To assess the extent to which policies and reguiatinfluence infrastructure
development in primary schools in Kathonzweni Duuis
iii. To determine how community involvement influencefrastructure
development in primary schools in Kathonzweni Duuis
iv. ~To examine how parent attitude influence infrasticee development in

primary schools in Kathonzweni Division.



1.5 Research questions

The following research questions were used to gidestudy:
i.  How does the adequacy of funds affect infrastrecti@velopment in primary

schools in Kathonzweni Division?

ii.  What are the effects of policies and regulationgndnastructure development
in primary schools in Kathonzweni Division?

iii.  How does the community involvement affect infrastame development in
public primary schools in Kathonzweni Division?

iv. How does parent attitude influence infrastructuexvedopment in primary

schools in Kathonzweni Division?

1.6 Significance of the study

This study is hoped to be of significance to vasistakeholders in the educational
sector. These stakeholders include pupils, heathées, parents, the government,
community members and policy makers. Pupils aretidp be the key beneficiaries
of this study. Through the recommendations, thely lva able to have a good and
conducive learning environment that comprises ofll warnished and safe

infrastructure to use. Moreover, they will alsorbaforced on the roles that they can

play to facilitate the maintenance of the availabfeastructure in the school.

The head teachers, PTA and BOG members are alstexbto benefit from the
findings and recommendations of this study. Thel fivst be enlightened on the

various factors such as adequacy of funds, poliaied$ regulations, community



involvement and parents’ attitude affect infrastowe development in the school.
Moreover, through the recommendations, they wilpbavided with techniques that
they may use to overcome these challenges anddbilitate effective infrastructure
development in the school. The community membeahsalso benefit from this
study. They will be in a position to learn how thémvolvement affects the
development of infrastructure in schools. Hencey thill be encouraged to put more
efforts in supporting head teachers, teachershgaend the government in general

in facilitating infrastructure development in sckoo

The government through the Ministry of EducationieBce and Technology
(MOEST) are also hoped to benefit from this stulstablishing the major challenges
facing infrastructure development, MOEST is expedte support the head teachers
to improve the quality and quantity of infrastruetuin schools and thereby
improving the learning environment. Through thisdst the assessment results can
be guideposts that would help policy makers toruesiire the current policies as
well as develop new policies which may help in sufipg infrastructure
development in schools. Moreover, the policies a0 be restructured so as to
create an easy flow in the procurement processesnatierials required for
infrastructure development in the schools.

This study is also expected to contribute to gdnknawledge on the areas of
infrastructure development in schools in the thwatld countries. The research will

provide adequate, relevant and more current infoomaon how community



involvement, policies and regulations, parents’itade affect infrastructure

development in public schools in Kenya.

1.7 Limitations of the study

According to Kombo (2006), limitations refer to thardles a researcher anticipates
over which they have no control. Kathonzweni Dietsihas schools which are far
apart and many are not served by any form of pukdiecsport due to the poor state
of the roads. In some cases, reaching school mauwiree hiring of motorcycle
transport and it may therefore take long to rea@mynschools quickly. This was
tackled by planning well and arranging for advatremsport as may be necessary.
Another limitation of this study is that it was grdarried out in one district. Thus the

information obtained may differ from other distgéh the country.

1.8 Delimitations of the study

Delimitations are the boundaries of the study rmseof geographical coverage (Oso
and Onen, 2009). The study was conducted in puplicnary schools in

Kathonzweni Division, Makueni County, Kenya. Thespendents were head
teachers from the public secondary schools in Kathveni Division, BOM and PTA

chairpersons, AEO, DQASO and DEO officials. Heaathers from private schools
in the division did not form part of the respondemiecause their management
policies differ from one school to another and tHanding methods are also not

similar to those of public schools.
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1.9 Basic assumptions of the study

The study was carried on the assumption that:

i) Head teachers were capable of identifying theiregoln infrastructure
development including pointing out challenges axpressing their opinions
on alternative approaches of raising funds.

i) Respondents would be willing to participate in $hedy and engage in giving

honest responses to the questions that the resea@éks to answer.

1.10 Definition of key terms

Adequacy of fundsrefers to the availability of financial resourcesjuired by

public primary schools for infrastructure develomte

Community involvement refers to the extent to which the members of thaesp
willingly engage in infrastructure development gFsses in public primary schools.
Challengerefers to any difficulty experienced by head teastss they raise funds
for developing school infrastructure

Influence refers to what prompts the head teacher to seedtsfunobilization for
infrastructure development in their schools

Infrastructure refers tothe physical facilities in the school such as claews,
teachers’ houses, staffroom, offices, water systéitehen and toilets.

Parents’ attitude refers to parents’ perception of their respongibdi towards
infrastructure development in public primary sclsool

Policies and regulationsrefer to the mechanisms and principles put in ptacaid

in the infrastructural development processes ifdipybimary schools.
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Public primary school refers toa school that is maintained at public expensetfer t
education of the children of a community or digtaad that constitutes a part of a
system of free public education offered by the Goreent of Kenya, and guided by
the national curriculum in offering instruction papils.

Resourcerefers toa source of supply, support, or aid, especially tra can be

readily drawn upon when needed.

1.11 Organization of the study

The study was organized into five chapters. Chamter covered the background to
the study, statement of the problem, purpose ofsthdy, limitations of the study,
delimitations of the study, objectives of the studdsearch questions, significance of
the study, some assumptions of the study, defmitdd significant terms and
organization of the study. Chapter two was conaeméh literature review. It
contained infrastructure development in schooly@mce of funds on infrastructure
development, influence of government policies offrastructure development,
community’s involvement in infrastructure developrpe parents’ attitude and
infrastructure development, summary of literatuegiew, theoretical framework,
conceptual framework and. Chapter three discudsedniethodology of this study.
This presented the research design, the targetlggapy sample size, sampling
procedures, research instruments, validity of thetruments, data collection
procedures, data analysis techniqgues and ethicasiderations. Chapter four
presented the analysis presentation and discus&itvapter five covered the

summary, conclusions and recommendations.
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CHAPTER TWO

LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 Introduction

This chapter presents the related literature resiewn the factors influencing
resource mobilization for infrastructure developmenhe literature reviewed is
obtained from online articles, books and journaf®ag many others. The chapter is

presented based on the research objectives.

2.2 Infrastructure development in schools

Infrastructure development continues to be an isaised by various stakeholders
not only in the economic sector any given countty blso in the educational
systems. With the increased enrollment, school aditnations find it a challenge to
provide enough facilities to cater for the eduaadioneeds of the pupils. It may be
observed that in sub-Saharan Africa (inclusive eh¥a) and the poorest countries in
Asia, the challenge of providing adequate primatyoation facilities is huge. To
meet the Education for All target of providing ueisal access to primary education
worldwide it has been estimated that up to 10 amliclassrooms need to be built at a

cost of US$72 billion (World Bank, 2003).

In sub-Saharan Africa alone it is estimated thataupS$30 billion will be required
to address the shortfall in provision of suitabled asafe learning environments.

Typically, classrooms are overcrowded, many bugdirand other facilities are

13



inadequate, sites are poorly planned and thei#lésrhaintenance. This situation is
not conducive to good teaching and learning (Bont&lra, Leathes, Das &
Wakeham, 2010). According to these observatiorss, pgiramount for Kenyan
government among various other stakeholders tonpre efforts in ensuring that
not only policies are designed to promote infradtite development, but the who
society and community at large are reinforced amdivated to take part in the

infrastructure development process in schools.

Where there are limited resources it is importamt tthey are they targeted
efficiently and equitably. This is often not theseaand facilities are not constructed
in a way that effectively matches demand. Even whererage pupil/classroom
ratios are high, it is not uncommon to find schowlsere there are unused or
underused facilities. In Guinea, as many as 16%ladsrooms were recorded as
unused in 2000 and in Madagascar the number wast a8 in 2005. This is

because of a tendency to construct schools wittaradard number of classrooms
rather than with the number of classrooms requivgdthe actual and planned
enrolment. The provision of smaller schools in Fk@mmunities can result in more
efficient use of resources, reduce traveling distan and increase access

(Theunynck, 2003).

Infrastructure development in schools not only émtthe construction of new
facilities but it also includes repairs and maimatere of the already existing

infrastructure. In most of the primary schools,proper mechanisms have been set

14



to aid in infrastructure repair and maintenance.sAsh, old facilities continue to
deteriorate and thus posing insecurity risks to ldgners. It may be noted that
investments in repairs and maintenance are vetyeaftective but have historically
received little priority or attention from governnie or development partners. The
current deficit of classrooms is due in part to pamintenance of the existing
building stock. In order to obtain the maximum walior money from educational
facilities it is essential that their lifecycle ¢®sre minimized and that they remain

serviceable throughout their life (Bonner, Kalraathes, Das & Wakeham, 2010).

A study carried out by Lawther (2009) on the reviewnfrastructure development
approaches in the Solomon Islands indicated thietstructure development projects
in schools were being faced by a number of isstibsse included the quality of
construction and design, timeliness of delivery,stcocoverage, community
empowerment, implementation and future maintenaBt®ng community support
for schools and education was offset by policy iogilons due to “fee free”
education; the under-utilization of existing infrasture space and land issues

regarding education infrastructure and communitiegendence on foreign aid.

2.3 Influence of funds on infrastructure developmen

Financing of education refers to the funding ofaathconditions and resources to
meet quality standards, spending on education snputachieve learning goals,
allocating adequate revenue flow to enhance pedoom and monitoring the

budgeted resources for education. In 1974, the dWBdnk report on education
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suggested a number of broadened sources of refenaducation beyond the limits
of regular government budgets which included vaimethods by which those who
received education could pay greater share ob#s Sifuna, 1990). It is with these
trends that the infrastructure was somehow negle@embo, 1985). This state of
affairs was to manifest greatly with the introdoatiof free primary education (FPE)
in Kenya in 2003. At one-point three million newpqils entered into the country’s
primary schools overwhelming school infrastruct¢iNICEF, 2005). The 2003

school facilities census estimated that, nationwttere was a shortfall of 43,000
classrooms although was not clear what proportibrthese are existing semi-

permanent (MoEST, 2007).

Funding for physical infrastructure in primary sohdas over the years been part of
the overall school financing. Physical infrastwret funding will involve the funds
or efforts expected on building, land, physicaliemvment, furniture and black wall
either in form of repair and maintenance, constoactand infrastructure
management. Primary school physical infrastructuneling has been a challenging
undertaking especially due to scarcity of resousted capacity constraints (Elcher,

1989).

Funding for physical infrastructure is by commuesti parents and government.
Community funding is very effective in cases in @hithe community desires to
make future sacrifices to satisfy the practicaldsedExternal help should just be a

supplement (Theunynck, 2003). One of the most Bogmt external funding bodies
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for education is the World Bank which in 1963 is$uts first educational loan

targeting infrastructure (World Bank, 1988).

Funding for school facilities in Africa was greatgmphasized at independence
(Otiende, Wamahiu & Karugu, 1992). However the adgiroviding it was found to
be three times higher compared to the developetwdhis led to self-help where
parents became more responsible for capital inve#snin education (Bogonko,
1992). These trends led to infrastructure negl€bis was manifested greatly with
the introduction of FPE in which the enrollmentpaipils in school overwhelmed the
infrastructure available. This study intends toestgate how funds and grants
influence the mobilization of resources used foysptal infrastructure development

in public primary schools in Kathonzweni Division.

2.4 Community involvement and infrastructure develpment in primary schools

After independence, most African countries conegatt their attention on
expansion of educational facilities to achieve ascand equity (Otiende, Wamahiu
& Karugu, 1992). In 1961, a joint conference orgadi by the UNESCO (United
Nations Educational and Cultural Organization) dddited Nations Economic
Commission for Africa noted that the cost of pradgcany quality education was
three times higher in developing countries thanddneeloped. It was suggested that
education cost could be reduced by for exampleatgrenelp in self-help building.
Many African countries had experienced deficitghat; they had to implement the

Addis Ababa conference. In 1960s communities, rgarand local authorities were
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principally responsible for capital investment innpary education throughout East
Africa (Bogonko, 1992). The communities’ contrilmrs ranged from poles, thatch
cash and labour. In many parts of the world egfigcthe developing world,

funding primary school education infrastructure haen largely dependent on local
community. For instance in Burma, the Parents’chess Association (PTA) has a

major input in financing education (Black & Scendl&980).

A survey of 1972/73 by the Ministry of Educatioretd revealed that the PTAs
provided for 21.2% of the cost of building 63.8% the cost of furniture and
equipment, 63.4% repairs and 87.7% of general ©geaticies. In Malaysia, it is the
parents associations (PAs). The role of the parasdgsciations is primarily that of
material support; for example, contributing to dinl of school halls, canteens and
adding classes. Thinh (1991) observes that thela&es come to play a central role
in construction and maintenance of building andlifees in association with the
local education councils. PAs persuade and enceul production and trading
establishments in building educational facilitids. Vietham, most primary schools
have been built by people through the PAs and dbal leducational councils. The
association is also involved in the provision ok benches and in teaching aids

(Thinh, 1991).

A close connection was found between the presehceligious organizations and
the community action activities. This has beenlatted to the religious motivated

sentiments of altruism and philanthropy (Grier, 799Salomon and Anheier
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postulated that Christianity and particularly Pstéatism permit the flourishing of
the community actions because of its emphasis dividualism and its strong
independence from state control. Gaduh (2012) fdead that different religions
had different impacts on the rise of the commuaittion depending on the weight
they assigned to charitable acts in terms of tinekr@sources, supporting individual

action, commitment to institution building and theglationship with the country.

Ministry of Education (2009) comments that commyigibntribution either in terms
of financial resources depending on the economieller in kind is required to
support government and other pertinent contribsti@@ommunities are expected to
provide firewood, employ a cook, provide kitcherengils, cooking water and
monitor the utilization of the project’s funds, part of their contribution (MOE,
2009). This study will seek to find out the rolesronunities play in infrastructure

development in primary schools in Kathonzweni Diuis

2.5 Government policies and infrastructure developmnt in primary schools

Countries and any of its operations are governedifigrent regulations and policies
put in place. The same also applied in the educatsetor. Through the ministry of
education, the government has been able to setoliggs which guide the way
things are run in the various schools in the countihe status of infrastructure
development in schools has also been capturednwii@ government policies and
regulations in the educational sector. It can hawéwe observed that despite the

prevalence of polices and regulations still thdustaof physical infrastructure in
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some of the public primary schools may not be ugtamdards. This may be due to a
number of issues such as vandalisms, corruptiaiheninfrastructure development
projects and various stakeholders not taking thesponsibility seriously among

many others.

There are various specifications which have beewiged when it comes to physical
infrastructure in schools. According to UNESCO (@))(appropriate and sufficient
building, child friendly, safe environment enhandald rights. The Ministry of
Education in Kenya has come up with safety starsdardnual for schools in Kenya
(MoE, 2005). This emphasizes the importance of dgimgp with Education Act
(Cap 211) and Public Health Act (Cap 242). The mahdiscusses size and number
of physical infrastructure for resistance and recmmds the need for sufficiency.
According to these acts physical infrastructureludes structures such as
classrooms, kitchen, laboratories, water tanksygotaund, and equipment among
others. The facilities can be either permanenteanporary. Such structures are
supposed to be appropriate, adequate and propexdyeld devoid of any risks to
users. However, one may find that the quality othsunfrastructures in the
respective public schools is inadequate. Moreawer available facilities are always

in poor conditions.

The government policies and regulations also spdbiit sanitation infrastructure
must be safe and built to the required standaRislatrines should be built at least

10 metres away from tuition blocks. When ablutidack is attached to the other
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buildings a high degree of cleanness must be maéda Pit latrines should be at
least 15 metres away from a water point. In mixagtbsls, girls’ sanitation facilities
must be separate and offer complete privacy. ihsitaction of sanitation facilities,
the following must be observed. The first thigainers, 4 closet holes. A maximum
of 270 learners: one closet for thirty learnersalhschools, appropriate provision

should be given to learners with special needs (N28B5).

Various government policies which have been putemamphasis in the Kenyan
schools have not solely addressed on the areasfraktructure development. For
instance, one good policy is that of Free Secondalycation (FSE) policy. This
policy has been implemented with a main objectifeensuring that deserving
children from poor family backgrounds do not misg on secondary education. as
such, this policies misses out on addressing hdwastructures may be put in place
S0 as to support those children from poor backgisuo accessing education in
schools that have good infrastructure and a cowmdudearning environment

(Mbayah & Maende, 2011).

According to an observation made by Republic of y&i(2010) and Chiuri and
Kiumi (2005), poor educational policies which le@adunchecked arbitrary increase
of school fees and other levies like teachers mtbtm, purchase of school bus
among others in schools poses a challenge in togdwernment of Kenya in
effectively implementing the FSE policy as well essuring that it provides an

avenue for infrastructure development consideratidhe respective schools.
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As it has been reviewed in this section, thereiadeed a number of provisions
which have been made by the government concerhiagtate of infrastructure in
primary schools. However, one question that stigérs in individuals’ minds is,
what then is the issue that has led to the prewaleof poor infrastructural
development in schools despite government polib@&ng been put in place to
address on the issue? Moreover, there are no nmglrieal studies which have
been done on the influence government policiesndrastructure development in
schools. As such, this study intends to examing tieen the government policies

are influencing infrastructure development in pniynschools in Kenya.

2.6 Influence of attitude on infrastructure developnent

The attitude that different stakeholders have md#juénce the extent to which
infrastructure may be developed in schools. A stwdg carried out by Roy (2008)
to examine the attitude towards school infrastngctf students in primary schools.
Multistage random sampling was followed in collentiof data from 572 students of
different schools located in 6 high and 6 lessrdite rural blocks in 6 different
districts of West Bengal. Four questionnaires weveloped to assess (a)
Demographic and socio-economic conditions (b) Ad# towards school
infrastructure (c) School attendance motivation &hdAcademic performance of
students. Nine attitudes (cleanliness, safety, odmridequacy, exploring, reliability,
easiness, equal opportunity, willingness to paét in school activities) towards
school infrastructure were initially conceptualizeshd accordingly one highly

reliable (Kuder Richardson reliability = 0.90) @8 questionnaire was developed.
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Results revealed that attitude varies with diffeemnin religion, socio economic
status, districts, literacy rate of blocks, andhwévailable school infrastructure
facilities. The study also found out that attitudktermines one’s motivation to use

infrastructure.

The involvement of community members in the ininastiural development is also a
key element which may be largely influenced by tiyge of attitude that they have
towards their responsibilities. A study by Gallagtteerreira and Convery (2005) on
the public attitude towards solid waste landfifirastructure showed that there was a
correlation between attitude and the developmeti®infrastructure. It was shown
that if the public positively viewed the infrasttuce as being beneficial, they

directly engaged themselves in developing the stifugture and vice versa.

Another study was carried out by Gbolagade, OmaoteKbmolafe, Oni & Adereti

(2014) to examine rural youth participation in adtructural development in Isin
local government area of Kwara State, Nigeria. Datee collected with the aid of a
questionnaire, which was analyzed using frequermynt and percentages. Chi-
square analysis was used to test the hypothesigyoificance between the socio-
economic characteristics and the level of partiogoa in infrastructural

development. Besides, in infrastructural developmas well as the associated
constraints which include finance, availabilityrofterials, technical knowledge and
time, attitude was raised as a key issue whicluémited the participation of youth in

infrastructure development. The limitation of tisidy was that it only focused on
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infrastructural development in the community andstlthere is need for the current
study to be done to investigate on how attitudri@rfce infrastructure development

in schools.

It is widely recognized that parents can provideiahle help for their children by
showing that they are interested in their schoalkvand see the value of what they
study at school. There is strong evidence thatfthia of support can have a real and
positive effect on performance of children at sdhaad, therefore, on their future
(The Scottish Office, 2002). The same concept ap@iso when it comes to parents
showing interest on the learning environments efrthhildren. The interest shown
is an indication of positive attitude towards istracture development. Lack of
interest among parents in the infrastructure obsetshthat pupils use in their learning
process may influence their extent of involvement the development of

infrastructure in schools.

Moreover, the attitude of parents in the developnpeocess of infrastructure is very
important. Through positive attitude, parents maytgemselves involved in various
ways. These ways include but may not be limitecbétng involved in decision
making processes at school level, collaboratindy whe community by identifying
and integrating resources and services from thenuamty o strengthen school
programmes and infrastructure development, famifciices and student learning

and development (Nandango, Obondoh & Otiende, 2005)
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2.7 Summary of literature review

The literature review has shown the importance fiécéveness of physical
infrastructure funding in primary schools has shdhat any study of school funding
has to take into account school physical infrastméc (Crampton & Thompson,
2003). The review has also attempted to establigtkdetween a school’s physical
infrastructure funding and quality education. Séisdalso show that effective school
physical infrastructure funding will positively afft school quality (American
Federation of Teachers (AFT), 2008). However, maistdies (UNESCO, 2010;
Crampton & Thompson, 2008), have concentrated enefifiect of infrastructure
funding on specific learning outcomes for exampdacher and student motivation.
The literature review also suggests that fundingpfoysical infrastructure in school
is a good investment that gives positive outconveb(la, 2011). However, there is
little that has been done to study infrastructueeetbpment in primary schools, with

more specificity to Kathonzweni Division.

2.8 Theoretical framework

This study was guided by the Reinforcement thedri3.&. Skinner developed in
1953. This is a fundamental learning theory basethe premise that it is believed
that behaviour is a function of its environmentsiflee school environment includes
the infrastructure and other facilities which make learning environment better.

This is positive ‘reinforcement’ which supportsreag.
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There are a number of strengths which have contisiycsupported the prevalence
of reinforcement theory in many organizations. Eheengths include the fact that
it Provides clues to motivation, keeps employesslired, it is easily applied in any
given setting and Impressive research support (Radm2010). Despite the
strengths, there are a number of challenges whiliaaed in the application of the
theory. These challenges/weaknesses include difficuin identifying

rewards/punishments, hard to apply to complicatech$ of behavior, imposes on
freewill and it effectively often expires. Moreoyereinforcement theory also

disregards internal motivation.

In the context of this study, reinforcement theevgs found to be much more
relevant. The theory was considered appropriatausethe learning environment
created by having suitable infrastructure in schfwins part of a conducive
environment for the learners. This is realizedhie form of appropriate classroom,
sufficient desks, toilet facilities, a kitchen tater for their meals and playground for
physical fithess and even spacious and well-tetaeds where children will relax

during their free time form class.

Moreover, when the head teacher ensures that swdltiés are available, they are
involved in helping to set a suitable environmemtrfurturing good behaviour which
is expected to translate into better performanceclidren. The good learning
environment as a reinforcement factor serves ttureiand support good behaviour

for the pupils. In the absence of such facilitiéise learning environment is
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compromised and the learners may not have suffigapport to influence them

towards the desired behaviour change that the $shoald build in them.

2.9 Conceptual framework

This study conceptualizes that the dependent Jaridépends upon various other
independent variables. Development of infrastruectarschools has been considered
as the dependent variable which depends upon wanmependent variables which
include availability of funds, government policiele of the community and
stakeholders’ attitude. These processes considerdte mobilization of resources
for funds include fundraisers, grants, labour, sthiees and sponsorships. The

relationship between the variables is as summairiz&ture 2.1.

Availability of Funds
- Donors/ Sponsors
- Parents

- Government

- CDF allocations

Government Policies
- Procurement policies
- School infrastructure
development policies

- Resource mobilization| - Infrastructure Development
olicies - Community Tn Public Primary Schools
AWAreness programs - Finished classes
- SC1_1001 general - Ample and conducive toilets
ocietal Role meefings - Good Sanitation facilities
- Labour

- Adequate Playground

- Finances

- Repair & Maintenance

- Management of
infrastructure development
rocess

Attitude
- Role perception
- Responsibility
ownership

Figure 2.1: Factors influencing infrastructure devéopment in public primary

schools
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As it has been conceptualized in this study, tteeevarious factors which affect
infrastructure development in public primary sclsodlhese include availability of
funds, government policies, societal role andwatt To begin with, schools may try
to evaluate the amount of funds they have and desther it can facilitate the
process of infrastructure development in schoolgh®it funds, schools may not
develop new or even repair the already availableiphl infrastructure. On the other
hand, the government policy provision also doesuamice the development of
infrastructure especially in public schools. Thes#ools are always under the
management and control of the government. As stitthe policies formulate do not

address the infrastructure development in the dchoo progress will be

experienced.

The involvement of society and attitude are two kasstors which go hand in hand
together. It may be observed that if the sociedt 8 inclusive of parents have
negative attitude towards infrastructure developnmeschools, then they will not be
involved in the process and vice versa. Moreoves,rbles of the societal members
which include provision of labor, finances, repand maintenance may not be fully
achieved if the participants have a negative aituFor these factors to be properly
utilized so as to facilitate infrastructure devetegmt there are a number of processes
which are to be put in place. These include congt@ammunity awareness programs
on infrastructure development and school generaktimgs where parents are
encouraged to participate in the infrastructureettgyment process. Through this

process, the schools are able to improve on imfretsire development in schools.
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CHAPTER THREE

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

3.1. Introduction

This chapter presents the research design, targetlation, sample size and
sampling procedures, research instruments, datiectioh procedure and data

analysis techniques.

3.2 Research design

Research design is a logical and valuable way aiihg at the world (Gall, Borg &

Gall, 2003). A descriptive survey research desigs wsed in this study. This design
was used because it enables investigation intostiigect under study. Gay and
Airasian (2000) indicate that descriptive survegide is used on preliminary and
exploratory studies to enable the researcher ¢aidarmation, summarize, present

and interpret for clarification purposes.

In the context of the study, the research desigabled the researcher to collect
information from various key respondents on thedigcinfluencing infrastructure
development in public primary schools in Kathonzimdirision. This was through

the help of questionnaires, interview guides angkolation guide.

3.3 Target population

This study was conducted in all public primary saedn Kathonzweni division of

Makueni County. According to records obtained frahe office of the DEO
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Kathonzweni district, this division has 27 publicinpary schools. The target
population consisted of 27 head teachers, the DBE®,DQASO and the AEO.
Additionally, the B.O.M chairpersons (27) and 27APdhairpersons also targeted in

the study.

3.4 Sample size and sampling procedures

A sample is a smaller group or sub-group obtaimethfthe accessible population
(Mugenda & Mugenda, 2003). This subgroup was clyefaelected to be

representative of the whole population with theevaht characteristics. Each
member or case in the sample is referred to agsiiypspondent or interviewees.
The sample for this study consisted of 27 headhexag 27 Board of Management
and 27 PTA Chairpersons, DEO, DQASO and AEO. laltdlhe sample size for this

study was eighty four (84).

Sampling is referred to as a process of selectingmaber of individuals or objects
from a population such that the selected groupanstelements representative of
the characteristics found in the entire group (@od2004). A census sampling
method was used in this study to select all heathers, B.O.M and PTA
chairpersons. This sampling method was used irsthidy owing to the fact that the
respondents are few and thus for comprehensivetddt@ obtained it was necessary
to select all of them. In total, 27 head teach27sPTA chairpersons and 27 B.O.M

members were selected to participate in the study.
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On the other hand, purposive sampling method wed tesselect the DEO, DQASO

and AEO. This sampling procedure was used simptplree these respondents held
key positions in the education sector in the distand thus they were in a better
position of providing adequate, relevant and kdgrimation on the area under study.

moreover, these respondents were held as key iafasin the study.

3.5 Research instruments

This study employed questionnaires, interview gsiigied an observation checklist.
Questionnaires

A guestionnaire is a research instrument that gattiata on a large sample, save on
time, and can uphold confidentiality. According tovell and Lawson (1970),
questionnaires are widely used in education to iobiaormation about current
condition and practice, and to make attitudes gridions. Further, Best and Khan
(2003) points out that a questionnaire enablegsopeadministering them to explain
the purpose of the study and to give meaning oftémas that may not be clear. They
have the advantage of asking specific questionstwtill for specific answers. The
answers can be classified and the information aoediain the responses quantified.
In this study the questionnaires was expected ikdt ehformation from head

teachers. The questionnaire was structured bas#tearsearch objectives.

Interview guide
Interview guide was used because they yield higbesperation and lowest refusal

rates, offers high response quality and takes d@dganof interviewer presence and
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its multi-method data collection, which combinesesfioning, cross-examination
and probing approaches (Owens, 2002). The reseanteeviewed the Board of
Management (B.O.M) and Parent Teacher Associattom.f) chairpersons, AEO,
DQASO and DEO to elicit information that met thadst objectives. The interview
guide was semi-structured (with some closed and epéed items) and was divided
into two main sections, namely demographic charesties of the respondents and

the factors that influence infrastructure developtme public primary schools.

Observation checklist

The researcher also observed the infrastructucditias and school records to help
in assessing their levels of infrastructure develept. Observation makes the
observer to detach himself from the social sethiagng investigated and allows him
to gain a more objective view of the reality beingestigated (Scott & Usher, 2004).
Moreover, the checklist was used to assess théyjuglantity and conditions of the

infrastructure.

3.6 Validity of instruments

Validity is concerned with establishing whether thstruments are measuring what
they are supposed to measure (Gay, 1992). Orodli®)2lefines it as the degree to
which a test measures what it purports to be maagsuilt is an important

characteristic of a scientific instrument. It isr@ation of a test with some outside
independent criteria which are regarded by expEstthe best measure of the trait.

Singh (1986) and Orodho (2009) tend to concur tradidity is concerned with
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general ability. When a test is valid, it meansciismclusion can be generalized in
relation to the general population. The researaked peer review of the instruments
to test their validity and also sought for expenowledge of the supervisors to
ascertain their validity. Three public schools fraime neighboring Mavindini

Division were used as a pilot study to pre-testviality of the instruments.

3.7 Reliability of instruments

Kombo and Tromp (2006) define reliability as thge to which a test consistently
measures whatever it measures. That is, the aldityonsistently yield the same
results when repeated measurements are taken a&fathe object under the same
conditions (Gay, 1999). To establish the reliapibf the research instruments, the
researcher carried out a pilot test of the instmisyesing another similar group with
the same characteristics as the one targeted irsttidy. The reliability of the
instruments was computed using Cronbach’s Alph@b#ity coefficient method.
The most common internal consistency measure is\ah's alpha, which is

usually interpreted as the mean of all possibldfiooents.

The data was computed using SPSS computer progradetermine Cronbach’s
reliability coefficient. The respondents for thdopitest were picked from 3 public
primary schools from the neighboring Mavindini BiMin. These schools and the
respondents did not form part of the actual stédter filing the questionnaires, they
were collected, scored and manually tested foabgity. The correlation coefficient

found was 0.8. According to an observation mad&bégrge and Mallery (2003), if a
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Cronbach’s reliability correlation coefficient isegter or equal to 0.7 is obtained
then the questionnaires are treated as reliablsudls, the questionnaire was held as
reliable. On the other hand, the interview guided abservation checklist were not

tested for reliability.

3.8 Data collection procedures

First, the researcher requested for an introdudttgr from University of Nairobi.
He then sought for a permit from the National Cossiun for Science, Technology
and Innovation (NACOSTI). This was presented toDsrict Education Officer in
charge of Kathonzweni for authority to carry ontwiesearch in the study locale.
The researcher then visited the schools for inttmy purposes and requested for
appointment from the head teachers about whenrtonggter the instruments to the

respondents.

The questionnaire was administered in person artkcted once filled. The
researcher also booked meetings with the BoM and ERairpersons for the
interviews. The interview was conducted in a comgri@nvironment. Moreover,
during the distribution of the questionnaires thsearcher was also observing the
various infrastructures in the school and thusinigkthe observation checklist
according the prevailing conditions. Lastly, a nmegtwith the DEO, DQASO and
AEO was also organized and the interview condudiette the data collection was

done, the data was picked and used for analysis.
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3.9 Data analysis techniques

Collected data was first checked for completenesferb analysis. Data analysis
involved both qualitative and quantitative. Quaatiite data was analysed using
descriptive statistics, which involved a procesdrahsforming a mass of raw data
into tables, charts, with frequency distributiord grercentages which formed a vital
part of making sense of the data (Mugenda, 2008g Guantitative data was

analyzed using Statistical Package for Social ®eien(SPSS) program and
presented using tables, graphs and pie chartsrasd form to give a clear picture of
the research findings at a glance. The qualitadata was subjected to analysis by
synthesizing the responses and thematically amgnifiem in conformity with the

study objectives. This helped the researcher tonsanze the information and

present them as discussions on infrastructure dpnednt in schools.

3.10 Ethical considerations

In this study, the rights of the research partictpavere ensured. This was done
based on ensuring that the principles governingare$ participants were followed.
The principle of voluntary participation which recgs that people are not coerced
into participating in research was followed. Th®rmed consent of the participants
was also ensured by explaining the aim of the stuaty the procedures involved.
The participants’ information was confidential. thar the principle of anonymity

was also adhered to. The participant remained anouny throughout the study.
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CHAPTER FOUR
DATA ANALYSIS, PRESENTATION AND INTERPRETATION
4.1 Introduction
The chapter is presented based on the followintiosec response rate, background
information of the respondents, availability of fishand infrastructure development
in schools, role of community in infrastructure dpment, policies and regulation
on infrastructure development and stakeholdersitud# and infrastructure

development.

4.2 Response rate

This section presents the response rate of themdspts who participated in the
study. During data collection, the researcher dswesnty seven questionnaires to
the head teachers, twenty seven interview guidéset®TA and B.O.M respectively

and one interview guide for AEO, DQASO and DEO ezstpely. The results are

presented in Table 4.1

Table 4. 1: Instrument response rate

Respondents Issued Received Percentage (%)
instruments Instruments

Head Teachers 27 27 100

PTA 27 25 92.6

B.O.M 27 24 88.9

AEO 1 1 100

DEO 1 1 100

DQASO 1 1 100

TOTAL 84 79 94%
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A total of 84 instruments were given to the responsg. However, only 79
instruments were received that had been fully nedpd to. This translates to a

response rate of 94%. This is representation isl goough for the data analysis.

4.3 Background information of head teachers

The head teachers who participated in this study wgesen a number of questions
for background information. These questions capt@lements such as educational
qualification, working experience, number of pupdsrolled in schools and the

conditions of the available infrastructure in palgrimary schools.

4.3.1 Highest educational qualification

The head teachers were asked to give their higidhstational qualification. The
educational qualification was asked so as for thsearcher to establish the
educational qualification of teachers in schoolovene involved in infrastructure
development. This was categorized into P1, ATS,|ddia, Degree and Masters
Degree. However, only a few academic qualificatiesponses were provided. These

are as summarized by Figure 4.1.

Degree

6 ATS
(22%) 10
(37%)

Diploma
11
(41%)

Figure 4. 1: Distribution of the head teachers byheir highest education
gualification
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The data in figure 4.1 indicates that majority lné primary school head teachers 11
(41%) had a diploma as their highest educationalifigation. Slightly more than a
third of them 10 (37%) however indicated that theyd been able to achieve a

degree as their highest academic qualification.

4.3.2 Working experience

The working experience of the head teachers waslatked into in this study. The

working experience of the teachers was looked sdoas to establish the period
individuals have been involved in the infrastruetwtevelopment processes in the
school. This was categorized into below 2 years,y2ars, 6-10 years and above 10

years. The data is presented in Figure 4.2.

8
35 7 7 (29.6%)
T @59%)  (25.0%)
L 25 S
o
G
£ 5 (18.5%)
3]
o 15
o
10
5
0
Below 2 years  2-5 years 6-10 years above 10 years
Working Experience

Figure 4. 2: Distribution of head teachers by theiworking experience
The data in figure 4.2 shows that there is an elistibution of head teachers with
reference to working experience. Slightly more tlaif of the head teachers 14

(51.8%) had a working experience of less than Bsyedereas 48.1% of them had a
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working experience of more than 6 years. The distibns however show that most
of the teachers in the public primary schools igdeave been in the schools for
quite a good period to be in a position to fadditanfrastructure development

processes in schools.

4.3.3 Number of pupils enrolled in schools

The head teachers were further asked to stateutmbder of pupils attending their
respective schools. The information or numbers igexy were further summarized
into the following categories 200 and below, 20D,3801-400 and 400 and above

pupils. The responses are as summarized by theeHigB.

60 13
48.1%

50 ( 0)
g 40 !
e (25.9%)
8 30
& 20 4 S

(14.8%) (11.1%)
P |
O T T T
200 and below 201 - 300 301-400 400 and abpve
Response

Figure 4. 3: Distribution of head teachers resporeson the number of pupils

enrolled in schools

Figure 4.3 shows that slightly less than a halftted head teachers 13 (48.1%)
indicated that the number of pupils attending tmegpective schools ranged from

201-300 pupils. Slightly more than a quarter ofnthe (25.9%) however indicated
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that the number of pupils was not more than 200omtng to these distributions, it
may be deduced that indeed public primary schomi$ain quite a number of pupils

and thus their population may pose a challengkda@vailable infrastructures.

4.3.4 Conditions of the available infrastructure inschool

The head teachers were further asked to rate whttbeconditions of the various
infrastructures in the schools were good, very gomogdoor. The infrastructure listed
included classrooms, school furniture, toilet, lkén and water point/tanks. Table 4.2
present the data.

Table 4.2: Distribution of head teachers responsem the quality of

infrastructure in schools

Good Very Good Poor
F % F % F %
Classrooms 23 85.2 - - 4 14.8
Furniture 20 74.1 - - 7 25.9
Toilet 16 59.3 1 3.7 10 37.0
Kitchen 12 44.4 1 3.7 14 51.9

Water point/ Tank 13 48.1 6 22.2 8 29.6

Table 4.2 shows that majority of the head teacthwer® positive that the conditions
of the infrastructure in schools were in a goodest&lowever, there are those
schools in the district which have infrastructutieat are in a poor state. One of the

leading infrastructures that are in poor conditionsthe schools is the kitchen

40



(51.9%), followed by toilets (37%), water pointsia (29.6%) and school furniture

(25.9%) respectively.

The researcher also looked at the conditions oirtnastructure with the help of the
observation guide. Through the guide, it was fotimat not all the schools in the
division had quality infrastructure. Moreover, soofethe classes had deteriorating
facilities and this posed a great challenge onléaening processes in the school.
Moreover, the researcher also observed that there wertain schools which had
unfinished structures in the school. Other infiadtiral elements that were found to
be inadequate in the schools compare to the rastudents available included play
grounds, classrooms, toilets and water points. Timding justifies a previous
research which was done on the impact that the lleraot rates had on
infrastructure in schools. According to an obsaoraby the UNICEF (2005), the
increased enrollment of pupils in schools since itheeption of free primary

education has contributed to increased pressutieeoavailable infrastructure.

4.4 Availability of funds for infrastructure development

Availability of funds plays a critical role when @omes to initiating projects on
infrastructure development. When the funds are egadte, then the projects may
not be able to progress effectively. As such, giisdy sought to establish how
adequacy of funds affected infrastructure develogmea primary schools in

Kathonzweni Division.
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4.4.1 Methods Used To Raise Money to Develop Infiascture in Schools

The head teachers were asked to indicate the nethatithey used to raise money
to develop infrastructure in schools. The methdust were suggested included
government allocations, CDF funds, religious orgations, school fees, parents’
contributions and donors. The data is present8diie 4.3

Table 4.3: Distribution of head teachers on the mébds used to raise money for

infrastructure development in schools

Yes No

Parents Contributions 23 852 4 14.8
Government allocation 20 741 7 25.9
CDF 18 66.7 9 33.3
Donors 9 33.3 18 66.7
Religious organizations 7 259 20 741
School Fees 5 185 22 815

Table 4.3 shows that an overwhelming majority &f tiead teachers (85.2%) agreed
that they used parents’ contribution to raise mdioeynfrastructure development in
the school. Majority of them (74.1%) also indicatbdt government allocation was a
key method used for generating money to facilitabestructure development in the
schools. Other key methods suggested by the heathdes included CDF Funds

(66.7%), donors (33.3%) and religious organizati@ts9%) respectively.
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4.4.2 Source of funds in schools for infrastructure

Further, the head teachers were also asked tofgpegious sources of funds for

different infrastructures available in schools. Témurces that were highlighted

included fees, CDF, Donors, Parents contributioth @onors. The data is presented
in Table 4.4.

Table 4. 4: Distribution of head teachers on the swces of funds for different

infrastructures in the school

Fees, CDF, Donors Parents Contribution Donors
F % F % F %
Classrooms 18 66.7 7 25.9 2 7.4
Furniture 6 22.2 18 66.7 3 11.1
Toilet 8 29.6 12 44.4 7 25.9
Kitchen 5 18.5 18 66.7 4 14.8
Water point/ Tank 5 18.5 1 3.7 21 77.8

According to the data in Table 4.4, majority of thead teachers (66.7%) indicated
that the funds came from the fees, CDF funds amdm@o A quarter of them (25.9%)
indicated that the money came from the contribtigiven by parents towards
classroom infrastructure development. When astiéddicate the sources of funds
for furniture in schools, majority of the head teaxs (66.7%) indicated parents’
contributions. Only a few of them (22.2%) indicatib@ sources to be from Fees,

CDF funds and donors.
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In terms of toilet, a good percentage of the hesatliers (44.4%) indicated that
parents’ contribution was largely used in the depeient of toilets in schools.
Slightly more than a quarter of them (29.6%) intBdathat Fees, CDF funds and
Donors were the main sources of funds for the dgreént of toilet faculties.
However, from the open ended questions, the teacheicated that they still faced a
challenge in the quality of toilets in the schd®arents’ contributions (66.7%) are
the major sources funds used in facilitating theettgpment of kitchen facilities in
schools. On the other hand, donors are the oneduruabthe development of water

points/ tanks in the schools.

4.4.3 Whether funds provided for physical infrastricture is adequate
The head teachers further gave their responsesdisgavhether the funds that were
being provided were adequate enough to suppouisdtifrcture development in the

schools. The data is presented in Figure 4.4.

Yes

(7%)

No
25
(93%)

Figure 4. 4: Distribution of head teachers on whetér the funds provided for

physical infrastructure development were adequate
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An overwhelming majority of the head teachers 23%9 indicated that the funds
provided for infrastructure development were noecdte. Only two of them

indicated that the funds were adequate.

4.4.4 Extent to which funds influenced infrastructue development in the school

The head teachers were lastly asked to indicatextent to which funds influenced
infrastructure development in their respective sthioFigure 4.5 shows a summary

of the findings obtained.

Not all
1 To a greate
(4%) extent
9
(33%)

To some
extent
17
(63%)

Figure 4. 5: The extent to which funds influencednifrastructure development in

the school

The results in figure 4.5 show that majority of thead teachers 17 (63%) were in
agreement that the availability of funds did inflge infrastructure development in
their respective schools to some extent. This wekdr supported by a third of them

9 (33%) who indicated that it did influence buttgreater extent.
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In responding on the sources of funding for infasure development in schools,
the PTA members reported that the school sourseduitds for infrastructure
development through the parents, donations and &FCounty government. This
was further supported by the BoM who also indicéteat the parents, donors and
the government contributed funds used for infrastme development in the school.
The BoM members also reported that for resourceiliration practices, the school
wrote proposals which were then issued to goverhmepossible donors to support
the infrastructure development process. The PTAB@M however indicated that
the funds which were being provided were not adegteasupport full development
of infrastructure in the school. This in the lonmied to some infrastructures being

left unfinished and thus also posing health rigkhe pupils in the schools.

The AEO, DQASO and DEO also gave their own respoegarding the sources of
funding for infrastructure development in schodl8.of them indicated that the key
sources includedovernment, CDF funds, MoEST, NGOs, donors andnpsurd he
AEO further went on ahead to report that “Factbet made the sources mentioned
above prevalent chooses as the main ways of raisiogey for funding school
infrastructure included school enrollment and alality of general awareness”.
Schools have been suggested as to contribute tewledfunding of infrastructure
development in schools. This is in line wilcher (1989) who observed that school
financing has been the major source of fundingiférastructure development in
primary schools. He further went on ahead to repbysical infrastructure funding

involved the funds or efforts expected on buildihgnd, physical environment,
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furniture and black wall either in form of repamdamaintenance, construction and

infrastructure management.

Besides schools being a source of finance, thidystias also established that
parents, government contributions and CDF fundsrituted to the finances used in
infrastructure development. This finding concurghwirhe Unynck (2003) who
reported that funding for physical infrastructureasw the responsibility of
communities, parents and government. Communityifns very effective in cases
in which the community desires to make future $mes to satisfy the practical
needs. External help should just be a supplemdm. sStudy also established that
donors were also involved in providing finances sopport infrastructure
development. One of the external donors as notedVbyld Bank (1988) is the
World Bank. It is reported that World Bank is th@shsignificant external funding

bodies for education.

4.5 Role of community in infrastructure development

Infrastructure development in schools may not bkecéfely or fully realized
without the cooperation of the school community rhers as well stakeholders.
This study was thus set to determine how commumtyolvement influenced
infrastructure development in primary schools irtHtmzweni Division. To answer
this objective, there are a number of questions wee asked. These included the
community member roles in infrastructure developtnenembers involved in
repairing broken furniture and the extent to whicimmunity roles have contributed

towards infrastructure development.

a7



4.5.1 Community members’ role in infrastructure dewelopment

The head teachers were asked to indicate the halethe community members
played when it came to infrastructure developmerthe schools. Some of the roles
suggested included providing labor and materiaépairing and maintenance,
provision of finances and monitoring infrastructutevelopment projects in the

schools. The responses obtained are as shown bseH®.

59.3%
60 ( )
50
()
S
= 40
[}
o
P 30+ 5
20 - 4 (18.5%)
(14.8%) 2
10 - (7.4%)
0 B T
Providing labor ~ Repairing and Provision of Monitoring
and materials Maintenance finances projects
Community Roles

Figure 4. 6: The role of community in infrastructure development in schools

The data in figure 4.6 shows that slightly morentlnalf of the head teachers 16

(59.1%) indicated that the community members wewelved providing labor and
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materials. Other roles played by the community menmbin infrastructure

development included repairing and maintenancepamwsion of finances.

4.5.2 Members involved in repairing broken furniture

Moreover, the head teachers went on ahead to ted®a@me of the community
members who were being involved in the repairindgprafken down furniture in the
school. These members included Board of Managenieatent and Teachers

Association, Contracted Carpentgrayents and the school. The data is presented in

Figure 4.7.
11 11

1 oz 0.75)
o 35
& 30
3 o 4
= 0
& 15 (14.8%) .
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BOM and PTA Contracted Parents School Artisar
carpenters
Responses

Figure 4. 7: Head teachers responses on who repalisoken down furniture in

the school

The results in figure 4.7 show that majority of thead teachers indicated that
parents 11 (40.7%) and school artisans 11 (40.7%)ewhe key community

members involved in the repairing of broken furretin the schools. A few of them

49



4 (14.8%) however indicated that the Board of manant and PTA were the key

partners involved in the repairing of broken infrasture.

Having known the members involved in repairing lenokurniture in the schools, the
head teachers were further asked to indicate whelese furniture were being

repaired on time. The data is presented in Figuge 4

No
11
(41%)
Yes
16
(59%)

Figure 4. 8: Distribution of head teachers responsen whether the involved

community members repaired the broken furniture intime

The findings in figure 4.7 show that slightly mdhan half of the head teachers 16
(59%) agreed that the broken furniture was beimgpared in time. However, a good
percentage of them 11 (41%) indicated that the dmwoturniture was not being

repaired in time.
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4.5.3 Extent to which community roles have contribted towards infrastructure

development

The respondents gave their responses on the etdemthich community roles
contributed towards infrastructure development ublig primary schools in the

district. Figure 4.9 presents a summary of theifigsl obtained.
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To a greater To some extent To a smaler Not Sure
extent extent
Response

Figure 4. 9: Distribution of head teachers on thexent to which community

roles have contributed towards infrastructure devebpment

The data in figure 4.9 show that a good percentdgjee head teachers were positive
regarding the extent to which community members trdmuted towards
infrastructure development. 44.4% of them indicatedome extent whereas slightly
more than a quarter of the head teachers 8 (296digated that community roles

contributed towards infrastructure development tpester extent.
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With regards to community involvement in infrastwe development, the PTA
members had a number of responses to provide. fdpeyted that the community
members have been involved in infrastructure deraeknt through donating items
such as water tanks among many others; some afaimenunity members are less
concerned and think that it is the responsibility tbe MOE to do all the

infrastructural development works in the schoofe tommunity members ensure
that the government has developed enough buildmgse school. This was further
supported by the BoM who indicated that indeed dbemmunity members played
various roles in facilitating infrastructure deveoent in the school. They reported
that community members provided labour as well asenmals which aided in the
infrastructure development process. However, theponted that a key challenge
which affected the full participation of the comnityrin infrastructure development

was poverty.

The AEO reported that:
Poverty and misplaced priorities are major chakengffecting infrastructure
development as well as resource mobilization antbeggommunity
members. This affects to a greater extent the wamént of the community

in supporting development in the respective schools

DQASO officer on the other hand reported that thel of education and awareness

is a critical issue which affected the involveme@ftvarious stakeholders in the
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infrastructure development process in schools.heurtthe officer went on ahead to
report that:
Poverty levels and political interferences are thajor issues which are
affecting the effective involvement of local comntyn members in

infrastructural development in the respective pubtihools in the area.

On the other hand, the DEO reported that:
Poverty is a major issue which is hindering thd fmVolvement of local
community members in the infrastructure developmémd most of the
funds are used to purchase food instead of beirigimia infrastructure
development.

In 1960s communities, parents and local authontiese principally responsible for

capital investment in primary education through&ast Africa (Bogonko, 1992).

The communities’ contributions ranged from polést¢h cash and labour.

Black & Scendlen (1980) also supports the findinfishis study by indicating that
funding primary school education infrastructure hasn largely dependent on local
community. Additionally, MOE (2009) comments thabmamunity contribution
either in terms of financial resources dependingh@neconomic level or in kind is
required to support government and other pertigentributions. Communities are
expected to provide firewood, employ a cook, previdtchen utensils, cooking
water and monitor the utilization of the projedisds, as part of their contribution

(MOE, 20009).
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Moreover, the findings of this study is in-line ia survey carried out by Thinh
(1991) which observed that PTAs provided for 21.@Phe cost of building 63.8%
of the cost of furniture and equipment, 63.4% repand 87.7% of general
contingencies. In Malaysia, it is the parents assions (PAs). The role of the
parents associations is primarily that of matesigbport; for example, contributing
to building of school halls, canteens and addimgs#s. The PAs have come to play
a central role in construction and maintenance oflding and facilities in
association with the local education councils. R&ssuade and encourage local
production and trading establishments in buildidgaational facilities. In Vietnam,
most primary schools have been built by peopleutjnothe PAs and the local
educational councils. The association is also wealin the provision of desks,

benches and in teaching aids etc (Thinh, 1991).

In further supporting the findings of this study the involvement local community
members in infrastructure development, Salomon Amteier postulated that
Christianity and particularly Protestantism perthi flourishing of the community
actions because of its emphasis on individualisth issistrong independence from
state control. Gaduh (2012) also found that differeligions had different impacts
on the rise of the community action depending oa wWeight they assigned to
charitable acts in terms of time and resourcespating individual action,

commitment to institution building and their retatship with the country.
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4.6 Policies and regulation on infrastructure develpment

Being public institutions of learning, governmentipies and regulations have a role

that they may play in influencing infrastructurevelpment projects. This study

investigated how policies and regulations affectrastructure development in

primary schools in Kathonzweni Division. The headdhers were asked a number

of questions and expected to give their responsesheether yes or no. Table 4.5

summarizes their responses.

Table 4.5: Distribution of head teachers responsenovarious issues regarding

policies for infrastructure development

Yes No

F % %
| am aware of the policies put in place by the goreent

23 85.2 14.8
on infrastructure development in public schools
The school has a resource mobilization plan anitipsl

20 74.1 25.9
which aid in infrastructure development policies
The available policies encourage the involvement of
teachers in mobilizing resources for infrastructure 22 81.5 18.5
development.
The policies put in place by the government enageira
training of head teachers’ involvement in infrasttual 24 88.9 11.1

management and development.
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Table 4.5 shows that majority of the head teacf&<2%) indicated that they were
aware of the policies put in place by the governnmninfrastructure development
in public schools. A few of them (14.8%) indicatdtht they were not aware. In
terms of resource mobilization plans, majority o head teachers (74.1%) indicated
that the school has a resource mobilization plad @olicies which aid in
infrastructure development policies. A quarter ledérh (25.9%) indicated that there

were no such policies in the school.

The data in table 4.5 further showed that majarftyhe head teachers (81.5%) were
positive by agreeing that the available policiexccemaged the involvement of
teachers in mobilizing resources for infrastructdevelopment. A few of them
(18.5%) however disagreed to the latter. Majorifytloe head teachers (88.9%)
indicated that the policies put in place by the egament encouraged training of

head teachers’ involvement in infrastructural mamagnt and development.

The PTA members highlighted that there were a nurabpolicies which had been
put in place which governed the issue of infrastmec development in schools
included the procurement policy and health andtaaon policy. However, one of
the head teachers went on ahead to report that:
The procurement policy has been posing a challenghe infrastructure
development process in the school. Due to the ypale bureaucracy is a bit
tight and thus it takes a long time to procure miale which are required to

facilitate infrastructure development.
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In supporting the responses of the PTA, the membérhe BoM were also in

agreement that government policies did have arctediie infrastructure development
process in public schools. They reported that tbkcips were not clear on the
different roles that various stakeholders were sgpgd to play in the development
process. Moreover, the policies were reported asldlay the procurement of
materials which were required to facilitate the stouction of infrastructure in the

school.

In response to the effects of policies on infradtite development in public primary

schools, the DQASO officer reported that:
There are a number of policies which have beenas&le to govern
infrastructure development in schools. These padicinclude the safety
standards policies. These policies address on htfereht infrastructures
may be used in schools and safety maintained. Mereahe available
policies to some extent have influenced infrastrieetievelopment in schools
through resource mobilization. For instance, prement policies are very
stringent and this makes the school representativeable to afford various

materials for infrastructural development.

Further, the AEO reported that:
There are policies addressing on infrastructureeldgyment in public primary

schools. The government policies affect infrastitectdevelopment in that they
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ensure proper use and give guidelines on how ressumay be mobilized to
facilitate infrastructure development in the pulsiahools.

According to an observation made by the DEO, thennmolicies affecting
infrastructure development in schools is the prement policies and construction
services. These policies are rigid and in mostase bureaucratic in nature hence
taking too long to process. Moreover, the polidiesd to provide guidelines for

proper usage of infrastructure.

In this section, the findings have shown that imbdpelicies do have an influence on
infrastructure development. Some of the policiegctvihave been pointed out in the
study include procurement policies and health aafétg policies. These policies
have been pointed out as to determine how schooise for funds as well as get
materials to the school to aid in infrastructuresedepment. In supporting these
findings, an article by UNESCO (2005) showed thpprapriate and sufficient
building, child friendly, safe environment enhamtdd rights. Such environments in
schools can be realized through the prevalencealtthand safety needs policies in
schools. Moreover, the Ministry of Education in Kanhas come up with safety
standards manual for schools in Kenya (MoE, 200B)is emphasizes the
importance of complying with Education Act (Cap 2ahd Public Health Act (Cap
242). The manual discusses size and number of galyisirastructure for resistance

and recommends the need for sufficiency.
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According to these acts physical infrastructureludes structures such as
classrooms, kitchen, laboratories, water tanksygotaund, and equipment among
others. The facilities can be either permanenteanporary. Such structures are
supposed to be appropriate, adequate and propmEx®yeld devoid of any risks to
users. However, one may find that the quality othsunfrastructures in the
respective public schools is inadequate. Moreawer available facilities are always

in poor conditions.

In conclusion, it may be reported that despite ghevalence of policies to aid in
infrastructure development there are still issuekiclv are hampering the
effectiveness of these policies. Slowness in thecymement policies to the
implementation process may raise eyebrows conggriiia effectiveness of these
policies. As such a recommendation can be givesdtivess on the restructuring of
policies to ensure their effectiveness in promotinfyastructure development in

schools.

4.7 Stakeholders’ attitude and infrastructure devebpment

The fourth and last objective of the study wasxXamsine how stakeholders’ attitude
affected infrastructure development in public pniynachools. The head teachers
were first asked to indicate whether they enjoyethd involved in infrastructure
development in their respective schools. In thisecalmost all of them (96%)
positively agreed that they enjoyed participatimg infrastructure development

process in their schools. Only one of the headhacindicated that he did not
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enjoy. Further, the head teachers were also askiedicate the extent to which they
enjoyed being involved in infrastructure developimen
Figure 4.10 presents a summary of head teachgmensss on the extent to which

they enjoyed being involved in infrastructure depehent.

To some
extent
10
(37%)
To a greate
extent
17
(63%)

Figure 4. 10: Distribution of head teachers on thextent to which they enjoy

being involved in infrastructure development

The data in figure 4.10 shows that there were thespondents who suggested that
they enjoyed being involved in infrastructure depehent to a greater extent 17

(63%) where as others indicated to some exten81%j.

Through the interview guides, the effects of stakaérs’ attitude on infrastructure
development were brought out clear. The PTA memfmergistance, indicated that
attitude did have a great effect on the infrastimetlevelopment in schools. Most of

them reported that some of the key stakeholdersahadgative attitude and this
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hindered them from being directly involved in thevdlopment process. One of the
PTA members for instance reported that:
Some stakeholders have a negative attitude towardsastructure
development. Some of the members in the school tendold that
infrastructure development is a responsibility lo¢é tgovernment. As such,
they do not contribute any resources or labour tdsvdhe development

process.

Another PTA member further reported that “Some loé tstakeholders have a
negative attitude towards infrastructure developmérhey say that primary
education is free hence they do not want to giveewdor buildings.” In summary,
negative attitude among stakeholders led to inaategavolvement in infrastructure
development, minimal provision of finances for agtructure development and poor

management of the already available infrastrudtutke school.

In response to how stakeholders’ attitude affedtdchstructure development, the

AEO reported that:
The attitude of the stakeholders plays a major mol¢hat they influence
infrastructure development in the schools. In tk&se, many of the
community members are of the perception that pudditol development is
only for the government so they do not want toipgdte.

In further supporting the above statement by theéDAEhe DQASO officer also

reported that: “The attitude of the stakeholdertec$ their involvement in
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infrastructural development differently. Positivétitade towards infrastructural
development rises when there is full involvement tbk members in the
infrastructure development process.” On the othend, the DEO reported that
“most of the stakeholders have positive attitudeder, financial problems at times
makes them to develop coldness towards being iedoln infrastructure

development.”

Attitude has been found in this study as a majallehge on the involvement of
stakeholders in infrastructure development. Mosthefstakeholders are of the idea
that development is for the government and thuy tire not necessarily to be
involved. A study was carried out by Roy (2008)etaamine the attitude towards
school infrastructure of students in primary sceodlhe study found that attitude
determined the extent to which members were maiiad use infrastructure as well
as maintain it. Another study carried out by Gaikxg Ferreira and Convery (2005)
on the public attitude towards solid waste landfifrastructure showed that there

was a correlation between attitude and the devedopiof the infrastructure.
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CHAPTER FIVE

SUMMARY, CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

5.1 Introduction

This chapter presents the summary, conclusion @e@mmendations for this study.

5.2 Summary of the study

The main purpose of this study was to investigagefactors affecting infrastructure
development in primary schools in Kathonzweni D Makueni County. The
study was guided by the following research objestivio establish how adequacy of
funds affect infrastructure development in primscjools in Kathonzweni Division,
to determine how community involvement influencé&astructure development in
primary schools in Kathonzweni Division, to examitiee effects of policies and
regulations on infrastructure development in priynachools in Kathonzweni
Division and to examine how attitude affects infrasture development in primary

schools in Kathonzweni Division.

A descriptive survey research design was usedisstindy. This design was used
because it enables investigation into the subjedeu study. The sample for this
study consisted of all the head teachers (27), Bo&aManagement (27) and PTA
Chairpersons (27), DEO (1), DQASO (1) and AEO [d)total, the sample size for
this study was eighty four (84). The head teach&o$) and PTA chair persons were

arrived at through census sampling method whefeadDEO, DQASO and AEO
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were purposively selected to participate in thelgtIhe data collection instruments
used in the study included questionnaires for Hezathers and interview guide for
the B.O.M. and P.T.A chairpersons, AEO, DQASO andODand observation

checklist.

The collected data was analyzed using descriptiedisscs, employing both

quantitative and qualitative approach. Data fromesgiwnnaires were purely
analyzed quantitatively and presented in frequeneied percentages while data
from interview guide was analyzed qualitatively.eTstudy used SPSS (Statistical
Package for Social Sciences) to aid in data arsjysicess. From the analysis, the

following findings were made:

There are those schools in the district which haffastructures that are in a poor
state. One of the leading infrastructures thatimmgoor conditions in the schools is
the kitchen, followed by toilets, water points/tardnd school furniture respectively.
The key methods used to raise money for infrasirectievelopment in schools

include parents’ contribution, government allocatesmd CDF funds.

For classroom infrastructure, majority of the hézathers (66.7%) indicated that the
funds came from the fees, CDF funds and donorsoiMsagurces of funds for school
furniture include parents’ contributions (66.7%garénts’ contributions (66.7%) are

the major sources funds used in facilitating theettigpment of kitchen facilities in
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schools. An overwhelming majority of the head teamsh(93%) indicated that the

funds provided for infrastructure development waseadequate.

The PTA, BoM members and AEO, DQASO and DEO replattiat the key sources

of funds for infrastructure development include gras, CDF funds, government
allocations and MoEST. Role of community membergfrastructure development

include providing labour materials, repairing andimenance, provision of finances
and monitoring projects. Poverty, level of educatand awareness and misplaced
priorities affected the involvement of community migers in infrastructure

development.

Majority of the head teachers (88.9%) indicated tha policies put in place by the
government encouraged training of head teachekgliement in infrastructural

management and development. Majority of the heachiers (85.2%) indicated that
they were aware of the policies put in place by gogernment on infrastructure

development in public schools.

Attitude affects the extent to which stakeholdews iavolved in the infrastructural
development. Most of the stakeholders such as fmafggve a negative attitude
towards involvement in infrastructure developmdiitey are of the idea that it is the

role of the government to facilitate developmerd ant them.
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5.3 Conclusion

From the analysis and summary of the study, theeeaanumber of conclusions
which can be made. First and foremost, it may beclcagled that the quality of
infrastructure among quite a number of public priynachools in Kathonzweni
division is in poor state. This puts a reason émommendations to be put in place to

address the deteriorating conditions of infrastreeein the schools.

In terms of funds, it is concluded that the majourses of funds for infrastructure
development in schools include parents, CDF fumgdsiernment allocations and
donors. However, these funds are not adequateharsdsthools are not in a position
to meet the full cost of developing infrastructumethe schools. Thus, it may be
concluded that inadequacy of funds affect infradtme development in public

primary schools in Kathonzweni division to a greabetent.

Policies and regulations have also been notedfastar that affects infrastructure
development in schools. Tight policies such as @hfws procurement have been
noted as to delay the process of obtaining maserial be involved in the
infrastructure development process. Moreover, tbkcips do not show different
roles that different stakeholders should play & development of infrastructure in
schools. As such, it is concluded that policies eegllations affect infrastructure

development in schools to a greater extent.
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The involvement of the community members is critida the success of
infrastructure development in schools. Howeverraltae a number of issues which
arise that affect their involvement in the infrasture development process. Poverty
and political interferences affect the way communihembers participate in
infrastructure development. However, the roles thlay include providing finances,

labour and materials and carrying out repair sesic

The attitude can be concluded a determinant thattaf stakeholders’ involvement
in the infrastructure development process. Forams#, most of them hold the idea
that FPE is free hence it remains the responsilofithe government to take care of
the infrastructure in schools. Moreover, due toatieg attitude some parents do not
want to contribute finances or labor to support deselopment of infrastructure.

This affects infrastructure development in the stho a greater extent.

5.4 Recommendations

That the Ministry of Education should start negiias with County governments to
pursue the possibility of counties getting moravaty involved in funding school
infrastructure projects. This will be a big boost tipgrading the dilapidated
structures in many schools as noted in the caseubfic primary schools in
Kathonzweni division. This will also ease pressoneFPE fund which can then be
channeled by the head teachers towards improvergilegy through the purchase of

teaching and learning essentials in the classrobrfrastructure is currently
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competing with for scarce resources with other ey requirements hence the

financial constraint is piling pressure on headesas.

The MoEST should use the local education officersdarry out awareness sessions
with parents and key stakeholders to sensitize tbemvay that they can support
their schools by developing the required infragtricee through provision of all
possible resources including giving in kind. Thexeneed for more stakeholders to
be involved in the infrastructure development pssca schools. This will help to
ensure full community involvement in school infrasture development.

MOEST should strengthen the training for head teeschn resource mobilization for
infrastructure development build their capacity iofrastructure development and
management in the schools. These trainings mayab@ed out in the course of
holidays or within the school periods so as to mlevan ample time for head

teachers to exercise what they learn.

It is also recommended that as far as possibleg tiseneed for more money to be
allocated by the government to support infrastmectievelopment in public primary

school. This is because from the head teachesporeses on adequacy of funds, it
was clear the funds currently allocated by the gawent are not sufficient for

developing school infrastructure. There is alsedn®r the government to create
time to facilitate the revision of the policies as to provide clear guidelines in
infrastructure development as well as avoidingdbkays which are experienced in

the procurement process of materials for infrastmecdevelopment.
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The school head teachers have a role that they teegday in mobilizing the
community members and parents on the importancthaf involvement in the
infrastructure development process. Through genmeestings in the schools, the
head teachers can inform the parents how theidveweent in the school creates a

lot of opportunities in facilitating infrastructudevelopment processes.

The school head teachers and the chairpersongtothm PTA and BoG need to put
their heads together and strategize on the mechanibat they may employ in
mobilizing resources for infrastructure developmenschools. This may be done
through harambee, fundraising functions, developaiginfrastructural funding

proposals among many others.

The community members have a sole responsibilint they need to play in
promoting infrastructure development in schools. #sch, they need to be
encouraged and motivated by being informed thrayggm air campaigns that their
support and involvement in the construction of asfructure in schools is highly
recognized and appreciated. More avenues need terdsed which directly
involves the participation of community memberstlie development of physical

infrastructure in the schools.

5.5. Suggestions for further research

1. This study focused on factors influencing infrastaue development in

public primary schools, but did not look at paréwiscupation or economic
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activities and levels of education. A study candoae on the influence of
patents occupation /economic activities and thewrels of education on
school infrastructure development.

. This study was limited to Kathonzweni Division inaklieni County. Other
studies on factors influencing school infrastruetalevelopment should be
done in other parts of Kenya to look at other fextand compare the

findings.
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APPENDICES
APPENDIX |
LETTER OF INTRODUCTION

Josiah M. Ojwang

University of Nairobi

Department of Educational Administration and Plagni
P.O. Box 30197 NAIROBI

The Head teacher,

Dear Sir/Madam,

RE: PARTICIPATION IN RESEARCH

| am a post graduate student at the University @ifd¥hi pursuing a master’s degree
in Education. 1 am conducting a research on thdctdpactors influencing
infrastructure development in public primary schools in Kathonzweni division,

Kenya.”

This study is going to benefit the principals aeddhers to understand the relevance
of infrastructural development and the key appreacto resource mobilization in

public primary schools.

| hereby request you to assist me with necessdoynmation to help me obtain
accurate findings. Kindly allow me to carry outsthesearch in your school.
Thank you.

Yours faithfully,

Josiah M. Ojwang.
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APPENDIX Il
QUESTIONNAIRE FOR HEAD TEACHERS
Please read the questions below and kindly giveafipeopriate response by ticking
(V) or writing in the spaces provided .Please no this information is purely for

academic purpose and your identity will be heldtimost confidentiality.

Section A: Personal Information
1. Name of SChOOl: ..o e

2. What is your highest academic level?

a) P1 () d) Degree ()
b) ATS () e) Master's Degree ()
c) Diploma () f) Other (specify) .....covvvviiiiiinnnnn.

3. How many years have you been a head teachieisisdhool?
a) Below 2 years () c) 5-10 years ()

b) 2-5years () d) Above 10 years ()

4. What is the number of pupils attending the sthoo........................

6. What is the status of the infrastructure in ysehool?

Physical Are they Number | Status (very good, good, bad, very
Infrastructure Comfortable bad, n/a)

Classrooms

Furniture
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Toilets

Kitchen

Water Point / Tank

Other (specify):

b) Are they repaired in time? ...

c) Do the pupils seem overcrowded in Class?.....cccovvvvviiiiviiieeieviiiiinnnnn.

d) Do you face any problems with your toilets? ..........ccociiiiiiiiiiiii e,
Ifyes ISt them: ...
Section B: Availability of Funds for Infrastructure Development

7. Where have your sourced funds to put up thevierfig infrastructure?

Physical Source [CDF, LATF, KESSP, fees, donors,| % funded
Infrastructure etc.]

Classrooms

Furniture

Toilets

Kitchen

Water Point / Tank

Other (specify):

8. Do these provide sufficient funds for physicdtastructure development?
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9. To what extent does the availability of funduence resource mobilization for
infrastructure development in your school?
a) To agreater extent [ ] c) Not at all [ ]

b) To some extent [ ] d) Not sure [ ]

Section C: Role of Community in Infrastructure devéopment
10. What are some of the roles that the communégtyspn infrastructure

development in your school?

11. To what extent has the community members im goea contributed towards the

development of infrastructure in your school?

Section D: Policies and Regulation on Infrastructue development

12. Tick all the methods that you use to raise mdoealevelop school infrastructure.
(a) Government allocation (b) CDF funds (c) Reliug organizations

(d) School Fees (e) Parents contribution (f) Otbpecify)

13. Are there any policies which you are awaréhat tid in infrastructure
development in your school?

14. Does the school have a Resource Mobilizatian Bf policies for infrastructural

development?

15. Do the available policies encourage the involeet of teachers in choosing or
suggesting what methods can be used to mobilizgsftor school infrastructure

development?
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16. Comment on whether the methods have helpedoyaise sufficient funds for

developing your schools infrastructure

17. As a head teacher, does the government palioyueage your training on

18. If yes in 16 above, has the training turnebdewaluable in your resource

infrastructural development involvement in the slRdHow has it been helpful?

Section E: Stakeholders’ Attitude and Infrastructure Development
19. Do you enjoy being involved in the developmannhfrastructure in primary
schools?
a) Yes[ ] b) No [ ]
20. To what extent are you willing to be involvedihe infrastructure development
of primary schools?
a) To a greater extent [ ] c) Not At all ][
b) To some extent [ ] d) Not Sure ][
21. How does attitude affect the participationtakeholders in the development of

infrastructure in primary schools?

22. From your experience, what should be done pryare infrastructure

development in your school?

Thank you

79



APPENDIX Il

INTERVIEW GUIDE FOR PTA AND BOM CHAIRPERSONS

. Date

. Center

Position  PTA official ( ) BOM official ( )
. What is the role of the body you officiate with aeds to infrastructure

development?

. Does the school have a resource mobilization plan?

. How does the school source funds for infrastructieneelopment?

. What are the main sources of funds for infrastmectlievelopment in the school?

. What are the community concerns about the schodtastructure?

. Are there any government policies which influenc@mmote resource
mobilization for infrastructure development in pialprimary schools? Yes/ No.

explain

. How does stakeholders’ attitude affect the infiagttire development in schools?

10.In your view, what can be done to improve resomnodilization for

infrastructure development?

Thank you
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APPENDIX IV

INTERVIEW GUIDE FOR DEO, DQASO AND AEO

These interviews will be conducted by the researcra will target the DEO,
DQASO and AEO in charge of the division to get theiews on resource
mobilization for school infrastructure development.

1. What are the main sources of funding for infragtrites development in public

primary schools in Kathonzweni district?

2. What factors make the sources mentioned above lprév@hoose as the main

ways of raising money for funding school infrasture?

3. Do you organize/prepare training sessions for pryrsahool head teachers on

management/resource mobilization?

4. Are there any policies addressing on infrastructieeelopment in public

primary schools? Yes/ No. if yes, indicate thesc@s.

5. How do governmental policies affect resource maéailon for infrastructure

development in public primary schools?
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In your experience, what are the challenges fagdtehd teachers in

Kathonzweni as they raise funds to develop schddstructure

. How does stakeholders’ attitude affect the infiagttire development in schools?

. Please comment on any other alternative approaugtssurces that can be used by head

teachers to mobilize funds for developing schofshistructure in Kathonzweni

Thank you
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APPENDIX V

OBSERVATION CHECK LIST

Physical Number | Status (very good, | Adequacy(Adequate

Infrastructure good, bad, very bad,| , not adequate, not
not available) available)

Classrooms

Play grounds

Students desks

Teachers’ tables

Teachers’ chairs

Blackboards

Toilets

Kitchen

Water Point / Tank

Other (specify):
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APPENDIX VI

RESEARCH AUTHORITY LETTER

MINISTRY OF EDUCATION SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY

Office of the Sub-County Director of Education, Kathonzweni Sub-County

State Department of Education

Telegrams: “Kathoedu : SUB COUNTY EDUCATION OFFICE,
Telephone: KATHONZWENI SUB COUNTY,
E-mail:deokathonzweni@gmail.com P.O. BOX 103-90302

When replying please quote KEFUBLIC OF KENYA KATHONZWENI.

19t June, 2015
REF: ED/KZN/ED 5/22 VOL I/20

10

ALL HEADTEACHERS - PRIMARY SCHOOLS
KATHONZWENI DIVISION .
KATHONZWENI SUB COUNTY

RE: RESEARCH AUTHORITY — JOSIAH M. OJWANG

The above mentioned is a registered Post graduate student at the University Of
Nairobi— Kenya. He intends to undertake a research on Factors influencing
infrastructure development in public primary schools in Kathonzweni
division, Kathonzweni sub county in Makueni county, Kenya.

Kindly accord him all necessary support he requires.

s Sl ASSISTANT DIRECTOR OF EDUCATION

KATHONZWEN] SUB-COUNTY
P. O. Box 103-90302
KATHONZWENI

SIMON NGUMBI
FOR: SUB COUNTY DIRECTOR OF EDUCATION
EKATHONZWENI SUB COUNTY

150 9001:2008 CERTIFIED .5‘ &
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APPENDIX VII

LETTER OF INTRODUCTION

UNIVERSITY OF NAIROBI
COLLEGE OF EDUCATION AND EXTERNAL STUDIES
SCHOOL OF EDUCATION
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIONAL ADMINISTRATION AND PLANNING

Telegram: “CEES” P.O. BOX 30197 NAIROBI
Telephone: 020-2701902 OF P.O-BOX 92
dept-edadmin(@uonbi.ac.ke KIKUYU

16" June, 2015

Our Ref: UON/CEES/SIE/A&P/1/4 -
TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN

Dear Sir/Madam

SUBJECT: OJWANG JOSIAH MESHACK - REG NO. E55/75331/2012

This is to certify that Ojwang Josiah Meshack is our Master of Education student in the
Department of Educational Administration and Planning at the University of Nairobi. He has
successfully completed his course work and is summarizing his research on “Factors Influencing
Infrastructure Development in Public Primary Schools in Kathonzweni Division, Makueni
County, Kenya”.

Any assistance accorded to him will he highl
7 . Bamin,.

appreciated.

Yours faithfully,

=== e
[/ DR. GRACE NYAGAK
CHAIRMAN

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIONAL ADMINISTRATION AND PLANNING

GN/nd : =
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APPENDIX VIII

AUTHORIZATION LETTER

—

NATIONAL COMMISSION FOR SCIENCE,
TECHNOLOGY AND INNOVATION

Telephone: +254-20-2213471, 9% Floor, Utalii House
2241349,310571,2219420 Uhuru Highway

Fax: +254-20-318245,318249 P.O. Box 30623-00100
Email: secretary@nacosti.go.ke NAIROBI-KENYA

Website: www.nacosti.go.ke
When replying please quote

Ref: No. Date:

2™ July, 2015
NACOSTI/P/15/5?33/6787

Josiah Meshack Ojwang -
University of Nairobi
P.O. Box 30197-00100
NAIROBI.

RE: RESEARCH AUTHORIZATION

Following your application for authority to carry out research on “Factors
influencing infrastructure development in public primary schools in
Kathonzweni Division, Makueni County, Kenya,” | am pleased to inform you
that you have been authorized to undertake research in Makueni County for a
period ending 31* July, 2015.

You are advised to report to the County Commissioner and the County
Director of Education, Makueni County before embarking on the research
project.

On completion of the research, you are expected to submit two hard copies

and one soft copy in pdf of the research report/thesis to our office.

Elscrel
SAID HUSSEIN
FOR: DIRECTOR-GENERAL/CEO

Copy to:

The County Commissioner
Makueni County.

The County Director of Education
Makueni County.
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APPENDIX IX

RESEARCH CLEARANCE PERMIT

THIS IS TO CERTIFY T
MR. JOSIAH MESHACK OJWANG :
~of UNIVERSITY OF NAIROBI, 34606- 100

Nairobi,has been permitted to cohduct i’

research ln Makueni County

on the topic: FACTORS mFLUENcmG 2
INFRASTRUCTURE DEVELOPMENT IN
PUBLIC PRIMARY SCHOOLS'IN ' :
KATHONZWEN] mws:on MAKUENI
 COUNTY, KENvA- p i

for the permd anding
315!’ Juiy,ZO‘.IS 0 b

Appﬂcant‘ Ok
Signa ture

CONDITIONS

You must repeort to the County Commissioner and
the County Education Officer of the area before
enibarking on your research. Failure to do that
may lead to the cancellation of your permit .
Government Officers will not be interviewed
without prier appointment.

No questionnaire will be used unless it has been.
approved.

Excavation, filming and collection of tmlloglcal

. specimens are subject to further permission from

the relevant Government Ministries. .-
You are required to submit at least two(2) hard
copies and one(1) soft copy of your final report.
The Government of Kenya reserves the right to
modify the conditions of this permit including
its cancellation without noticesQbapie.

‘PErmi No NA€OSTI}P1151583 3}67

Fee Recn eved

ssue : 2nd july,201
Ksh 1900 ST

National Commission for Science,
Technology and Innevation

RESEARCH CLEARANCE
PERMIT

SeriatNo. A 5 6.3 6

CONDFIFIONS: see back page
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