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ABSTRACT

The study investigated the influence of child labquractices on primary school
attendance in Kangeta Division, Meru County. Thgecives of the study were to
establish the influence of cultural labour practicen primary school attendance, to
determine the influence of family income on chidbdur practices, to asses the influence
of family size on child labour and to examine thBuence of child laws enforcement on
primary school attendance.. The research desigthéoistudy was descriptive research
design and the target population for the study thasprimary school pupils in Kangeta
Division. Data was collected by the use of questiore and was analyzed using
Statistical Package for Social Sciences soft wangramme. The study established that
culture influence primary school attendance to @age extent. The study recommends
that sensitization should be done through effeativee education to minimize influence
of cultural labour practices and improve schocératance. There should also be proper
management of school to ensure that annual altotafi grants cater for the provision of
pens and books so that pupils do not miss schag to work inorder to buy these items.
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background to the Study

Children of different ages perform “work” of diffemt types, for different reasons,
and under different conditions. It is extremely onpnt to be aware of the differing
perceptions, and accompanying definitions, of ‘@hlabour” when collecting,
analyzing, and comparing data from various sourthe.ILO Convention No. 138 on
the Minimum Age, (C. 138) provides the most compredive and authoritative
international standards on minimum age for admissioemployment or work. Prior
to the adoption of C. 138, ILO conventions addrdsa@mimum ages only for specific
types of employment. Convention 138 requires coemtto set a minimum age for
employment or work, which ideally should not beslésan the age for completing
compulsory schooling and in any event, should molelss than fifteen years of age. It
obligates countries to pursue a national policyemimt effectively eliminating child

labour (Edmonds, 2005).

The convention was designed to allow flexibility @my countries with differing
social and economic structures and is aimed at uraging the progressive
improvement of standards and of promoting sustaawin to attain the objective.
As a result, different minimum ages have been éshadal both between countries and
within a single country, between different typeswairk or over time. They range
from as low as twelve years for “light work” in dg@ping countries to eighteen years

for “hazardous work” in any country (Patrinos, 2D08



The issue of small children toiling long hours undehumanizing conditions has
precipitated an intense debate concerning childuabAs during the midst of the 19th
century industrial revolution, policymakers and phélic have attempted to come to
grips with the causes and consequences of childutabCoordinating a policy
response has revealed the complexity and moral quitpiof the phenomenon of
working children. In the midst of the $@entury, child labour became more visible
because children were drawn into an industrialiregttCurrently, child labour has
become more visible because of the increase imtineber of industries producing

goods for export (ILO, 1996).

Globally over 80 million or 41% of children undéretage of 14 years are practicing
child labour. This is according to Internatiof@ganization (ILO, 2002). Poverty
appears to be the major reason for child labouildGabour refers to any situation
where a child provides work in exchange for paymeyd the poorest continent,
Africa has a higher incidence of child labour, whis further differentiated within the
continent itself. Child labour is the result oihoections between socioeconomic and
cultural factors, although the exact nature of ¢hesnnections varies significantly
between households, countries, regions, and contiesinin poor households, the
struggle to survive makes it very difficult for pats to invest in their children’s
education. In sub- Saharan Africa, child labourmpignarily a rural phenomenon,
mostly concentrated in large households (Andvigakt 2001; Bhalotra, 2003).
Previous studies have found that child labour pigdtion rates are highest in East
Africa, followed by Central Africa and lastly by WWteAfrica because of poverty
(Admassie, 2002; Bass, 2004). Child labour is cuites in Kenya; because it is a

human rights issue afflicting over 1.9 million arn in age-groups 6 years to 7



years. These children are supposed to be atterghingary school education as

opposed to being subjected to exploitation andridaze in work places.

Countries in which a large share of children iskimy are on average, poor countries
and sending their children into the labour forcehie family’s last income earning
resort. As soon as income increases, the childeew#hdrawn from the labour force
(Basu, 1999). There are also cultural factors amns that pull children toward the
labour force. It has been found that children ahbsexes do more of women'’s than
men’s tasks. Traditionally, children in most Afnicaribes for which ethnographic
evidence exists tend to do a larger share of thek wo African homesteads than
children elsewhere because women shoulder a latgee of the economic tasks in

African agriculture (Bradley, 1993).

Overall, there is negative association between athrc and child labour as it places
priority over education The fact that the time dpa&nschool by children sometimes
has high alternative costs may call for severalistdjents from the school system in
order to avoid making child labour an important sedor dropping out of school

(Fallon and Tzannatos, 1998). Compulspriynary education is an important way to
reduce child labour. The main reason is that, withg the teachers are in a much
weaker position to convince parents to allow cleildradequate time for doing

schoolwork. It is also a natural starting point émuntries to develop more proactive
government policies and it makes it more difficidt governments to increase the
financial costs borne by the parents when the gowent in question finds itself in

financial difficulty (Jens, 2001).



Kenya have attributed the™ problem of child labtwuincreasing poverty (Republic of
Kenya, 2001). The poor have few options when mes to protecting themselves
against loss of income. Children may be sent tckwmreduce the potential impact of
loss of family income due to poor crop yields, jolsses, death of a bread winner,
among others. Theoretically those households wititlaof credit will choose to send
their children into the labour market (Baland andbRson, 2000). Poverty is the
main, if not the most important factor compellirgrgnts to deploy their children into
work obligations (Admassie, 2002). Researchers earthat child workers make
significant contributions to family incomes, enswyifamily survival (Bhalotra. S. and

C. Heady 2001).

However, some factors like low regard for educatmoay be the result of attitudes
acquired over the long run as abject poverty isgmgtted from one generation to the
next. Child labour perpetuates poverty across @ioais and parent who was a child
labourer is much more likely to send his or her asaild to work (Emerson and de

Souza, 2000).

1.2 Statement of the Problem

Child labour is a major problem around the worldd aexact nature of this
phenomenon varies significantly between householdsyntries, regions, and
communities. The growing numbers of working chaldrhas been linked to many
factors including economic stagnation, poverty, if@en orphan hood and the rapid
spread of HIV/AID (Admassie 2002: Advig et al 2001n Eastern part of Kenya
where khat (miraa) farming and trade takes plabéd dabour is practiced due to

various reasons and this means that in some ahddsea leave school. This study



therefore investigated the influence of child labguractices on primary school

attendance of pupils in Kangeta Division in Merwéty Kenya.

1.3 Purpose of the Study

In poor rural areas of Eastern province in Kenyé iarparticular Kangeta Division in
Meru County, the major source of employment is mtbsce agriculture, where
enforcement of the laws is difficult and parentséhéittle incentive to reduce child
labour. The purpose of this study was thereforsntestigatethe influence of child
labour practices on primary school attendance pilpun Kangeta division in Meru

County.

1.4 Objectives of the Study
The study was guided by the following objectives:-
i. To establish the influence of cultural labour pi@Et on primary school

attendance of pupils in Kangeta division in MerwGty.

ii. To determine the influence of family income on dHabour practices in Kangeta

division Meru County.

iii. To asses the influence of family size on child labpractices in Kangeta division

in Meru County.

iv. To examine the influence of child laws enforcemem primary school

attendance of pupils in Kangeta division in Merw@ty.



1.5 Research Questions

I. How does cultural labour practices influence priynsechool attendance of pupils
in Kangeta division in Meru County?

ii. In what ways does family income influence primach@ol attendance of pupils

in Kangeta division in Meru County?

iiil. How does family size influence primary school ati@mce of pupils in Kangeta

division in Meru County?

iv. In what manner does enforcement of child laws @rilte primary school

attendance of pupils in Kangeta division in Merw@ty?

1.6 Significance of the Study
The information gained may help in making recomnagioths to the Ministry of

Education. This study may help the Ministry of Ealign in its mission to establish,
maintain and improve educational standards. Themguorent of Kenyanay enhance
the legislative effectiveness through managing ¢oenxmunity attitudes on child
labour practices.

The study may benefit the teachers in that it maghbée them to understand the
motivation to child labour among their community migers and put in place other
motivations to attract children to school from labavhile the Kenya Institute of
Education may develop curriculum that may helpha teviewing of the learning
schedules that could adopt to the community prestio deter child labour. The study
may help the Ministry of Education in the formudatiof sound education policies
and strategies in training and development of telcin guidance and counseling

within such communities.



1.7 Limitations of the Study

One limitation of this study was that the responsgenay not truthfully respond to the
guestions posed as they related to very sensgsweeiof family background and basic
needs which they may not have been at ease disgussio minimize this, the

researcher assured respondents of strict confaliti

1.8 Delimitations of the Study

The study did not interview pupils below standaghe This is because they would
not give the right information as they may not haaaticipated in child labour

inorder to understand what it is. The study wasdogoted in Kangeta division in

Meru County. The researcher was required to befrihe affected children so that

they would cooperate and give the right information

1.9 Assumptions of the Study

In order to carry out the study as anticipatedaswassumed that:-

i. The teachers would be free to respond to all thestipns.

ii. The class teachers would appreciate the importahdbee study and cooperate
accordingly.

iii. The study would be an eye opener to the governraedtthe stakeholders in
education sector on the way forward in addresshilgl éabour practices in their

localities.

1.10 Definition of Significant Terms Used
Child labour: In this study child labour refers to any formpafid work done

by a school going primary school pupil.



Attitude: This refers to unobservalibehaviour towards child labour.

This is how people who are directly or indirecthywolved in the child
education at different levels behave openly in eowt of educational
needs of the child.

Culture: This refers to societal practices as a result 6éves practiced over a
long period of timeThese are the dos’ and don’ts that society has on
child labour in place of education.

School attendanceThis refers to regular and uninterrupted schaptihprimary
school pupils by child labour; this is the ability the pupils to attend
schooling as the required by the children’s act.

Influence: In this study influence refers to the effect tblaild labour has
on primary school attendance of pupils.

Family income: In this study family income refers to the amounioney that
a household earns which determines whether or not

child labour will be practiced.



CHAPTER TWO

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

2.0 Introduction
This chapter presents a review of related liteetmd also presents the conceptual

framework guiding the study.

2.1 Child Labour from a Global Perspective

The literature on child labour is limited, scatttend tends to come from outside the
economic discipline with an emphasis (if any dat @sed at all) on case studies,
legislation or surveys that are limited in theilogeaphical and behavioral coverage.
One survey of research on child labour in sub-Sahakfrica (Andvig, 2001)
concludes that very little research addressesreimlsl work directly. This is true even
in social anthropology, a field that has studieddsn communities systematically for

more than 70 years (Andvig et al., 2001).

Nevertheless, valuable empirical research has ltaking place over the years.
According to Andvig, (2001) there are basically tdiferent sources of information.
Some studies are based on large household sumvegtly analyzed by economists
and demographers; others are from scattered amtlogipal work, often based on
information gained through participatory observatiMost of the exploration of child
labour based on household surveys is fairly recghile most of the anthropological

work dates to the 1970s and 1980s.



Fallon and Tzannatos (1998) describe child labauo@e of the most devastating
consequences of persistent poverty. The incideficghitd labour decreases as the
income and resources of households increase (Admag602; Grootaert and
Patrinos, 1999; Jensen and Nielsen, 1997; Patramzk Psacharopoulos, 1997).
Emerson and de Souza (2000) also observed that lehbur perpetuates poverty
across generations; parents who were child workere a higher probability of
sending their children to work. The poverty argutnien child labour has not gone
unquestioned. Using data from Ghana and PakistaspBa and Heady (2003) found
out that households with greater land holdings tenthake their children work more.
Since large land holdings would mean greater wealkerty does not lead to more
child labour. A child’s age, gender, birth ordendarelationship to the head of
household also affect this decision (CAS and UNICEF9; Lloyd and Blanc, 1996;
Lloyd and Desai, 1992; Manda et al., 2003). Oldsldcen are more likely to work
because they are more physically developed, cairobigher wages, and face higher

schooling costs, on average, girls work more.

The growing body of literature regarding the relaship between child labour and
children’s education has demonstrated an overwingliyinegative effect, although
different measures of education namely enrollmatiendance (days absent, lateness
to school), grade repetition, years of schoolingiaéd, and reading competence have
been used. Thus, scholars have consistently noteada-off between child labour
and human capital measures. The general consesstisati child labour has a

detrimental effect on children’s education.
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Child labour cannot be approached separately fremssue of education. Enrollment
in school is influenced by direct and opportunipsts. Schooling has become more
costly and less rewarding in sub-Saharan Africaa@d& Heneveld, 1995). The poor
economic performance and structural adjustmentrprmg have forced governments

to cut social spending and introduce cost-shanrgducation and health care.

Households have been forced to pay fees and btiyotelks, chalk, and other learning
materials. The poor economic performance has miadédficult for economies to

absorb school leavers. Therefore, despite the campa increase school enroliment,
education is no longer a guarantee of formal empkt. In sub-Saharan Africa,
schools face great challenges of low enrollmergh ldropout rates, high cost and
inaccessibility, poverty, ill-health, and, lateit|V/AIDS. To make it worse, teachers
are often poorly trained, schools inadequately mugd, and curricula biased and
irrelevant. African governments acknowledge thathalgh they have made
significant advances over the years in expandimgseand enrollment, particularly
for girls, the school experience is not prepariiris gufficiently for the challenges of

living in the new century.

In explaining the roots of the child labour problddNICEF (1997) partly blames the
lack of relevant education: “Education has become pf the problem. It has to be
reborn as part of the solution” (UNICEF). The syppi quality schooling has a great
impact on who attends schools in developing coesitrthe supply factors include
distance to school, poor roads, and lack of amiefit public transport system (Wolfe
& Behrman, 1984). Expansion of schools reducesofiiiee constraints on household

enrollment decisions.
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According to UNICEF (2000), girls may experiencdtbdirect physical threats and
more subtle assaults on their confidence, selfeestand identity. The distance
between home and school may be a problem forghts face harassment and assault
on the way to school, either on public transporalong deserted rural roads. In their
study of four rural schools in Malawi, Davison afanyuka (1992) found that social
and cultural expectations are transmitted in sahosdpecially by the male teachers;
therefore, girls are not expected to perform acackdliy at the level of boys, nor are
they expected to achieve at the same rate. Saeadiers in the study expected girls
to benefit less from education, these teacherdesdt need be invested in their female
pupil’'s education. Research has shown the impoetarfiche type of school a child
attends in influencing educational outcomes (Gret& Kanbur, 1995). “Child
labour: A review” background paper for the 1995 n¥dDevelopment Report of
labour” Studies of the effect of educational irgpoh academic achievement have

produced mixed results in developed and developangptries.

Heyneman and Loxley (1983) found that the portidnemplained variance in

achievement that can be attributed to family baokgd was generally much smaller
in developing countries and that school qualityegelty played a larger role. Many
researchers continue to study the role of schodtbfa and family background on
schooling. Previous research on the effects ofldalbour on schooling in developing
countries has focused mainly on the impact of claltbur on school enrollment or

attendance (Emerson Patrick and Sounza Andre, 2002)

12



Patrinos and Psacharopoulos (1997) found that $olgoand child work are not
mutually exclusive activities and could even be ptementary activities. There is
stronger evidence that child labour lowers timenspe human capital production,
even if it does not lower school enrollment perResearch shows that the education
sector in sub-Saharan Africa continues to lag ke rest of the world (Samoff,
1999). To address the issues facing educationbrSsinaran Africa requires a clear

understanding of the origins of the problems thaefeducation in this region.

2.2 Cultural labour practices

The parents’ decision about whether to send theid ¢co work can be influenced by
social norms. If the norm says that children shawdtdbe sent to work then doing so
imposes a cost to the parents. (Lopez-Calva 2002ocial stigma of child labour”
points out two reasons to why child work often iswed as bad. One is that people
may think that it is morally unacceptable. Anotfsethat child work might deteriorate

the labour market conditions for the adult workers.

Lépez-Calva (2002) “Social norm, coordination, pglissues in the fight against
child labour” sets up a model where sending théddiai work is associated with a
social cost for the parents. The size of the cepedds on how many others that are
breaking the norm. A higher rate of working chilirgives a lower social cost
induced by sending a child to work. The norm istaks given by the parents and is
not influenced by a single household’s decisionrif@s and Shafiq (2008) “Family
size, school and child labour in peru” argue tlesitdéng a child to work does not have
to be seen as bad and that in some situationsdim may even approve of child

work.
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Strulik (2008) argues that the choice about sahgomight be more affected by
social norms since this decision is more visiblettzers. Strulik's model assumes that
social norms affect the work decision only throwgihooling, where more time for
school means less time available for work. The ndepends on how large share of
the others in the neighborhood that sends theldmm to school. Strulik allows for

the possibility that it may be socially preferabt# to send the child to school.

2.3 Family income

In their seminar paper Basu and Van (1998) arga¢ sbmetimes poverty gives
parents no choice but to send their children tokwdihe authors developed the
substitution and the luxury axioms, which they duheir model on. The substitution

axiom states that an employer treats adult labodrchild labour as substitutes.

The norm is that parents only send their childework if the income without child

labour is under some subsistence level. This nampliés that a raise in income does
not have any effect on the incidence of child labwhen the wage level is too low
for the families to survive without letting the trien work. To influence the

incidence of child labour the income has to risevabthe subsistence level. The
model gives two stable equilibrium for the econormythe “good equilibrium”, the

adult wage is so high that the family can survimer@ome from adult labour and no
children have to work. In the “bad equilibrium” ethvage is so low that the income
from adult labour is not enough to get the familyimcome over the subsistence level.
Hence, the parents have to send their childrenaik wEven if parents do not get a
disutility from sending their children to work tleeare other explanations to why we

expect a negative relationship between family ineaand the child’s probability to
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work. If decreasing marginal utility of income issamed, a higher family income
reduces the utility from income generated by cleitidmmaking it less probable that the
parents send their children to work. A higher ineoatso makes it possible for the
family to afford things that can substitute childnk. For instance, having access to a
water source in the household will no longer makestessary to walk long distances
to get water. A higher income can also be usedutchase items that increase the
child’s productivity in other activities. For exataptext books increase the child’'s

productivity in school (Edmonds and Pavcnik 2005).

A decision about how much the child is going to kvaran be analyzed as a
negotiation between the parents. Basu (2006) asstimaethe household maximizes a
weighted sum of the utility of the husband and wi&. How much weight the
different persons get depends on the balance ofepowhich is determined by
variables such as the wage rate for women, culfacadbrs among others. How much
power the respective part has determines how muaflhence they have when
deciding how to use the extra income generatedwgrking child. It is assumed that
both parents consider child labour as bad and ttney have different opinions

regarding how to spend money.

Basu (2006) shows that, starting from a situatidrere the mother has no power,
child labour decreases when the mother’'s poweeas®s. The negative relationship
holds up to a certain point, after which the amoointhild labour increases. This
gives a u-shaped relationship between one parpotieer and the amount of child
labour. This is because if the parents have diffepeeferences on how to spend the

money but have equal power, each parent only gete art of the gain from the
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child labour. Both do however feel the pain froondiag the child to work. In
contrast, if one of them has all the power, thdividual gets full control over how to
spend the extra income and is thereby more prosertd the child to work. If one of
the parents regards child work as worse than thergiarent, the extreme where this
parent has all the power leads to less child latioain when the other parent has all

the power.

Another important characteristic of the parentther level of education. It has been
shown that parents with higher education have atguwobability of sending their
child to work and a higher probability of sendingemn to school. This effect
sometimes includes an income effect since more atturc often leads to a higher
income. The relationship does however seem to sbreren when income is
controlled for. Bhalotra and Tzannatos (2003) ariipae the coefficient for education
can be interpreted as the parents’ attitudes tdvaspirations for the child’s future,

and time preferences.

2.4 Family Labour Size and Its’ Influence on ChildLabour Practices

The size of the family is often included as an arplory variable when analyzing
how the child’s labour is divided. A larger familgeans fewer resources per child.
Emerson and Souza (2007) discuss how the qualitygaantity of children comes at
the expense of each other. If the quality of cleitdincreases, the shadow cost of
having more children increases, which decreasedah®nd for children. This would
reduce the shadow price of quality, which increasesdemand for quality. If a larger
family means fewer resources per child, more syslireduce the child’s probability

to be in school and increase the probability that ¢hild is working. The empirical
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results have however been mixed. Patrinos and Bgamlios (1997) argue that we
have to take the activities of the siblings intmsideration. Having siblings that are
too young to be in school means that someone h&akeocare of and provide for

them.

Children from the same household often work diffiéramounts of time. One
explanation may be that parents have different epesices for their children.
Edmonds (2006) set up a model that gives diffelf@mbur supply for siblings even
when the parents care equally about them. The’shilde is assumed to be divided
between work and education. Edmonds shows thatdfammpares two siblings in a
family the ratio of their marginal product of labvom household production should
equal the ratio of their marginal return to edumatiThis can be used to explain
differences in labour supply between siblings offedent age and sex. If the
productivity in household work increases when thédcgets older, the older child
gets a comparative advantage in household producliois makes the difference in

labour supply between siblings to increase withdifference.

Buchmann (2000) interviewed mothers in Kenya wheye26 percent stated that
boys are smarter than girls and also the job maskebrse for women than for men.
This would give boys a comparative advantage incation. Buchmann found out
that daughters of parents who think the job opmities are more limited for women
have a lower probability to be enrolled in schddie belief that boys are smarter than

girls did however not influence the probability fyirls to be in school.
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2.5 Child Labour Laws and its influence on child ld&our practices

According to Basu, K. & Tzannatos, Z. (2003). Blazas witnessed dramatic
progress towards eliminating child labour and agdhg universal basic school
enrolment in the last two decades. Indeed, in greg@ from 1992 to 2008, economic
activity among 7-15 year-olds fell by more thanfh&élom 18 percent to seven
percent, while school attendance rose from 85 pernwe97 percent. What were the
factors underlying this success? Was it driven grily by policy? And, if so, which
policies were most influential? Or, alternativelyas the progress more a product of
demographic trends or of broader changes in theilBia macro-economy and labour

market?

The empirical evidence corroborates other resepoafiting out to the central role of
policy in the decline in child labour and in theriease in school attendance over the
1992-2008 periods. These shows that the declinghild labour in Brazil did not
happen by itself — only a small proportion can bpl&ned by changes in the
population structure unrelated to policy — whileanwf the decline can be traced to

active efforts across a range of policy areas.

According to the children’s Act No. 8 of 2001 law lkenya, every child shall be
entitled to education the provision of which shh# the responsibility of the
Government and the parents. The act further sthte®very child shall be entitled to
free basic education which shall be compulsorydcoedance with Article 28 of the
United Nations Convention on the Rights of the @hiThe act is clear that; every
child shall be protected from economic exploitateord any work that is likely to be

hazardous or to interfere with the child’'s eduaatior to be harmful to the child’s
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health or physical, mental, spiritual, moral oriabdevelopment. No child shall take
part in hostilities or be recruited in armed castfli and where armed conflict occurs,
respect for and protection and care of childrerl flsamaintained in accordance with

the law (Republic of Kenya 2001).

2.6 Conceptual Framework
The conceptual framework presents the dependetidblen and the independent
variables for the study.

Figure: 2.1 Conceptual Framework

Independent Variables Dependent variable

Cultural labour practices

Child labour laws enforcement

School Attendance among

Influence Primary School pupils

>
\ 4

Family labour size

Family income

\ 4

School Management

Relationships between variables
Cultural labour practices: The cultural labour practices have an influencesdmool

attendance especially where the labour traditioashat supportive of education, then
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school attendance is negatively affected and whbey are supportive school
attendance is positively affected.

Child labour law enforcements: Where child labour laws are enforced by
government officers and other authorities thenegular school attendance of pupils.
Where these laws are not enforced school attendzrpgpils is not regular.

Family labour size: In families that have many children there is aifiae of some
children who are discriminated against regular stlattendance, for example those
children who seem to be good at miraa or coffe&ipicare sent to the respective
farms. Those who are not good in any of thoseabmeved to attend school regularly.
Income: Families that are economically stable in termsmminey facilitate regular
school attendance of their children because theyahte to provide school uniform
and sanitary towels for girls among others. Chitditem poor families lack support
from their parents and they feel shy to attendctmsel and especially when there are
co-curricular activities because they lack the nexglischool attires and money to

spend during competitions.

2.7 Summary of the literature

Several empirical studies have examined the detemnms of child labour and

schooling in rural Africa and in Kenya. Amongst tleeent empirical studies focusing
on child labour in sub-Saharan Africa (Andvig, 2PpCdnd often on schooling

attendance as well Canagarajah and Coulombe (1988&)ptaert (1998) and

Coulombe (1998). These empirical works, consistfigcase studies make use of
large-scale representative household surveys that the advantage of providing
information about children who do and do not wdtereby making it possible to

investigate the decision to work by households. el@v not much has been done to
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investigate the same population within Kangeta $on where the temptation,
tradition and attitudes have tended to influenaildabour in the Miraa/khat business
at the expense of school attendance despite thergments commitment to fight the
vice through legislation of child rights and enfemeent of child labour laws. The
present study therefore investigated the influesfaghild labour practices on primary

school attendance in Kangeta division, Meru County.
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CHAPTER THREE

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

3.0 Introduction

The section contains details regarding the pro@dused in conducting the research
study. Pertinent issues discussed in this secticlude the research design, target
population, sample design, sampling procedure, rigiamn of instruments used to

collect data and techniques used to analyze data.

3.1Research Design

The research adopted the descriptive research mddmgause it determines and
reports the way the phenomena is or answers questiccerning the current status of
the subjects of the study. It also ensures thatdta collected is relevant to the
guestions raised (Mugenda and Mugenda, 2003). is $tudy the researcher
described the influence of child labour on schatdralance. The researcher could

only describe the current and past as the futusshighly un predictable.

3.2 Study Locale
The study was conducted in Kangeta Division of MEnunty. The area is rich in

agriculture and Miraa (khat) is the main cash crdphildren are attracted to miraa
harvesting and trade because they make a lot oeynwithin very few hours and this

makes most of them leave school as the said caghisrin season throughout the
year. The rationale for choosing Kangeta Divisisrthat there have been reported

cases of children not attending school as a re$ghild labour practices.
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3.3 Population of the Study
Population refers to the larger group from whicle gample is taken. The target

population of the study was all the primary schpopils in Kangeta Division. The
accessible population was 1,162 standard Eighp@®)jls in, 372 teachers and 110

school committee members as shown in Table 3.1.

Table 3.1: Sample Population

Category Population Percentage

Standard eight pupils 1162 _ 118200 =71
1644

School committee members 110 __maeoo0=7
1644

Teachers 372 _ 372100 =22
1644

Total 1,644 1644 100 =100
1644

3.3 Sample Size

Mugenda and Mugenda (2003) suggest that for des@aipesearch, 30 cases or more
are required. For descriptive studies, Gay (198%)gests that ten percent of the
accessible population is enough. In this casedbearcher used 10% out of which a
sample of 116 standard eight, 11 members of theabadommittees and 37 teachers

was sampled as shown on Table 3.2.
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Table 3.2: Sampling Frame

Category Population | Sample Percentage %
Standard eight pupils 1,162 116 10%
Teachers 372 37 10%

School committee members 110 11 10%

Total 1,644 164 10%

In total 116 standard eight pupils, 11 memberschbel committee and 37 teachers

were sampled to participate in the study.

3.4 Instruments for Data Collection

Data for this study was collected from standaghepupils in primary schools and

teachers. The study utilized a questionnaire ttecbtata. Structured questionnaires
were preferred because they were accompanied k¢ aflall possible alternatives

from which the respondents selected an answer ltbst described the situation.
Unstructured questions were also used becausegdény the respondent complete
freedom of expression (Mugenda and Mugenda, 2003).

The questionnaires were developed to address afispebjective and research

guestions of the study. The questionnaires weré adininistered whereby the

respondents were asked to complete it themselesqiliestionnaires were delivered
to the respondents and the researcher personallie rfdlow up to ensure high

response rate within two weeks.
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3.5 Reliability and validity of the study

Data validity refers to the degree to which resualbdained from analysis of data
actually represents phenomenon under study, Toewehtcontent validity, the

researcher sought assistance from the expert (@spgron various sections in the
guestionnaire which was the primary instrumentsdfata collection. Adjustment was
made to accommodate the recommendations beforé didministration of the

instrument (Mugenda & Mugenda, 2003).

Data reliability is the degree to which researcétrumment yield consistent results or
data after repeated trials Mugenda and Mugenda 32000 achieve this, the
guestionnaire was designed with systematic and oemepsive questions to enable
respondents to answer them without much referehgalot study was carried out
with ten (10) pupils, two teachers and two paremt® were not be part of the
selected sample population. The findings from tiet gtudy assisted the researcher

to fine tune all the instruments well in advance.

3.6 Ethical Considerations of the Study

The informants were identified and objectively stdd as the subjects to provide
information for this study. Informants were kindiequested to provide the
information needed for successful completion of thiudy. Any information given

was kept strictly confidential and also anonymond atilized only for the purposes

for which it was intended.
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3.7 Data Analysis technique

The data generated from the study was analyzelehdasis of questions and specific
objectives by use of both quantitative and qualigatechniques. The collected data
by way of questionnaire was organized to answerbgctives in the study. Data
organization started with coding of the questi@mis, then coded data was tabulated
in excel and analyzed using Statistical PackageStmial Sciences (SPSS) software

program version 17. The results of the survey weesented using tables, and charts.
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CHAPTER FOUR

DATA ANALYSIS, INTERPRETATION AND PRESENTATION

4.1 Introduction

This study sought to establish the influence ofidchabour practices on primary
school attendance in Kangeta division. This chagtals with the findings of the
research and their implications. The finding sergeanswer the research questions
and to meet the research objectives. The resulatd analysis are presented in

frequency tables, graphs and charts.

4.2 Background Information

Tables 4.1, 4.2 and 4.3 represents backgroundmaion on the gender of committee
members, teachers and pupils. Tables 4.4 andegrégent the number of years the
parents had served as a committee member and thbenwf children they had in

primary school.

Table 4.1: Gender of committee members

Gender of committee Frequency Percent (%)
members

Male 8 73
Female 3 27
Total 11 100
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From table 4.1 on gender of committee members, niyj§73%) were males
respondents while 27% were females. This showstltese is gender inequality in

electing school committee members.

Table 4.2: Gender of teachers

Gender of teachers Frequency Percent (%)

Male 13 35
Female 24 65
Total 37 100

From Table 4.2 on gender of teachers, it was obsktivat the majority (65%) were
females while 35% males. This shows that the dehiaathe area are dominated by

female teachers.

Table 4.3: Gender of pupils

Gender of Pupils Frequency Percent (%)
Male 41 35
Female 75 65
Total 116 100

Table 4.3 shows that majority of pupils (65%) wirmales while (35%) were males.
This shows that females dominate the primary schaolthe area. This is an

indication that probably boys are engaged in daitcbur practices.
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Table 4.4: Years as a committee members

Years as a School Committee Member Frequency Percent

below 2yrs 4 36
3-4 yrs 3 27
5-8 yrs 4 36
Total 11 100

From the Table 4.4 on years served as committee b@esnit was observed that

majority (36%) of the respondents had served béleavyears and between 5-8 years

while 27% had served for between 3-4 years. $haws that 36% who had served

as committee members for between 5-8 years hadreeglected on a second term of

3 years.

Table 4.5: Number of children in primary schools

How many children do you have in primary

school Frequency Percent

2 5 46
34 3 27
over 4 3 27
Total 11 100

From Table 4.5 on the number of children the redpats had in primary school it

was observed that majority (46%) of the respondeats2 children in primary school

while 27% had between 3-4 and 4 children in prinsgehool. This shows that 46%

of the respondents had young families with childsetow school going age.
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Figure: 4.1. Years worked in this school
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22%
32% Key
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m11-15yrs

W above 16 yrs

Figure 4.1 shows that majority (43%) of the teashead worked between 6-10 years,
32% had worked below 5 years, and 22% between lyeafs while 3% had worked
above 16 years. This shows average years workedde a minimum period of 5
years. This shows that teachers had adequate iexperin both teaching and

administration to explain the influence of chiltbéaur practices on school attendance.
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Table: 4.6. Age of teachers

Age Bracket of teachers Frequency Percent
below 25 yrs 3 8

25-30 yrs 8 22
31-35 yrs 9 24
36-40 yrs 5 14
41-45 yrs 8 22
Over 45 yrs 4 11
Total 116 100

From Table 4.6 about age bracket of teacher, & al@served that majority (24%)
were between age 31-35 years, 22% between 25-38 ged 41-45years, 11% over
45 years and 8% below 25years. This shows that ofidlse teachers in the area were

over 25 years.

Table 4.7: Age of pupils

Age of Pupils Frequency Percent
below 12 yrs 13 11
13 yrs 23 20
14 yrs 22 19
15 yrs 23 20
16 yrs 23 20
17 yrs and over 12 10
Total 116 100
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According to Table 4.7 majority of the pupils werged 13years and between 15-16
years, 19% 14 years, 11% below 12 years and 10%eabb years. This shows that
some of the respondents were past the age of leipgmary school. This is an
indication that those pupils are engaged in otlegiviies which hinder them from
completing primary school at 13 years and belowhosE children probably are

engaged in child labour practices.

Figure: 4.2. Participation in Guidance and Counseiig in the Primary School

16%

Key
M yes

m No

Figure 4.2 shows majority (84%) of the teacherstigipated in guidance and
counseling while 16.2% did not. This shows thastrad the respondents were aware

of the influence of child labour practices on prignachool attendance of pupils.

4.3 Influence of cultural labour practices on Primay School Attendance

This section presents the influence of culturablabpractices on school attendance

among primary school pupils.
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Table: 4.8. Influence of cultural labour practicesas reported by committee

members

Cultural labour practices influence schod attendance

among primary school pupils Frequency Percent
Strongly agree 5 46
Agree 6 54
Total 11 100

Table 4.8 on the shows that majority (54%) of tbenmittee members agreed while
46% strongly agreed that cultural labour practiofisence school attendance. This
show that cultural labour practices are prevalarthe area hence impact negatively

on primary school attendance.

Table 4.9: Are children expected to provide food tahe family as reported by

teachers

In your culture are children expected to provide fooc

for the family? Frequency Percent
Yes

12 32
No

25 68
Total

37 100

Where the teachers were expected to say whethkelraiare expected to provide
food for the family, it was observed that majori68%) said no while 32% said yes.

This shows that there is much poverty in the dnaaray require children to practice
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child labour in order to supplement what the pargmbvide. This is shown in Table

4.9.

Table 4.10: Influence of cultural labour practicesas reported by teachers

Cultural labour practices influence school attendane

among primary school pupils Frequency Percent
Strongly agree 7 20
Agree 24 65
Not sure 2 5
Disagree 2 5
Strongly disagree 2 5
Total 37 100

From the Table 4.10, it was observed that majq66£6) of the respondents agreed,
20% strongly agreed, 5% disagreed, strongly disajamd others were not sure. This

shows that cultural labour practices influencepomary school attendance.

Table 4.11: Are children expected to provide food @reported by pupils

In your culture are children expected to provide

food for the family? Frequency Percent
Yes 66 57
No 50 43
Total 116 100

It is observed that majority (57%) of the respondesaid yes while 43% said no.
This is an indication that the culture of the amgfuence child labour practices and

this affect primary school negatively. The findirage shown in the Table 4.11.
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4.4. Influence of Family income on Primary School Aendance.
This section presents the findings on the influeot¢he family income on school

attendance.

Table: 4.12: Influence of Family income- on schoochttendance as reported by

committee members.

Family income influence school attendance amoil

primary school pupils Frequency Percent
Strongly agree 9 82
Agree 2 18
Total 11 100

According to Table 4.12, it was observed that mBjai82%) of the respondents
strongly agreed while 18% agreed. This meansithimilies where parents do not
have regular income, children leave school in otdexarn income for the survival of
the family. In families where parents have stabt®me children are provided with
basic needs such as books, food, shelter and sithow making it possible for them

to attend school regularly.
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Table 4.13: Are children expected to work for monews reported by teachers.

Children in village expected to work for money Frequency Percent

Yes 10 27
No 27 73
Total 37 100

Table 4.13, shows that majority (73%) of the rewfemts said no while 27% said yes.
This shows that child labour is influenced by mamglerlying factors which include
family income, family size, law enforcement andtardl labour practices among

others.

Table 4.14: Children working for money miss to coméo school as reported by

teachers.

Children working for money miss to come to school Frequency Percent
Yes 36 97
No 1 3
Total 37 100

According to Table 4.14, it was observed that nigjof97%) of the respondents
reported that children working for money miss taneoto school while 3% said no.
This shows that child labour has a negative infbgeon primary school attendance of
pupils in the area. This is a problem that cailspgolicy measures in order to curb or

minimize it.
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Table 4.15: Influence of family income as reportedby pupils

Do you think The Children Who Work For Money Are

From Families Where Parents Have No Employment? Frequency Percent

Yes 70 60
No 56 40
Total 116 100

Table 4.15 shows that majority 60% of the pupilgoréed that children who work for
money come from poor families while 40% said ndisTshows that poverty drives
children into child labour practices in order teseasome income for the survival of

the family.

Table 4.16: Children who work for money come from &milies where parents

have no business as reported by pupils

Do you think the children who work for money are from

families where parents have no business? Frequency Percent
Yes 56 48
No 60 52
Total 116 100

From the Table 4.16 on whether children who work fwoney are from families
where parents have no business, it was observeédntamrity 52% of the pupils

replied no while 48% said yes. This is an indmatthat apart from poverty that
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drives children into child labour practices, thare other influences like quick money

got from miraa business.

Table 4.17: Children work for money to buy schooltems as reported by pupils.

Do the children who work for money do it to buy

school books/pens/uniform? Frequency Percent
Yes 76 66
No 40 34
Total 116 100

From Table 4.17 on whether children work for monéy buy school

books/pen/uniform, it was observed that 66% of rdspondent reported yes, while
34% said no. This shows that children shouldepamesibility of their parents. This
compels children to engage in child labour prastiee the expense of school

attendance.

Table 4.18: Children who work for money miss schoobecause parents cannot

support schooling as reported by pupils.

Do children who work for money miss school becaudéeir

parents can not support their schooling? Frequency Percent
Yes 80 69
No 36 31
Total 116 100
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According to Table 4.18 on whether children who kvéor money miss school
because their parents cannot support their scliolimajority (69%) of the
respondents said yes, while 31% said no. This @ear indication that parents
income is below subsistence level such that theyaiasupport their children’s
education and this forces children into labour ficas in order to supplement income

of the parents.

Table: 4.19: Influence of family income- accordingo pupils.

Does your parent or guardian have a job or busine8s Frequency Percent
Yes 98 85
No 18 15
Total 116 100

Table 4.19 shows that 85% of parents or guardiadsgdbs/ business while 15% said
no. This shows that most of the parents or guasdreere businessmen and women in

which they also recruited their children, hence mgkhem leave school.

Table 4.20: Have you ever been asked to work for mey?.

Have you as pupils ever been asked to work for moy@ Frequency Percent

Yes 98 85
No 18 15
Total 116 100
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From Table 4.20 on whether respondents have ewsr égked to work for money, it
was observed that majority (85%) said yes while X&d no. This shows that child

labour practice is rampant in the area which affeichary school attendance.

Table 4.21: Who encouraged you to work for money?.

Who encouraged you to work for money? Frequency Percent
My father 28 24
My mother 4 3
My grand mother 22 19
My aunt 3 3
My foster mother 2 2
My self 57 49
Total 116 100

According to Table 4.21, it was observed that tfegomity of the respondents (49%)
were self motivated, 24% were encouraged by ttreheirs, 19% by grandmothers,
3% by mothers, and aunts and 2% by foster moth&tss shows khat business is
lucrative which motivate the pupils to engage ificckabour practices at the expense

of school attendance.
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Figure 4.3 Children in Village Expected To Work for Money
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From figure 4.3, on whether all the children in thepondents village are expected to
work for money, it was observed that majority (66&6)the respondents said yes,
while 34% said no. This is a clear evidence tiéddabour is highly practiced and

valued by some people in the area and this posatttw school attendance.

4.5 Influence of family labour size on primary schol attendance

This section presents the influence of family labsige on school attendance among

primary school pupils
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Table 4.22: Influence of family labour size on prinary school attendance

according to committee members.

Family labour size influence school attendanc

among primary school pupils Frequency Percent
Strongly agree 7 64
Agree 4 36
Total 11 100

According to Table 4.22, on the influence of famigjze on primary school
attendance, it was observed that majority (64%gnsily agreed while 36% agreed.
This shows that those large households have soittgeshwho miss school in order

to engage in child labour to earn extra income.

Table 4.23: Do families with one- three children hee their children working for

money according to teachers.

Do families with 1-3 children have their children working

for money? Frequency Percent
Yes 8 77
No 29 23
Total 37 100

According to Table 4.23 on whether families witl3 Thildren have children working

for money, it was observed that 77% (majority)led tespondents reported yes, while
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23% said no. This shows that poverty and easylabiy of money motivate

children into child labour at the expense of scrad@ndance.

Table 4.24: Families with more than five children work for money according to

teachers.

Families With More Than 5 Children Work For

Money Frequency Percent
Yes 31 84
No 6 16
Total 37 100

On whether families with more than 5 children wéwk money, it was observed that
majority (84%) of the respondents said yes whilgl€id no. This shows that large
households have some children used as sacrifamab Iwho practice child labour in

order for the family to survive. The findings arew/n on Table 4.24.
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Table 4.25: Influence of family size on school attelance as reported by teachers.

Family labour size influence school attendance amg

primary school pupils Frequency Percent
Strongly agree 5 14
Agree 8 22
Not sure 7 19
Disagree 8 22
Strongly disagree 9 24
Total 37 100

According to Table 4.25, it was observed that nigjof24%) strongly disagreed
while 22% disagreed and with a equal number agre@wh were not sure while 14%
strongly agreed. This shows that family labouedipes not influence child labour

practices.
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Table 4.26: Influence of family labour size on scha attendance according to

committee members.

Number of children in the family Frequency  Percent
None 13 11
One 23 20
Two 22 19
Three 23 20
Four 23 20
Over five 12 10
Total 116 100

Table 4.26 shows that majority (20%) have one,ettared four siblings, while 19%
have two, 11% have no siblings and 10% over fibérgls. This shows that most of
the respondents have large households. This imdination that some children
abscond school or are forced by circumstancesdardo look for income to sustain

families.
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Table 4.27: Families with more than five children vork for money as reported by

pupils.

Do You Think families With More Than 5 Children

Work For Money? Frequency Percent
Yes 89 77
No 27 23
Total 116 100

From Table 4.27 on whether families with more tBachildren work for money, It
was observed that majority (77%) said yes while Z28d no. This shows that child

labour is highly practiced in large households.

Table 4.28: Do families with one to three childrerhave their children working

for money according to pupils.

Do Families With 1-3 Children Have Their Children

Working For Money? Frequency Percent
Yes 89 77
No 27 23
Total 116 100

According to Table 4.28 on whether families witt8 khildren have their children
work for money, it was observed that 77% (majoritgported yes, while 23%

reported no. This shows that apart from familieg large there are other factors
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that drive children into child labour and that ieyneven small households have some

children practicing child labour.

Table 4.29: Do the families with more than five chdlren have some children miss

school to work for money as reported by pupils.

Do The Families With More Than 5 Children Have

Some Children Miss School To Work For Money? Frequency Percent
Yes 72 62
No 44 38
Total 116 100

Table 4.29 on whether families with more than 3dren have some children missing
school to work for money, it was observed that mgjq62%) of the respondents
said yes while 38% said no. This shows that pgvertlarge households drives

parents to sending children to work for the surlvofahe family.

4.6. Influence of child labour laws enforcement oprimary school attendance

This section presents findings on the influencelafd labour laws enforcement on

primary school attendance.
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Table: 4.30: Influence of child labour laws enforcement on school attendance as

reported by teachers

Are you aware That Children Should Not

Work For Money? Frequency Percent
Yes 31 84
No 6 16
Total 37 100

Table 4.30 shows that majority (84%) of the resgonsl were aware that children
should not work for money while 16% said no. Thesain indication that people
understand child labour laws but do not impleméeint on the ground for various
reasons. The reasons include economic stagnatimerty, famine, orphanhood and

the rapid spread of HIV/AIDs pandemic.

Table 4.31: Has the fear of police or chief arrestig children who work for

money made pupils to go to school everyday as reted by teachers.

Has the fear of Police Or Chief Arresting

Children Who Work For Money Made Pupils

Go To School Every Day? Frequency Percent
Yes 8 22
No 29 78
Total 37 100
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It was observed from Table 4.31 that majority (78%edhe respondents said no while
22% said yes. This shows that children are mattvabd child labour practices than
school and that is why they do not go to schookeday even after their friends or

some of them have been arrested.

Table 4.32: Do police or chief arrest people who g children work for money

according to teachers.

Do the Police Or Chief Arrest People Who Giv

Children Work For Money? Frequency Percent
Yes 29 78
No 8 22
Total 37 100

Table 4.32 shows that 78% of respondents repant@doblice arrest people who give
children work for money, while 22% said no. Thi®ws that there are efforts by the

administration to curb child labour although istdl rampant in the area.
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Table 4.33: Child labour law enforcement on schooattendance according to

teachers.

Child Labour Laws Enforcement Influence

School Attendance Among Primary Schoc

Pupils Frequency Percent
Strongly agree 5 14
Agree 8 22
Not sure 7 19
Disagree 7 19
Strongly disagree 10 27
Total 37 100

On whether child labour laws enforcement influerszhool attendance among
primary school pupils, it was observed in Table34tBat majority (27%) of the
respondents strongly disagreed, 22% agreed, 19&greisd, with an equal number
not sure while 14% strongly agreed. This is ancaibn that child labour practices is

rampant in the area despite the effort by the achtnation to curb it.
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Table: 4.34: Effectiveness of child labour laws enfcement according to pupils.

Are you aware that children should not work for morey? Frequency Percent

Yes 76 66
No 40 34
Total 116 100

On whether the respondents are aware that theyidshoti work for money, it was
observed that majority (66%) said yes while 349 sai. This shows that people and
by extension children understand the law but doceotply. This is shown in Table

4.34.

Table 4.35: Do children who work for money hide fron the chief or police when

working as reported by pupils.

Do children who work for money hide from the chiefor

police when working? Frequency Percent
Yes 68 57
No 48 43
Total 116 100

On whether children who work for money hide frohe tChief or Police when
working, it was observed that majority (57%) said while 43% said no. This shows
that law enforcement or community policing in theea is difficult because the
community is not cooperative to the authority agdcen who practice child labour

hide in the villages. The findings are summarizedable 4.35.
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Table 4.36: Do the police or chief arrest people whgive children work for

money according to pupils.

Do the police or chief arrest people who give chitén

work for money? Frequency  Percent
Yes 75 65
No 41 35
Total 116 100

According to Table 4.36 on whether police arresipbe who give children work for
money; it was observed that majority (65%) said ydsle 35% said no. This shows
that there is effort of the administration to cetbld labour although it is rampant in

the area.
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Table 4.37: Has the fear of police or chief arresting childrenwho work for

money made pupils go to school every day as repodtdy pupils.

Has the fear of police or chief arresting childrenwho

work for money made pupils go to school every day?  Frequency Percent

Yes 71 61
No 45 39
Total 116 100

On whether the fear of police or chief arrestingdten who work for money made
pupils to go to school everyday, it was observed thajority (61%) said yes, while
39% said no. This is an indication that there asns improvement on school

attendance.

Table 4.38: Influence of child labour laws enforcemant on school attendance

among primary school pupils as reported by committe members.

Child labour laws enforcement influence schos

attendance among primary school pupils Frequency  Percent
Strongly agree 8 72
Agree 3 28
Total 11 100

According to Table 4.38 on whether child labour lemforcement influences school
attendance, it was observed that majority (72%nsflly agreed while (28%) agreed.
This shows that child labour law enforcement inflce school attendance in a

positive way.
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CHAPTER FIVE

SUMMARY, CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

5.1 Introduction

The chapter presents the summary of the findingsthe detailed discussion of the
influence of each of the independent variableshendependent variable and relating
them to the literature reviewed. The chapter als@syconclusion of the study

findings and make recommendations based on thandséndings.

5.2 Summary of the Study

The purpose of the study was to establish the enfte of child labour practices on

primary school attendance and was conducted in &anBivision, Meru County

Kenya. The area is known for Khat growing whichgage child labour at the

expense of school attendance. The study was guigethe following research

objectives:-

i. To establish the influence of cultural labour picet on primary school
attendance of pupils in Kangeta Division in Merw@ty.

. To determine the influence of family income on dhiabour practices in
Kangeta Division in Meru County.

iii. To asses the influence of family labour size onldctébour practices in
Kangeta Division in Meru County.

V. To examine the influence of child labour laws eoémnent on primary school

attendance in Kangeta Division in Meru County.

The study utilized questionnaires to collect dataata was collected from school

going standard eight pupils, teachers and commitieenbers. The questionnaires
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were developed to address specific objectives eselrch questions of the study. The
data generated from the study was analysed onédhbis bf research questions and
objectives by use of quantitative and qualitatigehhiques. Statistical Package for
Social Sciences (SPSS) version 17 software progeamas used to analyse data and

results were presented using tables and charts.

5.3 Summary of the major findings

The following is a summary of the major findings.

5.3.1 On the influence of cultural labour practiceson primary school attendance
It was established that cultural labour practicékienced school attendance. Most of
the children were expected to provide food for fgrand this made some to engage

in child labour to get money.

5.3.2 On the influence of family income on child laour practices
Most children worked for money to support schoaliilg some incidences some

children were asked to work for money but in tlesearch, this was self motivated.

5.3.3 On the influence of family size on child lahe

On the influence of family size on primary schotieadance, it was observed that it
was an important factor influencing child labouro$fl parents with more than 5
children asked or forced some of them to work foney. It was also established that
even those with small families were affected bygroywhere by it was established

that some were practicing child labour at the expesf school.
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5.3.4 On the influence of child labour law enforcemnt on primary school
attendance
The study established that police or chiefs ardeptmple who gave children work for

money although children who worked hid from thee€lor police when working.

5.4 Conclusions

Cultural labour practices among other factors irfices primary school attendance.
This is because children are expected to provide for the family. Children who
work for money miss school because parents camupptost their schooling and most
children work for money in order to buy school iwetike books/pens or uniforms.
The study concludes that family income to some reéxitgluence school attendance.
This is because majority of the children who waok fhoney were self motivated to

work.

On the other hand, family size did not have anyifigant influence on primary
school attendance. This is because all childrem fati family sizes were engaged in
child labour. Finally, child labour practices se@rbe rampant in the area as police
arrested people who gave children work for monegifg some pupils to go to

school every day.

5.5 Recommendations

The study findings show that there is influencecoltural labour practices, family
income and child labour law enforcement on primsekiool attendance. The study
recommends sensitization of all stake holders incation through effective civic

education by Ministry of Education to reduce ordécate the influence of cultural
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labour practices and improve school attendancereTsleould also be proper school
management to ensure that annual allocation oftg@ater for the provision of pens
and books so that pupils do not miss school toogwdrk inorder to buy these items.
On enforcement of child labour laws, it is impott#mat the government educates the
public in order to reduce the instances of thentrabsng law enforcement through

hiding of children who are supposed and by virthitheir age to be in school.

5.6 Suggestion for Further Studies

Since the study explored the influence of childolabpractices on primary school

attendance in Kangeta division, Meru County, Kettlya,study recommends that;

I.  Similar study should be done in other areas in &€y comparison purposes and
to allow for generalization of the findings on thfluence of child labour
practices on primary school attendance.

ii. A further study is required to investigate the effef management of Free
Primary school funds on the primary school attendahis is because it has
been found out that students’ who have fee probleray attend school. This

allegations need to be confirmed through a relateelstigative study.
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APPENDICES
APPENDIX |

QUESTIONNAIRE FOR THE PUPILS

Dear Respondents

You are kindly requested to answer the questionsoagstly as possible. You are
requested not to write your name anywhere in thiestjonnaire so that your
responses remain anonymous and confidential. Kirmlly a tick in the spaces

provided or from the choices given.
SECTION A: Background Information

1.  Gender Mal{ ] Femd ]

2.  What is your age?

Below12[ ] 13[ ] 14 ] 1] {Jover17 []

3. How many other children are you in your family?

None [ ] of] W Jthre"] Foy ] overfive []

4. Who takes care of you at home?

My Parents

My Father alone

My mother alone

My grand mother alone

My aunt alone

My sister alone

Other relatives alone
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5. Does your parent or guardian have a job or lessin

Yes[] No [ ]

6. Have you as pupils ever been asked to work for iyne

Yes [] No [ ]
7. If yes in question 6 who encouraged you to worknfiemney?
My parents
My Father
My mother

My grand mother

My aunt

A foster mother

My self

Do respond with either a yes or no to the followipgestions

Yes

No

8. Cultural labour practices

Are all children in your village expected to wok imoney?

In your culture are children expected to provideddor the family?

Do the children working for money miss to come¢haol?

9. Child Labour Laws Enforcement

Are you aware that children should not work for ragh

Do children who work for money hide from the chief police when

working?
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Do the police or chief arrest people who give aeifdwork for money?

Has the fear of police or chief arresting childwno work for money mad

1]

pupils go to school every day?

10. Family Labour Size

Do you think the families with more than 5 childnenrk for money?

Do families with 1-3 children have their childreroking for money?

Do the families with more than 5 children have sarhiédren miss school tp

work for money?

11. Family income

Do you think the children who work for money arenr families where

parents have no employment?

Do you think the children who work for money arenfr families where

parents have no business?

Do the children who work for money do it to buy eoling

books/pens/uniform?

Do the children who work for money miss school seatheir parents can

not support their schooling?
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APPENDIX II
QUESTIONNAIRE FOR THE TEACHERS

Instructions
Dear Respondents

You are kindly requested to answer the questionsoagstly as possible. You are
requested not to write your name anywhere in thiestjonnaire so that your
responses remain anonymous and confidential. Kirmlly a tick in the spaces

provided or from the choices given

SECTION A: Background Information

1. Gender MaID Femal|:|

2. Years worked in this school

Below 5 D 6to1d | 11 to 1D above 16|

3). Position: TeachD Education CM]ﬁD

4). Age Bracket in Years

Below 25D 25 - 3(D 31- 39 |36-40 [ | 41-45 [Jover45 []

5). Do you patrticipate in any guidance and coungalh the primary school calendar?

Yes[ | No |:|
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Section B: Cultural labour practices
7. Are all children in your village expected to wddt money?

Yes |:| No |:|

8. Do the children working for money miss to comedtbaI?

Yes I:I No |:|

9. In your culture are children expected to provideddor the family?
Yes |:| No |:|
Section C: Child Labour Laws Enforcement
10. Are you aware that children should not work for regh

Yes I:I No |:|

11.Has the fear of police or chief arresting childweno work for money made

pupils go to school every day?

Yes |:| No |:|

12.Do the police or chief arrest people who give aleiidwork for money?

Yes |:| No |:|

13.Do children who work for money hide from the chief police when

working?

Yes |:| No |:|
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Section D: Family Labour Size

14.Do the families with more than 5 children have sarhidren miss school to

work for money?

Yes [ ] No [ |

15. Do families with 1-3 children have their childrerosking for money?

Yes [] No [ ]

16. Do you think the families with more than 5 childneork for money?

Yes [ ] No I:I
Section E: Family income

17.Do you think the children who work for money arernfr families where

parents have no employment?

Yes |:| No |:|

18.Do the children who work for money miss school heseatheir parents can

not support their schooling?

Yes |:| No |:|

19.Do the children who work for money do it to buy eoling

books/pens/uniform?

Yes |:| No |:|

20. Do you think the children who work for money arenr families where

parents have no business?

Yes I:I No I:I
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Section F: School Attendance among Primary Schoolupils

To what extent do you agree with the following sta¢nts on school attendance

among primary school pupils?

Strongly

Agree

Agree

Not

Sure

Disagree|

Strongly

Disagree

school pupils

Cultural labour practices influence

school attendance among primary

primary school pupils

Child labour laws enforcement

influence school attendance amagng

Family labour size influence scho

pupils

attendance among primary school

Family income influence scho

pupils

O

attendance among primary school

Thanks for the co-operation
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APPENDIX 11l
QUESTIONNAIRE FOR THE SCHOOL COMMITTEE MEMBERS

Dear Respondents

You are kindly requested to answer the questionsoa®stly as possible. You are
requested not to write your name anywhere in thiestjonnaire so that your
responses remain anonymous and confidential. Kirmlly a tick in the spaces

provided or from the choices given

1. Gender

2. Years as a School Committee Member

Below 2yrs D 3to 4 yrD 5 to SD above 8yrs D

3. How many children do you have in primary school?

D Below 2 SD over 4 D
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Strongly

Agree

Agree

Not

Sure

Disagree

Strongly

Disagree

Cultural labour practices influenge
school attendance among primary

school pupils

Child labour laws enforcement
influence school attendance amang

primary school pupils

Family labour size influence schopl

attendance among primary school

pupils

Family income influence schoo

attendance among primary school

pupils
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APPENDIX IV

RESEARCH PERMIT
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APPENDIX V
RESEARCH AUTHORIZATION

REPUBLIC OF KENYA

Telephone: 254-020-2213471, 2241349, 254-020-2673550 P.0. Box 30623-00100

NAIROBI-KENYA

Mobile: 0713 788 787 , 0735 404 245 o S

Fax: 254-020-2213215
When replying please quote
secretary@ncst.go.ke

our rer. NCST/RCD/12A/013/58 pate: 22" May 2013
Joyce Koronya Kinya

University of Nairobi

P.O Box 30197-00100
Nairobi.

RE: RESEARCH AUTHORIZATION

Following your application dated 10" May, 2013 for authority to carry out
research on “The influence of child labour practices on primary school
attendance in Kangeta Division in Meru County, Kenya.” 1 am pleased to inform
you that you have been authorized to undertake research in Igembe South District
for a period ending 31°* .July, 2013.

You are advised to report to the District Commissioner and District Education
Officer, Igembe South District 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.

\ \
DR. M. K. RU hD, HSC.

DEPUTY COUNCIL SECRETARY

Copy to:

‘T'he District Commissioner
The District Education Officer
Igembe South District
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