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ABSTRACT 

The ipurpose iof ithis istudy iwas ito iinvestigate ithe isocio-economic ifactors iinfluencing 

istudents’ iretention irates iin isecondary ischools iin iMatinyani iSub-County, iKitui 

iCounty. iThe istudy iwas iguided iby ithe ifollowing iresearch iobjectives; ito idetermine ithe 

iinfluence iof icost iof ieducation ion istudents’ iretention iin ipublic isecondary ischools; ito 

iexamine ihow ihousehold iincomes ilevels iinfluence istudents’ iretention irate iin 

isecondary ischools; ito iassess ihow ithe ieducation ilevel iof iparent iinfluences ithe iretention 

irate iof istudents iin isecondary ischools iand iestablish ihow iparental iinvolvement iin 

istudents’ iacademic iactivities iinfluence istudents iretention irate iin isecondary ischools. 

iThe istudy iwas iguided iby iHuman iCapital iTheory. iThe istudy iadopted idescriptive 

isurvey iresearch idesign. iTarget ipopulation icomprised iof i18 ipublic isecondary ischools, 

i18 iprincipals, i380 iteachers iand i600 iform ifour istudents ifrom ipublic isecondary ischools 

iin iMatinyani isub-county. iSimple irandom isampling iand ipurposive isampling 

itechniques iwere iused. i6 iprincipals, i76 iteachers iand i120 iform ifour istudents iwere 

isample. iOne iprincipal iand i4 iteachers iwere iused ifor ipiloting itherefore ithey idid inot itake 

ipart iin ithe ifinal istudy iData iwas icollected iusing iquestionnaires, iinterview iguides iand 

idocument ianalysis. iDescriptive iand iinferential istatistics iwere iused ifor ianalysis. iThe 

istudy ifindings iestablished ithat; ithere iis ia isignificant irelationship ibetween ieducation 

icosts iand istudent iretention irate iwith ia icoefficient icorrelation ivalue i(r) iof i i(r i= i0.716, 

ip-value=0.000), isignificant irelationship ibetween ihousehold iincome ilevel iand 

istudents’ iretention i(r= i0.662, ip-value=0.000), iinsignificant irelationship ibetween 

iparents’ ieducation ilevel ihave iand istudent’s iretention i(r= i0.105, ip-value=0.514) iand 

isignificant irelationship ibetween iparents’ iinvolvement iin itheir ichildren iacademic 

iactivities iand istudents iretention i(r= i0.590, ip-value=0.003). iThe irecommendations 

ifrom ithe istudy iis ithat: ithe icommunities ishould ibe iempowered ito istart ioff iincome 

igenerating iactivities ito ialleviate ipoverty iand ienable ifamilies iincrease itheir iincome ias 

ithis iwill i ienable ithem ito imeet ithe icosts, iThe iGovernment ishould isensitize iparents 

iespecially iin irural iareas ito ifully iunderstand iand iappreciate ithe iimportance iof 

icompletion iof isecondary ieducation iand ithe iprincipals ishould iorganize iacademic 

iclinics iin ithe ischools imore ioften iand icreate ia iplat iform iwhere iindividual isubject 

iteachers imeet iwith istudents i iand itheir iparents. iThe iparents, iteachers iand istudents ineed 

ito iwork iin iunison iso ithat ithe idiscipline iand iacademic iprogress iof ithe istudents i i iare 

imonitored ifor iproper i iguidance i iin iorder ito iensure ithat ithey iare iretain iin ischool. i iThe 

ischool imanagement ican ialso iensure ithat ithey iintegrate iprogramme ithat iensure iclose 

imonitoring iof ithe istudents iby ithe iparents iand isensitizing ithe iparents ion iits iusage. i
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CHAPTER  ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

1.1   Background  of  the iStudy  

Education iis ia ivital iprocess ithat iensures ione iacquires iskills, iknowledge, ivalues iand 

iattitudes. iThis iis ifacilitated ithrough ithe iteaching iand ilearning iprocess. iEducation iis 

ikey ito ithe isociety ias iit ihelps iindividuals iand ithe icountry iin ideveloping isocially 

iupright, imoral iand iensure ithe idevelopment iof ithe ieconomy. iThe ischool igoing 

ichildren ineed ito ibe imotivated iin iorder ifor ithem ito ianticipate ito iget ieducated. 

iEducation iincreases iunderstanding iand irespect iof iother iinterrelationship iamong 

inations. iA iself-disciplined iindividual iis imade iby iproper ieducation iand iappreciates 

iwork. i 

Secondary ieducation iin iSub-Saharan iAfrica i(SSA) ifaces imany ichallenges. iDemand 

ifor iaccess iis iincreasing idramatically, ias iprimary ienrollment iis ibecoming iuniversal. 

iAchievement iof ithe iDakar iand iMillennium iDevelopment iGoals i(MDGs) idepended ion 

ipart ion iexpanding isecondary ischool isystems i(Lewin, i2008). iSecondary ischooling ican 

iprovide iaccess ito iabstract ithinking iand ianalytic icompetencies ithat ienhance 

icompetitiveness iin iknowledge-based ieconomic iactivities iin ia iglobalized ieconomy. iIn 

i2005, i33 imillion istudents iwere ienrolled iin isecondary ieducation iin isub-Saharan 

iAfrica, ian iincrease iof i59 ipercent isince i2012. i 

 

Sub-Saharan iAfrica i(SSA) ilags ibehind iother iregions iin ithe iproportion iof iits ilabor 

iforce icompleting isecondary ischool ilevel iof ieducation. iThe iaverage iGross iEnrollment 

iRatio i(GER) iat ithis ilevel irose ifrom i24 ipercent ito i32 ipercent iduring ithe iperiod. 

iIncreases iwere isubstantial iin iBenin, iCameroon, iEthiopia, iGuinea, iMali, iMozambique 
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iand iUganda, iwhich irecorded iaverage iannual iincreases iof iabout i10 ipercent ior iabove iin 

isecondary i(UNESCO, i2008). iHowever, istill iin iSub-Saharan iAfrica, iParticipation 

ilevels iin isecondary ieducation iremained ilow i(GER ibelow i20 ipercent) iin i2005 iin imany 

icountries, iincluding iBurkina iFaso, iBurundi, iChad, iMozambique, ithe iNiger, iRwanda 

iand iUganda, iwhile iMauritius, iSeychelles iand iSouth iAfrica ihad iratios iof iabout i90 

ipercent ior iabove. i 

 

The ioverall iGER iin isecondary ieducation imasks idisparities ibetween iits itwo ilevels, 

iwith iparticipation ioften imuch ihigher iin ilower isecondary i(38 ipercent iin i2005) ithan iin 

iupper isecondary i(24 ipercent).In iKenya isecondary ischools isponsorship iis ian iinitiative 

iby ithe inon-government iorganizations iaimed iat ihelping ilearners ifrom ipoor 

ibackgrounds ito iobtain ieducation. iThis iis ialso iaimed iat iensuring ithat ilearners iare 

iretained iin ischool iafter ienrolment. iNon icompletion iof isecondary ischooling icontinues 

ito ibe ia imatter iof iconcern ifor ipolicy imakers iand ipractitioners iworldwide i(Gray i& 

iHackling, i2009). iThe iConcern irelated ito iincreasing ithe itime ia ilearner istays iin ischool 

iis ia iglobal iissue. 

 

At ithe ibeginning iof i1990s iwas imarked iby iseveral iinternational iconferences 

iemphasizing ion ithe iimportance iof ieducation. iAt ithe iJomtien iworld iconference ion 

iEducation ifor iAll i(EFA) iin i1990, imost ideveloping icountries iconfirmed itheir 

icommitment ito iprovide ito itheir ischool iage ichildren, iuniversal iaccess ito ithe ifirst icycle 

iof ieducation. iFollowing ithis ideclaration, ienrolment iincreased iat ithe iprimary ischool 

ilevel ithroughout ithe ideveloping iworld iincreased. iUnfortunately, ithe iJomtien 

iconference idid inot ipay imuch iattention ito ithe iconsequences iof ienrolment iexpansion iat 
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ithe iprimary ischool ilevel iin irelation ito ithe iresources ineeded ifor isecondary ischools. 

iHowever, iit iwas iclear ithen ithat iin imany ideveloping icountries, isecondary ischool 

iparticipation irates icould inot igrow irapidly iwithout ichanges iin ithe istructure iand ithe 

inature iof ifunding i(Lewin, i2001). iThis imade imany igovernment ibodies iin ithe iworld ito 

ireview ihow isecondary ieducation iwas igoing ito ibenefit ithe ipoor iand ithus ia ilot iof 

ibursaries iand ischolarships iwere iavailed. i 

 

In iSingapore, ithe iMinistry iof ieducation ihas ia ibursary ischeme iin iplace iknown ias 

iEdusave iMerit iBursary iwhich iis ifunded iby ithe igovernment ifor ilearners iwhose 

ihousehold iincome iis iless ithan i$4000 ia imonth. iThey iprovide i$300 ifor isecondary i1 ito 

i5. iEligibility iis ifor ilearners iwho iare ialready iin isecondary ischool iand iwhose 

iperformance iare igood ithat iis i25% iin ia istream i(MoE, i2012). iThis igoes ia ilong iway ito 

iretain ilearners iwho icould ihave iotherwise idropped idue ito ilack iof ischool ifees. iThe inon-

government iorganizations iprovide ifunding ito itake icare iof ieducational ineeds iof 

idisadvantaged ilearners iboth ithrough ithe iYPLA’s ifunding iformula iand ithrough 

isupport ito ihelp iyoung ipeople imeet ithe icosts iof iparticipating iin ieducation iand itraining 

ipost-1619 i(YPLA, i2012). iThis ifurther ihelps ilearners ito ibe iretained iin ischools. iIn 

iIndia, ithe iNational iScholarship iScheme ihas ibeen iimplemented isince i1961.The 

iobjective iof ithis iScheme iis ito iprovide ischolarships ito ithe ibrilliant ibut ipoor ilearners iso 

ithat ithey ican ipursue itheir istudies iin ispite iof ipoverty. 

 

Researchers isuch ias iDaudi i(2016), iChung i(2014), iAfridi i(2011) ihave ibeen iinterested 

iin iunderstanding iwhy ia istrong irelationship ibetween ihousehold iincome iand 

ieducational iattainment iexist iat ivirtually iall ilevels iof ischooling. iThe ilikelihood iof 
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istudents ifrom ilow iincome iearning ifamilies iwhose iparents ihave inot iattended icollege 

iwould ihave ilow iretention irate iof itheir ichildren iin ischool idue ito ithe iinability ito ipay ifor 

ilunch, itransport, iuniform iand imaintenance icosts iin ieducation idespite ithe ihigh 

iinvestment iin ieducation iby ithe igovernment. iThe iparents iwith ihigh iincomes iare ilikely 

ito iretain itheir istudents iin ischool. 

 

Abungu i(2015) iin ihis iresearch istated ithat ieducation iis ia isocial, ieconomic, icivil iand 

ipolitical iright. iPutting ia istrong ijustification ifor irealization iof ia inear i100 ipercent 

iretention irate iof ilearners ithrough iall ilevels iof ieducation. iIn iJapan iit iwas inoted ithat 

imeasures ithat iaddress isocio-economic igaps iamong ifamilies imust ibe iprovided iby i 

igovernment ito ioffer ilearners ifrom iunfortunate ifamilies ithe iopportunity ito ibe iretained 

iin ischool ijust ilike ithose ifrom iwell ito ido ifamilies. iThe iconstituency iDevelopment ifund 

ioffices iand ithe icounty igovernments iare igiving ibursaries ito ithe ineedy istudents iso ithat 

ithey ican ibe iretained iin ischool. iSince i1990, ithe igovernment ihas irenewed iits 

icommitment ito ideveloping ieducation ipriorities iincluding iprovision iof iuniversal 

iaccess ito ibasic ieducation, iincreasing iretention iand iprogression irates ithroughout ithe 

ieducation isystem i, iimproving ithe irelevance iand iquality iof ieducation iand iresponding 

ito ithe idemand ifor igovernance iand iefficient imanagement. iThe iprovision iof ieducation 

iat iall ilevels iis ia ipartnership ibetween ithe igovernment, icommunities, iprivate isector iand 

icivil isociety i(religious iorganizations iand iNGOS i(UNESCO, i2018). 

 

 iSecondary ieducation iaims iat: iall iround imental, imoral, iand ispiritual idevelopment iof 

ithe ilearner iand ibuilding ia ifirm ifoundation ifor ifurther ieducation, ienabling ithe ilearner 

ito ichoose iwith iconfidence iand icope iwith ivocational ieducation iafter ischool, 
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iacquisition iof inational ipatriotism, iself-respect, iself-reliance, ico-operation, 

iadaptability, isense iof ipurpose, iintegrity iand iself-discipline iand iconsideration ito 

iothers, iloyalty iand iservice ito isociety iand ito ithe iworld. iSchools iissue ieach i i istudent ia 

ischool ileaving icertificate iwhich ireflects iobserved iabilities iand icharacter idevelopment 

iin iaddition ito ithe iresults ifrom ithe iKenya iNational iExamination iCouncil i(KNEC). 

iWhen ithe ilearners iare inot iretained iin ischool ionly ia ifew iof ithe iaims iare iattained. iThis 

ican ionly ibe iachieved iby iretaining ithe ilearners iin ischool. i i 

 

A ireport iby iwhite iinto ischool iretention ias iquoted iby iNthiga i(2014) isummarized ithe 

iposition ithat icompared ito iyoung ipeople iwho icomplete isecondary ischooling, ithose 

iwho ido inot ifinish isecondary ischooling iare imore ilikely ito iexperience iextended iperiods 

iof iunemployment, iobtain ilow ipaid iand ilow iunskilled ijobs, ithey iare imore ilikely ito iearn 

iless, irely ion igovernment iassistance iand inot ilikely ito iparticipate iin icommunity ilife. 

iSimilarly, ia icountry iincurs ia iloss iwhenever ilearners iare iunable ito ibe iretained iin iany 

ieducation isector. iThe idrop iout isignifies iunfulfilled iaim, iobjective iand igoal ifor ithe 

iindividual, icommunity iand ination ias ia iwhole. iFor ievery idrop iout ia icountry iloses 

ipotential iwork iforce itowards inational itargets ifor iattaining inational idevelopment 

istrategies. 

1.2 Statement of  the  Problem 

The iKenyan igovernment iis icommitted ito iensuring iall ithe ischool igoing ichildren 

iacquire ieducation isince iit iis ia ibasic iright, ias istated iby ithe iKenyan iconstitution. i 

iDespite ithe ieffort iby igovernment iin iimplementing ithe iFree iDay iSecondary iEducation 

ithe iretention iof ilearners iin ischools iis istill ia ichallenge. i iEducation iis iimportant ifor 

ipoverty ireduction ibecause iit iempowers ithe ipoor iand iany iother ivulnerable imembers iof 
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ithe isociety. iHowever, isecondary ieducation iwhich iis ione iof ithe ikey ipillars iof ipoverty 

ieradication iin iKenya iis ihampered iby ian iincreasing inumber iof ischool idropouts. i 

 

The idata iobtained ifrom isub-county idirector iof ieducation, iMatinyani iSub-County 

ibetween iyear i2013 iand i2018 ishows ithat ithe inumber iof istudents ienrolled iin isecondary 

ischools iwas ihigher ithan ithe inumber iof istudents iwho isat ifor iKCSE iin ithe iarea iin iall ithe 

ifive iyears icohort iwise. iIn iaddition, ithere iis ino istudy icarried iout iin iMatinyani isub-

county ion iinfluence iof isocio-economic ifactors ion istudents’ iretention iand ihence 

inecessitated ithe ineed ifor ithis istudy. i 

1.3 Purpose of  the Study 

The ipurpose iof ithis istudy iwas ito iinvestigate ithe isocio-economic ifactors iinfluencing 

istudents’ iretention irate iin isecondary ischools iin iMatinyani iSub-County, iKitui iCounty. 

1.4 Objectives of the Study 

The istudy iaimed iat iachieving ithe ifollowing iobjectives: 

i. To idetermine ithe iinfluence iof icost iof ieducation ion istudents’ iretention irate iin 

isecondary ischools iin iMatinyani isub-county. 

ii. To iexamine ihow ihousehold iincomes ilevels iinfluence istudents’ iretention irate 

iin isecondary ischool. 

iii. To iassess ihow ithe ilevel iof ieducation iof iparent iinfluences ithe iretention irate iof 

istudents iin isecondary ischools. 

iv. To iestablish ihow iparental iinvolvement iin istudents’ iacademic iactivities 

iinfluence istudents’ iretention irate iin isecondary ischools. 
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1.5 Research  Questions  

The iresearch isought ito ianswer ithe ifollowing iquestions:  

i. To iwhat iextent idoes icost iof ieducation iinfluence ithe iretention irate iof ilearners iin 

isecondary ischools iin iMatinyani isub-county? 

ii. To iwhat iextent idoes ihousehold iincome iinfluence istudents’ iretention irate iin 

isecondary ischools? 

iii. To iwhat iextent idoes iparental ieducation ilevel iinfluence istudents’ iretention irate 

iin isecondary ischools? i 

iv. How idoes iparental iinvolvement iin istudents’ iacademic iaffairs iinfluence 

istudents’ iretention irate iin isecondary ischools? 

1.6  Significance  of  the  Study 

Ministry iof ieducation i(MOE) imight ifind ithe istudy iimportant ion ithe iextent iof iretention 

iof ilearners iin iMatinyani isub-county iand icompare iit ito iother iregions. iThe iministry iof 

iEducation ican iuse ithe ifindings ito idetermine ithe isuccess iof ithe ifree ituition ifee iprogram 

iin ithe iarea. iThe ieducational iplanners iwill ibe iable ito icheck ithe icompletion irates iof 

ilearners iwho iwere ienrolled iin ia iparticular iperiod iand iknow ithe isocial ieconomic 

ifactors ithat iare ileading ito ilow iretention irates. i iThe iadministrators imight ifind ithe 

ichallenges ifacing ithe ilearners iand iwork iwith ithe irelevant ibodies iin iaddressing ithe 

ichallenges iso ithat ilearners iremain iin ischool. iKenya iEducation iManagement iInstitute 

i(KEMI) imight ifind ithe istudy iuseful ito ihelp idesigning irelevant icurriculum ifor iin-

service itraining ifor iteachers ion ithe ipolicies ithat ihelp iin ithe iretention iof ilearners. iData 

iobtained ifrom ithe istudy imight ibe iused ias ia ibasis ifor ifuture iresearch. i i 
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1.7 Limitations  of  the  Study  

The istudy iwas icarried iout iin iMatinyani isub-county iand inot iall ilearners iwere iinvolved. 

The ilearners iwere iafraid ito ireveal isome iinformation iconcerning ithe ivariable iwhile ithe 

iteachers iand iadministrators iwere inot iwilling ito igive icorrect iinformation ito itry iand 

ihide ithe iweaknesses iin itheir iinstitution. iThe iresearcher iused imore ithan ione iinstrument 

ifor idata icollection ifor iexample iby iusing iobservation imethod ito iascertain isome iof ithe 

iinformation igiven. iThe irespondents iwere ialso iassured ithat idata icollected iwould ionly 

ibe iused ifor iresearch ipurposes iand itheir iidentity iwould iremain iconcealed. i 

1.8 Delimitations of  the  Study 

In ithis istudy ionly ithose ischools iin iMatinyani isub-county iwere istudied. iOnly 

iprincipals, iteachers iand istudents iwere iinvolved. iParents iwere inot iinvolved iin ithe 

istudy. 

1.9 Assumptions  of  the  Study  

i. The istudy iassumed ithat ithe istudents’ ihave isimilar icharacteristics ibut ithe 

iparents iare idifferent. 

ii. The istudy iassumed ithat, ithe isecondary ischool istaff iand istudents iwould ibe 

iwilling ito ioffer ithe iinformation ifreely iand ithe ifindings igenerated ifrom ithe 

ischools icould ibe igeneralized ito iall iother isub-counties. 

1.10  Definition  of  Significant  Terms 

Access irefers ito ithe iopportunity iavailed ifor ione ito ienter ieducation iand itraining 

Equity irefers ito ibeing ifair iand iimpartial iin iproviding iequal iopportunities ifor iaccess ito 

ieducation iand itraining ifor iall 
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Parental iinvolvement irefers ito ithe iparticipation iof iparents iin ithe iacademic iactivities 

iof ithe istudents iin isecondary ischool 

 iRetention irefers ito iability iof istudents ito iremain iand iprogress iin ischool iuntil ithey 

icomplete itheir isecondary ieducation icycle 

School ienvironment irefers ito ithe iconditions iinherent ito ithe ischool ithat ieither ilimit ior 

ienhance ithe iinvolvement iof istudents iin iorder ito iretain ithem iin ischool 

Tuition ifee irefers ito ifees icharged ito icater ifor iinstruction ior iinstructional imaterial 

1.11 Organization  of  the  Study 

The istudy iwas iorganized iinto ifive ichapters. iChapter ione icovers iintroduction, iwhich 

icomprises iof ibackground ito ithe istudy, istatement iof ithe iproblem, ipurpose iof ithe istudy, 

iobjectives iof ithe istudy, iresearch iquestions, isignificance iof ithe istudy, ilimitations iof ithe 

istudy, idelimitations iof ithe istudy, ibasic iassumptions iof ithe istudy, idefinition iof 

isignificant ikey iterms iin ithe istudy iand iorganization iof ithe istudy. iChapter itwo iconsist 

iof iLiterature iReview iwhich icomprises iof iIntroduction, ioverview iof iretention, 

iinfluence iof icost iof ieducation, ihousehold iincome, iparent’s ieducation, iparental 

iinvolvement, isummary iof irelated iliterature ireviewed, itheoretical iand iconceptual 

iframework. iChapter ithree icovers iresearch imethodology iwith isubheadings; 

iintroduction, iresearch idesign, itarget ipopulation, isampling iprocedure iand isample isize, 

idescription iof iresearch iinstruments, idata icollection iprocedure, idata ianalysis iand 

iethical iconsiderations. iChapter ifour icovers idata ianalysis, ipresentation iand 

iinterpretation. iChapter ifive ipresents isummary, iconclusions iand irecommendations. 
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CHAPTER  TWO 

REVIEW  OF  RELATED  LITERATURE 

2.1 Introduction 

This ichapter ifocused ion iliterature ireview irelated ito ithe istudy ion ifactors iinfluencing 

istudents i‘retention. iIt icovers; ioverview iof istudents’ iretention, iinfluence iof icost iof 

ieducation, ihousehold iincome ilevel, iparent ieducation ilevel iand iinfluence iof iparental 

iinvolvement. iIt ialso icovers itheoretical iframework, isummary iand iknowledge igap iand 

iconceptual iframework. i i 

2.2 Overview of  Student  Retention i 

Student’s iretention ihappens iwhen ia ilearner ienrolls iin ischool iand icompletes ithe igrades. 

iIn ireference ito isecondary ischools iin iKenya, istudents’ iretention irefers ito istudents 

ibeing iretained iin ischool iup ito ithe iend iof ithe ifour iyears iof isecondary ieducation i(Gale 

iEncyclopedia iof iEducation, i2011). iBrown iand iParks i(2012) ifound iout ithat ipoor iand 

icredit ichallenged ichildren ihad ihigher ichances iof idropping iout iof ischool ithan iother 

ichildren. iEisenmon i(2017) istudy ion iwastages iin isecondary ieducation ifound iout ithat 

idropout irates iin ideveloping icountries ioften iare iquite ihigh. iNcube i(2014) istudy ion 

irural iday ischools iin iZimbabwe ifound ithat ithe inumber iof istudents idropping ifrom ia 

ilevel iincreased iwith ithe ilevel iof ischooling. 

 

 iSessional ipaper iNo. i1 ion iEducation, iTraining iand iResearch iindicates ia itransition irate 

iof i70 ipercent ifrom iprimary ito isecondary ieducation icycle iand ithis iis ian iindication ithat 

iapproximately i30percent iof ithe ipupils inationally iare iunable ito iproceed ito isecondary 

ischools. i iSome iof ithe ipolicies iand istrategies iput iin iplace iby ithe igovernment iinclude 

ithe iimplementation iof iFPE, imobilizing iparents iand icommunities ithrough iawareness 
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icreation, iinfrastructure isupport iproviding iadditional isupport ito ilow icost iboarding 

ischools iin iArid iand isemi-Arid iLands i(ASAL’s) iand itaking iaffirmative iaction. iSince 

ithe iprovision iof ieducation ito iall iKenyans iis ifundamental ito ithe isuccess ito ithe 

igovernments ioverall idevelopment istrategy iand iits ilong iterm iobjective iof iproviding 

ievery iKenyan iwith ibasic iquality ieducation, ievery ieffort iis, itherefore, irequired ito 

isustain ithe icurrent ienrolment iand iretention iand iaddress ithe ikey iissues iof iaccess, 

iequity iand iquality i(Republic iof iKenya, i2005). 

2.3 Cost of  Education iand iStudents iRetention 

The icost iof ieducation iis iconstantly irising idue ito iinflation iand isocio-economic 

idynamics iof ithe isociety i(Malome, i2012). iSchool icosts iincludes icost iof iremedial 

iclasses, imotivation ifee, isalaries iof iPTA iteachers iand iinfrastructure ifund iamong 

iothers. iMany ichildren iare iforced ito imiss iclasses ibecause ithey iare iat ihome inow iand 

ithen icollecting imoney i(Dalton, i2009). i iBrown iand iPark i(2012) ifound iout ithat iin irural 

iChina, iincapability ito ipay ischool ilevies iwas ithe ireason ifor ithe idropout iof i47% iof igirls 

iwhile ionly i33% iof iboys idropout iin ielementary ischools; iin ijunior isecondary ihigh 

ischool, ifees iwere ihalf ifor ithe igirls ibut ionly i8% ifor ithe iboys. 

 

Kadzamira iand iRose i(2013) iestablished ithat ipupils iin iMalawi iwere iless ilikely ito 

iattend ischool ibecause ithe icost iof ischooling iis itoo ihigh. iLaboke i(2010) iindicated ithat 

ithere iwere itraditionally iother isources iof ieducation ifinancing iin iGhana iand ithese iwere 

ibeing igiven iserious iattention ifor iexample, iparents iand iguardians iare ibeing 

iencouraged ito igive isupport ito ischools ithrough ipayment iof ilevies ito ibe iused ito ifund 

ispecific irunning icost iof ischools. iHunter i& iMay i(2012) istudy iin iSouth iAfrica ifound 
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ithat ischool ilevies iwere isignificant ireason ifor ithe idropout irate iof i27 ipercent iof iboys 

iand i i30 ipercent iof igirls. i i 

Mbugua i(2009) isaid ithat ione iof ithe iareas iwhere iPTA ifunds iwere iutilized iin iKenya iwas 

iin ideveloping ischool iphysical ifacilities. iPTA ilevies iare iinstrumental iin iprovision iof 

iphysical ifacilities iin ischool ito ienable iteaching-learning iprocess ito itake iplace. i iA istudy 

idone iin iKenya iby iObua i(2011) ion i109 iprimary ischool ileavers ifound iout ithat ionly i17 

iprogressed ito isecondary ischool, iwhile i20 iof ithose iwho iwould ihave iliked ito itransit 

isighted iauxiliary icosts ilike iPTA ilevies ias ithe igreatest ichallenge. iThe igovernment 

ifinancing iof ieducation idoes inot iconsider iPTA ilevies ion ieducation iwhich iaffects 

igreatly istudents’ iretention irates iin isecondary ischools iin iKenya. i 

2.4 Household  Income  Level  and Students’ Retention 

Daudi i(2016) irevealed ithat iextreme ipoverty iin ifamilies imade ithem inot iable ito itake 

itheir ichildren ito ischools ior iunable ito imaintain ithem iin ischool iand ithey iare ialways isent 

ihome idue ito ilack iof ischool ifees. i iAbdullahi i(2005) iargues ithat ipoor ifamilies iare 

iunable ito ipay ischool ifees ifor iall itheir ichildren iand ithese ichildren idropout iof ischool 

iafter itheir isiblings ihave ireached ischool iage isince iall icannot ibe isupported iat ithe isame 

itime. iAccording ito iUNESCO i(2001), ichild ilabour ihas ibecome icrucial ifor ifamily 

isurvival. iThis iis ibecause ihigh ipoverty ilevels iof iparents iand ihidden icost iof ieducation 

imust ibe imet iby ithe ichild, iparents iview ithe ibenefits iof ieducation ias ifor ifetched iand 

ichoose ito ipre-occupy itheir ichildren ias icasual ilabour iwhere iimmediate iincome iis 

iguaranteed. 

 

Chugh i(2014) istudy iin iIndia iin ipatterns iof iaccess iand inon-access iin islums iin 

iBangalore irevealed ithat ithe iincome iof ithe ifather iwas ilinked ito ithe icontinuity ior 
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idiscontinuity iof ithe ichild iin ischool. i iHe ifurther iestablished ithat ichildren imay ibe icalled 

ion ito isupplement ithe ihousehold’s iincome, ieither ithrough iwage-earning iemployment 

ithemselves ior itaking ion iadditional itasks ito ifree iup iother ihousehold imembers ifor iwork 

iif iincome ilevels iare ilow. i 

Afridi i(2011) iassessed ithe ieffects iof ifeeding iprogramme ion ienrolment iand iattendance 

iof ischool iin iMadhya iPradesh, iIndia iwhere iout iof ithe i74 ischools isurveyed ithe 

iattendance iwas ifound ito ihave iincreased iby10.5% iin ischools iwhich iimplemented ithe 

ifeeding iprogramme. iTherefore, iprovision iof ischool imeal iincreases iparticipation. iThis 

ialso iimplies ithat iin ischools iwhere imeals iare inot iprovided iand iparents icannot iafford ito 

icater ifor ilunch, itheir ichildren iopt ito istay iat ihome idecreasing iparticipation irate. 

 

World iBank i(2014) iurged ithat ialthough iseveral icountries iin isub- iSaharan iAfrica ihave 

iabolished ischool ifees, isignificant icosts iremain iincluding icost iof iproviding iuniform 

ifor ia ichild, istudents iare ireprimanded iby iteachers iand iare ilikely ito ibe isent iaway ifrom 

ischool ifor ifailure ito iwear ischool iuniform. iStasavage i(2005) istudy iin iUganda 

iestablished ithat iparents iwho icould inot iafford ito ibuy iexercise iand itextbooks iretained 

itheir ichildren ihome ithus iaffecting iretention iin ischool. iDachi iand iGarrett i(2013) istudy 

ion ifinancial icircumstances isurrounding ichildren’s ischool ienrolment iin iTanzania 

iestablished ithat ithe imain ibarrier ito isending ichildren ito ischool iwas ifinancial iand itheir 

iinability ito ipay ifees. iBoth istatistical idata iand iempirical iresearch ishowed ithat istudents 

ifrom ibetter ioff ihouseholds iwere imore ilikely ito iremain iin ischool, iwhile ithose iwho iare 

ipoorer iwere imore ilikely inever ito ihave iattended, ior ito idrop iout ionce ithey ihave 

ienrolled. i iAccording ito iEFA i(2009), iKenya ihas ithe ilargest ipercentage iof iher ichildren 

iin iboth iprimary iand isecondary ischool iof iwhich i13 ipercent idrop iout iof ischool iat iany 
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igiven itime idue ito ipoverty, iearly imarriages, iHIV/AIDS ipandemic iand ipoor ilearning 

ienvironment. 

2.5 Parents  Education Level  and iStudents’ iRetention 

World iBank iReport i(2011) inotes ithat iliterate ipersons iare imore ilikely ito ienroll iand 

iretain itheir ichildren iin ischools ithan iilliterate iparents ihence iregions iwith ihighest 

iproportions iof iilliterate iadults ihave ifewer ichances iof isupporting ithe ieducation 

iprogress iof itheir ichildren. iDe iGraaf iand iGanzeboom i(2010) istudy iin iNetherlands 

iestablished ithat ipupils iwith ihighly ieducated iparents iproceed ito ihigher isecondary 

ieducation iwhich iis ihigher inumber icompared ito ipupils iwith imiddle ior ilow-educated 

iparents. i iThis iis iso ibecause iless ieducated iparents ido inot iknow ithe iprivate iand isocial 

ibenefits iof iinvesting iin ieducation. iSuch iparents imay inot iencourage itheir ichildren ito 

iproceed iwith itheir ieducation. iUnited iNations iEducational iScientific iand iCultural 

iorganization i(UNESCO, i2011) icarried iout ia isimilar istudy iin iLatin iAmerica iand ifound 

iout ithat ichildren iwhose imothers ihave isecondary ischooling iremain iin ischool ifor ilonger 

iperiods ithan ithose iwhose imothers ilack isecondary ieducation iand iare imore ilikely ito 

iprogress ito isecondary ieducation. 

 

Al iSamarrai i(2008) istudy iin iTanzania isuggested ithat ieducated imothers igive 

ipreference ito igirls’ ischooling, iimplying ithat imothers ihave ia irelatively istronger 

ipreference ifor itheir idaughters’ ieducation iand ithat itheir ieducation iaffords ithem ieither 

iincreased ihousehold idecision-making ipower ior iincreased ieconomic istatus. i i iUnited 

iNations iInternational iChildren iEducation iFund i(2013) ireport ishowed ithat iin isub-

Saharan icountries ichildren iof ieducated iwomen iare imuch imore ilikely ito igo ito ischool 

ihence. iOnyango i(2010) iasserted ithat ieducated iparents iappreciate ithe ivalue iof 
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ieducation imore ithan iilliterate iones iand inormally iassist itheir ichildren ito iprogress iin 

ieducation iboth imorally iand imaterially. 

2.6 Parental  Involvement in Academic iActivities iand iStudents’ iRetention 

Lezotte i(2001) iasserted ithat ifamily iparticipation iin ischool iactivities iis ia icommon 

iphrase iutilized ito iexplain ia inumber iof ievents, iplans iand iprograms ithat icalls iupon iall 

iparents ito iback iup ipupils’ ilearning iand ithe ilearning iinstitution. iChildren iwhose 

iparents imonitor iand iregulate itheir iactivities, iprovide iemotional isupport, iencourage 

iindependent idecision imaking iand iare igenerally imore iinvolved iin itheir ischooling iare 

iless ilikely ito idrop iout iof ischool. iSnow, iBarnes iand iChandler i(2013) icarried iout ia 

istudy ion ihome iinfluences ion iliteracy iachievement iamong ichildren iin iEngland. 

iFindings iestablished ithat ithat ithe isingle ivariable imost ipositively iconnected ito iall 

iliteracy iskills iwas iformal iinvolvement iin iparent-school iactivities isuch ias iPTA 

iparticipation, iattending ischool iactivities iand iserving ias ia ivolunteer. i 

 

A istudy idone iby iDonkor i(2010) ion iparental iinvolvement iin ieducation iin iGhana 

iestablished ithat ipositive iparental ivalue iof ieducation iis iinfluenced iby ithe iparents’ 

iawareness iof ithe irelationship ibetween ieducation iand ithe ifuture ieconomic iwell-being 

iof iindividuals, itheir ilevel iof iparticipation iin ischool iactivities, ithe idegree ito iwhich ithey 

iunderstand itheir irole iin isupporting itheir ichildren’s ischooling iand ia iconsciousness iof 

itheir iempowerment iin imaking idecisions. iOnyango i(2012) iasserted ithat, iimproving 

irelationship iwith ithe icommunity iis iamong ithe imanagerial iroles iof ia ischool ihead 

iteacher isince ithe iapproaches iof iparents itowards ithe ischool ihave ia ipositive ieffect iin 

ilearners’ iacademic iachievement ihence ithe iprimary ischool ihead iteacher ineed ito 

iconcentrate ion ibetter irelationship ibetween ithe ischool iand ithe icommunity. i i 
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2.7 Summary of  Literature reviewed i 

This isection iprovides ia ireview iof irelated iliterature ion ifactors iinfluencing istudents’ 

iretention irates. iStudies idone iby iKadzamira iand iRose i(2013) iestablished ithat ipupils 

iwere iless ilikely ito iattend ischool ibecause ithe icost iof ischooling iis itoo ihigh; iChugh 

i(2014) irevealed ithat ithe iincome iof ithe ifather iwas ilinked ito ithe icontinuity ior 

idiscontinuity iof ithe ichild iin ischool; iGanzeboom i(2010) iestablished ithat ipupils iwith 

ihighly ieducated iparents i iproceed ito ihigher isecondary ieducation iwhich iis ihigher 

inumber icompared ito i ipupils iwith imiddle ior ilow-educated iparents iand iSnow, iBarnes 

iand iChandler i(2013) iestablished ithat ithat ithe isingle ivariable imost ipositively 

iconnected ito iall iliteracy iskills iwas iformal iinvolvement iin iparent-school iactivities 

isuch ias iPTA iparticipation, iattending ischool iactivities, iand iserving ias ia ivolunteer. 

 

 iMajority iof ithese istudies iwere iconducted ioutside iof iKenya iand iamong ithe ifew ithat 

ihave ibeen iconducted iin iAfrica iand iin iKenya, inone iof ithem ihas iaddressed ithe 

iinfluence iof icost iof ieducation, ischool ipolicies, ihousehold iincome, iparental ilevel iof 

ieducation iand iparental iinvolvement iin ieducation ion iretention iin isecondary ischools. iIn 

iaddition, isome istudies iwere iconducted iin iprimary ischools iand iused ionly ione iresearch 

idesign. iThe ipresent istudy iemployed iboth iquantitative iand iqualitative iresearch idesigns 

iand icollected idata iusing iboth iquestionnaires iand iinterview ischedules. iIt iis ibelieved 

iquestionnaire iand iinterview ischedule ias idata icollection iinstruments iyields imore idata 

ifor ithe istudy. iThere iis ialso ino isimilar istudy icarried iout iin iMatinyani isub-county. iThis 

icurrent istudy iaimed iat ifilling ithese iresearch igaps. i 
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2.8 Theoretical  Framework 

The istudy iwas iguided iby ithe iHuman iCapital iTheory iwhich iwas ideveloped iby iSchultz 

i(1971). iThe itheory iassumes ithat ieducations iis ihighly iinstrumental iand ieven iessential 

ito ienhance iproductivity iof ia ipopulation. iThis iimplies ithat ian ieducated ipopulation iis ia 

iproductive ipopulation. iThis itheory igive iemphasis ito ihow ieducation iraises ithe ilevel iof 

icognitive istock iof ieconomically iproductive ihuman ibeings icapacity. iHuman iis ia 

iproduct iof iintrinsic icapabilities iand iinvestment iin ihuman icapital ithrough ieducation 

iwhich ithe iproponent iof ithis itheory iconsidered ieducation ito ibe iworthwhile ithan 

iphysical icapital. 

 

The imain ilimitation iof ihuman icapital itheory iis ithat iit iignores ithe isocial iand imoral 

ipurposes iof ieducation. iThese imight iinclude iliving iethically iand ipeacefully iin ia 

idiverse isociety, iand ideveloping ia icommitment ito isocial ijustice. iThis itheory iis ivery 

irelevant ito ithe istudy ias iit ijustifies iconsiderable iinput ito ieducation iin iorder ito ireap 

imaximum ibenefits iof iinvesting iin ihuman icapital ifor inational idevelopment. iThis 

iinitiative imay iimprove iaccess iof ieducation, ireduce idrop-out irates ihence iincreasing 

icompletion irate iof ilearners. iImprovement iin ieducation iqualification iis ia ibasis ifor ithe 

ifoundation iof iacquisition iof iskills ithat ienable iindividuals ito icreate iand iacquire iwealth. 

iThis iis ian iimportant icomponent iin ithe inational istrategy ifor ireducing ipoverty iand 

iachieving imillennium idevelopment igoals. 
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2.9 Conceptual  Framework 

The iconceptual iframework iin iFigure i2.1 ishows ithe irelationship ibetween ithe 

iindependent iand idependent ivariable. 

 i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i 
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Figure 1:Conceptual Framework 
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iand iif ithe iparents iare iactively iinvolved iin itheir ichildren ieconomic iactivities’ ilike 

iinterest iin itheir iacademic iperformance iand itaking ipart iin ischool iactivities. iHowever, 

ithe istudents’ igender iand iculture imight ialso iaffect iretention iwhereby igirls iwho iget 

ipregnant idrop iout iof ischool imore ioften. iAdditionally, isome icultures ido inot ivalue 

igirls’ ieducation iand ithey ionly iinvest iin iboys’ ieducation. i 
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CHAPTER  THREE 

RESEARCH  METHODOLOGY 

3.1 Introduction 

In ithis ichapter, ithe iresearcher ifocused ion imethodology ithat iwas iemployed iin ithe 

istudy. iThis ichapter icovers ithe iresearch idesign, itarget ipopulation, isample isize, 

iinstrumentation i(pilot itesting, ivalidity iand ireliability iof iinstruments), idata icollection 

iprocedures, idata ianalysis itechniques iand iethical iconsiderations. 

3.2 Research  Design 

According ito iKothari i(2008) ia iresearch idesign irefers ito ithe iplan iof iresearch iso ias ito 

iget ianswers ito iresearch iquestions. iThis istudy iemployed idescriptive iresearch idesign. i 

iDescriptive iresearch idesign iwas iused isince iit iprovides iinsights iinto ithe iresearch 

iproblem iby idescribing ithe ivariables iof iinterest. iIt iwas iused ifor idefining, iestimating, 

ipredicting iand iexamining iassociative irelationships. iDescriptive iresearch imakes iuse iof 

isix iWs; iwho, iwhat, iwhen, iwhere, iwhy, iway iof iresearch iand ithis isignificantly ihelped 

ithe ipresent istudy. 

3.3 Target Population of  the iStudy 

Target ipopulation iis idefined ias iall ithe imembers iof ia ireal ior ihypothetical iset iof ipeople, 

ievents ior iobjects ito iwhich ia iresearcher iwishes ito igeneralize ithe iresults iof ithe iresearch 

istudy. iThe itarget ipopulation ifor ithis istudy iwas i18 ipublic isecondary ischools, iall ithe i18 

iprincipals, i380 iteachers iand i600 iform ifour istudents ifrom ipublic isecondary ischools iin 

iMatinyani isub-county i(Sub-county idirector iof ieducation iMatinyani isub-county, 

i2019). i 
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3.4 Sample and  Sampling  Procedures 

A isample iis ia iminiature iproportion iof itarget ipopulation iselected ifor ianalysis i(Orodho, 

i2012). iMugenda iand iMugenda i(2008) iasserted ithat i10 ito i30 ipercent iof ipopulation iis 

ienough ifor isampling. iIn ithis istudy, isimple irandom isampling iand ipurposive isampling 

itechniques iwere iused. iThe iresearcher itherefore isampled i20 ipercent iof ithe istudents 

ihence i120 iform ifour istudents. iEach ischool itherefore iproduced i24 istudents. i iFor ievery 

ischool, ithe iresearcher iprepared i48 ipapers imarked iyes iand ino. iThe ipapers iwere ithen 

imixed iup iand ithe istudents iwere iasked ito ipick ithem. iThe istudents iwho ipicked iyes 

iparticipated iin ithe istudy iwhile ithose iwho ipicked ino idid inot iparticipate iin ithe istudy. i 

 

Since ithe itarget ipopulation ifor iprincipals iand iteachers iwas iaccessible iand ieasily 

imanageable, ithe istudy iused ipurposive isampling iwhere ithe ientire itarget ipopulation ifor 

ithe iprincipals iand iteachers iparticipated iin ithe istudy ias irespondents. i iThis isample isize 

iwas iacceptable ias inoted iby iMugenda iand iMugenda i(2008) ithat iwhen ithe itarget 

ipopulation idoes inot iexceed i100, isampling ithe iwhole ipopulation iis isuitable. iTherefore, 

i6 iprincipals, i76 iteachers iand i120 istudents itook ipart iin ithe istudy ibut ione iprincipal iand 

ifour iteachers iwere ileft iout ifor ipiloting. iThe iremaining i5 iprincipals iand i72 iteachers iall 

itook ipart iin ithe istudy. i iThe istudy icomprised iof i197 irespondents. 
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Table  3.1: Sampling  Matrix 

Category i Target 

ipopulation 

Sampling 

iprocedure i 

Actual 

iSample i 

Percentage i(%) 

Principals i i 18 Simple irandom 

iand iPurposive 

5 27.8 

Teachers 380 Simple irandom 

iand iPurposive 

72 18.9 

Students i 

Total i 

600 Simple irandom 120 20.0 

682  197 - 

 

3.5 Research  Instruments 

Research iinstruments iare ithe iinstruments iused ifor idata icollection. iThe istudy iused 

iquestionnaires iand iinterview iguide ias ithe itool ifor idata icollection. iA iquestionnaire 

ientails iof iquestions iwhich iare ieither iclose-ended ior iopen-ended. iThe iresearcher 

idesigned ia iquestionnaire iwith iboth iopen iended iand iclose iended iquestions. iThe 

iresearch iused iquestionnaire ibecause ithey ienable icollection iof ilarge iquantity iof idata 

iinexpensively ifrom ia iwide irange iof iparticipants ispread iextensively iin ia igeographic 

ispace. iQuestionnaires ialso igive ienough itime ito ithe irespondents ito ithink iabout ithe 

iquestions iand ito igive iwell ithought ianswers i(Kothari, i2008). i 

 

Questionnaires iwere iused ito icollect idata ifrom iteachers iand istudents. iThe 

iquestionnaire iwas idivided iinto isix iparts. iSection iA icovered ibackground iinformation, 

isection iB icovered iinfluence iof ischool icost, isection iC icovered iinfluence iof ihousehold 

iincome, isection iD icovered iinfluence iof iparents’ ieducation ilevel iand isection iE icovered 

iinfluence iof iparental iinvolvement ion istudents’ iretention. iThe iresearcher iused 

iinterview iguides ito icollect idata ifrom ithe iprincipals. i 
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The iinterview iguides icollected iinformation ion ibackground iinformation iof ithe 

iprincipals, iinfluence iof iinfluence iof ischool icost, ihousehold iincome, iparents’ 

ieducation ilevel iand iinfluence iof iparental iinvolvement ion istudent’s iretention. iThe 

iresearcher ialso iused idocument ianalysis. iThe idocument iincluded iclass iattendance 

iregister iwhich ithe iresearcher ibelieved iit iwould i ihelp iher iestablish iwhether iconstant 

iabsenteeism ilead ito ischool idropout, iadmission ibook iwhich ihelped ithe iresearcher ito 

iassess iwhether iall ithe istudents iadmitted iin ithe ischool icompleted isecondary ieducation 

ior ithey idropped iout iof ischool iand ifees iregister iwhich iis ione iof ithe ifactors iwhich 

icontribute ito ischool idrop i-out, iputting i ithe iresearcher i iin ia iposition ito iestablish ithe 

iconsistency iof iinability ito ipay ifees iand iwhether istudents iwho iexperienced ichallenges 

iin ipaying ifees icompleted ior idropped i iout iof ischool. 

3.5.1 Validity of research instruments 

The iresearcher icarried iout ia ipilot itest ion ithe iresearch itools iwhere ithe iinstrument iwere 

itested ifor ivalidity iand ireliability. iAccording ito iMugenda iand iMugenda i(2008), ia ipre-

test icomprises iof ibetween i1 ito i10 ipercent iof ithe itarget ipopulation. iTherefore ia ipilot 

istudy iwas icarried iout iin ione ischool itherefore ione iprincipal, ifour iteachers iand iten 

istudents. iThe istudents, iteachers iand ithe iprincipal iin ithe ipilot itest idid inot itake ipart iin 

ithe ifinal idata icollection. 

 

Kothari i(2010) iasserts ithat ivalidity iindicates ithe idegree ito iwhich ian iinstrument 

imeasures iwhat iit iis isupposed ito imeasure iand ican ialso ibe ithought ias iutility. iThe 

iresearcher iused icontent ivalidity ito imeasure ithe idegree ito iwhich idata icollected iusing ia 

iparticular iinstrument irepresents ia ispecific idomain iof iindicators ior icontent iof 
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iparticular iconcept. iThe iassessment iof icontent ivalidity iof ia imeasure iwas icarried iby 

itwo iresearch iexperts ifrom ithe idepartment iof ieducation, iUniversity iof iNairobi. iThese 

iresearch iexperts ihelped ito idetermine iwhether ithe isets iof iitems iperfectly irepresented 

ithe iconcept iof istudy iand ialso isought ihelp ifrom ithe isupervisor iso ias ito iimprove icontent 

ivalidity. i 

3.5.2 Reliability of  Research  Instruments 

Mugenda iand iMugenda i(2008) idefine ireliability iof ithe iresearch iinstrument ias iits ilevel 

iof iinternal iconsistency iover itime. iReliability iwas itested ithrough itest ire-test itechnique 

iin iorder ito iimprove ireliability iof ithe iinstrument. iThis iinvolved iadministering ithe isame 

iquestionnaires itwice ito ithe irespondents iin ithe ipilot isample iafter itwo iweeks. iA 

iPearson’s iproduct imoment icorrelation icoefficient iformula iwas iused. i 

 i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i  i iΣxy i i-ΣxΣy 

 i    i i i  iN 

 r i= 

 (Σx2)– i(Σx)2 i i i i i( iΣy2- i( iΣy)2 

 i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i iN i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i iN 

 

Where ir i= iperson icorrelation ico-efficient 

X i= iresult ifrom ithe ifirst itest 

Y= iresults ifrom ithe isecond itest 

N i= inumber iof iobservations 

The icorrelation icoefficient iobtained iwas i0.7762 ifor iteachers iquestionnaire iand i0.714 

ifor istudents’ iquestionnaire. iThis imeans ithe iresearch iinstruments icould ibe irelied iupon 

ifor ithis istudy. iA icorrelation icoefficient iof ibetween i0.7 ito i1 iis iconsidered ireliable 

i(Mugenda i& iMugenda i2008). 
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3.6 Data  Collection Procedures 

The iresearcher iobtained ia iclearance iletter ifrom ithe iUniversity iof iNairobi, ifrom ithe 

iDepartment iof iEducation, iwhich iwas iused iin igetting ia iresearch ipermit ifrom iNational 

iCouncil iof iScience iand iTechnology i(NACOSTI). iAfter ichecking iresearch 

iinstruments ivalidity iand ireliability, ithe istudy iproceeded ito ithe ifield ifor ithe ipurpose iof 

idata icollection. iA iletter iwas isent ito ithe isub-county idirector iof ieducation iMatinyani 

isub-county iand ialso ito ithe iprincipals iof ithe iparticipating isecondary ischools ito iseek 

iformal iclearance ito iengage iin ithe istudy iin ithe iparticular iarea. iBefore idata 

iadministration, ithe irespondents iconsent iwas isought. iAfter ithe irespondents’ 

iacceptance ito iparticipate iin ithe istudy, iresearch iinstruments iwere iprovided ito ithem. 

iThe iquestionnaires iwere icollected iafter ithe irespondents ifinished ifilling ithem. iThe 

iresearcher ipersonally iconducted ithe iface ito iface iinterviews iwith ithe iprincipals iof ithe 

isecondary ischools. iInformation iwas icollected ithrough itaking inotes. 

3.7 Data  Analysis Technique 

Data ianalysis iinvolves icategorizing, iordering, imanipulating iand ianalysing iraw idata ito 

iget ianswers ito ithe iresearch iquestions i(Kothari, i2004). iThe icompleted iquestionnaires 

iwere ichecked ifor icompleteness ias ipart iof ipreparation ifor ianalysis. iQuantitative idata 

iwas ianalyzed iusing idescriptive istatistics isuch ias ifrequencies iand ipercentages iusing 

ithe iStatistical iPackage ifor iSocial iSciences i(SPSS) iversion i21 iand ipresented iby iusing 

ifrequency itables iand igraphs. i iQualitative idata ithat iwas igenerated iin ithe istudy ifrom 

iopen iended iquestions iwas iorganized iin ithemes, icategories iand ipatterns, igrouped 

ithrough icontent ianalysis iand ithen itabulated iwhile iresponses ifrom ithe iinterview 

iguides iwere irecorded iand ithen ipresented iin inarratives. iPearson icorrelation ico-
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efficient i(r) iwas iused ito itest ifor irelationships ibetween ithe iindependent ivariables iand 

ithe idependent ivariable i i 

3.8 Ethical  Considerations 

According ito iMugenda iand iMugenda i(2008) iethical iconsiderations iare iimportant ifor 

iany iresearch. iEthical iresearch iis iconsidered ias ione ithat idoes inot iharm iand iwhich igives 

iinformed iconsent iand irespects ithe irights iof iindividuals ibeing istudied. i iEthical iissues 

iform ian iimportant icomponent iof iresearch ias ifar ias iconduct iof iresearchers iis 

iconcerned. i iThe iethical iconsideration iare iensuring ianonymity iand iconfidentiality; ino 

iharm ito ithe iparticipants; ivoluntary iparticipation, iavoiding ideception iand ifair 

ireporting i(Babbie, i2009). iEthics iwere iobserved ibefore, iduring iand iafter icarrying iout 

ithe istudy. i i 

 

Full idisclosure iof ithe ipurpose iof ithe istudy iwas imade ito ithe irespondents iby iway iof ia 

iletter iof iintroduction. iThe irespondents iwere iassured iof iconfidentiality iof ithe 

iinformation iprovided iand ianonymity iof ithe isource iof idata ias ithe iquestionnaire idid inot 

irequire idisclosure iof iidentity. iTo ifacilitate iobjectivity iin ithe iresearch, iefforts iwere 

imade ito iensure ithat ipersonal ibias iof ithe iresearcher iand ithe iresearch iassistants idid inot 

iinterfere iwith ithe iresearch iprocess iand ithat iall iparties iwere igiven ia ifair iconsideration. 

iIn ireporting ithe ifindings, ithe iresearcher iaccurately irepresented idata icollected iand iit 

iwas iused ionly ifor ithe ipurposes iof ithis istudy. iBest iand iKhan i(2011) iargued ithat 

iresearchers ishould inot ifalsify idata ior iinformation iin iorder ito isuit itheir iview ibut ithey 

ishould iuse ithe iinformation igiven iby itheir irespondents iwhen ireporting iresearch 

ifindings. 
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CHAPTER  FOUR 

DATA  ANALYSIS, PRESENTATION iAND INTERPRETATION 

4.1 Introduction 

This ichapter ipresents idata ianalysis, ipresentation iand idiscussion iof ifindings. iThe 

ipurpose iof ithis istudy iwas ito iinvestigate ithe isocio-economic ifactors iinfluencing 

istudents’ iretention irates iin ipublic isecondary ischools iin iMatinyani iSub-County, iKitui 

iCounty. i iThe istudy iwas iorganized ibased ion ithe istudy iresearch iquestions iincluding 

iinfluence iof icost iof ieducation, ihousehold iincome ilevels, ieducation ilevel iof iparent ias 

iwell ias iparental iinvolvement iin istudents’ iacademic iactivities ias imeasures iof istudents’ 

iretention iin ipublic isecondary ischools iin iMatinyani isub-county. i iThe iresponses iare 

ianalyzed iand ipresented iinto ifrequencies, ipercentages itables iand ifigures. 

4.2 Response  Rate  

During ithe istudy, iquestionnaires iand iinterview iguides iwere iadministered ito ithe 

iprincipals, iteachers iand istudents. iThe iresponse irate iis ipresented iin iTable i4.1 

Table 4.1: Questionnaires return irate/interview iguide i 

Respondents i  Questionnaire 

iadministered i 

Questionnaire 

ireturned i 

Return irate 

i(%) 

Principals(interview iguide) 5 5 100.0 

Teachers i 72 60 83.3 

Students i 120 105 87.5 

Total i 197 170 90.27 

 

Table i4.1 iindicates ithat ithe iaverage iquestionnaire ireturn irate iwas iwell iabove i70 

ipercent iwhich iaccording ito iMugenda iand iMugenda i(2008) iis iadequate ifor ianalysis. i 
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4.3 Background Informationiof iRespondents i 

The istudy ifocused ion ithe ibackground iinformation iof ithe iprincipals, iteachers iand 

istudents. iThe ibackground iinformation iof iprincipals iconcentrated ion ieducation ilevel 

iand iperiod iof iserving ias ia iprincipal. 

Table 4.2:  Education  level of principals ifrom ithe ischeduled iinterview iguide 

Variable i Frequency i(F) Percentage i(%) 

Education ilevel i   

Bachelors’ idegree 

Masters’ idegree 

3 

2 

60.0 

40.0 

Total 5 100.0 

 

From ithe ischeduled iinterview iguide, iTable i4.2 ishows ithat i60 ipercent iof ithe iprincipals 

ihad iattained ibachelor’s i‘degree. iThis ishows ithat ibeing ia isecondary ilevel iof ieducation, 

ithe iprincipals iare iputting ieffort ito imove ito ihigher ilevels iof ieducation iand iacquire 

imore ischool iadministration iskills. iThe iprincipals iare iwell itrained ihence iin ia iposition 

ito iadvice istudents ion iimportance iof ieducation iwhich imight icontribute ito iincrease iin 

iretention irates iof ithe istudents. 

Table 4.3: Period of service for  principals 

Variable Frequency Percentage i(%) 

Less ithan i6 iyears 

More ithan i6 iyears 

3 

2 

60.0 

40.0 

Total 5 100.0 

 

During ithe iinterviews iwith ithe iprincipals, iit iwas ifound ithat i60 ipercent iof iprincipals ihad 

iserved ifor iless ithan i6 iyears. iThe iprincipals iwho ihad iworked imore ithan i6years ihad 

ibetter imanagement iskills ithan ithose iwho ihad iworked iless ithan isix iyears. iThe 
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iprincipals iwho ihad iworked imore ithan i6 iyears ihad ia ivast iexperience iin ischool 

ileadership ithus iin ia igood iposition ito icurb idrop iout iof istudents iin itheir ischool 

icontributing ito ihigh iretention. 

 

The ibackground iinformation iof iteachers iconcentrated ion igender, ieducation ilevel iand 

iteaching iexperience iwhich iwere irecorded iin ithe ifollowing itables. 

Table 4.4: Gender  of  the  teachers i 

Gender 

Variable i Frequency i(F) Percentage i(%) 

Male i 

Female 

36 

27 

55.0 

45.0 

Total 60 100.0 

 

Findings iin i4.3 iTable ishow ithat i55 ipercent iof ithe iteachers iwere imale. iThis ishows ithat 

iboth igenders iof iteachers iwere iwell irepresented iin ithe istudy ialthough imale iteachers iare 

imore ias icompared ito ifemale iteachers iin ithe isecondary ischools. iThe ifindings ialso 

ishow ithat ione ithird igender irule iwas iobserved iin iemploying iteachers iin ithe istudy iarea. 

iThe iKenyan iconstitution istipulates ithat inot imore ithan itwo ithirds i(67.7%) iof iany 

ipublic iinstitution ishould ibe idrawn ifrom ione igender. iA iprincipal ifrom ione ischool 

iconfirmed ithat iboth igenders iwere iin ithe iinstitution iand ithe istudents ihad irole imodels 

ihence ithis iwould ienhance itheir iretention iin ischool. iIn imost ischools ithe igender iwas 

idistributed iwell iin ithe iadministration. iIn ione ischool ithe iprincipal iwas ia imale iand ithe 

ideputy iprincipal ifemale. 
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Table  4.5  Education  level  of iteachers 

Bachelors’ idegree 

Masters’ idegree 

44 

16 

73.3 

26.7 

Total 60 100.0 

 

Findings ifrom itable i4.5 ishow ithat i73.3 ipercent iof iteachers ihad iattained ibachelors iof 

ieducation. iThis iimplies ithat ithe iteachers ihad iattained ihigh ilevel iof ieducation ithus iin ia 

iposition ito iadvice istudents ion iimportance iof ieducation iwhich iencourages ithem ito 

iremain iin ischool itill icompletion. iOne iof ithe iteachers iin ia ischool ireported ithat istudents 

iwere iseeing ithe iteachers ias itheir irole imodels iand iwas igiving ithem imotivation ito 

iremain iin ischool. i 

Table  4.6 Teaching experience  for ithe teachers 

Less ithan i2 iyears 

3-4 iyears 

5-7 iyears 

Over i8 iyears 

2 

18 

34 

6 

7.0 

27.8 

50.0 

15.2 

Total 60 100.0 

 

The iresults iin itable i4.6 ishow ithat i50 ipercent iof ithe iteachers ihad ia iteaching iexperience 

iof ibetween i5-7 iyears. iThis iimplies ithat ithe iteachers ihad ibeen iteaching ifor ia 

iconsiderable inumber iof iyears ito iunderstand ithe ifactors iinfluencing istudents’ iretention 

iin isecondary ischools. iOne iof ithe iprincipals iduring ithe iinterview iconfirmed ithat ithe 

iteachers iwith imore iteaching iexperience iwere ihelping ithe ischools iin ithe iguidance iand 

icounselling iof ithe idefiant istudents ihence ihelping ithe istudents ito iremain iin ischool 

ithough isome iwould istill igo iaway. iThose iwho ihad iserved imore iyears ialso ihad idifferent 
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imethodologies iof iapproaching iconcepts iand iwould ihandle istudents iin ia ibetter iway 

ithan ithose iwith iless iexperience. 

The iback iground iinformation iof istudents iconcentrated ion igender iand iage. iThe 

iresearcher isought ithe istudents’ igender ito iassess iwhether igender iwas irelated ito ischool 

idropout iand ialso iage isince iold istudents iwho ihave irepeated iclasses ihave ia itendency iof 

idropping iout ias icompared iyoung istudents. iTable i4.7 ipresents ithe istudents’ 

idemographic iinformation. 

Table  4.7: Gender of  students i 

Variable i Frequency i(F) Percentage i(%) 

Male i 

Female 

63 

42 

60.0 

40.0 

Total i 105 100.0 

   

 

Table i4.7 ishows ithat imajority iof ithe istudents’ i60 ipercent iwere imale. iThis iimplies ithat 

ithere iwas ia ivariance iin igender idistribution iof istudents iwhich icould ibe idue ito iearly 

ipregnancies iand imarriages iwhich iforces igirls ito idrop iout iof ischool. iThe ifinding iis iin 

iagreement iwith idata iobtained ifrom idocument ianalysis iwhich ishows ithat ithe iclass 

iregisters ihad imore iboys ias icompared ito igirls. i iInformation ifrom iadmission iregisters 

ishowed ithat ithe ischools ihad ienrolled imore iboys. iThe inumber iof istudents iwho idid 

iKCSE iin ithe ischools iunder istudy ivaried ifrom ithe inumber iof istudents iwho iwere 

ienrolled. iIn ia ischool iit iwas ifound iout ithat ithe istudents ienrolled iin iform ione i2016 iwere 

i48 iand ithose ithat iwere iin iform i4 i2019 iwere i40. iDuring ithe iinterview iwith ia iprincipal 

iconfirmed ithat ithere iwere ifive igirls iwho ihad idropped iout idue ito ipregnancies iwhile ithe 

ifour iboys ihad idropped idue ito idrugs iand ilack iof ifees. i 
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Table  4.8 Age  of  Students 

 Frequency Percentage i(%) i 

18-20 iyears 

20 iyears iand iabove 

77 

28 

73.3 

26.7 

Total 105 100.0 

 

The ifindings ias irecorded iin itable i4.8 ishow ithat i73.3 ipercent iof ithe istudents iwere iaged 

ibetween i18-20 iyears iand i26.7 ipercent iwere iaged imore ithan i20 iyears. iThe iadmission 

iregisters ishowed ithat imajority iof ithe istudents iin iform ifour iwere iin ithe iage ibracket iof 

i17-20 iyears iof iage. iThis iimplies ithat ithe istudents iwere iold ienough ito iunderstand ithe 

iconcept iof ithe istudy. iThis icould ialso imean ithat ithere iare isome ichildren iin ithe istudy 

iarea iwho igo ito ischool iat ia ilate iage iwhereby isome iold istudents idrop iout iof ischool isince 

ithey ifeel ishy ilearning iwith iyounger istudents. iOne iprincipal iduring ithe iinterview 

irevealed ithat ithose istudents iwho iwere idropping iout iwere iabove i20 iyears iand imost iof 

ithe iindiscipline icases iwere ifrom ithe ioverage istudents. 

 

In iorder ito iunderstand ithe istudents’ iretention irates iin ithe istudy iarea, iprincipals iwere 

iasked ito istate itheir iview ion ithe iretention irate iin itheir ischool iin ithe ilast ifour iyears. 

iFindings iwere ipresented iin iTable i4.9. 
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Table  4.9: Students’ retention rates 

Responses i  Frequency Percentage 

High i 2 40.0 

Moderate i 3 60.0 

Total i 10 100.0 

 

Findings iin iTable i4.9 ishow ithat i60 ipercent iof ithe iprincipals irated ithe iretention irates iin 

itheir ischool imoderate. iFrom ithe idocument ianalysis iit iis iobserved ithat inot iall ithe 

istudents iwho iwere iadmitted iin ithe isecondary ischool icompleted isecondary ischool 

ieducation iwithin ithe istipulated itime iperiod iof ifour iyears. iThe idocument ianalysis 

irevealed ithat ithe istudents idropped iout idue ito ilack iof ischool ifees, iindiscipline icases, 

ipoor iperformance iand iinvolvement iin iirresponsible isexual ibehaviors ileading ito 

ipregnancy iin igirls iwho ieventually idrop iout iof ischool. iThis ishows ithat ithere iare 

iseveral icases iof idrop iout iin ithe ipublic isecondary ischools iin ithe istudy iarea ileading ito 

ilow iretention irates. iOne iprincipal ireveled ithat ithey ihad iexpelled i3 igirls idue ito 

ipregnancies, i3 ihad iindiscipline icases iand i5 icould inot ipay ithe ischool ifees ihence ithey 

idropped iout. iThese imade ithe ienrolled inumber iof istudents ibe ihigher ithan ithose ithat 

iwere icompleting itheir i4 iyears iof isecondary ieducation. 

4.4 Influence  of  Cost of Education on Students Retention 

The ifirst iresearch iobjective iwas ito idetermine ithe iinfluence iof icost iof ieducation ion 

istudents’ iretention irate iin isecondary ischools iin iMatinyani isub-county. iThe iresearcher 

isought ito ifind iout ifrom ithe istudents iwhether ithere iwere isome icolleagues iwho ifailed ito 

ireturn ito ischool iafter ibeing isent ihome ito icollect ischool ifees. iFindings iare ipresented iin 

iTable i4.10 
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Table 4.10: Students responses ion iretention irate 

Responses i  Frequency Percentage 

Yes i 90 85.7 

No i 15 14.3 

Total i 105 100.0 

 

Findings iin iTable i4.10 ishow ithat i85.7 ipercent iof ithe istudents iindicated ithat ithey iknew 

iof icolleagues iwho ifailed ito ireturn ito ischool iafter ibeing isent ihome ito icollect imoney ito 

isettle ischool icosts. iThis iwas isupported iby ione iprincipal iwho isaid ithat iwhenever 

istudents iare isend ihome ifor ifees isome iwould ispend itime iat ihome iand ithis iwould iaffect 

itheir iretention. iThe ifinding iis iin iagreement iwith iBrown iand iPark i(2012) iwho ifound 

iout ithat iincapability ito ipay ischool ilevies iwas ithe ireason ifor ithe idropout iand ilow 

iretention irates. i 

The istudents iand iteachers ifurther ilisted isome iof ithe ischool icosts ithat iaffect istudents’ 

iretention iin isecondary ischools. iThe ischool icosts iwere isummarized iand iare ipresented 

iin iTable i4.11 i 

Table  4.11: Education costs affecting retention 

Type iof icost Teachers Students 

 Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage 

School idevelopment ifees 52 86.7 85 81.0 

Club ifees i 35 58.3 55 52.4 

Examination ifees 27 45.0 56 53.3 

Remedial iteaching i 30 50.0 52 49.5 

Uniform ifees 24 40.0 50 47.6 

Activity ifee i 32 53.3 48 45.7 

Number iof irespondents i 60 - 105 - 
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Findings iin iTable i4.11 ishow ithat imajority iof ithe iteachers i(86.7%) iand istudents i(81%) 

iindicated ischool idevelopment ifees ias ithe imajor icosts iin ipublic isecondary ischools 

iwhich igreatly iaffect istudents’ iretention. iFrom ithe iprincipals iduring ithe iinterviews iit 

iwas iestablished ithat ian iaverage iof iKshs. i2500 iwas icharged ion idevelopment iin ithe 

ischools. iWhen isome istudents igo ito icollect ithe ifees ithey idon’t ireport iback. iOther icosts 

iaffecting istudents’ iretention iwere iidentified ias iclub ifees, iexamination icosts, iremedial 

iteaching ifees, iuniform ifees iand iactivity ifees. i 

The iprincipals iwere ialso iasked ito ilist isome iof ithe ikey ieducation icosts ithat iaffects 

istudents’ iretention iin itheir irespective ischool. iThe isampled iprincipals iunanimously 

iagreed ithat ithe icosts iof ieducation iled istudents ito idrop iout ileading ito ilow iretention. 

iOne iof ithe iprincipals isaid ithat, i“some iparents iare inot iable ito ipay ischool ilevies ito icover 

ieducation icosts ilike idevelopment ifee, iexamination ifees, iremedial iteaching, iacademic 

itrips iand iactivity ifees. iThis iforces ithe ischool iadministration ito isend ithe istudents ihome 

iand isome iof ithem ido inot icome iback ito ischool.” i i iThis iimplies ithat ithere iare ivarious 

ischool icosts iwhich iaffect istudents’ iretention irates. iThe ifinding iconcurs iwith iDalton 

i(2009) iwho ifound iout ithat ithe ikey ischool icosts iwhich iinfluence istudents’ iretention 

iincludes icost iof iremedial iclasses, imotivation ifee, isalaries iof iPTA iteachers iand 

iinfrastructure ifund. 

 

Teachers iwere iasked ito iindicate ithe iextent ito iwhich ieducation icosts iinfluence istudent 

iretention. iFindings iare ipresented iin iTable i4.12. 
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Table 4.12: Teachers responses on iextent ito iwhich ieducation icosts iinfluence 

istudent iretention irate 

Education iCosts Very igreat 

iextent i 

Great iextent 

i 

Moderate 

iextent i 

Low iextent i 

 F % F % F % F i % 

Clubs iregistration ifees 13 21.7 32 53.3 8 13.3 7 11.7 

Transport i ifees 12 20.0 40 66.7 5 8.3 3 5.0 

Uniform icost 36 60.0 16 26.7 6 10.0 2 3.3 

Remedial ituition ifee 42 70.0 10 16.7 8 13.3 0 0 

Examination ifees 38 63.3 5 8.3 14 23.3 3 5.0 

Activity ifees 45 75.0 12 20.0 3 5.0 0 0 

N=60 

Findings iin iTable i4.12 ishow ithat iextra ischool ilevies iaffect ithe idropout irates. iThe 

iactivity ifees ito ia ivery igreat iextent iaffected imost istudents iby i75 ipercent. iFrom ithe 

idocument ianalysis iit iwas iestablished ithat iamounts icharged ion ithe ieducation icosts 

iwere ias ifollows: iclubs ifee iwas iKshs.200, itransport iKshs.500, iUniform iKshs.2000, 

iactivity iKshs.300 iand iremedial ifee iKshs.2000 

The ifinding ifrom ione iof ithe iprincipals iduring ithe iinterview isaid ithat i“the ischool icosts 

igreatly iinfluence iretention iof isecondary ischool istudents isince isome iparents iare inot 

iable ito iadequately imeet iall ieducation icosts.” i iThe ifinding iis ialso iin iagreement iwith 

imajority iof ithe istudents i74.3 ipercent iwho iindicated ithat ischool icosts iinfluence 

istudents’ iretention ito ia ivery igreat iextent ias ishown iin iTable i4.9 ibelow. iThis iimplies 

ithat ischool icosts iforce isome istudents ito idrop iout iof ischool ibefore isitting ifor iform ifour 

iexams. iThe ifinding iis iin iagreement iwith iKadzamira iand iRose i(2013) iwho iestablished 

ithat ilearners iwere iless ilikely ito iattend ischool ibecause ithe icost iof ischooling iis itoo ihigh. 
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Students iwere ialso iasked ito iindicate ithe iextent ito iwhich ieducation icosts iinfluence 

istudent iretention. iFindings iare ipresented iin iTable i4.13 

Table 4.13: Extent of education costs ion istudent iretention irates 

Extent i  Frequency Percentage 

Very igreat iextent i 85 74.3 

Great iextent i 13 16.2 

Moderate iextent i 7 9.5 

Total i 105 100 

 

Results iin iTable i4.13 ishow ithat i74.3 ipercent iof ithe istudents iindicated ithat ieducation 

icosts iinfluence istudent iretention ito ia ivery igreat iextent. iThe ifinding ishows ithat 

iparents’ iinability ito iadequately imeet istudents’ ifinancial ineeds iaffects istudents’ 

iretention iin isecondary ischools. i iOne iprincipal iduring ithe iinterview ireported ithat 

imajority iof ithe istudents iwould ibe isend ihome iand inot icome iback. iThe ifinding iconcurs 

iwith iHunter iand iMay i(2012) iwho ifound ithat ischool ilevies iwere isignificant ireason ifor 

ithe idropout irate. i 

 

The iteachers iwere iasked ito itick ion ithe idegree iof iagreement ion ilisted istatements ion 

iinfluence iof icost iof ieducation ion istudents’ iretention. iFindings iare ipresented iin iTable 

i4.14 

Key: iSA-Strongly iagree, iA-Agree, iUD-Undecided, iD-Disagree, iSD-Strongly 

idisagree. 
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Table 4.14: Teachers’ perceptions on iinfluence iof icost iof ieducation i 

Statements i i SA A UD D SD 

F % F % F i % F i % F i % 

School ifees iis ia imajor 

iobstacle ito istudents’ 

iretention i 

 

39 65.0 10 16.7 5 8.3 4 6.7 2 3.3 

Students iare ioften isent 

ihome ito icollect ischool ifees 

i 
 

45 75.0 6 10.0 7 11.7 2 3.3 0 0 

School ilevies iare 

isignificant ireason ifor 

idropout i 

 

12 20.0 38 63.3 6 10.0 4 6.7 0 0 

Auxiliary icosts iare ithe 

igreatest iobstacle ito 

iretention 

6 10.0 43 71.7 8 13.3 3 5.0 0 0 

N=60 

Findings iin iTable i4.14 ishow ithat i85 ipercent iagreed ithat istudents iare ioften isent ihome 

ito icollect ischool ifees. iThis iimplies ithat ithe icosts iof ieducation iforce isome istudents ito 

idrop iout ihence ireducing iretention irates. iDuring ithe iinterview iwith ione iprincipal ihe 

iconfirmed ithat isome istudents iwould igo ihome ito icollect ithe ifees iand inot icome iback ito 

ischool. iThis ifinding iis iin isupport iof iObua i(2011) istudy iwhich irevealed ithat iauxiliary 

icosts iaffects igreatly istudents’ iretention irates iin isecondary ischools iin iKenya. 

 

The iresearcher ialso iasked ithe istudents’ ito itick ion ithe idegree iof iagreement ion ilisted 

istatements ion iinfluence iof icost iof ieducation ion istudents’ iretention. iFindings iare 

ipresented iin iTable i4.15 

Key: iSA-Strongly iagree, iA-Agree, iUD-Undecided, iD-Disagree, iSD-Strongly 

idisagree 
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Table 4.15: Students’ perceptions on influence iof icost iof education ion retention 

Statements i i SA A UD D SD 

F % F % F i % F i % F i % 

School ifees iis ia imajor 

iobstacle ito istudents 

iretention i 

80 76.2 11 10.5 7 6.7 4 3.8 3 2.8 

Students iare ioften isent 

ihome ito icollect ischool 

ifees i 

70 66.7 15 14.3 8 7.6 7 6.7 5 4.7 

School ilevies iare 

isignificant ireason ifor 

idropout i 

14 13.3 78 74.3 9 8.6 4 3.8 0 0 

Auxiliary icosts iare ithe 

igreatest iobstacle ito 

iretention 

13 12.4 76 72.4 10 9.5 6 5.7 0 0 

N=105 

Findings iin iTable i4:15 iindicate ithat i87.6 ipercent iof istudents iagreed ithat ischool ilevies 

iare ia isignificant ireason ifor idrop iout iin isecondary ischools. iThis iresult iconcurs iwith ithe 

iteachers’ iresults ithat ithe icost iof ieducation iaffects iretention iwhere ithey ireported ithat 

ischool ilevies iaffected iretention irates iin ischool. iThe ifinding iis iin iconsistent iwith 

iHunter i& iMay i(2012) istudy iwhich ifound ithat ischool ilevies iwere isignificant ireason 

ifor ithe idropout irate. 

4.5 Influence of Household Income Level on Students Retention rate i 

The isecond iresearch iobjective iwas ito iexamine ihow ihousehold iincome ilevels iinfluence 

istudents’ iretention iin isecondary ischools iin iMatinyani isub-county. i iThe iteachers iand 

istudents iwere iasked ito iindicate ithe iextent ito iwhich ihousehold iincome ilevel iaffect 

istudents’ iretention. iResponses iare ipresented iin iTable i4.16. 
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Table 4.16: Extent of household income ilevel ion istudents’ iretention irate 

Type iof ifamily Teachers Students 

 Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage 

Very igreat iextent i 42 70.0 81 77.1 

Great iextent i 12 20.0 15 14.3 

Moderate iextent i 6 10.0 9 8.6 

Total i 60 100.0 105 100 

 

Findings iin iTable i4.16 ishow ithat i70 ipercent iof ithe iteachers iindicated ithat ihousehold 

iincome ilevel iaffect istudents’ iretention ito igreat iextent ias iit iwas ireported iby ione iteacher 

i ithat imajority iof ithe istudents iwere idependent ion iCDF ibursaries iand icounty ibursaries 

iin iorder ifor ithem ito iremain iin ischool. iMajority iof ithe istudents’ i(77.1%) ialso isupports 

ithe ifinding ifrom ithe iteachers ithat ihousehold iincome iinfluence istudents iretention ito ia 

ivery igreat iextent. i 

 

The iteachers iand istudents ifurther iexplained ithat istudents ifrom ipoor ifamilies iare 

ialways isent ihome ifor ischool ifees. iSome iparents iare inot iable ito iclear ischool ifees iand 

ithe istudents iend iup idropping iout iof ischool. iIn iaddition, iinability ito iadequately 

iprovide inecessary ischool ineeds isuch ias iproper iuniform, isanitary itowels iforce isome 

istudents iespecially igirls ito idrop iout iof ischool. iThey iinvolve ithemselves iin ilabor 

iactivities ito ibuy ipersonal ibelongings. i iThe ifinding iwas isupported iby ia iprincipal iwho 

isaid ithat, i“some iparents iare ilow iincome iearners iand itheir imain iincome iis ifrom 

ifarming iand imanual ijobs. iThe iincome iis inot iadequate ito icater ifor ievery ieducation 

ineeds ifor iall itheir ichildren. iSome ichildren iespecially ithe ielder iones idrop iout iof ischool 

ito isubstitute ithe ifamily iincome.” iThis iimplies ithat isome iparents iearn ilittle iincome iand 
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iare inot iable ito iretain itheir ichildren iin ischool. i iThe ifinding iis iin iagreement iwith iDaudi 

i(2016) iwho irevealed ithat iextreme ipoverty iin ifamilies imake ithem iunable ito imaintain 

itheir ichildren iin ischool iand ithey iare ialways isent ihome idue ito ilack iof ischool ifees. 

 

The istudy ialso isought ito ifind iout ithe itypes iof ifamily ithat imajority iof ithe istudents icome 

ifrom. iTable i4.17 ipresents ithe ifindings. 

Table 4.17: Type  of family 

Type iof ifamily Teachers Students 

 Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage 

Middle i–income i i 10 16.7 20 19.0 

Lower-income 50 83.3 85 81.0 

Total i 60 100.0 105 100.0 

 

Results iin iTable i4.17 ishow ithat i83.3 ipercent iof ithe iteachers iand i81.0 ipercent iof 

istudents iindicated ithat ithe istudents icame ifrom ilow iincome ifamilies. iThe ifinding iwas 

isupported iby ithe iprincipal iwho isaid ithat, i“the imain ifinanciers iof ithe istudents’ iare ithe 

iparents iwho iare ilow iincome iearners iand iare iunable ito ipay ifees ion itime ileading ito ithe 

istudents ibeing isent iout iof ischool iresulting ito ilow iretention irates.” i iThe ifinding ishows 

ithat imajority iof ithe istudents iin ithe istudy iarea icome ifrom ipoor ifamilies iwho ilack ithe 

iability ito ifully ifinance itheir ichildren ieducation. iThe ifinding iconcurs iwith iAbdullahi 

i(2005) iwho iargued ithat ipoor ifamilies iare iunable ito ipay ischool ifees ifor iall itheir 

ichildren iand ithese ichildren idropout iof ischool. 

The iteachers iwere iasked ito itick ion ithe ilevel iof iagreement ion ilisted istatements irelated 

ito iinfluence iof ihousehold iincome ilevel ion istudents’ iretention. iFindings iare ipresented 

iin iTable i4.18 
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Table 4.18: Teachers’ perceptions on influence iof ihousehold iincome 

Key: iSA-Strongly iagree, iA-Agree, iUD-Undecided, iD-Disagree, iSD-Strongly 

idisagree. 

Statements i i i SA A UD D SD 

F % F % F i % F i % F i % 

Students ifrom ipoor 

ifamilies idrop iout iof 

ischool. 

41 68.3 10 16.7 4 6.7 3 5.0 2 3.3 

Students i ioften idrop iout iof 

ischool ifor iwage i 

12 20.0 40 66.7 6 10.0 2 3.3 0 0 

Financial istatus iof 

ihousehold’s iinfluence 

istudents’ idropout 

45 75.0 9 15.0 6 10.0 0 0 0 0 

N=60 

 

Findings iin iTable i4.18 ishow ithat i90 ipercent iof ithe iteachers iagreed ithat istudent’s 

ifinancial istatus iof ihouseholds iinfluence istudents’ idropout. iIt iwas isupported iby ithe 

iprincipals iwho isaid ithat ithe ihousehold iincome iinfluences ithe iretention iof istudents. 

iThis ishows ihousehold iincome idetermines iwhether ia istudent iwill iremain iin ischool itill 

icompletion ior inot. iThe ifinding iis iin iagreement iwith iDachi iand iGarrett i(2013) istudy 

iwhich iestablished ithat ithe imain ibarrier ito isending ichildren ito ischool iwas ifinancial 

istrain iand iparents’ iinability ito ipay ifees. 

 

The istudents iwere ialso iasked ito itick ion ithe ilevel iof iagreement ion ilisted istatements 

irelated ito iinfluence iof ihousehold iincome ilevel ion istudents’ iretention. iFindings iare 

ipresented iin iTable i4.19. 
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Table 4.19: Students’ perceptions on influence of ihousehold iincome ion iretention 

irates 

Key: iSA-Strongly iagree, iA-Agree, iUD-Undecided, iD-Disagree, iSD-Strongly 

idisagree. 

Statements i i SA A UD D SD 

F % F % F i % F i % F i % 

Students ifrom ipoor 

ifamilies idrop iout iof 

ischool. 

77 73.3 13 12.4 5 4.7 6 5.7 4 3.8 

Students ioften idrop iout iof 

ischool ifor iwage ilabour i 

16 15.2 74 70.5 7 6.7 5 4.7 3 2.8 

Financial istatus iof 

ihouseholds iinfluence 

istudents’ idropout 

85 81.0 14 13.3 6 5.7 0 0 0 0 

N=105 

Findings iin iTable i4.19 ishow ithat i94.3 ipercent iagreed ithat ithe ifinancial istatus iof 

ihouseholds’ iinfluence istudents’ idropout. iThis iimplies ithat istudents ifrom ipoor 

ibackground iare ilikely ito idrop iout iof ischool. iThis iwas isupported iby ian iinterview iwith 

ia iprincipal iwho isaid ithat ithe istudents iwho ihad idropped iout iwere ifrom ilow iincome 

iparents iwho icould inot iafford ito ipay ifor ithe ischool ifees. iThe istudy iis iconsistent iwith 

iStasavage i(2005) istudy iwhich iestablished ithat iparents iwho icannot iafford ischool 

ineeds iretain itheir ichildren iat ihome ithus iaffecting iretention iin ischool. 

4.6 Influence of  Parents Education Level on Students Retention rate 

The ithird iresearch iobjective iwas ito iassess ihow ithe ieducation ilevel iof iparent iinfluence 

istudents’ iretention iin isecondary ischools iin iMatinyani isub-county. i iThe istudy isought 

ito ifind iout ithe iparents’ ieducation ilevel. iStudents iwere itherefore iasked ito iindicate itheir 

iparents’ ihighest ieducation ilevel. iFigure i4.1 ipresents ithe ifindings. 
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 Figure 4.1: Parents Education Level i 

Findings iin ifigure i4.1 ishow ithat i66.7 ipercent i(70) iof ithe iparents ihad iattained 

isecondary ieducation. iDuring ian iinterview ione iprincipal iin isupport iof ithe ifinding isaid 

ithat, i“majority iof ithe iparents iin imy ischool iare inot ihighly ieducated ithey ihave ionly 

iattained iprimary iand isecondary ieducation. iThese iparents igets iinformation ifrom itheir 

istudents iand isometimes idon’t iact ion ithem imaking ithe istudents imorale ifor ilearning ito 

ibe ilow. iOnly ia ifew iprofessionals iwho ihave iachieved ihigher ieducation. iProfessional 

iparents iare iin ia ibetter iposition ito iencourage itheir ichildren ito ichoose ia igood icareer ipath 

ias icompared ito iunprofessional iparents. iCareer iparents ialso iencourage itheir ichildren ito 

ifocus ion itheir istudies itill icompletion.” i 

 

 iThis ishows ithat imajority iof ithe iparents ihad ionly iattained ibasic iprimary iand isecondary 

ieducation iand ionly ia ifew ihad iattained ihigher ieducation ito ienable ithem ibuild 

iprofessional icareers. iEducated iparents ialso imotivate itheir ichildren ito iconcentrate iin 

ithe istudies iand ialways iaim iat iachieving ithe ibest iresults. i iThis ifinding iconcurs iwith 
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iWorld iBank iReport i(2011) ithat iliterate ipersons iare imore ilikely ito ienroll iand iretain 

itheir ichildren iin ischools ithan iilliterate iparents. 

 

The iresearcher ifurther isought ithe istudents’ iand iteacher’s iopinion ion iwhether ithe 

iparent's ilevel iof ieducation ihave iinfluence ion istudent's iretention iin ischool. iTable i4.20 

ipresents ithe ifindings. i i 

Table 4.20: Responses on influence iof iparent's ieducation ilevel i 

Responses i Teachers Students 

 Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage 

Yes i i 42 70.0 78 74.3 

No i i 18 30.0 27 25.7 

Total i 60 100.0 105 100 

 

Findings iin iTable i4.20 ishow ithat i70 ipercent iof ithe iteachers iand i74.3 ipercent iof 

istudents iopined ithat iparent's ilevel iof ieducation ihave iinfluence ion istudent's iretention 

iin ischool. iThe ifindings iwere isupported iby ithe iprincipals iwho isaid ithat: 

Educated iparents iknow ithe ivalue iof ieducation iand ithey iencourage itheir 

ichildren ito iscale ihigher iin ieducation. iStudents ifrom ieducated ifamily itend ito 

ihave ihigh iacademic iachievements iand ibright icareer iprospects. iOn ithe iother 

ihand, iilliterate iparents iare inot isupportive iof igirl ichild ieducation irather ithey 

iinvest iin ieducating ithe iboys. i iStudents iwhose iparents iare iprofessionals ihave 

ihigher iacademic igoals iand iare imore ilikely ito ifinish isecondary ischool iand 

iaspire ito iachieve ihigher ieducation ias icompared ito istudents iwhose iparents iare 

inot ieducated iand ido inot iknow ithe ivalue iof ieducation. iEducated iparents iare 

ialso ivery iconcerned iwith itheir ichildren iacademic ilife iand ithey ishow itheir 
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ichildren ithe iimportance iof ieducation. iSuch istudents iare ihighly imotivated ito 

ilearn iand istay iin ischool itill icompletion. 

The ifinding ishows ithat ithat iparental ilevel iof ieducation iinfluences istudents’ iretention 

irate. iThe ifinding isupports iOnyango i(2010) iwho iasserted ithat ieducated iparents 

iappreciate ithe ivalue iof ieducation imore ithan iilliterate iones iand inormally iassist itheir 

ichildren ito iprogress iin ieducation iboth imorally iand imaterially. 

 

The iteachers iwere iasked ito itick ion ithe idegree iof iagreement ion ilisted istatements ion 

iinfluence iof iparents’ ieducation ilevel ion istudents’ iretention. iFindings iare ipresented iin 

iTable i4.21. 

Key: iSA-Strongly iagree, iA-Agree, iUD-Undecided, iD-Disagree, iSD-Strongly 

idisagree 
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Table 4.21: Influence of parents’ education level ion student’s  retention i i 

Statements i i SA A UD D SD 

F % F % F i % F i % F i % 

Students ifrom iuneducated 

iparents ido inot imake ia 

isuccessful itransition ito 

ihigher iinstitutions iof 

ilearning 

9 15.0 6 10.0 38 63.3 4 6.7 3 5.0 

Students ifrom iuneducated 

iparents iare iunable ito icope 

iwith ithe iacademic 

idemands i 

10 16.7 34 56.6 7 11.7 5 8.3 4 6.7 

High iacademic iattainment 

iof iparents isignificantly 

ireduce ichances iof ischool 

idropouts 

13 21.7 37 61.6 6 10.0 4 6.7 0 0 

Educated iparents iare imore 

ieffective iin ihelping itheir 

ichildren iin iacademic iwork 

8 13.3 40 66.7 10 16.7 2 3.3 0 0 

Educated iparents iare 

iconcerned iwith ithe 

iacademic iprogress iof itheir 

ichildren 

45 75.0 10 16.7 5 8.3 0 0 0 0 

Educated iparents iknow ithe 

iprivate iand isocial ibenefits 

iof iinvesting iin ieducation 

48 80.0 6 10.0 4 6.7 2 3.3 0  

N=60 

 

Results iin iTable i4.21 ishow ithat i91.7 ipercent iagreed ithat ieducated iparents iare 

iconcerned iwith ithe iacademic iprogress iof itheir ichildren iand ithe iparents iknew ithe 

ibenefits iof ieducation. iThis iwas isupported iby ithe iinterviewed iprincipals iwho isaid ithat 

istudents iwhose iparents iare iwell ieducated iremain iin ischool isince ithere iis iclose 
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imonitoring iof ithe istudent iby ithe iparent ihence, ithey iare iretained iin ischool. iThe 

istudents ihad irole imodels iin itheir ihomes ihence ibeing imaintained iin ischool. 

 

This ishows ithat ihigh iacademic iattainment iof ia imother iand ifather isignificantly 

ireduce ichances iof isecondary ischool idropout ifor iboth igirls iand iboys iin ischools 

ihence iincrease iin iretention irates iin ipublic isecondary ischools. iThe ifinding iis iin 

iagreement iwith iDe iGraaf iand iGanzeboom i(2010) istudy iwhich iestablished ithat 

ilearners iwith ihighly ieducated iparents iproceed ito ihigher isecondary ieducation 

iwhich iis ihigher inumber icompared ito ilearners iwith imiddle ior ilow-educated 

iparents. i 

Students iwere iasked ito itick ion ithe idegree iof iagreement ion ilisted istatements iof 

iparents’ ieducation ilevel ion iinfluence iof istudents’ iretention. 

Key: iSA-Strongly iagree, iA-Agree, iUD-Undecided, iD-Disagree, iSD-Strongly 

idisagree 
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Table 4.22: Students agreement level  oniinfluenceiofiparents’ education level i i 

Statements i i SA A UD D SD 

F % F % F i % F i % F i % 

Students ifrom iuneducated 

iparents ido inot imake ia 

isuccessful itransition ito 

ihigher iinstitutions iof 

ilearning 

7 6.7 10 9.5 56 53.3 17 16.2 15 14.3 

Students ifrom iuneducated 

iparents iare iunable ito icope 

iwith ithe iacademic 

idemands i 

10 9.5 78 74.3 9 8.6 5 4.7 3 2.8 

High iacademic iattainment 

iof iparents isignificantly 

ireduce ichances iof ischool 

idropouts 

12 11.4 77 73.3 7 6.7 4 3.8 5 4.7 

Educated iparents iare imore 

ieffective iin ihelping itheir 

ichildren iin iacademic iwork 

11 10.5 82 78.1 7 6.7 5 4.7 0 0 

Educated iparents iare 

iconcerned iwith ithe 

iacademic iprogress iof itheir 

ichildren 

83 79.0 8 7.6 5 4.7 6 5.7 3 2.8 

Educated iparents iknow ithe 

iprivate iand isocial ibenefits 

iof iinvesting iin ieducation 

75 71.4 18 17.1 8 7.6 4 3.8 0 0 

N=105 

 

From ithe ifindings iin itable i4.22 iit iwas ifound iout ithat, i88.6 ipercent iagreed ithat ieducated 

iparents iare imore ieffective iin ihelping itheir ichildren iin iacademic iwork. iThis iwas ialso 

isupported iby ia iteacher iwho ireported ithat istudents ifrom ieducated iparents ihad ifollow iup iin 

itheir istudents’ iacademic iprogress iand imaintenance iof idiscipline imaking ithem iremain iin 
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ischool. iThe iprincipals ialso iagreed ithat ithe istudents iwhose iparents iwere ieducated iwould 

icheck ithe istudents ihomework iand iensure ithat iit iis icompleted imaking ithe istudents ito iremain 

iin ischool. iOne iprincipal iconfirmed ithat iin ihis ischool imost iof ithe istudents iwho iwere ion 

ipunishment idue ito ifailure ito ido ihomework ihad icome ifrom iuneducated iparents. 

4.7 Influence of Parental Involvement in Academic on  Students Retention 

The ifourth iresearch iobjective iwas ito ifind iout ihow iparental iinvolvement iin istudents’ 

iacademic iactivities iinfluence istudents’ iretention iin isecondary ischools iin iMatinyani 

isub-county. i iThe iteachers iand istudents iwere iasked itheir iopinion ion iwhether ithe 

ischool iadministration iinvolve iparents iin istudents’ iacademic iactivities. iFindings iare 

ipresented iin iTable i4.23. 

Table 4.23: Responses on influence of parent's education level i 

Responses i Teachers Students 

 Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage 

Yes i i 60 100.0 105 100.0 

     

Total i 60 100.0 105 100 

 

Findings iin iTable i4.23 ishow ithat iall istudents iand iteacher’s i100 ipercent iopined ithat ithe 

ischool iadministration iinvolve iparents iin istudents’ iacademic iactivities. iThe iprincipals 

iconcurred iwith ithe istudents. iOne iprincipal isaid ithat, i“parents iare iactively iinvolved iin 

ithe istudents’ iacademic iactivities ithrough iacademic iclinics, iparent’s iannual igeneral 

imeetings iand iinviting iparents ito idiscuss istudents idiscipline imatters iwhere iparents 

iengage iwith ithe iteachers iin iknowing itheir ichildren ibetter iand ithe iteachers iget 

iclarification ion istudent iissues iduring ithe imeetings. iWhen ia istudent iis iunwell ia iparent 

iis itelephoned ito icome ito ischool iand icollect ithe istudent ito itake ithem ito ihospital iand 
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ithis ihelp iin ithe imanagement iof ithe istudents’ idiscipline.” i iThis iimplies ithat ithe ischool 

iadministration iinvolves iparents iin ithe iacademic iactivities iwhich igives ia iroom ifor 

iopen idiscussion ibetween iteachers, istudents iand iparents. iStudent’s iweaknesses iare 

iidentified iand ithey iare iguided ion ihow ito iovercome ithem iwhich imight icontribute ito ia 

ireduction iin idrop iouts. i iThis ifinding iis iin iagreement iwith iSnow, iBarnes iand iChandler 

i(2013) ithat ithat ithe isingle ivariable imost ipositively iconnected ito iall iliteracy iskills iwas 

iformal iinvolvement iin iparent-school iactivities isuch ias iPTA iparticipation, iattending 

ischool iactivities iand iserving ias ia ivolunteer. 

 

The iteachers iwere iasked ito igive ian iopinion ion iwhether istudents iwhose iparents iare 

iactively iinvolved iin itheir ilearning iactivities iare iless ilikely ito idrop iout ias icompared ito 

istudents iwhose iparents iare inot iinvolved. i iTable i4.24 ipresents ithe ifindings. i 

Table 4.24: Teacher responses on parental involvement in students’ academics 

Responses i  Frequency Percentage 

Yes i 42 70.0 

No i 18 30.0 

Total i 60 100.0 

 

Results iin iTable i4.24 ishow ithat i70 ipercent iof ithe iteachers ifelt ithat istudents iwhose 

iparents iare iactively iinvolved iin itheir ilearning iactivities iare iless ilikely ito idrop iout ias 

icompared ito istudents iwhose iparents iare inot iinvolved. iThe ifinding iwas isupported iby 

ithe iprincipal iwho isaid ithat: 

Students iwhose iparents iare iactively iinvolved iin iacademics iare iless ilikely ito 

idrop iout iof ischool ibecause itheir iparents ialways itrack itheir iperformance iand 

iencourage ithem ito iwork ihard. iParental isupport iis ivery iimportant iin ithe 
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iacademics ithe istudents ifeel iloved iand icared ifor iand ithey iwork ihard iso ias inot ito 

idisappoint itheir iparents iif ithey ifail ito imeet itheir iexpectations. i 

This iimplies ithat iparental iinvolvement iin istudents’ iacademic iactivities iis ia igreat ifactor 

iinfluencing istudents’ iretention. iThis ifinding iconcurs iwith iOnyango i(2012) ithat ithe 

iapproaches iof iparents itowards ithe ischool ihave ia ipositive ieffect iin ilearners’ iacademic 

iachievement. 

 

Students iwere iasked ithe iextent ito iwhich iparents’ iinvolvement iin itheir ichildren 

iacademic iactivities iinfluence iretention. iFindings iare ipresented iin iTable i4.25. 

Table 4.25: Extent of parental involvement in academics influence retention rate 

Extent i  Frequency Percentage 

Very igreat iextent i 84 80.0 

Great iextent i 15 14.3 

Moderate iextent i 6 5.7 

Total i 105 100 

 

Results iin iTable i4.25 ishow ithat i80 ipercent iof ithe istudents iopined ithat iparents’ 

iinvolvement iin itheir ichildren iacademic iactivities iinfluence iretention. iThis ifinding 

isupports ithe iteachers iand iprincipals’ isentiments ithat iinvolving iparents iin istudents’ 

iacademic iactivities iinfluence istudents’ iretention. iFrom ia idocument ianalysis iin ione 

ischool ishowed ithat ia istudent iwho ihad i286 imarks iin iKCPE iwas itaken ito istay iwith ithe 

igrandparents iand ithe iparents ihad inot icome ito ischool iwas igetting iD iminus iThe ifinding 

iis iin iagreement iwith iDonkor i(2010) ithat ipositive iparental ivalue iof ieducation 

iinfluences ithe ifuture ieconomic iwell-being iof ilearners iwhich iis ihighly iinfluenced iby 

iachievement iof ihigher ieducation. i i 
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The iteachers iwere iasked ito itick ion ithe idegree iof iagreement ion ilisted istatements ion 

iinfluence iof iparents’ ieducation ilevel ion istudents’ iretention. iFindings iare ipresented iin 

iTable i4.26. 

Key: iSA-Strongly iagree, iA-Agree, iUD-Undecided, iD-Disagree, iSD-Strongly 

idisagree. 

Table 4.26: Teachers’ perceptions on influence  of iparents’ education level i i 

Statements i i SA A UD D SD 

F % F % F i % F i % F i % 

Students iwhose iparents 

iare iinvolved iin itheir 

ischooling iare iless ilikely 

ito idrop iout iof ischool 

 

32 53.3 10 16.7 5 8.3 3 5.0 0 0 

Positive iparental ivalue 

iof ieducation iinfluences 

istudents’ iretention irates 

 

40 66.7 6 10.0 4 6.7 8 13.3 2 3.3 

Approaches i i iof iparents 

itowards ithe ischool ihave 

ia ipositive ieffect iin 

ilearners’ iacademic 

iachievement 

 

38 63.3 10 16.7 7 11.7 5 8.3 0 0 

Participation iof iparents 

iin iactivities isuch ias iPTA 

iand ischool iacademic 

iday iis irelated ito 

iretention 

 

6 10.0 44 73.3 8 13.3 2 3.3 0 0 

Parental iguidance iand 

imotivation iencourage 

istudents ito iremain iin 

ischool 

45 75.0 10 16.7 5 8.3 0 0 0 0 

N=60 

 

Findings iin iTable i4.26 ishow ithat i91.7 ipercent iof ithe iteachers iagreed ithat iparental 

iguidance iand imotivation iencourages istudents ito iremain iin ischool. iThis i iwas 
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isupported iby ithe iprincipals iwho isaid ithat iparents ieducation ilevel iaffected istudents 

iretention ias ithose iwho iwere idropping iout itheir iparents ihad ionly icompleted iprimary 

ilevel iwhile iothers ihad idropped iout iin iprimary ischool. iThis ifinding iis iin iagreement 

iwith iLezotte i(2001) ithat ichildren iwhose iparents imonitor iand iregulate itheir iactivities, 

iprovide iemotional isupport, iencourage iindependent idecision imaking iand iare igenerally 

imore iinvolved iin itheir ischooling iare iless ilikely ito idrop iout iof ischool. 

 

The iresearcher ifurther isought istudent’s iperceptions ion ilisted istatements ion iinfluence 

iof iparents’ ieducation ilevel ion istudents’ iretention. iFindings iare ipresented iin iTable 

i4.27. 

Key: iSA-Strongly iagree, iA-Agree, iUD-Undecided, iD-Disagree, iSD-Strongly 

idisagree 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 4.27: Students  perceptions  influence of iparents’ ieducation ilevel  

Statements i i SA A UD D SD 

F % F % F i % F i % F i % 
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Students iwhose iparents 

iare iinvolved iin itheir 

ischooling iare iless ilikely 

ito idrop iout iof ischool 

 

72 68.6 17 16.2 8 7.6 5 4.7 3 2.8 

Positive iparental ivalue 

iof ieducation iinfluences 

istudents’ iretention irates 

 

85 81.0 11 10.5 7 6.6 2 1.9 0 0 

Approaches i i iof iparents 

itowards ithe ischool ihave 

ia ipositive ieffect iin 

ilearners’ iacademic 

iachievement 

 

65 62.0 20 19.0 9 8.5 6 5.7 5 4.7 

Participation iof iparents 

iin iactivities isuch ias iPTA 

iand ischool iacademic 

iday iis irelated ito 

iretention 

 

3 2.8 82 78.1 15 14.3 5 4.7 0 0 

Parental iguidance iand 

imotivation iencourage 

istudents ito iremain iin 

ischool 

90 85.7 5 4.7 10 9.5 0 0 0 0 

N=105 

Findings iin iTable i4.27 iindicate ithat i90.4 ipercent iof ithe istudents iagreed ithat iparental 

iguidance iand imotivation iencourages istudents ito iremain iin ischool. iThis iimplies ithat 

iactive iparental iinvolvement iin iacademic iactivities iinfluences istudents’ iretention iin 

isecondary ischools. iDuring ian iinterview iwith ione iof ithe iprincipals isaid ithat ithe 

istudents iwhose iparents iwere iinvolved itheir iacademic iaffairs iwere ilikely ito iremain iin 

ischool iuntil icompletion. iIt iwas ialso ireported ithat ithe istudents iwho ihad igood ientry 

ibehavior iin iform ione iand itheir iparents iwere inot iconcerned iwith itheir iacademic iwork 

iwere idropping. iThe ifinding iis ialso iconsistent iwith iDonkor i(2010) ithat ipositive 

iparental ivalue iof ieducation iinfluences ithe ifuture ieconomic iwell-being iof ilearners 

iwhich iis ihighly iinfluenced iby iachievement iof ihigher ieducation. 
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4.8  Inferential Statistics 

In itrying ito iportray ithe irelationship ibetween ithe istudy ivariables iand itheir ifindings ithe 

iresearcher iutilized ithe iKarl iPearson’s icoefficient iof icorrelation i(r). iCorrelation 

icoefficient i(r) iranging ifrom i0.10 ito i0.29 iillustrates iweak icorrelation, i0.30 ito i0.49 iis 

iconsidered imedium iand iwhereas i0.50 ito i1.0 iis iconsidered istrong i(Wong i& iHiew, 

i2005). iA icorrelation itest iwas irun iin iSPSS ito iidentify ipossible iassociation ibetween 

isocio ieconomic ifactors iand istudents’ iretention. 

 

Findings iin iappendix iV ishow ithat ithree ivariables iwere isignificant iat i0.05 ilevel iof 

isignificance iand ip i< i0.01 itwo itailed itest. iThe iPearson icorrelation icoefficient ifor 

ieducation icosts iand istudents’ iretention iwas i(r i= i0.716, ip-value=0.000) iwhich iwas 

isignificant, ithat iof ihouse ihold iincome iand istudents’ iretention iwas i(r= i0.662, ip-

value=0.000) iwhich iwas ialso isignificant iand ithat iof iparents’ iinvolvement iin iacademic 

iactivities iand istudents’ iretention iwas i(r= i0.590, ip-value=0.003) iwhich iwas ialso 

isignificant. iCorrelation ibetween iparents’ ieducation ilevel iand istudents’ iretention iwas 

iinsignificant i(r= i0.105, ip-value=0.514). i 

 

Based ion iappendix iV ithe icorrelation ibetween ieducation icosts iand istudents’ iretention 

iwas ithe istrongest idepicted iby ia icorrelation ivalue iof i(r i= i0.716, ip-value=0.000). 

iFollowed iby ithe irelationship ibetween ihouse ihold iincome i(r= i0.662, ip-value=0.000). 

iThen ifollowed iby iparents’ iinvolvement iin iacademic iactivities i(r= i0.590, ip-

value=0.003) iand ithe iweakest icorrelation ibeing iparents’ ieducation ilevel i(r= i0.105, ip-

value=0.514). 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

5.1 Introduction 

This ichapter ifocuses ion ithe isummary iof ithe imajor ifindings iand iconclusions.  iIt 

ialso isuggests irecommendations  ifor ipotential  iactions iand isuggestions  ifor ifuture 

iresearch. 

5.2 Summary of the Study 

The ipurpose iwas ito iinvestigate ithe isocio-economic ifactors iinfluencing istudents’ 

iretention irates iin isecondary ischools iin iMatinyani iSub-County, iKitui iCounty. iThe 

istudy iwas iguided iby ithe ifollowing iresearch iobjectives; ito idetermine ithe iinfluence iof 

icost iof ieducation ion istudents’ iretention iin isecondary ischools iin iMatinyani isub-

county; ito iexamine ihow ihousehold iincomes ilevels iinfluence istudents’ iretention irates 

iin isecondary ischools iMatinyani isub-county; ito iassess ihow ithe ieducation ilevel iof 

iparent iinfluences ithe iretention iof istudents iin isecondary ischools iin iMatinyani isub-

county iand i ito ifind iout ihow iparental iinvolvement iin istudents’ iacademic iactivities 

iinfluence istudents iretention iin isecondary ischools iin iMatinyani isub-county. iThe istudy 

iwas iguided iby iHuman iCapital iTheory. i 

 

The istudy iadopted idescriptive isurvey iresearch idesign. iTarget ipopulation icomprised iof 

i5 iprincipals, i72 iteachers iand i600 iform ifour istudents ifrom ipublic isecondary ischools iin 

iMatinyani isub-county. iSimple irandom isampling itechniques iwas iapplied ito isample 

i120 iform ifour istudents, i5 iprincipals iand i72 iteachers. iData iwas icollected iusing 

iquestionnaires, iinterview iguides iand idocument ianalysis. iDescriptive iand iinferential 

istatistics iwere iused ifor ianalysis iand idata iwas ipresented iin itables iand ifigures. 
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In idetermination ion ithe iinfluence iof icost iof ieducation ion istudent’s iretention, ifindings 

iestablished ithat ieducation icosts iinfluence istudent iretention ito ia ivery igreat iextent ias 

iindicated iby i74.3% iof ithe istudents. iFindings ialso iestablished ithat ithere iwere isome 

istudents iwho ifailed ito ireturn ito ischool iafter ibeing isent ihome ito icollect imoney ito isettle 

ischool icosts. iThe imain ieducation icosts iincluded ischool idevelopment ifees, iclub ifees, 

iexamination ifees, iremedial iteaching, iuniform ifees iand iactivity ifees. iThe ifindings ialso 

iestablished ithat ischool ifees iis ia imajor iobstacle ito istudents iretention iin isecondary 

ieducation, ischool ilevies iare isignificant ireason ifor idropout iand iauxiliary icosts iare ithe 

igreatest iobstacle ito iretention. iThis ifinding iis iin iagreement iwith iObua i(2011) iauxiliary 

icosts ilike iPTA ilevies iaffects igreatly istudents’ iretention irates iin isecondary ischools iin 

iKenya. 

 

In iline iwith ithe isecond iobjective iwhich iexamined ihow ihousehold iincome iinfluence 

iretention iof istudents, ifindings ireveal ithat ihousehold iincome ilevel iinfluence istudents’ 

iretention ito ia ivery igreat iextent ias iindicated iby i72.7% iof ithe iteachers iand istudents. 

iMajority iof ithe iparents iin ithe isampled ipublic isecondary ischools iwere ilow iincome 

iearners iand iwere itherefore iunable ito ipay ifees ion itime iand ischool icould ino ilonger 

iretain itheir ichildren iin ischool. iThe iavailable ifinances iprovided iby iparents iwere 

iinadequate ileading ito idrop iout ias istudents ileft ischool ito ilook ifor imenial ijobs iin iorder 

ito isupplement ithe ifamily iincome. iFindings ialso iestablished ithat istudents ifrom ipoor 

ifamilies idrop iout iof ischool imore ithan ichildren iwho iare ifrom ibetter-off ifamilies. iThis 

ifinding isupport iDachi iand iGarrett i(2013) istudy iwhich iestablished ithat ithe imain 
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ibarrier ito isending ichildren ito ischool iwas ifinancial istrain iand iparents’ iinability ito ipay 

ifees. 

 

The ithird iresearch iobjective iwas ion iinfluence iof iparents’ ieducation ilevel ion iinfluence 

istudents’ iretention. iFindings iestablished ithat iparents’ ieducation ilevel ihave iinfluence 

ion istudent's iretention iin ischool ias iindicated iby66.7% iof ithe iteachers iand istudents. iThe 

istudy irevealed ithat imajority iof ithe iparents iin imy ischool iare inot ihighly ieducated iand i 

ithey ihave ionly iattained iprimary iand isecondary ieducation, istudents ifrom iuneducated 

iparents iare iunable ito icope iwith ithe iacademic idemands idue ito ilack iof iguidance ion 

iacademics, ihigh iacademic iattainment iof iparents isignificantly ireduce ichances iof 

ischool idropouts, ieducated iparents iare imore ieffective iin ihelping itheir ichildren iin 

iacademic iwork, ieducated iparents iare iconcerned iwith ithe iacademic iprogress iof itheir 

ichildren iand ieducated iparents iknow ithe iprivate iand isocial ibenefits iof iinvesting iin 

ieducation. 

 

 iIn iaddition, ichildren ifrom iwell-educated iparents ihave ibetter ichances iof ipursuing itheir 

isiblings ior iparents’ iprofessionals ibut ithose ibrought iup iby iilliterate iparents ilack 

iimmediate irole imodels ito imirror iand imight igive iup ion ieducation iand idrop iout iof 

ischool. iThis ifinding iis iin iagreement iwith iOnyango i(2010) iasserted ithat ieducated 

iparents iappreciate ithe ivalue iof ieducation imore ithan iilliterate iones iand inormally iassist 

itheir ichildren ito iprogress iin ieducation iboth imorally iand imaterially. 

 

In iline iwith ithe ifourth iresearch iobjective, ithe istudy iestablishes ithat iparents’ 

iinvolvement iin itheir ichildren iacademic iactivities iinfluence iretention ito ia ivery igreat 
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iextent ias iindicated iby i80% iof ithe istudents. iFindings ialso iestablished ithat iparents iare 

iactively iinvolved iin ithe istudents’ iacademic iactivities ithrough iacademic iclinics, 

iparent’s iannual igeneral imeetings iand iinviting iparents ito idiscuss istudents idiscipline 

imatters. 

 

 iThe istudy irevealed ithat istudents iwhose iparents iare iinvolved iin itheir ischooling iare iless 

ilikely ito idrop iout iof ischool, ipositive iparental ivalue iof ieducation iinfluences istudents’ 

iretention irates, iapproaches iof iparents itowards ithe ischool ihave ia ipositive ieffect iin 

ilearners’ iacademic iachievement iand iparental iguidance iand imotivation iencourages 

istudents ito iremain iin ischool. iThis ifinding iconcurs iwith iLezotte i(2001) ithat ichildren 

iwhose iparents imonitor iand iregulate itheir iactivities, iprovide iemotional isupport, 

iencourage iindependent idecision imaking iand iare igenerally imore iinvolved iin itheir 

ischooling iare iless ilikely ito idrop iout iof ischool. 

5.3 Conclusion  

From ithe iresearch iit iwas iconcluded ithat: 

 Education icosts iinfluence iretention irates. iThe iresearcher iconcludes ithat ithe 

icost iof isecondary ieducation iwas ivery ihigh ias iparents iwere irequired ito imeet 

isome ioperational icosts ilike ischool idevelopment ifees, iclub ifees, iexamination 

ifees, iremedial iteaching, iuniform ifees iand iactivity ifees. 

 Most istudents idrop iout iof ischool ibecause iof itheir iparents’ ipoor ifinancial 

istatus. iThe iparents iwho iearn ivery ilittle imoney iare iunable ito ipay ischool 

ifees ion itime. iThis iresults ito ithe ischool iadministration  isending ithe 

istudents ihome ito icollect ischool  ifees iand inot iall  istudents  iwho  iare isent 
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ihome imanage ito icome iback ito ischool. iWhen ithe iparents ilack ifunds ito 

imaintain itheir ichildren iin ischool, ithey ieventually idrop iout. iGirls ihave 

imore ineeds ias icompared  ito iboys  iand ilack iof imoney ifor iacademic iand 

ipersonal ineeds iforce ithem ito idrop iout iof ischool ito ilook ifor imanual ijobs 

iwhile iother iget imarried. i i 

 Parental ilevel iof ieducation iinfluence istudents’ iretention irates. iIt ihas ialso 

ishown ithat ihigh iacademic iattainment iof iparents ireduces ichances iof isecondary 

ischool idropout. iThe iresearcher ifurther iconcludes ieducated iparents iwere imore 

ieffective iin ihelping itheir ichildren iin iacademic iwork iand ithat ieducated iparents 

iwere iinterested iin ithe iacademic iprogress iof itheir ichildren. i 

 Parents iare iinvolved iin istudents’ iacademic iactivities. iThe ischool 

iadministration iorganizes iacademic iclinics iand iparents iday ito idiscuss ithe 

iacademic iperformance iof istudents. iThis imight iencourage iretention isince 

istudents ifeel ifree ito idiscuss isome iof ithe ichallenges ithat ithey iface iin ilearning 

iand ithrough icollaboration iof ithe iteachers iand itheir iparents, ithey iare iable ito 

iovercome ithem iand iconcentrate imore ion itheir iacademic iachievements. iThe 

istudents iwhose iparents iare iinvolved iin ithe iacademic iactivities iof itheir 

ichildren iwere imore ilikely ito iconcentrate iin ithe iacademic iachievements. 
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5.4 Recommendations 

From ithe iresearch ifindings ithe ifollowing irecommendations iwere imade: 

i. The iGovernment ineeds ito isensitize iparents iespecially iin irural iareas ito ifully 

iunderstand iand iappreciate ithe iimportance iof icompletion iof isecondary 

ieducation. i 

ii. School imanagement icommittee ineed ito iestablish ian iintegrated iprogramme ito 

iencourage iparents/guardians ito iclosely imonitor ithe iperformance iof itheir 

ichildren iin ischools iand ieducate ithem ifairly iwithout idiscrimination. i 

iii. The iprincipals ineed ito iorganize iacademic iclinics iin ithe ischools imore ioften iand 

icreate ia iplatform iwhere iindividual isubject iteachers imeet iwith istudents iand 

itheir iparents iand ihave ithorough idiscussion iwith irespect ito istudents’ 

iperformance iin ievery isubject. 

iv. Communities ineed ito ibe iempowered ito istart ioff iincome igenerating iactivities 

ito ialleviate ipoverty iand ienable ifamilies iincrease itheir iincome iand ihave ithe 

iability ito iretain itheir ichildren iin isecondary ischool itill icompletion. 
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5.5. Suggestions for Further Study 

The iresearcher isuggests ilisted iareas ifor ifurther istudy. 

i. A irelated istudy ifocusing ion ianother isub-county ior iwhole icounty icould ibe icarried 

iout ito idetermine iif ithe icircumstances iin iMatinyani iSub-County iapply ito iother 

icounties iin iKenya. 

ii. A isimilar istudy ishould ibe iundertaken iin ipublic iprimary ischools iin ithe isub-County 

iin iorder ito icompare iresults. i 

iii. A ireplica iof ithe istudy ishould ibe icarried iout iincorporating imore ivariables ithat 

ipossibly iinfluence istudents’ iretention. iThese ivariables icould iinclude iinstitutional 

ifactors ias iwell ias icultural ifactors. 

iv. A istudy iof ihow ischool iadministration iroles iinfluence istudents’ iretention iin ipublic 

isecondary ischools ican ibe icarried iout. 
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APPENDICES 

Appendix I: Introduction Letter  

Letter ito iPrincipals, i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i 

Dear iSir/Madam, i 

RE: iPERMISSION iTO iCONDUCT iRESEARCH i 

I iam ia ipost igraduate istudent iat ithe iUniversity iof iNairobi icurrently icarrying iout ia 

iresearch ion i“socio-economic ifactors iinfluencing istudents’ iretention irates iat 

isecondary ischool ilevel iin iMatinyani iSub iCounty, iKitui iCounty, iKenya”. iI iam 

itherefore ihumbly irequesting ifor iyour ipermission ito igather ithe irequired iinformation 

ifrom ithe istudents iand iteachers iin iyour iinstitution. iThe iquestionnaires iwill ibe 

ispecifically imeant ifor ithis istudy iand itherefore ino iname iof ithe irespondents iwill ibe 

irequired. iThe iresponses iare istrictly imeant ifor iacademic ipurposes ionly. iThe iteachers 

iand istudents’ iidentity iwill ibe itreated iwith iconfidentiality. iYour iassistance iand isupport 

ion ithis imatter iwill ibe ihighly iappreciated. i 

Thank iyou iin iadvance i 

 

Yours iFaithfully, i 

Jedidah iMakau, 

University iof iNairobi 

P.O. iBox i30197-00100 i 

Nairobi i– iKenya 

.
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Appendix II: Interview Guide for ithe Principals i 

1. iWhat iis iyour ihighest ilevel iof ieducation? 

2. iHow ilong ihave iworked ias ia iprincipal iin ithis ischool? 

3. iHow ican iyou idescribe ithe iretention irate iin ithis ischool iin ithe ilast ifour iyears? 

4. iWhat ithe imain ieducation icosts iin ithis ischool? 

5. iDoes ithe icost iof ieducation iinfluence istudents’ iretention? 

6. iHow ican iyou idescribe ithe ieconomic istatus iof iparents iin iyour ischool? 

7. iHow idoes ithe ihousehold iincome ilevel iinfluence istudents’ iretention irates? 

8. iHow ican iyou irate ithe iparents iof ithis ischool ieducation ilevel? 

9. iDoes ithe iparental ieducation ilevel iinfluence istudents’ iretention irates? 

10. iAre ithe iparents iactively iinvolved iin ithe istudents’ iacademic iactivities? 

11. iHow idoes iparental iinvolvement iinfluence istudents’ iretention irates? 
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Appendix III: Questionnaire for Teachers i 

Answer iall ithe iquestions iby iticking i( i√) iyour ipreferred ichoice ior ifill ithe iblank ispace. iYou 

ido inot ihave ito iwrite iyour iname ias iyour iidentity iwill iremain iconfidential. iPlease ibe ifree ito 

igive iyour iopinion iin ithe iresponses. i 

Section iA: iDemographic iInformation 

1. iGender. i i i 

 

Male i( i) i i i i i i i i i i i i iFemale i( i) 

 

2. iWhat iis iyour iacademic iqualification? i i 

Masters iin iEducation i[ i i i]   iBachelors idegree iin iEducation i[ i i i] i i 

Diploma iin iEducation i[ i i i]  Others i(specify) 

3. iHow imany iyears ihave iyou ibeen ia iteacher? i 

Below i5 iyears i( i i) i i i i i  6-10 iyears i( i i i) i 11-15 iyear i i i i i( i i) i   

16-20 iyears i i i i( i i i)  More ithan i20 iyears i( i i) 

Section iB: iInfluence iof icost iof ieducation 

4. iTo iwhat iextent ido ieducation icosts i iinfluence iretention iof isecondary ischools istudents? i 

Very igreat iextent i i[ i i i] i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i iGreat iextent i[ i i i] i 

Medium iextent i i[ i i i] i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i iLittle iextent i[ i i i] 

5. iKindly ilist ithe ischool icosts ithat iaffect istudents’ iretention iin isecondary ischools. 

______________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________ 
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6. iKindly iindicate iyour ilevel iof iagreement ion ithe ilisted istatements irelated ito iinfluence iof 

icost iof ieducation. 

1-strongly iagree, i2-agree, i3-neutral, i4-disagree, i5-strongly idisagree 

STATEMENT 1 2 3 4 5 

School ifees i iis ia imajor iobstacle ito istudents iretention iin 

isecondary i ieducation i 

     

Students iare ioften isent ihome ito icollect ischool ifees i      

School i ilevies i iare isignificant ireason ifor idropout i      

Auxiliary i icosts iare i ithe igreatest iobstacle ito iretention      

 

Section iC: i iInfluence iof iHousehold iIncome iLevel i 

7. iTo iwhat iextent idoes ihousehold iincome ilevel iaffect istudents’ iretention?  

Very igreat iextent i[ i] i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i iGreat iextent i[ i] i 

Moderate iextent i[ i] i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i iLittle iextent i[ i] i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i iNo iextent i[ i] i i 

Please iexplain ihow ihousehold iincome iaffect istudents’ iretention 

 

 

 

8. iFrom iwhat itypes iof ifamily ido imajority iof iyour istudents icome ifrom? 

High-income [ i i i i] i Middle i–income i i [ i i i i] i Lower-income  i i [ i i i i] 
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9. iKindly iindicate iyour ilevel iof iagreement ion ithe ilisted istatements irelated ito iinfluence iof 

ihousehold iincome ilevel. 

1-strongly iagree, i2-agree, i3-neutral, i4-disagree, i5-strongly idisagree 

STATEMENT 1 2 3 4 5 

Students i ifrom ipoor ifamilies idrop iout iof ischool imore ithan ichildren 

iwho iare ifrom ibetter-off ifamilies. 

     

Students i ioften idrop iout iof ischool ifor iwage ilabour iin iorder ito 

isupplement ithe ifamily iincome 

     

Financial istatus iof ihouseholds iinfluence istudents i’ idropout      

 

Section iD: iInfluence iof iParents ieducation ilevel i 

10. iIn iyour iopinion, idoes ithe iparent's ilevel iof ieducation ihave iinfluence ion istudent's 

iretention iin ischool? i i 

Yes i[ i i i] iNo i[ i i i] 

11. iKindly iindicate ithe iextent ito iwhich iyou iagree ior idisagree iwith ithe ifollowing 

istatements ion ithe iparental ilevel iof ieducation ion iretention irates. 

Key: i1-strongly iagree, i2-agree, i3-neutral, i4-disagree, i5-strongly idisagree 
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Statement 1 2 3 4 5 

Students ifrom iuneducated iparents ido inot imake ia isuccessful 

itransition ito ihigher iinstitutions iof ilearning 

     

Students ifrom iuneducated iparents iare iunable ito icope iwith ithe 

iacademic idemands idue ito ilack iof iguidance ion iacademics 

     

High iacademic iattainment iof iparents isignificantly ireduce ichances iof 

ischool idropouts 

     

Educated iparents iare imore ieffective iin ihelping itheir ichildren iin 

iacademic iwork 

     

Educated iparents iare iconcerned iwith ithe iacademic iprogress iof itheir 

ichildren 

     

Educated iparents iknow ithe iprivate iand isocial ibenefits iof iinvesting iin 

ieducation 

     

 

Section iE: iInfluence iof iParental iinvolvement ion iretention 

12. iDoes ithe ischool iadministration iinvolve iparents iin istudents’ iacademic iactivities? i 

Yes i[ i i i] i  No i[ i i i] 

13. iIn iyour iopinion ido iyou ithink ithat istudents iwhose iparents iare iactively iinvolved iin itheir 

ilearning iactivities iare iless ilikely ito idrop iout ias icompared ito istudents iwhose iparents iare 

inot iinvolved? i 

Yes i[ i i i]  iNo i[ i i i] 

Kindly iexplain iyour ianswer 

______________________________________________________________________

___ 
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14. iKindly iindicate ithe iextent ito iwhich iyou iagree ior idisagree iwith ithe ifollowing 

istatements ion ithe iparental iinvolvement ion iretention irates 

Key: i1-strongly iagree, i2-agree, i3-neutral, i4-disagree, i5-strongly idisagree 

Statement 1 2 3 4 5 

Students iwhose iparents iare iinvolved iin itheir ischooling iare iless ilikely 

ito idrop iout iof ischool 

     

Positive iparental ivalue iof ieducation iinfluences istudents’ iretention 

irates 

     

Approaches i i iof iparents i itowards ithe ischool ihave ia i ipositive ieffect iin 

ilearners’ iacademic iachievement 

     

Participation iof iparents iin iactivities isuch ias iPTA iand ischool 

iacademic iday iis irelated ito iretention 

     

Parental iguidance i iand imotivation iencourages istudents ito iremain iin 

ischool 

     

 

Thank iyou ifor iyour icooperation 
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Appendix IV: Questionnaire for Students 

Answer iall ithe iquestions iby iticking i( i√) iyour ipreferred ichoice ior ifill ithe iblank ispace. iYou 

ido inot ihave ito iwrite iyour iname ias iyour iidentity iwill iremain iconfidential. iPlease ibe ifree ito 

igive iyour iopinion iin ithe iresponses. i 

Section iA: iDemographic iInformation 

1. iWhat iis iyour igender? i 

Male i( i i i i) i  Female i( i i i i i) 

2. iWhich iis iyour iage ibracket? i 

15-17 iyears i( i i i) i i i 17-20 iyears i i i i i i i i i( i i i) i i i i i i i i i i i i i imore ithan i20 iyears i i i( i i i) i 

Section iB: iInfluence iof icost iof ieducation 

 

3. iIn ithe iyears ithat iyou ihave ibeen iin ithis ischool, ihas iany iof iyour icolleagues ifailed ito ireturn 

ito ischool iafter ibeing isent ihome ito icollect ischool ifees? i 

Yes i( i i i i)  No i( i i i i) 

4. i iTo iwhat iextent idoes ieach iof ithe ilisted ieducation icosts iinfluence istudent iretention? 

 

STATEMENTS i Very igreat 

iextent i 

Great 

iextent i 

Moderate 

iextent i 

Low iextent i 

Clubs iregistration ifees     

Transport     

Uniform icost     

Remedial ituition ifee     

Examination ifees     

Activity ifees     
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Section iC: iInfluence iof iHousehold iIncome iLevel ion iretention 

5. iTo iwhat iextent idoes ifamily iincome ilevel iaffect istudents’ iretention?  

Very igreat iextent i[ i] i  great iextent i[ i] i moderate iextent i[ i] i 

Little iextent i[ i] i  no iextent i[ i] i i 

Please iexplain ihow ihousehold iincome iaffect istudents’ iretention 

 

 

6. iHow ican iyou idescribe iyour ifamily iincome ilevel? i 

High-income   i i[ i i i i] i Middle i–income i i [ i i i i] i Lower-income  i i [ i i i i] 

7. iKindly iindicate iyour ilevel iof iagreement ion ithe ilisted istatements irelated ito iinfluence iof 

ihousehold iincome ilevel. 

1-strongly iagree, i2-agree, i3-neutral, i4-disagree, i5-strongly idisagree 

STATEMENT 1 2 3 4 5 

Students ifrom ipoor ifamilies idrop iout iof ischool imore ithan istudents iwho 

iare ifrom ibetter-off ifamilies. 

     

Students i ioften idrop iout iof ischool ifor iwage ilabour iin iorder ito 

isupplement ithe ifamily iincome 

     

Financial istatus iof ihouseholds iinfluence istudents i’ idropout      

 

Section iD: iInfluence iof iParents ieducation ilevel i 

8. iWhat iis iyour iparents’ ieducation ilevel? 

Primary i[ i i i] i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i iSecondary i[ i i i] i College i i i[ i i i] 

University i[ i i i] i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i iNever iattended ischool i i[ i i i] 
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9. iIn iyour iopinion, idoes ithe iparent's ilevel iof ieducation iinfluence ion istudent's iretention 

irates? i iYes i[ i i i] i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i iNo i[ i i i] 

10. iKindly iindicate ithe iextent ito iwhich iyou iagree ior idisagree iwith ithe ifollowing 

istatements ion ithe iparental ilevel iof ieducation ion iretention irates. 

Key: i1-strongly iagree, i2-agree, i3-neutral, i4-disagree, i5-strongly idisagree 

Statement 1 2 3 4 5 

Pupils ifrom iuneducated iparents ido inot imake ia isuccessful itransition 

ito ihigher iinstitution iof ilearning 

     

Students ifrom iuneducated iparents iare iunable ito icope iwith ithe 

iacademic idemands idue ito ilack iof iguidance ion iacademics 

     

High iacademic iattainment iof iparents isignificantly ireduce ichances iof 

ischool idropouts 

     

Educated iparents iare imore ieffective iin ihelping itheir ichildren iin 

iacademic iwork 

     

Educated iparents iare iconcerned iwith ithe iacademic iprogress iof itheir 

ichildren 

     

Educated iparents iknow ithe iprivate iand isocial ibenefits iof iinvesting iin 

ieducation 

     

 

Section iE: iInfluence iof iParental iinvolvement ion iretention 

11. iIs iyour iparent iactively iinvolved iin iyour iacademic iactivities? i 

Yes i[ i i i] i i i i i i i i i i iNo i[ i i i] 
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12. iTo iwhat iextent idoes iparent iinvolvement iin itheir ichildren iacademic iactivities iinfluence 

iretention? 

Very igreat iextent i[ i i i] i i i iGreat iextent i[ i i i] i 

Medium iextent i i[ i i i] i i i i i i iLittle iextent i[ i i i] 

 

13. iKindly iindicate ithe iextent ito iwhich iyou iagree ior idisagree iwith ithe ifollowing 

istatements ion ithe iparental ilevel iof ieducation ion iretention irates. 

Key: i1-strongly iagree, i2-agree, i3-neutral, i4-disagree, i5-strongly idisagree 

Statement 1 2 3 4 5 

Students iwhose iparents iare iinvolved iin itheir ischooling iare iless ilikely 

ito idrop iout iof ischool 

     

Positive iparental ivalue iof ieducation iinfluences istudents’ iretention 

irates 

     

approaches i iof iparents i itowards ithe ischool ihave ia i ipositive ieffect iin 

ilearners’ iacademic iachievement 

     

Participation i iof iparents iin iactivities isuch ias iPTA iand ischool 

iacademic iday iis irelated ito iretention 

     

Parental iguidance i iand imotivation iencourages istudents ito iremain iin 

ischool 

     

 

 Thank iyou ifor iyour icooperation 
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Appendix V: Correlation Analysis  
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Students iretention Pearson iCorrelation 1     

Sig. i(2-tailed)      

Education icosts i Pearson iCorrelation .716** 1    

Sig. i(2-tailed) .000     

Household 

iincome 

Pearson iCorrelation .662** .472 1   

Sig. i(2-tailed) .000 .003    

Parents ieducation 

ilevel i 

Pearson iCorrelation .105 .005 .129 1  

Sig. i(2-tailed) .514 .976 .422   

Parents 

iinvolvement 

Pearson iCorrelation .590** .416 .324 .425 1 

Sig. i(2-tailed) .003 .004 .003 .004  

**. iCorrelation iis isignificant iat ithe i0.01 ilevel i(2-tailed) 
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Appendix VI: Authorization Letter 
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Appendix VII: Research Permit 

 

 


