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ABSTRACT

This study investigated stakeholder’'s awarenesseotonstituency secondary
education bursary fund, allocation of the bursadequacy of bursary funds,
and policy guidelines in bursary disbursement.

The study adopted a descriptive survey design. Bimgmdom sampling and
census methods were used to select the responDatéswere collected using
the questionnaires as the main research instruméet.questionnaires were
subjected to 18 principals and 216 students inrs#8ny schools in Mutomo
District. The collected data was coded and analymedg statistical package
for social scientist software where frequency dstion tables were
generated. Open ended questions were analyzedbpigg similar responses
and the tally system used to generate frequends.t&be factors identified as
affecting bursary allocation were that only 30 petcof the respondents had
applied for the and only 30percent of those wholiagpvere allocated, all
the deserving students were not getting the fundsyrsary from the
headquarters were not adequate, CBFC committee beramwere not
following the Government guidelines in awarding bugsary.

The study revealed that all principals (100%) ard students (100%)
interviewed were aware of the constituency burdayd allocation. This
implies that the principals had passed the infoionato all students about
bursary allocations. Despite the fact that all shid seemed to be aware of the
constituency bursary fund, it was revealed thaty o8B0 percent of the
respondents had applied for the money with 70 peéroet applying hence
missing from the list for consideration.

The other factor identified was that the fact ttheg deserving students were
not getting the funds. It was established that @flypercent of the applicants
were allocated the funds. It was revealed that soitleose who got the funds
did not deserve.

The other factor identified as affecting the alkbma of bursary funds was the
inadequacy of allocation from the head quarters$.thd respondents (100%)
stated that he bursary allocation to the needyesiisdwas not adequate. This
is because they have so many needy students wieapptying for the funds
and had not beegiven. Some of the students end up dropping oatlbol or
having huge fee balances which seems to affectdheol operations.

The last factor identified as influencing the digmment of bursary fund was
revealed as failure to follow the laid down guidek by the government.

The study suggest that further research can be aotige factors affecting the
management of constituency bursary funds.
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION
1.1  Background to the study
A Study by the Adequacy Group (2007) on high sctieet aid has revealed that the
state of Rhode Island in USA adopts a permanentpaedictable secondary school
funding programme with two options; option onetlse foundation programme and
option two the power equalizing systems. In optane, the state ensures that the
school funding structure adequately reflects etimecal inequities fiscal capacity
must receive greater aid than their wealthy coyates to compensate for significant

limitation in the district of relatively limited pperty per pupil to achieve equity.

High school education in Rhode Island is provideitheut discrimination which
improves access and retention of the deserving estudegardless of their
socioeconomic statuses. State subsidy on high fesn awarded fairly helps the
children from poor households who deserve the fundse to access and complete
their high school education which could not haverbéhe case (Adequacy Group,

2007).

In most of the African countries education tendéothe neglected education sector,
receiving on average 15-20 percent allocation atestinancial resources allocated to
the Ministry of Education (MOE) (World Bank, 2005)his has escalated
household’s burden of financing secondary educatimhit is inhibitive especially in

those families where no one is employed (Levin &8li6ds, 2001). Fees charged in



secondary schools are one of the major obstaclespdor children’s failure in
accessing this level of education thus resulting low primary secondary school
transition rates (Oyugi,2009). The cost of secopdaducation is one of the key
barriers of primary to secondary school transitammong the children from the poor
families who form the majority of the sub-Saharafrican population. This it is
arguable against the background of more than hdeaya’s population living below
the poverty line along with the rising cost o setamy education, that this level (Njeru

& Orodho, 2003).

In Kenya, whereas households meet only 20 percemprimary and 8 percent of
University education costs, they shoulder 60peradnsecondary education costs
(World Bank, 2005). The Ministry of Education, Swe and Technology
(MOESA&T) introduce a bursary scheme in (1993/198%9ncial year) as one of the
safety-nets to cushion the poor and vulnerable gg@gainst the consequent adverse
affects of dropouts and inaccessibility to secopdeducation (Njeru & Orodho,
2003). However, the bursary scheme was not an gnitsélf, because there were
problems related to its disbursement ineffectivenofg the factors that contributed
are; poor services, bad governance and manageneaknesses under the MOE

officials (Njeru & Orodho, 2003).

After the National Alliance Rainbow Coalition (NAR@overnment took over power
in 2003, it changed the disbursement of the seagndaucation Bursary Fund

(secondary education bursary fund) from the Migistf Education to be allocated



through the constituencies. It was at the sameogethat the Constituency
Development Fund (CDF) kitty was introduced as lgest unit of development in
each of the Constituencies as the channels of dingnconstituency based
development projects following the launch of theurmny’s poverty Reduction

Strategy paper (PRSP) in the same year (Gikony@g)20

The aim of changing the secondary school educdtiosary fund allocations from

the Ministry of education to constituencies wasgtee more power to the local

communities so as to identify and support seconddugcation for the needy children
from income-poor families and vulnerable groups @ggample those from arid and
semi-arid lands as well as the girl child. The buwysschemes through the
constituencies also aim at increasing access coimpleates and reduce regional
disparities and inequalities in provision of secanydeducation so that the deserving
children access the funds (Njeru & Orodho, 200®)c&then, all secondary school
education funds have been sent to the ConstituBacsary Committee’s (CBC) bank

account for disbursement as per the Ministry ofcation guidelines. However, these

guidelines have not been known to all secondargadbursary seekers.

Mutomo District is semi-arid with very erratic andreliable rainfall. Most parts of
the district are hot and dry throughout the yeaulteng in very high evaporation
rates. Rainfall is distributed within two seasomrany and varies from 500-1050mm
with about 40 percent reliability (Ministry of agulture report, 2009). Livestock

production together with crop farming is the baakb@f Mutomo District economy



and accounting for nearly three-quarters of housebarnings. The animals kept are
indigenous cattle, sheep and goats and thereforemtdproduce enough to sustain the
many families needs (FAO, 2008). The proceeds vedefrom crops and livestock
sales are low due to high vulnerability to recutr@md prolonged droughts. This often
results in repeated crop failures, lack of wated pasture, and livestock mortality,
seriously undermining both present and future &ffto ameliorate food security and
family income (FAO 2000).

In Mutomo District there has been in adequacy &f blursary allocation and thus
number of the needy children who received the byra@re few (Stiftung, 2008). As
a result, 39 per cent of secondary school age relmlére still attending primary
school for fear of the secondary school fees. Rdpam the District education office
(2012) indicated that only 13 percent of the stasl@mthe District had applied for the
bursary. Out of those who applied for the bursary @5 percent received the funds.
This indicates that some of the children and pareeserving the bursary fund still
lack information about the availability of such @& It is not amazing to find that
children from high wealth index and educated hoaklEhare less likely to be in
primary school when they should be in secondarpaich-or example, 40 per cent of
children whose parents have no education and belongcome-poor parents are
currently attending primary school whereas theyukhde in secondary school
compared to only 14 per cent of children whose mtarbave higher education and
their income levels rate higher who are still atieg primary school whereas they are

supposed to be attending secondary school (Govetroh&enya, 2008).



1.2 Statement of the problem

In developing countries, education is thought to pfmmacea to poverty and
developmental problems. Education is expected riogbeconomic development
(Musvosvi, 1998). However, education changes sloang benefits from it come
after a long period of time. The major challengeettucation is the availability of
finances. Mutomo District being a semi —arid zomes kery high level of poverty
which has affected the transition rate from prim&yysecondary (Stiftung, 2008).
Among those who go to secondary schools, a bigepgaige ends up dropping out of
school because of lack of school fees among o#sons. In Mutomo District there
has been limited finance for the bursary allocateord the number of the needy
children who received the bursary were few (Stigtu2008). 39 per cent of secondary
school age children are still attending primaryasthlt is not amazing to find that
children from high wealth index and educated hoaklEhare less likely to be in
primary school when they should be in secondarpaich-or example, 40 per cent of
children whose parents have no education and belongcome-poor parents are
currently attending primary school whereas theyukhde in secondary school
compared to only 14 per cent of children whose mtarbave higher education and
their income levels rate higher who are still atieg primary school whereas they are
supposed to be attending secondary school (Govertroh&enya, 2008)

The Government has been giving bursary funds toymé&enyans. Despite this
provision of bursary funds we still withess higldés dropouts both in primary and
secondary schools in Mutomo Districts. Bursaryadtion can enhance access,

retention and completion of education ( Mutomo Be$tDEO, report 2012). Report



from the District education office (2012) indicatddht only 13% of the students in
the District had applied for the bursary. Out addd who applied for the bursary only
25 % received the funds. This indicates that sorheéhe children and parents

deserving the bursary fund still lack informatidooat the availability of such funds

and unsatisfactory management of the process lgadirpremature termination of

education for some needy students. There is therefeed to investigate the factors
influencing disbursement of constituency bursarjimtomo District with a view to

stemming possible dropouts and other forms of wasta

1.3Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to investigate fadtoifuencing disbursement of

secondary education bursary fund through consttieenn Mutomo District, Kenya.

1.4 Objectives of the study
The study was guided by the following objectives to
I. To establish the extent to which stakeholders awem® of the
constituency secondary education bursary fund enites the
allocation process in Mutomo District.
il. To determine the extent to which deserving childyen allocation of
the bursary awards in Mutomo District.
ii. To establish the adequacy of bursary funds forcation from the

headquarters for Mutomo District.



V. To establish the extent to which policy guidelingtuence the bursary

disbursement to needy students in Mutomo District.

1.5.1 Research questions
The study was guide by the following research qaest

I. To what extent do stakeholder's awareness of thastioency
Secondary Education bursary fund influences thecation process in
Mutomo District?

il To what extent do deserving children get allocatudnthe bursary
awards in Mutomo District?

iii. To what extent is the bursary fund adequate faycation from the
headquarters for Mutomo District?

V. To what extent to do policy guidelines influencee thbursary

disbursement to needy students in Mutomo District?

1.6 Significance of the study

The finding of the study may be important in selarays. The finding may help in
improving parents’ and students’ awareness on entist of secondary education
bursary fund awards; hence helping them to applyhi® secondary education bursary
fund appropriately. Teachers may understand therfsiecy Education Bursary Fund
requirements and therefore advise the student jpty ap the most appropriate way

possible. This may help them to increase their charof getting the bursary. The



study may help the policy makers to identify proidein allocation of Secondary
Education Bursary Fund. This may help in equitadllecation of the funds so that
only the deserving children were benefitting. Thaedg result may also help in
comparing the amount of money given as bursary @dsvagainst the fees paid per

year so as to establish whether is sufficienttierintended purpose.

1.7 Limitation of the study

The researcher only used one District which may gne enough data for
generalizing the result to other Districts. Howewsudents in secondary schools in
the district are from several other districts armhstituencies, therefore varied
responses from different constituencies help teearcher to ascertain penalization of
the findings. The respondents may conceal confidleirtformation which may be
beneficial to identify would remain anonymous. Tiesearcher also used personal
counterchecking and triangulation (use of differevays of data collection) to

ascertain uniformity of the data collected frompatticipants.

1.8 Delimitations of the study
This study will investigate the students who haddfiged from the constituency
bursary funds, the principals and the constitudmagary committee members in

Mutomo District.



1.9 Assumptions of the study
The study assumed the following:-

(i) Those students in the District who had receiveddmigs are from various
constituencies and therefore varied responses dirfierent constituencies
helped the researcher to make valid conclusion.

(i) The constituency bursary fund committee (CBFC) memmbfrom
Mutomo District and its constituency were a repnésve sample of the
rest of the constituencies where other bursary fieaees would have

been drawn.

1.10 Definition of significant terms.

Accessrefers to joining of secondary school educationabstudent from a primary
school.

Beneficiaries refer to students who receive the constituencyrsdary education
bursary awards after the allocations are made.

Bursary refers to government grants in monetary value madéelp the needy
secondary schools students pay fees.

Constituencies refer to a defined region in a country, like Kenyesually with
Member of Parliament who represents the peopla&dithere in parliament or the
governing council of the county.

Criteria refer to right procedure of the bursary awardgodfuidelines to be used by
the constituency bursary committees in selectireg $econdary Education Bursary

fund’s beneficiaries from among applicants in tbastituency.



Decentralization refer to taking the awarding procedure closeh®lieneficiaries at
the grassroots in all parts of the country andvalig the communities to determine

the needy students since they know them better.

1.11 Organization of the study

The study is organized into chapters. chapter amsists of the: background of the
study; statement of the problem, purpose of thalystwbjectives of the study,
research questions; significance of the study téitimns of the study, delimitations of
the study, basic assumptions of the study, defmitof significant term and
organization of the study. Chapter two presentditbeature review which comprises
of the past studies or documented information alibat financial aid to needy
students at secondary school level to improve acees retention of all students.
Special attention is on the Constituency Seconéalycation Bursary Fund Scheme
disbursed through the constituencies in Kenya. ditegter is organized according to
the objectives of the study: the awareness of degeichildren for the Secondary
Education Bursary Fund awards, the influence ofpfeesystem, adequacy of the
amount of money allocated for Secondary Educatiors&y Fund disbursement. The
theoretical and conceptual frameworks are givethatend of this section. Chapter
three presents; research design, target populateEmpling procedure and sample
size, research instruments, validity and reliapildgf research instruments, data
collection procedure, data analysis, ethical carsigon of issues and

operationalization of variables. Chapter four wi#lal with data presentation, analysis

10



and interpretation. Chapter five will deal with smary of the study, discussion of the

findings, conclusions, recommendations and sugyestor further research.
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CHAPTER TWO
LIRETATURE REVIEW

2.1 Introduction

Literature review on the documented about factoffuéncing disbursement of
constituency Secondary Education Bursary is presentthis section. This chapter is
organized according to the objectives of the stusharting with introduction,
awareness of deserving children for constituencyorsgary education bursary
awards, the constituency secondary education hurfssd policy guidelines, the
influence of political system on state financingequacy of constituency education
bursary funds for allocation, regular availabilif/constituency secondary education
bursary funds summary of literature review. The othdcal and conceptual

frameworks are given at the end of this section.

2.1.1 An overview of resource allocation in schools

About one-third of U.S. schools are managed bypfoffit or nonprofit education
management organizations (EMOSs), although the sbamharters that are EMO-
managed versus self-managed varies substantialbsactates (Miron & Urschel,
2009). While some early advocates predicted thdOE would offer contracting
schools the benefit of scale economies in the afios of funds to support their
services (Chubb, 2001), available evidence pomtsgher administrative spending in
EMO-managed than self-managed charter schools (M&r@Jrschel, 2010) There is

Michigan’s school finance system, commonly knownPasposal A, facilitated the

12



charter policy’s implementation. Michigan’s charsehools are funded at a relatively
high level compared to other states, and theirigtbr current operations is roughly
equal to that of Michigan’s traditional public sci® Approved in 1994, Proposal A
shifted the responsibility for funding current oggons from local districts to the
state. Besides state and federal categorical ath bchool districts and charter
schools receive almost all their discretionary apag revenues from the state in the
form of a per-pupil foundation grar@harter schools receive a per-pupil foundation
grant equal to that of the district in which théaal is located, with the exception of
charters in the state’s highest revenue distrithese 51 “hold-harmless” districts,
comprising 10%

The revenue generated by a uniform property tad®fmills on non-homestead
property stays in local districts and is countedazsl revenue in the state school
finance data. But this revenue does not augmetriai$s foundation revenue, since
the state reduces the foundation revenue it sema@sdistrict by the amount of the
district's locally-generated non-homestead propdgy revenue.ls Administration
Leaner in Charter Schools? 10 operating revenuedisé&ricts and charter schools

receive depends almost exclusively on the numbstuafents they enroll.

In developing countries, education is thought to pfmmnacea to poverty and
developmental problems. Education is expected riogbeconomic development
(Musvosvi, 1998). However, education changes sloang benefits from it come

after a long period of time. The major challengeeducation is the availability of

13



finances. Many developing countries today are glrtiinancing their education by
supporting the needy from their communities.

In Kenya, the government through the Ministry of uEation introduced the
secondary school bursary scheme during 1993/1984ndial year. Later the
constituency Development Fund (CDF) was establisheder the constituencies
Development Fund Act, 2003 with the aim of takingvelopment projects to the
citizens at the grassroots level within the shortiese possible in order to alleviate
poverty (Kinyua 2004). In 2003 the government sthtio channel secondary school
bursary through the CDF offices in the constituesciThe Ministry of Education
circular Ref. No. G/9/1/ (61) dated "2September 2003 changed the disbursement of
secondary school bursaries from the ministry to disbursed through the
constituencies. It is now called the Constituenegdhdary Education Bursary Fund
(CSEBF)

The objectives of the bursary scheme were to: asgdo secondary school. Ensure
retention of students in Secondary schools, prorratgsition and completion rates
and reduce disparities and inequalities in the ipronr of secondary school education.
The bursary programs target to assist the followgngups of students of students:
orphans, children from poor households, childremfIASAL areas and urban slums,
the qirl child and children in difficult circumstees (MoE circular Ref. No.
G9/1/VIII/101 22" April 2005). Therefore, the introduction of thecsadary school
education bursary to CSEBF in all constituenciestliy NARC government was
aimed at improving the earlier Ministry of Educaticecondary school bursary

scheme which was channeled to secondary schogdsthigig people at grass roots on

14



board to deliberate and identify the needy brightients who warrant the awarding
(Government of Kenya, 2008)

2.2 Stakeholders awareness of bursary and allocatioof the bursary awards.

A student attending one of the 59 higher fee hidtosls in Australia attracts about a
quarter (1/4) of the public money received by adstu attending a state school
(Martin & Byrne, 2004). But this student is alreadgceiving a more expensive
education which the government should proportignallpport as compared to the
student in public high school. However, they alsgua that if Australia government
money should increase equity, and not exacerbatquity that those students in

public school receive public financial support tithose in private school.

The overall effect of the way private schools anerently funded in Australia is to
give more to those that already have the mostséerece, the Australia government
school funding program is to a large extent biagedive advantage to the wealth
students in private schools. A public educationleyshould consider assisting in
financing the education of the needy students. dlstsdents are especially orphans,
and children from single parents or poor househdldevin and Caillods,2001).
Without state financial intervention in financirngetr education such vulnerable group
of students would drop out of school and the pugpafsstate assistance in financing
high school education would have been lost. Lewish @ailods (2001) has found out
that majority of children in sub-saharan Africa dot make it to secondary school.
Analysis of Gross Enrolment Rate (GER) showed tivatthirds (2/3) of all countries

with secondary school GER of 40percent and belowewe Africa. Transe-Group

15



(2005) has identifies financing secondary educatiomost of the Africa countries
tend to be the most neglected, receiving on avet&g2Opercent of state financial
resources (World Bank, 2005). Household burdennanicing secondary education

has therefore remained high.

Mutomo District being a semi —arid zone has vemghhlevel of poverty which has

affected the transition rate from primary to se@ydStiftung, 2008).

However, some of the hidden complaints in th& Rily, 2008 circular from the

Ministry were that:-‘Politicians were meddling ihet bursaries, by recommending
beneficiaries in disregard of the evaluation craterAs a result, deserving students
were not getting bursaries and where they do: getysmall amounts which are not
enough to cover the fees. The circular, reported some MPs were hand-picking

CBC members (Oyugi, 2009).

2.3 Stakeholders’ deserving children’s awareness of bsary allocation.

In United states of America the Michigan’s schanahce system, commonly known
as Proposal A, facilitated the charter policy’s lempentation. Michigan’s charter
schools are funded at a relatively high level comgato other states, and their
funding for current operations is roughly equaltat of Michigan’s traditional public
schools. Approved in 1994, Proposal A shifted #sponsibility for funding current
operations from local districts to the state. Besidtate and federal categorical aid,

both school districts and charter schools receilraost all their discretionary

1
operating revenues from the state in the form pémpupil foundation grantCharter
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schools receive a per-pupil foundation grant eqoiahat of the district in which the

school is located, with the exception of chartarthe state’s highest revenue districts.
These 51 “hold-harmless” districts, comprising 16#4he state’s total districts, had

per-pupil foundations in 1994-95 exceeding $6,306ld-harmless districts (most of

which are in high-income suburbs) are eligibleawyl additional local property taxes

up to a cap established by the state that hasasedeby less than the rate of inflation
since 1994. Under Proposal A, local voters can ormér increase local taxes to
support school operations. Thus, the amount of

1 The revenue generated by a uniform property fax8omills on non-homestead

property stays in local districts and is countedazsl revenue in the state school
finance data. But this revenue does not augmetriai$s foundation revenue, since

the state reduces the foundation revenue it sema@sdistrict by the amount of the

district's locally-generated non-homestead propdgy revenue.ls Administration

Leaner in Charter Schools? 10 operating revenuedisé&ricts and charter schools

receive depends almost exclusively on the numbstuafents they enroll.

Secondary school education attracts various caesgof costs. The costs include
tuition and boarding fees, paid by parents/guasliand teachers’ paid by state
(Oyugi et al, 2009). Given that most of the housdtiomore than 56% on average in
Kenya live below the poverty line (World Bambk, B)0the state assistance in
financing secondary school education is hecessapydmote equity and equality in

enrolments, access, retention and completion gfpird out (World Bank, 2006)
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In order to bridge the gap the Kenyan governmermuh the Ministry of Education
introduced the secondary school bursary schemenglur®93/1994 financial year.
Later the constituency Development Fund (CDF) wasaldished under the
constituencies Development Fund Act, 2003 with #m of taking development
projects to the citizens at the grassroots leviiiwithe shortest time possible in order
to alleviate poverty (Kinyua 2004) . In 2003 thevgomment started to channel
secondary school bursary through the CDF officahénconstituencies. The Ministry
of Education circular Ref. No. G/9/1/(61) DATED"?2September 2003 changed the
disbursement of secondary school bursaries frormihestry to be disbursed through
the constituencies. It is now called the constityesecondary education bursary fund
(CSEBF)

The objectives of the bursary scheme were to: as@do secondary school. Ensure
retention of students in Secondary schools, prorratgsition and completion rates
and reduce disparities and inequalities in the ipronr of secondary school education.
The bursary programmes target to assist the fotigwiroups of students of students:
orphans, children from poor households, childremfIASAL areas and urban slums,
the qirl child and children in difficult circumstees (MoE circular Ref. No.
G9/1/VIII/101 22" April 2005). Therefore, the introduction of thecsadary school
education bursary to CSEBF in all constituenciestlily NARC government was
aimed at improving the earlier Ministry of Educaticecondary school bursary
scheme which was channeled to secondary schogdsthigig people at grass roots on
board to deliberate and identify the needy brightients who warrant the awarding

(Government of Kenya, 2008)
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However, some of the hidden complaints in ti& Rily, 2008 circular from the

Ministry were that:-‘Politicians were meddling ihet bursaries, by recommending
beneficiaries in disregard of the evaluation cigerAs a result, deserving students
were not getting bursaries and where they do: getysmall amounts which are not
enough to cover the fees. The circular, reported §ome MPs were hand-picking

CBC members (Oyugi et al, 2009).

2.4 The Adequacy of secondary education fund andlatation

According to the Ministry of Education, Republic 8btswna (1993) when the

government committed itself to nine years univeesilication encompassing junior
secondary education within the free and compulsdiycation. The criteria used was
that the funds were channeled directly to the slshand parents were left to only
meet the cost of the third, fourth, fifth and sixtkars of secondary education. This
tremendously increased the access and retentiafi eécondary school students in
especially the first two years of secondary edocaflhis implies that if countries can
finance education for the secondary education reftbreall or through bursary fund

for the needy students then this would enhancetiete

The cost of secondary school has been a key bafrteansition to secondary school
for the poor who form the majority in sub-saharafrica (World Bank,2000).

According to Dorothy P.(2012), the funding of sedary education by the
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Government can increase the number of studentshfilg secondary education. It is

therefore important for the Government to incraagesecondary education funding.

In Kenya the secondary education bursary fund wasduction in 1993/1994 with
an initial allocation of Kshs. 25 million, which wancreased to KSHs. 536 million
in,2002/2003, kshs. 770 million, in 2003/2004 andlffer to kshs 800 million for

2007/2008 (Oyugi. Et al, 2008) Before 2003, theosdary education bursary fund
was channeled by the ministry of education diretilgchool where the pupils were
enrolled and the allocation was made by teacheeniine cost of education is left to
the individual household to pay for, that is depegdon their ability, majority of

those who complete the education cycle are thetimgeahose who can afford to pay

for their children’s education (World Bank, 2005).

According to Ministry of Education, circular Ref.oNG9/1/VIII/101 of 254 April
2005, the minimum amounts to be allocated to tretipestudents are given as Day
Schools kshs. 5,000/=, Boarding school kshs. 10s0@8d National Schools Kshs.
15,000/=. Finally, the committees were to keep pragcords of their accounts to
ease monitoring and audit of the funds (Governmoéitenya, 2005). But the cost of
secondary education in Kenya is high with a minimofrKshs. 18,665/= for day
schools inclusive of tuition, PTA development ld&ghs. 2,000/=, uniform and lunch
and a minimum of Kshs. 35,532/= in a provincial Bidag secondary school which
includes tuition, boarding, uniform and PTA devetagmt levy Kshs. 2,000/= per

student (Lauridsen, 2008). With the two bursaryeses CDF and CBF together with
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the government tuition waiver of Kshs. 10,265/=rdugh with inadequate funds, the
Kenyan government has shown a positive gesturavinggassistance in financing
secondary school education (Lauridsen, 2008). $hidy is aimed at investigating
the factor influencing secondary education bursargd disbursement through

constituencies in Mutomo District, Kenya.

In the circular, the amount allocation to eachstibmency is based on:- the number of
students from the constituency and enrolled in sgéany schools in Kenya, the
national secondary school enrolment, the Distrim¢epty indices and the national
poverty index. Therefore, the formula used to @tecbursaries to constituencies is
given by Lauridsen,( 2008) as:-
Constituency bursary = AAx CExDPI

NEx NPI
where:-
AA= Amount Allocated before.
CE=Constituency Enrolment
NE=National Enrolment
DPI= District Poverty Index
NPI=National Poverty Index
There is also an allocation of Kshs 500,000/= tcARS in any disbursement to all
other constituencies. Although it has been indiditat the CBF funds are not
adequate, it is anticipated that if genuine idesdtion of the needy students is done

the money could be enough to assist to financensiry school education for the

21



needy and bright (Lauridsen, 2008). This study mNestigate the factors influencing
the disbursement of secondary school bursary tlrolg constituencies with an aim
of suggesting and adding to the existing strategi@sproving the bursary award.
2.5Policy guidelines on secondary education and bursarfund allocation

A student attending one of the 59 higher fee hidtosls in Australia attracts about a
quarter (1/4) of the public money received by adstu attending a state school
(Martin and Byrne, 2004). But this student is allyaeceiving a more expensive
education which the government should proportignallpport as compared to the
student in public high school. However, they alsgua that if Australia government
money should increase equity, and not exacerbatquity that those students in
public school receive public financial support thlase in private school.

The overall effect of the way private schools anerently funded in Australia is to
give more to those that already have the mostsserce, the Australia government
school funding program is to a large extent biagedive advantage to the wealth
students in private schools. A public educationleyshould consider assisting in
financing the education of the needy students. dlstsdents are especially orphans,
and children from single families or poor houseko{tevin and Caillods, 2001).
Without state financial intervention in financirgetr education such vulnerable group
of students would drop out of school and the pugpafsstate assistance in financing

high school education would have been lost.

Levin and Cailods (2001) has found out that majoat children in sub-saharan

African Africa do not make it to secondary schd@halysis of Gross Enrolment Rate
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(GER) showed that two-thirds (2/3) of all countriggh secondary school GER of
40% and below were in Africa. Transe-Group (200%s hdentifies financing
secondary education in most of the Africa countteassd to be the most neglected,

receiving on average 15-20% of state financial weses( world Bank, 2005).

Household burden in financing secondary educatamtherefore remained high.
According to the Ministry of Education, Republic &btswna (1993) when the
government committee itself to nine years univeeshlication encompassing junior
secondary education within the free and compulsedycation, their enrolment
increased. This resulted to universal governmeranicing of two years at secondary
school level. The parents were left to only meetabst of the third, fourth, fifth and
sixth years of secondary education. This tremerigoumereased the access and
retention of all secondary school students in aspigcthe first two years of

secondary education.

According to the Ministry of Education circular neé G9/1/(6122nd September 2003,
the composition of the CBC was; district educabdiicer , member of parliament, a
Kenya National union of teachers representativeligious groups Representative, 1
chairperson from BOGs, 2 chairpersons from PTAs$wofschools, 1 representative
from KSSHA, 1 representative from Education basB®S€, and other two (2) co-

opted members. The Total was between 13 and 15 ersr(diiftung, 2008).
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In 2005, the government revised guidelines for wlisement of secondary schools
bursary through the constituencies with a circ®ef.No, G9/1/VI11/101 of 22 April
2005. The constituency Bursary Committee was swgipas have a maximum of
sixteen (16) members, a third (1/3) of who werbdovomen. The composition of the
CBC members was as follows:- .

Area MP (patron), AEO (secretary), 3-representatigé religious organizations, 2
chairpersons of PTAs of two secondary school$alrperson of BOGs, 1 councilor ,
1 District officer (DO), 1 representative of an Edtion based NGO or CBO, 1 local
KNUT representative, 3 co-opted members to inclide; (2) head teachers, one of

whom must be from a girls’ secondary school.

A Ministry of Education circular Ref. No. S19/178.6f 24" January 2008, following

the government issuance of the guidelines forrtf@ementation of the tuition waiver
of KSHs. 10,265/= in a day secondary schools,viiekged the guidelines regarding
disbursement of SSEB through the constituencies. fblsus was shifted to needy
students in boarding secondary school and a minimuKSHS. 8,000/= on the basis
of need was recommended. The composition of the GBE not altered (Gikonyo,

2008). However, a circular dated July, 2008 from the MoE send to all district
Education Officers Ref. Constituency Bursary conteei$, the ministry of education
was complaining over the functioning of the CBCgj0as the country. There were
many changes in the leadership at various level anghanizations in the

constituencies following 2007 elections. Many & tomplaints were associated with

those who had lost in the elections or people alletpb have abused the bursary
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awards. The CBCs were reconstituted as followsKNUT official, 1 KSSHA
official, 1 KPSHA official, 1 Maendeleo yaWanaw&ké representative of NGOs,
working in the education sector, 2 PTA represeveain the constituency, MPs
representative (from among CDF committee membarsgpresentative of BOGs in
constituency, Local Authority representative, theastiict officer (DO),AEO

(secretary).

The representative of Non Governmental OrganizatiofParents Teachers
Associations were called from these bodies andethbly District Education Board
(DEB), for selection by the Board. “The MaendeleoWanawake” organization shall
forward the name of their nominee to chairman DEBaddition the local MP is

advised to nominate a representative from amondCbE committee member. The
DEO was to remain a non-partisan arbiter in hagdbh Bursary issues (Gikonyo,
2008). Location subcommittees of SSEB could alsddomed at location levels;-

compositions;- Area Chief; location Chairman Se@gdhead Association and a

Women leader.

According to the (CDF Act, 2003), devolved fundsotigh the CDF were aimed at
Empowering people at grass root level to make @etisn their priority projects and

it was also though that the best way to identifgdyeand bright students was still at
grass root level (Gikonyo, 200). The guidelines chhwere to be followed and the
composition of the CBC were given in a Ministryctitar Ref. No. G9/1/(61) of 22

September 2003.
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The Ministry of Education circular ref. No. G9/1IM101 of 22 2005, puts down
the functions of CBCs as;- issue and receive byrapplication forms(Form’A’).
verify and ensure that all cheques are dispatabiedet school, to prepare and submit
report on the CBS to the PS, MoE. The circular @lsts it clear that the signatories
of other CDF funded project will not be the samgnatories of the Government
Constituency Bursary Fund (MOE, 2005). There isueely CDF bursary funded by
15percent of the CDF money Disbursed to each daesity every year as provide
for in section 25(2) of the CDF Act,2007(amendethe CDF law does not give
guideline on how this money should be disbursed. aAsesult, there has been
considerable abuse of the CDF bursary. This istmatbursary scheme the study is
investigating but the two bursary schemes areerctinstituencies although managed

in different office: CBF and CDF.

There has been a lot of confusion among membetsegiublic on which one they are
applying for. However, the public should in turmdmize the process of granting the
CDF Bursary as well as its beneficiaries to ensley are legitimate (Government of
Kenya,2007). There is a CDF bursary which is notited to secondary school

education, where the CDF may allocate up to 15p¢m@eeach annual disbursement
to bursaries, up from 10percent prior to the passs#gthe 2007 amendments. The

CDF law does not give guidelines on how this masteyuld be disbursed.
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As a result, there has been considerable abuskeo€CDF bursary nonetheless the
CDF bursary committee should display the list ofshmy recipients publicly. The

public should in turn scrutinize the process ofngray the bursary as well as its
beneficiaries to ensure they are legitimate (Gawvemt of Kenya, 2008). This is also
another step in Kenya in an attempt to finance rsd@xy school education. The CDF
bursary awards are not the ones the researchetergsted in for they involve other

education sub-sectors.

2.5.1 Timeliness of funds disbursement from the hdguarters and bursary
allocation.

According to Oyugi, Riedu and Anupi (2009) many rwies in the world are
signatories to the international conventions oncatlan and therefore committed to
the realization of universal access to educatiobatfi advantaged and disadvantaged

children in the society.

Martin and Byrne (2004), argue that if Australiasvgrnment money should increase
equity, and not exacerbate inequity then thoseestisdin public schools whose
parents are poor should receive high public fin@nsupport than those in private
school. But, the overall effect of the way privathool are currently in Australia is to
give more to those that already have the mosts$erce, the Australian government
school funding program is to large extent biasedjitee advantage to the wealth

student in private school.
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The researcher asserts that a public educatiomding system, which aims at
enhancing access, retention and completion of acaddn cycle, should consider
assisting in financing the education of the neetlydents. These students are
especially orphans, and children from single paret poor households. Without
state financial intervention in financing their edtion such vulnerable group of
students would drop out of school and the purpdsstaie assistance in financing

high school education would have been lost.

A study by Ngware (2006) on improving access tocosdary education in Kenya
revealed the school fees was the main reason wist (B8percent) of secondary
school going age children were not in school. Thertherefore great need to fund

secondary schools in good time.

2.5.2The challenges facing the District constituegdursary fund committees.

In 1993, Michigan became the eighth state to adatarter school law. A charter
school, officially designated a public school acag€PSA), is a state-supported
public school that operates independently undéraster granted by an authorizing
body. In Michigan, PSAs can be chartered by lochbsl districts, intermediate
school districts, the state board of educatiorhergoverning boards of public
community colleges or universities. Charter schbalge no geographic boundaries.
Students are free to choose to go to any chareosi the state, on a space

available basis.
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The poor, needy and bright child may otherwise dvapof school if not assisted by
the government to finance his/her education throbghsary ( Gikonyo, 2008).

Secondary school education attracts various cagsy@f costs. The costs include
tuition and boarding fees, which are shoulderedpasent/guardians and teacher’s

remuneration by the government.

Given that 56% of householder In Kenya are poorrfdvBank, 2005), cost reduction
strategies in the fees paid by the parents/guasdieould promote enrolment and
retention of secondary school students. Publiotred assistance to secondary school
students from poor families would enhance theirasand retention in school. This
is possible if the funds are genuinely allocatepetsieling on the laid down guidelines
which focuses on the proper identification of theedy student who warrants the

award.

According to the ministry of education circulal® 3uly 2008, there have been
numerous complaints over the functioning of the CBE€mber across the country.
There have been many challenges facing the CDF dbve@s1 There has been many
changes in the leadership at various levels andnmgtions in the constituencies
following 2007 general elections. Many complainte Bnked with the involvement
of the area politicians and the abuse of the byraarard process (Government of
Kenya, 2008). Some of the hidden complaints in¥Aguly, 2008 circular from the
Ministry were that some community members were riegdin the award of

bursaries, by recommending beneficiaries in disasyaf the evaluation criteria. As a
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result, deserving students were not getting bursamnd where they do; they get small
amounts which are not enough to cover the feesoiatg to the circular, it was
reported that some politicians were hand-picking CCBhembers whom they
influenced during the process of awarding fundsi@edy students (Government of

Kenya, 2008).

The provision of education and training to al Kemy# fundamental to the success of
the Kenya (Vision 2030) which is a strategy of sfanming Kenya into a newly-
industrializing, middle income country. Being arggpry to international convections
on education, the government is committed to tladiza&tion of universal access to
basic education for the disadvantages and vulrergtdups in the society. It is for
this reason that the government introduction amdtexjy of enhancing access to
quality education. These include: a tuition waiwerall public day school, CDF
bursary which is 15% of annual CDF allocation, @8EB through CBF to assist

needy and bright students to complete their edoicg®yugi,et.al, 2009).

2.6 Summary of the literature review

This study has revealed that the in the Austrati@egiment school funding program
is to a large extent biased to give advantagedombalth students in private schools.
A public education cycle, should consider assisim§inancing the education of the
needy students. These students are found in alhtges and are composed of
orphans, and children from single parents or poouskholds ( Levin and

Caillods,2001). Without state financial intervemtim financing their education such

30



vulnerable group of students would drop out of sthand the purpose of state
assistance in financing high school education wdwde been lost. Levin and
Cailods (2001) has found out that majority of cteld in sub-saharan Africa do not
make it to secondary school. Analysis of Gross Emeat Rate (GER) showed that
two-thirds (2/3) of all countries with secondarnhsol GER of 40percent and below
were in Africa. Transe-Group (2005) has identifi@ancing secondary education in
most of the Africa countries tend to be the mogjlexted, receiving on average 15-
20percent of state financial resources (World Ba2®05). Household burden in

financing secondary education has therefore rerdaiigh.

In Kenya, the government through the Ministry of uEation introduced the
secondary school bursary scheme during 1993/1984ndial year. Later the
constituency Development Fund (CDF) was establisheder the constituencies
Development Fund Act, 2003 with the aim of takingvelopment projects to the
citizens at the grassroots level within the shortiese possible in order to alleviate
poverty (Kinyua 2004). In 2003 the government sthtio channel secondary school
bursary through the CDF offices in the constituesciThe Ministry of Education
circular Ref. No. G/9/1/(61) dated "#2September 2003 changed the disbursement of
secondary school bursaries from the ministry to disbursed through the
constituencies. It is now called the Constituenegdhdary Education Bursary Fund
(CSEBF)

From the above literature, it can be observed @iatountries have discovered the

need for equitable education both worldwide andllgcit was revealed that lack of
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enough funds in households is the greatest reabgnmrany students do not finish
secondary school education. This is the reason wdwyntries have committed
themselves in funding the education. Although miagions today are funding their
primary education very little seem to have beenedarfunding secondary education.
This is why the transition rate from primary to sedary has remained very low in
the recent past. On the other hand, in the cosnivleere there are Secondary school
bursaries like Kenya, we still witness a high lesttropout from secondary schools
which indicate that the problem of the needy sttgldms not been adequately
addressed. The challenge is therefore the mechandid identifying the needy

students as well as passing information about tingaby funds.

2.7 Theoretical Framework.

This study is based on Charles Darwins’ social thewhich emphasize that every
citizen should be given, through education, theasatatus to which he or she entitles
him or her to inherited aptitude. Schematically theory observes that provision of
formal equity of access to education by puttingrgvedy on the same level from the
scratch guarantees that the ensuring run is aojst The theory asserts that the
criteria of the scholastic promotion should beigb#nd will. Therefore a systematic
financial aid that is expected to set in motion iatensive social mobility by

facilitating an open competition where the acadafhicable would get access to
careers that they deserve is significant. All stusleshould therefore be given an

opportunity to learn irrespective of their sociabromic background.
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2.8 Conceptual frame work for bursary allocation

In writing this proposal, the researcher concejadl the independent, dependent
intervening and moderating variables as shownguei 2.1

Figure 2.1 Conceptual framework

4 N\
Stakeholders’ awareness of CBF
bursary allocation

A\ 4

\. J
4 N\
Allocation to deserving children p—»
\ J
-Bursary committees Bursary
Adequacy of bursary funds management Disbursement
-Application procedures
-vetting of needy students

Policy guidelines from the
Government

Access of secondary school, retention of needyesiisdand reduction of inequalities

and disparities are dependent variables which ésearcher is going to measure in
order to establish the change of effect on thenes&hvariables experience the effect
independent variables create on them and hencentitieyetermine the effectiveness
of disbursement of SSEBF. The intervening varialilest are influenced by the
independent variables and are determinants of éperdlent variable are methods of

allocation, management of money, communication, eléss and application
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producers. However, the persistently low particgratrates from low income
households indicate that either the policies arftéitives have had minimal impact on
enhancing access or the partical bursary allocdtamlimited impact particularly on

targeting to ensure the beneficiaries are adequsitgported for a full cycle.

Consequently, the government initiative in deceéizireg and reviewing bursary
funds management to constituency level should lbmsety monitored. Clear
guidelines should be developed to ensure efficiesmeg effectiveness in order to
increase access to secondary education. Furthaddiess income inequalities in the
society, a special assistance scheme and prefdrpnticies should be developed to
target vulnerable groups such as students from ine@rgommunities, students with

special needs and orphaned and vulnerable children.

The public financial assistance to secondary schtmlents from poor families would

enhance their access and retention in school getliends are genuinely allocated
depending on the laid down guidelines which focuseshe proper identification of

the needy students who warrant the awards. Therrmajaerns are in regard to the
bursary scheme’s inadequate finances to caterlifaligible needy students, weak
administrative systems as evidenced by delays sbudsement and delays in
communicating the awards to the beneficiaries aerdjiestionable bursary eligibility

criteria.
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The independent variables are, stakeholders’ awasenf CBF allocation, Policy
guidelines on bursary allocation, Adequacy of ated bursary, Timeliness in
bursary disbursement, Timeliness in bursary dighuent and Challenges facing CBF
committees. These variables requires a processs som aeach the students. This
process includes the CBF committee managementegieat bursary application
procedures, and vetting process. All these detexrtie dependent variable which is

bursary disbursement.
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CHAPTER THREE

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

3.1 Introduction

This chapter describes the methods that were edilin the study. They include the
research design, target population, sampling amdpkag techniques, research
instruments for data collection, Validity and réligty of instruments, data collection

procedure, and data analysis techniques.

3.2 Research design

The study used a descriptive survey design. A geser survey research is designed
to obtain permanent and precise information conegrithe current status of the
variables under investigation and generalizationsnfthe facts observed (Lukesh,
1994). Descriptive research provides the descriptb the information about the
variables population. This was relevant for thisdgt because the researcher intends
obtain information about bursary allocation andcdiég the current status of bursary
allocation in Mutomo District. This data would bsed to generalize the situation in

other Districts.

3.3 Target population

The target population for the study targeted 18omséary school principals in
Mutomo District, 5000 students in the 18 secondahools and three CBF committee

executive members in Mutomo District.
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3.4 Sample size and sampling procedure

Sampling is a means of selecting a given numbesuldjects from a defined

population as representative of that populatioroff@o, 2002). Any statement made
about the sample should also be true of the pdpualathis study adopted census
sampling for selecting the 18 public secondary etsh@rincipals. To select the

students, stratification was adopted where thedslghall be grouped into zones and
2 zones out of 6 shall be selected using simpléaansampling. Out of the 2 zones, 2
schools shall be selected from each zone usinglsingmdom sampling making a
Total of 4 schools which is 22 percent of the Tatamber of school. According to

Gay (2003) a sample size of at least 10percentfigient. Since the schools have an
average of 270 students each, a sample of 54 studball be selected from each
school making a Total of 216 students which is 20pat of the students from the
four selected schools. The questionnaires werealdsunistered to the chair person,

secretary and treasurer of the CBF committee iDik#ict.

3.5 Research Instruments

The information for this study was gathered by o$eone questionnaire for the

Principals’ which was constructed by the researemet interview schedule for the

CDF committee members. In all the questionnaitesset were both closed-ended and
open-ended questions with four sections. Sectwwiil consist of social demographic

characteristics of the respondents. Section Il seeking information on children’s

awareness of CDF allocation. Section Il sought yénpolicy guideline on SEBF

disbursement through constituencies. Section IV sasking to establish the

37



adequacy of CBSE bursary funds allocation from hbadquarters. Section V was
seeking to establish timeliness of CBSE of fundbdisement. Section VI was

seeking information about challenges facing comstity bursary fund committees.

3.5.1 Instrument Validity

Validity is the degree to which the results obtdifrem the analysis of the data
actually represents the phenomenon under studyd{@r®005).The open-ended
guestionnaire for the Principals’ was valid depegdin how the data collected was
related in terms of how effective the items wilveasampled significant aspects of the

purpose and objectives of this study (Kothari, 2006

Content validity of the instruments was used to sneathe degree to which the items
represents the specific areas covered by the siiutgrefore, content validity of the
instruments was determined by experts in reseagthadology from the Department
of Educational Administration and Planning, Univgrsof Nairobi. The experts
advised on the questionnaire and the questionnapes-ended items to be corrected.
The corrections on the identified items were incoaped into the instruments so as to
increase its content validity. Finally, the valdiof the questionnaires’ were
determined by use of pilot study which shall beriedr out on 2 selected schools

which shall not be included in the study.
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3.5.2 Instrument reliability

Reliability has to do with the quality of measuremnse In research, the term reliability
means '"repeatability” or "consistency" of measu(Emsomo, 2006). To test
reliability, a test pretest method was appliedraftbich split-half method was used.
The gquestionnaires’ were administered to a samplé @ndomly selected team of
respondents among them was1-Principal, one chasopeof the CDF committee, 5
students. The data values collected was operatmethland the responses was split
into two using ‘old number versus even number iteptecess to get two sets of
values which was correlated using Pearson Produchémt Correlation Coefficient
to calculate the coefficient of relationship. A i@ation coefficient 0.80 was obtained

which was deemed sufficient for these questionsgik@asomo, 2006).

3.6 Data collection procedure

The researcher applied for authorization permitcatlect data from the National
Council of Science, Technology and Innovation. Upgegeiving the permit, the
researcher made familiarization visits to all sel@rg schools in the District prior to
the data collection date. The researcher theredisitl the schools and CDF offices in
the District and issue the questionnaires. The topresires were filled in and the

researcher collected them immediately.
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3.8 Data analysis techniques

This is a process of summarizing the collected dathputting it together so that the
researcher could meaningfully organize, categosizeé synthesis information from
the data collecting tools. In the data analys$is, researcher examined each piece of
information in each instrument for completenesganize data as per research
guestions, code the data and developed a code sloed¢he qualitative data, patterns
or themes was identified while the quantitativeadats analyzed using descriptive
statistics and inferential statistics. The dataememocessed using statistical package
for social science (SPSS) and given in frequendyeta and percentages. The
inferences was made from the findings which wasudised in relation to the
literature review and consequently lead to makimgctusions and appropriate

recommendations from the analyzed data.
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CHAPTER FOUR

DATA ANALYSIS, PRESENTATION, INTERPRETATION AND
DISCUSSION

4.1 Introduction

This chapter consists of data presentation, arsafysil interpretation. The purpose of
this study was to investigate factors influencimgpdrsement of secondary education
bursary fund (SEBF) through constituencies in Mutdbistrict, Kenya. This was in
the light that the fact that despite the provisminhbursary funds for secondary
education, we still witness high levels dropoutdhbm primary and secondary
schools in Mutomo District. The study therefore kse¢o establish the extent to
which stakeholders awareness of the constituenoynsiary education bursary fund
influences the allocation process in Mutomo Distribe extent to which deserving
children get allocation of the bursary awards intdoo District, the adequacy of
bursary funds for allocation from the headquartiers Mutomo District and the
extent to which policy guidelines influence the dany disbursement to needy

students in Mutomo District.

Data were collected using the questionnaires asmhi@ research instrument. The
guestionnaires were subjected to 18 principalsZdrdstudents in secondary schools
in Mutomo District. The chapter has been arrangexdm@ing to the objectives of the
study. The collected data was coded and analyzéug uspss software where

frequency distribution tables. Open ended questmwese analyzed by grouping
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similar responses and the tally system used torgen&equency table. Distribution

of the findings has been given to clarify the resulthe tables.

4.2: Questionnaire return rate.

The researcher sought to establish the number tofnex questionnaires before
embarking on the data analysis so as to estaliiessimimber of respondents to be used
in the analysis. The results on questionnaire matate are presented in Table 4.1

Table 4.1: Questionnaires return rate

Principals Students

Categories ResponsesPercentage Responses Percentage

Returned 18 100 216 100
Not returned 0 0 0 0
Total 18 100 216 100

Table 4.1 shows that all the questionnaires wetermed by the principals and
students under this study. This shows that datacsliscted from all the intended
respondents and therefore was a good representaigmoposed by the researcher.
Also the researcher seems to have made a goodwfalio of the distributed
guestionnaires which enabled her to get back al dguestionnaires. Both the
principals and the students seem to be interestédtiae study and therefore were

hoped to have given information which would hel@ahieving the study objectives.

42



4.3 Respondents’ distribution by gender

The researcher sought information concerning timelgedistribution of the
respondents to ascertain whether the study wasegsedsitive. The results were
presented in table 4.2.

Table 4.2: Respondents’ distribution by gender

Principals Students
Categories Responses Percentage Responses Percentag
Female 4 22.0 96 55.0
Male 14 78.0 120 44.5
Total 18 100 216 100

Table 4.2 revealed that, majority of the secondseliool principals in Mutomo
District were male. This shows that there is a gendhbalance in distribution of
principals. However the principals’ gender had nfluence on the constituency
secondary education bursary funds awards and trerafight not affect the results of
the study. On the other hand the gender distributo students was almost the same
with the male respondents slightly higher thanfémeale by 11.5 percent. This means
the students were well distributed in terms of ggrahd therefore were likely to give

information which is relevant for the study.

43



4.4 Age distribution of respondents

The researcher further sought to establish thedesgebution of respondents. This
was to establish whether age was affecting burgéogation in any way. The

responses were presented in table 4.3 and 4.4

Table 4.3: Age distribution of principals

Age in years Frequency Percentage(%)
Less than 40 0 0.0

41 - 45 10 55.5

46 — 50 8 44.5

51 -55 0 0.0

Above 55 0 0.0

Total 18 100.0

Table 4.3 revealed that majority the principals evéil — 45 years of age while the
minority were 46 — 50 years of age. This age indgdhat the principals were not
very old and therefore were in a better positiormiake a follow up about bursary
allocations to their students. They were also ikl have children in high school

hence could understand better the student’s neetibehavior in connection to their
perception on bursary application. There wer@mmacipals below 41 years or above
50 years. However the age of the principals migittinfluence bursary allocation.

Further the researcher investigated the age disiib of students. The results were

presented in table 4.4
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Table 4.4: Age distribution of students

Age in years Frequency Percentage(%)
Less than 17 111 51.4

17 -18 105 48.6
Over 18 0 44.5

Total 216 100.0

Table 4.4 shows that all the students interviewedalow 19 years. This means that

they are all teenagers and in great need for exunctat improve their future lives.

4.5 Principals’ academic qualification

The researcher sought to establish the academiificatéon of the respondents with

a few to establish whether it had any influencelbocation of bursary funds. The

responses were presented in table 4.5.

Table 4.5: Principals academic qualification

Category Frequency Percentage (%)
PhD 0 0.0

M.Ed 3 16.60

B.Ed 14 78.0

Dip. Education 1 5.4

Total 18 100.0
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Table 4.5 revealed that majority of the principadsl a bachelor of education as their
highest academic qualification, a few had masiéeslucation degree and diploma in
education. It was however revealed no principal aghD. However the principals
academic qualification might not have any influenoebursary allocation to students.

Further the researcher analysed the data follotiiagesearch objectives.

4.6 Stakeholders’ awareness of constituency bursafynd allocation

The first objective for this study was to establible extent to which stakeholders’
awareness of the constituency secondary educativeaty fund influences the
allocation process in Mutomo District. To achiehestobjective, the researcher first
required the respondents to answer the questiomseoang their awareness of the
constituency bursary fund. This was to establisktivtr enough publicity concerning

constituency bursary funds had been done. Thetsasale presented in Table 4.6.

Table 4.6: Awareness of the constituency bursary fid allocation

Awareness Principals(%) Students(%)
Yes 16(100.0) 216

No 0 (0.0) 0.0
Total 16(100.0) 216(100.0)

Table 4.6, revealed that all principals and altlenis interviewed were aware of the
constituency bursary fund allocation. This mearst the principals had passed the

information to all students about bursary alloaagioThe principals were therefore
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better placed to pass the information than thefghieends and CDF officials as they
were with the students most of the times and thael/ dnbetter understanding of their
financial needs. The needy students were theredbréberty to apply for the
bursaries.

Further the researcher required to know whethersthdents had applied for the
bursaries from the Government. The responses pvesented in table 4.7

Table 4.7: Students’ application for the constitueny bursary fund

Applied Responses Percent (%)
Yes 65 30.0
No 151 70.0
Total 216 100.0

Despite the fact that all students seemed to beeagfahe constituency bursary fund,
Table 4.7 revealed that only 30 percent of theardpnts had applied for the money
with 70 percent not applying. The bursary can ddyallocated to those who applied
for it and therefore those who never applied cowdtl be considered for allocation
however needy they might be. Therefore non appicaseems to be one of the
factors influencing the bursary allocation.

The researcher further investigated those who eddfom the bursary allocation

out of those who applied for the same. The resudi® presented in table 4.8.
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Table 4.8: Students who were allocated the constigacy bursary fund

Allocated Responses Percent (%)
Yes 20 30.0
No 45 70.0
Total 65 100.0

Table 4.8 revealed that only a small number oféheo applied for the bursary were
allocated the funds. This is a very small percemtagmpared to the many needy
cases in Mutomo District. This is likely to discage students from applying for the
bursaries and that might be the reason why a vergllspercentage had applied
despite the fact that the students were awareeoévilability of the funds. From the

literature review, it was observed that in mosthe African countries education

tend to be the neglected education sector, recgian average 15-20 percent
allocation of state financial resources allocatedhie Ministry of Education (MOE)

(World Bank, 2005). This has escalated househdidislen of financing secondary
education and it is inhibitive especially in thdsenilies where no one is employed
(Levin & Caillods, 2001). Fees charged in secondanyools are one of the major
obstacles for poor children’s failure in accesdimg level of education thus resulting
into low primary secondary school transition rg@gugi, 2009). The same argument
was also stated by Njeru and Orodho,( 2003).Thgyet that cost of secondary
education is one of the key barriers of primargégondary school transition among
the children from the poor families who form thejongy of the sub-Saharan African

population. This it is arguable against the backgof more than half of Kenya’s
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population living below the poverty line along withe rising cost of secondary

education, that this level.

4.7 Deserving children and bursary allocation

The second objective for this study was to deteentite extent to which deserving
children get allocation of the bursary awards intdoo District. To achieve this
objective the respondents were required to indittageextent to which the deserving
children were actually allocated the bursary bkitig in the provided five-point
scale indicating very large extent (VLE), largdest (LE), some extent (SE), little

extent (LIE) and no extent (NE). Their respongespaesented in Table 4.9

Table 4.9 Principals opinions on the beneficiariesf CSEBF

Statement Five-point Scale Responses

VLE LE SE LIE NE Total

Majority of bursary beneficiaries’ are orphans:fréq 8 3 0 0 18
% 38.045.0 17.00.0 00.0
Beneficiaries are from single parents: freq0 51 2 10 18

% 0.0 28.0 5.5115.5100.0

Beneficiaries are from poor householdsfreq 0 4 4 100 18
%0.0 22.25 22.25 55b. 0.0100.0
Total responses 7 17 8 12 10 54

Mean 2.3 57 2.7 4. 3.3 18
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Table 4.9 shows that more principals indicated thajority of bursary beneficiaries’
are orphans to a large extent. However 55.5 peuathie principals indicated that to
no extent are the beneficiaries from single parehfsom poor households. Also the
mean responses for large extent has a bigger aveoagpared to the other responses
meaning the respondents seemed to agree with abensnts; majority of bursary
beneficiaries’ are orphans, beneficiaries are feimgle parents , and beneficiaries are
from poor households. These findings agrees wittvirand Caillods, (2001) who
argued that a public education financing systemiclwvlaims at enhancing access,
retention and completion of an education cycleu&hoonsider assisting in financing
the education of the needy students. These studestespecially orphans, and
children from single families or poor householdsthdut state financial intervention
this vulnerable groups of students will drop outsohool to wastage. However the
results from the respondents clearly show that sofrtee bursary beneficiaries did
not deserve and the deserving cases lost the apytyrtvhich could have led to their
dropping out of school. This scenario means that dhdeserving students were

allocated the bursary while the neediest were diethie opportunity.

4.8 Adequacy of bursary funds and allocation

The third objective for this study was to establise adequacy of bursary funds for
allocation from the headquarters for Mutomo Distrithe researcher sought to
establish the amount allocated to each studentverage in the last two years. The

responses were presented in table 4.10.
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Table 4.10: Amount allocated to students

Amount allocated Frequency Percentage(%)
None 196 90.7
2000 — 5000 5 2.3
5001 - 10,000 15 7.0
Over 10,000 0 0.0
Total 216 100.0

Table 4.10 revealed that majority of the studentsrviewed had not received any
bursary fund. 65 students had applied while 151 haidapplied for the bursary

although they were needy. Only 20 students ouhefG5 students had applied were
allocated some bursary in the last two years, dbuthaoch 2.3 percent received Kshs
2000 — 5000. The rest (7.0%) received Kshs 5000,800. This is a true indication

that the funds from the headquarters were not énotigis agrees with the World

bank report,(2000) that the cost of secondary dchas been a key barrier of

transition to secondary school for the poor whanfdhe majority in sub-saharan

Africa (World Bank,2000). According to Dorothy (28] the funding of secondary

education by the Government can increase the nuailstudents finishing secondary
education. It is therefore important for the Gowveemt to increase the secondary
education funding.

The researcher further investigated the opiniothefprincipals about the adequacy of

the bursary funds allocation. The responses wersepted in Table 4.11.
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Table 4.11: Adequacy of bursary allocation

Adequacy Responses Percent (%)
Yes 0 0.0

No 18 100.0
Total 18 100.0

Table 4.11 shows that the all the principals stakat the bursary allocation to the
needy students was not adequate. This is becaegéhive so many needy students
who keeps on applying for the funds and have negen given. Some of the students
end up dropping out of school or having huge fdartzes which seems to affect the
school operations. The reason for this might bebse the amount of allocation from
the headquarters might not be adequate to be thbta all the needy students. This
agrees with Lauridsen,( 2008) who stated that timeumt of allocation to each
constituency is based on the number of students the@ constituency and enrolled in
secondary schools. Most of the schools in Mutometrigt have few student
populations and thus the Districts is allocated l@sount for bursary than the other
Districts with big populations. This seems to ekplahy the allocation is also not
enough.

4.9 Policy guidelines and the bursary disbursement

The last objective for this study was to estahiishextent to which policy guidelines

influence the bursary disbursement to needy stsdaritlutomo District. First they
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interviewed the respondents on awareness, andhhitéyl of the policy guidelines on
bursary disbursement. The responses were presemtadle 4.12.

Table 4.12 Awareness of policy guidelines

Awareness Responses Percentage
Yes 18 100.0

No 0 0.0

Total 18 100

Table 4.12 revealed that all the principals werarawof the Governments guidelines
concerning bursary allocation. The guidelines wase available to all of them. This
means they were in a position to advice the stgdemt the requirements and
application procedures for the funds. This woultate access to the bursary funds.
Further, the researcher sought to establish thendxto which the CBF guidelines
were followed when awarding the CSEBF to the incgmoer and vulnerable
students, the head teachers’ were asked to rateinthieators as: The bursary
committee follows the policy guidelineghen selecting the CBFC members, the CBF
follows the Government guidelines in awarding theshryand the guidelines on
minimum/Maximum bursary award limits are followeg CBFC when awarding
bursaries. Futher the researcher used a 5-p&art liating scale ranked from 1-to-5
as SA) Strongly Agree= 1; (A) Agree = 2; (N) Neutral = 3; D) Disagree = 4 and
(SD) Strongly Disagree = 5. The responses were groupgether then coded and

analysed. After data analysis, the results wersgmited as shown in Table 4.13
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Table 4.13 Principals responses concerning CBF gugtines followed in CSEBF

awards.

2 3 4 5 Statements

0 O 18 0 Bursarycommittee follows the policy guidelines when selecting the CBFC members

0 8 10 0 The CBFfollowsthe Government guidelines in awarding the bursary

0 7 10 1 The guidelines on minimum/Maximum bursary award limits are followed by CBFC

when awarding bursaries.

Majority of the respondents strongly disagreed witle statement that Bursary
committee follows the policy guidelines when selegtthe CBFC members. This

implies that the committee might have allocatedltiesaries to students who did not
deserve leaving out the very needy ones. The newdlgfore were likely to continue

suffering or even drop out of school while thoseé deserving continue to enjoy the
allocation. This would mean that the governmemrinaa of helping the needy might
not have been fulfilled.

The researcher then summarized the responses asenped the summary on table

4.14.
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Table 4.14 Summary of principals’ responses conceimg CBF guidelines

followed in CSEBF awards.

Summary of responses

1 2 3 4 5 Total

0 0 0 18 0 18

0 0 8 10 0 18

0 0 7 10 1 18
Total/% 0(0.0%) 0(0.0%) 15(27.7%) 38(70.4%) 1(1.8%) 54(100%)
Mean 0 0 5.0 12.7 0.33 18

Table 4.14 shows that majority of the responsesngly disagreed with the
statements; bursary committee follows the policigglineswhen selecting the CBFC
members, the CBF follows the Government guidelimeawarding the bursarynhd
the guidelines on minimum/Maximum bursary awarditsnare followed by CBFC
when awarding bursaries.

Therefore failure to follow the CBF guidelines waegatively influencing the bursary
awards to neediest income poor students. Thugdaitufollow the CBF guidelines as
required was negatively influencing the constityebarsary awards to the deserving
CSEBF beneficiaries as identified in the Mutomotiiis schools. The study findings
have concurred with the past previously reviewaerdture (Levin and Caillods,
2001) A public education policy, which aims at emtiag access, retention and
completion of an education cycle, should considsisting in financing the education
of the needy students( Levin and Caillods, 2001IRANSE-Group (2005) has
identified financing secondary education as a grhatlenge to both government and

households. Secondary education in most of thee&fricountries tend to be the most
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neglected, receiving on average 15-20% of staten@iral resources (World Bank,
2005) Household burden in financing secondary dtiutéhas therefore remained

high.

According to the Ministry of education, Republic Bbtswana (1993) when the
government committed itself to nine years univeeghlication encompassing junior
secondary education within the free and compulsedycation, their enrolment
increased. This resulted too universal governmeanting of two years at secondary
school level. The parents were left to only meetabst of the third, fourth, fifth and
sixth years of secondary education. This tremerigouereased the access and
retention of all secondary school students in dsfigcthe first two years of

secondary education.
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CHAPTER FIVE

SUMMARY, CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION

5.1 Introduction
This chapter presents summary of the researcmfysddiscussion of the findings and

conclusions made from the study. Finally recomm#&ada made from the findings and

suggestions for further research are presented.

5.2 Summary of the study
The purpose of this study was to investigate faciofluencing disbursement of

secondary education bursary fund (SEBF) througlstdoencies in Mutomo District,
Kenya. This was in the light that the fact thatpiesthe provision of bursary funds
for secondary education, we still witness high lsw#ropouts both in primary and
secondary schools in Mutomo District. The studyr¢f@e sought to establish the
extent to which stakeholders awareness of the itoesty secondary education
bursary fund influences the allocation process irtdvho District, the extent to which
deserving children get allocation of the bursaryams in Mutomo District, the
adequacy of bursary funds for allocation from tleadqguarters for Mutomo District
and the extent to which policy guidelines influetice bursary disbursement to needy
students in Mutomo District.

One of the factors identified of affecting bursafocation was awareness of the
existence of the funds. The study revealed thatraicipals (100%) and all students
(100%) interviewed were aware of the constituenayséry fund allocation. This

implies that the principals had passed the infoionato all students about bursary
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allocations. The principals were therefore betfacgd to pass the information than
the chiefs, friends and CDF officials as they warth the students most of the times
and they had a better understanding of their firdmeeds. The needy students were
therefore at liberty to apply for the bursariesspite the fact that all students seemed
to be aware of the constituency bursary fund, i wevealed that only 30 percent of
the respondents had applied for the money with &Xgnt not applying hence
missing from the list for consideration. It wadaddished that only 30 percent of
those who applied for the bursary were allocatedentO percent were not allocated
the funds. This is a very small percentage compéoethe many needy cases in
Mutomo District. This means there was a weak pasitcorrelation between
stakeholder’'s awareness of constituency bursarg &nd allocation. This means that
the increase in awareness might not increase &bocaince all the applicants were

not allocated. Also if applicants decreased thecation might not decrease.

The researcher also sought to determine the etgewhich deserving children got
allocation of the bursary awards in Mutomo Distrid&5.5 percent of the principals
indicated that to no extent were the beneficiafiemn single parents or from poor
households. These findings agrees with Levin aaidlads, (2001) who argued that a
public education financing system, which aims ahagting access, retention and
completion of an education cycle, should considsisting in financing the education
of the needy students. These students are espamiplans, and children from single
families or poor households. Without state finahardervention this vulnerable

groups of students will drop out of school to wgstdhese results from the
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respondents clearly show that some of the bursangficiaries did not deserve and
the deserving cases lost the opportunity whichabale led to their dropping out of
school. This scenario means that the undeservudgests were allocated the bursary

while the neediest were denied the opportunity.

The other factor identified as affecting the alloma of bursary funds was the
inadequacy of allocation from the head quarters.ti#d respondents (100%) stated
that he bursary allocation to the needy studentsned adequate. This is because they
have so many needy students who were applyingherfinds and had not been
given. Some of the students end up dropping ousabiool or having huge fee
balances which seems to affect the school opegatidhis agrees with Lauridsen,(
2008) who stated that the amount of allocationacheconstituency is based on the
number of students from the constituency and ezuldh secondary schools. Most of
the schools in Mutomo District have few studentyapon and thus the Districts is
allocated less amount for bursary than the othstridis with big populations. This

seems to explain why the allocation is also nougho

The last factor identified as influencing the digmment of bursary fund was
revealed as failure to follow the laid down guideb by the government. Table 4.17
shows that majority of the responses (70.4%) gtyodisagreed with the statements;
bursary committee follows the policy guidelingken selecting the CBFC members,
the CBF follows the Government guidelines in awagdithe bursaryand the

guidelines on minimum/Maximum bursary award linate followed by CBFC when
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awarding bursaries. Therefore, failure to follove t6BF guidelines was negatively
influencing the bursary awards to neediest incomer students. Thus failure to
follow the CBF guidelines as required was negayivafluencing the constituency

bursary awards to the deserving CSEBF beneficiamse#&entified in the Mutomo

District schools. The study findings have concungith the past previously reviewed
literature (Levin and Caillods, 2001) A public edtion policy, which aims at

enhancing access, retention and completion of acaddn cycle, should consider
assisting in financing the education of the neadgents( Levin and Caillods, 2001).
TRANSE-Group (2005) has identified financing seamydeducation as a great
challenge to both government and households. Sacpretiucation in most of the
African countries tend to be the most neglecteckivéng on average 15-20% of state
financial resources (World Bank, 2005) Householddbn in financing secondary

education has therefore remained high.

5.3 Discussion of the Findings

The study first sought to establish the extent kictv stakeholders awareness of the
constituency secondary education bursary fund émited the allocation process in
Mutomo District. The study revealed that all prpads (100%) and all students
(100%) interviewed were aware of the constituenasséry fund allocation. Besides
among the students, only 30 percent had made amggittto apply for the funds.
According to (Levin & Caillods, 2001), a public edion cycle, should consider

assisting in financing the education of the neddgents. Most of the needy students
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are orphans, and children from single parents ar pouseholds and without state
financial intervention in financing their educatisnch vulnerable group of students
would drop out of school and the purpose of stasgstance in financing high school
education would have been lost. Levin and Cail@@91) has found out that majority
of children in sub-saharan Africa do not make isémondary school. A study from
Transe-Group (2005) identifies financing secondadycation in most of the Africa

countries tend to be the most neglected, receism@verage 15-20percent of state
financial resources (World Bank, 2005). Househaldden in financing secondary

education has therefore remained high.

The study sought also to determine the extent kiclwdeserving children got

allocation of the bursary awards in Mutomo Distrittwas established that only 30
percent of the applicants were allocated the futidsas revealed that some of those
who got the funds were not deserving. Accordingltevin and Caillods, (2001) a

public education financing system, which aims ahbagting access, retention and
completion of an education cycle, should considsisting in financing the education
of the needy students. It follows then that theoduction of the secondary school
education bursary to CSEBF in all constituencies aiaed at improving the earlier
Ministry of Education secondary school bursary sohewhich was channeled to
secondary schools by putting people at grass wotsoard to deliberate and identify
the needy bright students who warrant the awar@@myvernment of Kenya, 2008).

However, according to Oyugi, (2009) some of thiglén complaints in the'3July,

2008 circular from the Ministry were that:-some pkeowere meddling in the
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bursaries, by recommending beneficiaries in digiegathe evaluation criteria’. As a
result, deserving students were not getting bursand where they do: they get small
amounts which are not enough to cover the feeboflh it has been indicate that the
CBF funds are not adequate, it is anticipatediftggnuine identification of the needy
students is done the money could be enough totassimance secondary school
education for the needy and bright (Lauridsen, 200Be same argument was raised
by Stiftung, (2008) who argued that in Mutomo Dddtthere has been in adequacy of
the bursary allocation and thus number of the neddidren who received the
bursary were few (Stiftung, 2008). As a result,/@9 cent of secondary school age
children are still attending primary school for feaf the secondary school fees.
Report from the District education office (2012¥licated that only 13 percent of the
students in the District had applied for the burs&@ut of those who applied for the
bursary only 25 percent received the funds .Thiscates that some of the children
and parents deserving the bursary fund still ladkrmation about the availability of

such funds.

The study also sought to establish the adequatyisiary funds for allocation from
the headquarters for Mutomo District. It was geltgragreed that the bursary
allocation from the headquarters was not enougls Was evidenced by the very
small percentage which had been allocated the f(®.@8%6) where’s there are very
many deserving students who had applied for thees&wcording to Dorothy (2012),
the funding of secondary education by the Governmas not enough to cater for all

the needy cases and therefore the Government simauéhse the bursary allocation.
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Finally the study sought to establish the extenwvkach policy guidelines influence

the bursary.

It was established that although the Governmentafraddy given the guidelines
concerning bursary allocation these guidelines selemot to be followed to the latter.
Majority of the responses (70.4%) strongly disadre&h the statements; bursary
committee follows the policy guidelinegen selecting the CBFC members, the CBF
follows the Government guidelines in awarding theshryand the guidelines on
minimum/Maximum bursary award limits are followleg CBFC when awarding

bursaries

Therefore failure to follow the CBF guidelines weegatively influencing the bursary
awards to neediest income poor students. Thugdaitufollow the CBF guidelines as
required was negatively influencing the constityebarsary awards to the deserving
CSEBF beneficiaries as identified in the Mutomotiis schools. The study findings
have concurred with the past previously reviewaerdture (Levin and Caillods,
2001) A public education policy, which aims at emtiag access, retention and
completion of an education cycle, should considsisting in financing the education
of the needy students( Levin and Caillods, 200IRANSE-Group (2005) has
identified financing secondary education as a grhatlenge to both government and
households. Secondary education in most of thecéfricountries tend to be the most

neglected, receiving on average 15-20% of staten@iral resources (World Bank,
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2005) Household burden in financing secondary dtiutéhas therefore remained

high.

According to the Ministry of education, Republic Bbtswana (1993) when the
government committed itself to nine years univeegilication encompassing junior
secondary education within the free and compulsedycation, their enrolment
increased. This resulted to universal governmerarnicing of two years at secondary
school level. The parents were left to only meetabst of the third, fourth, fifth and
sixth years of secondary education. This tremerigoumereased the access and
retention of all secondary school students in aspigcthe first two years of

secondary education.

5.4 Conclusions of the Study

The purpose of this study was to investigate fadtaituencing disbursement of
secondary education bursary fund (SEBF) througlistttolencies in Mutomo District,

Kenya

One of the factors identified of affecting bursatjocation was awareness of the
existence of the funds. The study revealed thatraicipals (100%) and all students
(100%) interviewed were aware of the constituenayséry fund allocation. This
implies that the principals had passed the infoionato all students about bursary
allocations. Despite the fact that all studentsrezbto be aware of the constituency

bursary fund, it was revealed that only 30 peragrihe respondents had applied for
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the money with 70 percent not applying hence misfiom the list for consideration.
It was established that only 30 percent of those applied for the bursary were
allocated while 70 percent were not allocated thed§. This is a very small
percentage compared to the many needy cases imMubastrict. This means there
was a weak positive correlation between stakehsldmvareness of constituency
bursary fund and allocation. This means that tleeeimse in awareness might not
increase allocation since all the applicants wese allocated. Also if applicants

decreased the allocation might not decrease.

The other factor identified was that the fact ta deserving students were not
getting the funds. It was established that onlyp@&dcent of the applicants were
allocated the funds. It was revealed that someho$dé who got the funds did not
deserve. According to Levin and Caillods, (2001)public education financing

system, which aims at enhancing access, retentidncampletion of an education
cycle, should consider assisting in financing tdecation of the needy students. It
follows then that the introduction of the secondaghool education bursary to
CSEBF in all constituencies was aimed at improviregearlier Ministry of Education

secondary school bursary scheme which was channelestcondary schools by
putting people at grass roots on board to delibeaatd identify the needy bright

students who warrant the awarding (Government oiy&e2008).

The other factor identified as affecting the adibon of bursary funds was the

inadequacy of allocation from the head quarters.ti#d respondents (100%) stated
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that the bursary allocation to the needy studerds mot adequate. This is because
they have so many needy students who were applgmitpe funds and had not been
given. Some of the students end up dropping ousabiool or having huge fee

balances which seems to affect the school opegation

The last factor identified as influencing the didmment of bursary fund was
revealed as failure to follow the laid down guidek by the government. Table 4.17
shows that majority of the responses (70.4%) gtyodisagreed with the statements;
bursary committee follows the policy guidelinglsen selecting the CBFC members,
the CBF follows the Government guidelines in awagdhe bursarynd the
guidelines on minimum/Maximum bursary award linate followed by CBFC when

awarding bursaries.

5.5Recommendations from the study
Based on the finding from this study, the researciwshes to make some
recommendations.

i. The principals should be holding frequent meetiwgh the parents so as to
sensitize them on the need to apply for bursargguihis is because even
when students are aware of the bursary funds, thay not get the
necessary encouragement from the parents to appid same.

ii. The constituency bursary fund committee should Ivevahe principals in
identifying the deserving students for the bursariehis is because they

are the ones who understand the student’s backdoeiter.
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iii. The Government should increase the amount of bufsads allocated to the
constituencies in arid and semi arid lands. Thigasause these places
have more needy students.

iv. The Government should monitor and evaluate contislyothe performance

of the constituency bursary funds. This would ermeagtficiency.

5.6 Suggestions for further research

This study investigated factors influencing dislemment of secondary education
bursary fund (SEBF) through constituencies in Mutomistrict, Kenya. Further
research can be done on the following:-
i. The influence of constituency bursary funds allmrabn the performance of
students in Kenya certificate of secondary edunatio
ii. Factors affecting the management of constituencyamy funds.
iii. The effect of the amount of allocation of bursamgds on the retention of the

needy students in secondary school.
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APPENDICES

APPENDIX (1)

Elizabeth Kalee Musili

P.O Box 7-90201

Mutomo

5/1/2012

Dear Sir/ Madam.

REF: REQUEST TO BE A RESPONDENT

| am a post graduate student at the Universityafdbi pursuing a Master Degree of
Educational Administration. As part of the requimrhfor the award of this degree |
am conducting a study on factors influencing disbaorent of constituency secondary
education bursary currently under the committee secondary education bursary
fund in Mutomo District. Your school is one of teehools selected for this study. |
therefore humbly request you to assist in filinghe questionnaire. The information
you provide will strictly be used for the purpostthis study and your identity
waskept confidential.

Thank you in advance.

Yours faithfully,

Elizabeth Kalee Musili

University of Nairobi.
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APPENDIX (I1)

HEADTEACHERS’ QUESTIONNAIRE

Instruction

The study is on the factors influencing disburseim@nsecondary school bursary

through constituency bursary fund. Put a tick agfathe appropriate choice. Fill in

the spaces provided below each question. In cas@y#fdditional information, you

can attach a written statement. Do not write yamae or that of the institution.

Section I: Biodata of the respondents

1.

2.

What is your gender? a. Male () b. Femalg (

What is your age bracket in years

a. <40 ] b.41-45[ ] C.A6-50 ] d.51-50 ]
e>60 [ |

What is your highest academic qualification?

Dipoma [ 1 bBEd_1 c¢BAB ] .MEd[__]

Others specify

How long have you been a head teacher in years?

a<s [ ] be6-10[ ] ca1-19 ] d.16-4 | e[ ]

Section II: Stakeholders awareness of Constituendyursary fund allocation.

5. Are you aware of constituency bursary fund aitamn?

a.Yes( ) b.No ( )

6. How do students access information about bi@sar

a. Through the school ()
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b. Through friends ()
c. Through CDF officials ( )
d. Through chiefs barazas ()
7. What are the major sources of bursary forms from
a. From the school( )
b. From CBF office ( )
c. From chiefs office ( )
Section lll: Deserving children and bursary allocaton
8. Did students from your school apply for CBF tyesr?
a.Yes( ) b.No ( )

9. If yes, how many applied for the CBF?

Beneficiaries Number applied Number awarded

Orphaned

From single parents
From poor
households

10. Do you think the CBF allocation from the heaalters is adequate? a.Yes ()No()

SECTION IV: Adequacy of bursary funds and allocatian

11. Do you think the amount allocated to busary mattees from the headquarters is
sufficient?

a.Yes ()

b.No ( )
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12. If NO,

why?

13. Have your students received bursary fund?
a.Yes ()

b. No ( )

14.1f yes, have they ever been allocated any atoun

(@)Yes ()

(b) No (

15.1f yes, how much?

a.<Shs2000
b.shs2000-5000

c. shs5001- 10,0000
d. Any other

On average how much money was allocated to yodests in the last

SECTION V: Policy guidelines and bursary disbursemat

The following statements indicate view on the adhee to the policy or the CDF
guidelines in constituency secondary educationasyreind disbursement. Please use
a 5-point likert rating scale ranked from 1-to-588) Strongly Agree= 1; (A)

Agree = 2; N) Neutral = 3; D) Disagree = 4 an@SD) Strongly Disagree =5 to

indicate the level to which you agree or disagréh the given statements.
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1 2 3 4 5 Statements

Bursary committee follows the policy guidelines when selecting the CBFC

members

The CBF follows the Government guidelines in awarding the bursary

The guidelines on minimum/Maximum bursary award limits are followed by CBFC

when awarding bursaries

Make your comments on the above statements inose¢ti

Thank you in advance.

Yours faithfully,

Elizabeth Kalee Musili.
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APPENDIX (111)
STUDENTS’ QUESTIONNAIRE

Instructions
Put a tickiagainst appropriate choice.
Fill in the data in the spaces provided below egabstion.
In case of any additional, you can attach a writtetlement.
Do not write your name or that of your school.
1. What is you gender? Male [ ) Femd )
2. How old are you in years?

Lessthan 17 years( ) (b) 17-18 year$ (€¢) 18-19 years (d) Over 20 yrs
3. Whatis your class? a. Form 1 ()b. Form2 ¢. Form3 ( )d. Form4 ( )
4. Are you aware of any bursary allocation by the Goreent? a. Yes ( )(b)

5.  Have you ever applied for bursary fund¥es ( ) (b) No ( )

o

If yes, have you ever been allocated anyuano(a)Yes () (b) No ()

\‘

. If yes, how much? a. <Shs2000 b.shs2000-5606hs5001- 10, 0000

d. Any other
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8. Which students receive bursaries in your school?

Beneficiaries

Number applied

Number awarded

Orphaned

From single parents

From poor households
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APPENDIX (IV):
QUESTIONNAIRES FOR CONSTITUENCY BURSARY FUND CHAIR -

PERSON.

1. What is your gender? a. Male b. Female
2. What is your highest level of academic qualifma?
a) Nond__J b) primar(_] c) Gedary ] d) diplom{_]
e) Degree( ]
3. How long have you been a CBFC member in years?
a. <2 yeard ] b.3-5yeal ] c. Over 5y(___|
4. Were you allocated any money by the Governnregéar the 20127 a. Yes b. No
If yes, how much Money in thousandsthaflings was allocated for
constituency bursary from treasurg@i2?
a.<2000 () b.2000-5000 () ©0$01000,000 ( ) d.Any
other............
5. Is the allocated money adequate? a. Yes . No ( )
6. Who are the majority of your applicants for thesary?
(@) Orphaned ( ) (b) From single parertsF(om poor households ( ) (c) Any
7. How many applications did you receive in yeatZ®
a.<200( ) b.200-500 ( ) c.5000,0000( ) d.Any other..............
8. How much did you allocate to majority of the bqgnts?

a. <2000 b.2000-5000 @©50410,000 d. Any other
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9. Who were the major beneficiaries from the bwy®ar

Beneficiaries

Number applied

Number awarded

Orphaned

From single parents

From poor households

Thank you for your cooperation

Yours faithfully,

Elizabeth Kalee Musili
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APPENDIX (V)

AUTHORIZATION DOCUMENTS.

REPUBLIC OF KENYA

NATIONAL COUNCIL FOR SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY

Telephone: 254-020-2213471, 2241349, 254-020-2673550 P.0. Box 30623-00100
Mobile: 0713 788 787 , 0735 404 245 NAIROBI-KENYA
Fax: 254-020-2213215 Website: www.ncst.go.ke

When replying please quote
secretary@ncst.go.ke

i R NCST/RCD/14/013/1069 patd 7™ June 2013

Elizabeth Kalee Musili
University of Nairobi
P.O Box 92-0902
Kikuyu.

RE: RESEARCH AUTHORIZATION

Following your application dated 11" June, 2013 for authority to carry out
research on “Factors influencing disbursement of constituency bursary funds in
secondary schools in Mutomo District, Kitui County, Kenya.” 1 am pleased to
inform you that you have been authorized to undertake research in Mutomo
District for a period ending 31% December, 2013.

You are advised to report to the District Commissioner and District Education
Officer, Mutomo District before embarking on the research project.

On completion of the research, you are expected to submit two hard copies and
one soft copy in pdf of the research report/thesis to our office.

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

DEPUTY COUNCIL SECRETARY

Copy to:

The District Commissioner
The District Education Officer
Mutomo District.

timd s slan Denmmntinn of Srionce and
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