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ABSTRACT

The central aim of agricultural education at seespdchool level is to train students in basic
principles of agriculture and develop their skikdthough most schools offering agriculture
subject have the school farm, few teachers oftensupervised practical lessons. The study
sought to determine; the availability of schoolnfathe level of secondary school students’
access to the school farm, and the influence sscdize and teachers’ practical experience on
students’ access to the farm as a facility for heag/learning practical aspect of agriculture
subject in public, mixed day secondary schools @sdba North Sub-County, Kenya. The
study employed cross-sectional research design. fahget population for the study
comprised 6,489 agriculture students and 26 aguiiteachers (total=6,513) from 26 mixed
public day secondary schools in Masaba North Sul@o Through proportionate random
sampling, 15 secondary schools were selected tesept the four educational zones in the
Sub-County. The sample size for students consiit@@0 respondents. In addition, one
agriculture teacher was purposively selected fraoheof the 15 sampled schools. Data
collection instrument for the study was a semi ctrred questionnaire. Fellow graduate
student, the supervisors and research expertg iDépartment of Agricultural Education and
Extension of Egerton University ascertained theditgl of the instruments. Pilot testing on a
sample of 30 respondents was carried out in mixgai@ secondary schools from Gucha
Sub-county. Reliability of the instruments was aestising Cronbach’s Alpha Coefficient and
a reliability coefficient ofa=0.78 obtained. Data collected was processed, medrand
analyzed with the aid of the Statistical Packagettie Social Scientists (SPSS) version 20
computer programme. The hypotheses were testelpltzr .05 senpriori using the chi-
square test of independence and homogeneity. Tidy sistablished there was a significant
statistical association (p=0.007) between class arl students’ access to the school farm.
There was also a significant association (p=0.@#&Tveen teachers experience and students
‘use of school farm as a laboratory for practiedrhing of agriculture. Hence, education
stakeholders need to assist the public mixed sshimopurchase land that is adequate for
purposes of teaching, instruction and practicalsis Tcan be done through the county
government which understands the needs of eaclolsdreachers should be properly trained
so that they have more confidence in assistingestisdwith practicals and demonstrations in
the farm. Experienced teachers can be used to expwos newly recruited and less
experienced teachers to proper farm demonstratindgraining skills.
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION
1.1 Background of the Study

Agriculture is key to achieving the Millennium Ddopment Goals (MDGSs), since it directly
influences the processes of economic growth, pgvatteviation and environmental

sustainability (World Bank, 2008). According to @&, Ahmed and William (2012) there

are three long lasting objectives that have guidgdcultural education and training in
Africa. These are (a) to produce appropriately are@ human resources for public and
private employment in agricultural activities; (I generate and adapt agricultural
knowledge through research; and (c) to pass on ahi other relevant knowledge to
agricultural producers and services providers thinoextension and continuing education
activities. The government of Kenya therefore cdes agriculture to be the key to social
and economic prosperity. It is the top priority alt National Development Plans (NDPs)
(World Bank, 2010).

The objectives of secondary school education inyideare to prepare secondary school
students to make a positive contribution to theettgyment of the society and to acquire
attitudes of national patriotism, self-respectf-seliance, cooperation, adaptability and sense
of purpose and self-discipline (Florina, 2013). Tdentral aim of agriculture education at
basic level is to train students in the basic ppies of agriculture, provide avenues for the
development of their skills and change the attitoflggoung children towards agriculture.
Chikaire, Orusha, Okafor and Okoli (2011) whiletiig the basic prime movers which
should work in a concerted manner to achieve sumté agricultural development point out
that one of the movers is human capital in the fofmrofessional, managerial and technical
skills produced by investment in school, agricidtuwolleges, faculties of agriculture and on
the job training and experience. The investmentscimools may be in terms of qualified

teachers and availability of sufficient resouramsacquisition of practical skills.

Harry and Deborah (2009) posit that in West Virgjrfacilities and equipment in agriculture
are moderate problems faced by beginning teachesustralia, 54% of teachers-in-charge
of science and senior technicians rate the apptieghce teaching facilities at their schools as
good or very good, 15% rate them as poor or veor fdacklay, 2009). There is a general
indication from various researches that the dewetppconomies have more challenges as
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pertains to facilities in schools as opposed tcetigped countries which have minimal or no
challenges. Despite the tremendous efforts mad8ufySaharan governments to improve
agriculture teaching, constraints still exist asibaevel (Annor, Zimah &lbrahim, 2003).

Additionally, teachers often use question and anseehnique and read from textbooks
while students copy notes when teaching agricultbesv teachers use supervised practical

lessons in the school garden; they neither usaires@eople nor visit to nearby farms.

Agricultural education in Kenya’'s secondary edumatserves two fundamental objectives.
First, the learners should develop basic princigésagricultural production relevant to
Kenya in general, and specifically to their own iemmwments. Secondly, learners should be
involved in practical agricultural activities whiciim at assisting them to acquire useful
agricultural skills (Nyang'au, Kibet & Ngesa, 201Kilemi, 2002). Therefore, it is highly
recommended that learners be involved in practigadk during agriculture lessons. The
school farm is used as a laboratory for teachingdiponstration of theoretical phenomenon
in practical terms. With the laboratory experierstedents will be able to translate what they
have read in their texts to practical realitiesréiby enhancing their understanding and
retention of the learnt concepts (Yara, 2010).

The Agriculture Syllabus covers; crop productioiwestock production, farm power and
machinery, farm structures, agricultural economasd agro forestry, among others
distributed throughout the four-year course in seleoy school. According to Godia (2006),
every school should have an operational farm winoa@ purpose is to reinforce teaching of
agriculture. The farm should have demonstratiortsplorop museum, project plot and a
commercial garden farm. Schools without a schoohfhave several options, including:
attaching themselves to neighboring farm; any agjucal institution; other school which

have operational demonstration plots; use potskemes for growing some selected crops

and embark on enterprises which do not need & kpaxce.

However, in spite of these prospects, there altecktillenges in accessing and utilizing these
facilities by learners. Some of the challengesudel (a) inadequate facilities; (b) lack of
funding; (c) high maintenance cost of facilitieslaquipment; (d) wide agriculture syllabus;
(e) the experience of agriculture teacher; (f) ibmation of some facilities; (g) attitude of

agriculture students; (h) class size and (i) sclpadicy with respect to: who to manage the
facility, when to allocate agriculture subject ¢w ttimetable, stroking of agriculture subject
and criteria of selecting agriculture studentsifAliOlu & Adgbemile, 2012; Edward, 2008;
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Jjembe, 2010; Milanowski & Kimball, 2005; Laiga, &t & Shah, 2011; Nyang'aet al.,
2011 Longshal & Usman, 2009;Jeff & Milenard, 200Bnk & Schmidt, 2010)

In Masaba North Sub-County most schools have sdaowmis. But these farms are given first
priority to form four agriculture students to uskem for KCSE agriculture projects.
According to the Kenya national Examination Coun@NEC) (2011), the agriculture
project is supposed to run from March to Septendieeach academic year. Although
Monks and Schmidt (2010) and Jeff and Milenard @0tarried out a study on effect of
class size and students’ workload on assessmentitter is known on the influence of the
same on students’ access to the school farm in &erly was therefore imperative that a
research be conducted to ascertain the influenceclaés size and teacher’s practical
experience on students’ access to the school farafacility for the teaching and learning of
practical aspects of Agriculture in mixed publiaydsecondary schools in Masaba North-Sub
County, Nyamira County-Kenya. The study’s findingay assist policy makers and other
stakeholders in the education sector to plan wadl jput in place measures to improve on

students’ access to teaching/learning facilitieheeducation systems.
1.2 Statement of the Problem

Secondary school students’ ability to understaethim and apply the agricultural knowledge
and skills taught is enhanced when the teaching laaching are conducted practically.
Teachers can often use the school farm to conduattipal agriculture lessons and
demonstrations. Although most secondary schookxiaff agriculture have school farms, in
Masaba North Sub-County, these farms are mainlg tmeKenya Certificate of Secondary
Education (KCSE) agriculture project. At other Isystudents are rarely exposed to practical
farm activities. Past studies have dwelt on: fugdimaintenance cost; inadequacy; wide
agriculture syllabus; location of the facilitiesgch®ol policy; and attitude of agriculture
students as main factors influencing student actedsarning facilities. But very little is
known and documented on the influence of class amkteachers’ practical experience on
student access to the school farm as a teachinggamdng tool in Kenya. This study sought
to establish the influence of class size and te&peactical experience on student access to
the school farm as a facility for teaching and méay agriculture in Masaba North Sub-

county.



1.3 Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study was to establish and meat; availability of school farm as a
facility for learning practical aspect of agricukty the level of secondary school student
access to the school farm and the influence osdase and teacher’s practical experience on
secondary school students’ access to the schaul dara facility for teaching and learning

practical aspects of agriculture in Masaba North-Sounty, Kenya.
1.4 Objectives of the Study

The objectives of the study were to determine the:
I.  Availability of school farm as a facility for teaiciy/learning practical aspect of

agriculture in public, mixed day secondary schaolslasaba North Sub-County,

ii.  The level of secondary school students’ accesfidasthool farm as a facility for
teaching and learning agriculture in public, mixda secondary schools in Masaba
North Sub-County,

iii. Influence of class size on students’ access tostiteol farm as a facility for
teaching/learning practical aspect of agriculturgject in public, mixed day
secondary schools in Masaba North Sub-County,

iv. Influence of teachers’ practical experience on etisi access to the farm as a
facility for teaching/learning practical aspectagfriculture subject in public, mixed

day secondary schools in Masaba North Sub-County.
1.5 Research Questions

The study was guided by the following research tioes.

RQ: Is the school farm available for teaching and deway of the practical aspects of
agriculture subject in mixed public and day secoypdahools in Masaba North Sub-
County?

RQ, To what extent do secondary school students at¢hesschool farm as a facility for
teaching and learning agriculture in mixed public alay schools in Masaba North
Sub-County?



1.6 Hypotheses of the Study

The following hypotheses were tested at 0.05 alpha
Ho: Class size has no statistically significant infloeron students’ access to the school
farm in secondary schools in public day schoollasaba North Sub-County

Ho2 A teacher’s practical experience has no statisyisagnificant influence on students’
access to the school farm in secondary schoolsubligpday schools in Masaba
North Sub-County.

1.7 Significance of the Study

The findings of the study will provide useful infoation which may be used by the policy
makers in the education sector especially the aultnm developers in setting criteria which
may enhance students’ access to agricultural eiducdacilities in secondary schools,

leading to better performance and quality agriceltgraduates. The findings may also be
used by the school administration through Boardsokernors (BOG) to devise ways of
improving students’ access to facilities for leami practical aspect of agriculture.

Agriculture teachers may utilize the findings tovide strategies of enhancing students’
access to school farm for practical teaching amaniag of agriculture thus enabling the

students to be better equipped with practical skill
1.8 Scope of the Study

The study only covered mixed public day secondahpsls that offer agriculture education
to their students in Masaba North Sub-County ardded on availability of the school farm;
level of student access to the school farm; clases and the teacher’s practical experience
and how they influence students’ practical learroh@griculture subject. The participants in
the research were; agriculture teachers and foreethnd four agriculture students taking
agriculture in selected mixed public and day seaondchools in the Sub-county.

1.9 Assumptions of the study

The study assumed that; (a) the cross sectionafjrdesed effectively gave the correct
representativeness of the entire observational and (b) the respondents were all literate

and responded to the items appropriately.



1.10 Limitation of the Study

)

ii)

The study was restricted to the use of samplefeie public, mixed and day schools

whose result was to be generalized to the entireald@ North Sub-County. This was
then overcome through correct representativenessspiondents of characteristics that
correspond to the entire population.

Some of the sampled schools were adamant to s&cthieir normal lessons hours for
data collection. This compelled the researchernttinftheir program by rescheduling

time of meeting the respondents to games timendumeaks and weekends.

Since the observation units were mainly day schotigre were incidences of

absenteeism by some students who had been sanigiesi.was taken care of by

computing a slightly higher sample size to take adrthe attrition.



1.11 Definition of Terms

Access: is the ability to make use of something (ThesaWu$ine Dictionary, 2010). In
this study, access to school farm will refer to gercentage of practical lesson
attended by students on the school farm in a yedratual utilization of the

agricultural practical learning facilities thereon.

Avalilability of school farm as a teaching resourceis the characteristic of a resource that is
committable, operable, or usable upon demand tdomerits designated or
required function. It is the aggregate of the rese's accessibility reliability

maintainability serviceability and securability (8oess dictionary2012). In this

study availability refers to the existence and ptatspresence of the school farm,
type of tenure, location of the farm, the relatsiee and adequacy of the school
farm and availability and adequacy of farm fa@ktiand implements/ machinery

Class sizeiis the maximum number of students legally permitee@nroll in a single class
(SREB, 2012).In this study class size refers to tthtal number of form four
students who selected agriculture as an examirglidgect and actively learn the
subject. Class size will be categorized into thr8enall (up to 20 students),
medium (21-40 students) and large (40 studentsabaode).

Distance of the school farm:is the placement of planned facility with regard diher
facilities according to some constraints (Biswdi®09). In this study location of
school farm refers to the relative position of guhool farm with respect to the
location of the classrooms and the distance froenntlain school building to the

farm.

Facility: according to Oxford Advanced Learner’s Dictionas/ a building, service,
equipment which is provided for a particular pugok this study, facility will

refer to the school farm and the crops and livéstocthe farm.

Level of accessis the amount of something that exists at a @aler point (Kernern English
Learners Dictionary). In this study level of accessfers to the frequency and
extent with which students at different forms exposed to the use of school farm

in a year and actual utilization of the schoohfawith respect to; the existing



demonstration plots; crop museum; students’ proots in the learning of

agriculture subject.

Practical experience:experience gained from doing a job rather thanystgdit (Financial
Times, 2012). In this study hands—on experiencerseb the number of years the
agriculture teacher has taught the subject andtingber of years he/she has used
the school farm to carry out agronomic/livestocldtioe practices as well as other

practical demonstrations.



CHAPTER TWO
LITERATURE REVIEW
2.1 Introduction

The literature review was discussed as per thecobgeareas under sub-headings of Physical
Facilities and Classroom Instruction; Agricultur@cHities and Academic Achievement;
School Farm and Practical Teaching of Agricultureyel of Student Access to Facilities for
Teaching and Learning Agriculture; Class size amacfital Teaching of Agriculture; and
Teacher Practical Experience and Practical Tegchimd Learning of Agriculture. The
chapter also provides the theoretical framework ifif@rms the conceptual framework, and
thus ends by presenting the conceptual frameworkwbich the study is based. The
conceptual framework provides the links betweenliteeature, the study objectives and the
research questions and hypothesis.

2.2 Physical Facilities and Classroom Instruction

Classroom is a place where teaching-learning td&eep In this room a teacher transmits
knowledge to his students. Physical facilities inclassroom are essential for effective
teaching-learning process. Physical facilities @ffeeaching learning process directly or
indirectly. Laiga, Khan and Shah (2011) carried autudy that explored attitudes of the
students towards classroom physical facilities ighdr Secondary in Pakistan. The study
established that 50% of the students thought thait tlassrooms were spacious enough
while 82% were satisfied with the quality of light their classroom. Douglas (2010)
concluded that two elements of sustainable buildiegign, day lighting and indoor air
quality, have direct effects on a student’s perfamoe. Researchers further state that better
indoor air quality in schools resulted in healtrséudents and faculty, which in turn resulted
in lower absenteeism and further improved studesmtisievement. The study also revealed
that students performed better in daylight classiowvhereas their ability to learn suffered
when they were uncomfortable or distracted by mooditions such as poor lighting, heating

cooling and ventilation and noise

A study on the impact of classroom lighting on stotd’ performance by Christie (2012)
revealed that students attending schools thainap@or physical condition score lower on

achievement tests than students in newer, fundtimmiédings. Studies suggest that several



specific factors contribute to lower levels of statperformance, including poor air quality,
excessive temperatures, poor lighting, and higleltewf noise. Willard (2008) provides
reasons in support for the most important reasonsu$ing color effectively in learning
environment. One of these strong reasons includ@scolor affects a student’s’ vigilance
and the attention span, and affects the studentst@achers’ perception and sense of time.
Jay, Chris and Justine (2012) found that studesmtsiddemic achievement improved with
improved building condition. The study concludedttindividual factors, such as lighting
levels, air quality and temperatures and acousitscted students’ behaviors and outcomes,
although limited quantitative evidence on somehefst factors existed. Seventy six percent
of students thought that teacher voice was apptgrFlexibility in classroom arrangement
enables teachers to modify their classroom fortimeaof more conducive environment,

which in turn adds to students’ achievement (Bjsz@04).

According to Earthman (2004), ethnographic and gq@ion studies indicate that poor school
facilities negatively impact on students’ perforro@n Sixty-Five percent of students are
satisfied with the seating arrangements. Althowgationship between classroom conditions
and students’ preference and classroom conditiaadken addressed, other facilities should

also be integrated and the issue of access addresse
2.3 The Agriculture Facilities and Academic Achievment

The academic achievement of students is a majarecorof formal education system in most
countries. Resources such as finance, educatiangities, teachers and other personnel are
considered crucial in facilitating the teachinggess in schools. Funding of education is vital
in order to provide the needed education facilitesl the judicious utilization of these

available facilities will lead to better standaisd results. The high standard of education
and high academic achievement of the students nbtdequire a combination of variables

such as school facilities, teacher quality, stuslemadiness to learn, the school climate and
culture, size of classes and many other factores@lvariables must be in the right quantity,

guality and mix to have the desired effect.

Facilities are linking points from classroom instran to problem solving and hands —on
experience. Facilities must be furnished with emépt and modules that are highly
correlated with the curriculum being implementechdiinas, 2004). Alimiet al., (2012),

carried out a study to examine the relationshipwbet education facilities, teacher
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gualification, school location and academic achieset. The major objective of the study
was to investigate the analysis of productivitysetary education in Ondo state with a view
to suggest measures that could further increasketiet of productivity of secondary schools
in the state. The study revealed that Secondargdidun in Ondo State was productive with
input increase of 30 percent and output increasgerdoetween 39 percent and139 percent.
The study further revealed that there is a sigaifiadifference in the distribution of teachers

by qualification.

Nyanga'u et al. (2011) carried out research on perceptions ofnkxar towards factors
influencing implementation of secondary school agture project in Kisii District also
established that practical activities on the schawh in the course of the four years of study
enables students gain experience of necessarg Bkitlarry out agriculture projects. It is not
surprising, therefore, when emphasis is being puhe importance of adequate allocation of
educational resources to schools in African coastriJjembe (2010) while trying to
investigate how various aspects of funding affée practical teaching of agriculture in
selected secondary schools in Rakai district, ldoout that the funds available were not

adequate for agriculture practicals.

Although many researches reveal that there is atioakhip between school facilities and
class performance the study by Picus, Marion, Calve Glen (2005) found out that there
was essentially no relationship between the quatify school facilities and student
performance when other factors known to impact esttigherformance were accounted for.
Researchers however do not suggest that the ingastin school facilities is of no
importance. Edward (2008) while trying to look hetnumber of programs with operating
greenhouse, type of operating systems, how thétiesiare used in the local program and
the barriers to the use of greenhouse found otu®f% of agricultural education programs in
Arizona have greenhouse for classroom instructiuh lass likely to use it for training and
agricultural science research. He also found oat thost teachers have little or no post-
secondary preparation or previous work experiendeorticulture prior to entering teaching
and are not satisfied with quantity or quality loé tuse of their green house. Lack of funding
and experience are perceived barriers to not hagingreenhouse as part of the local
agriculture education programs. Although the redeas looked at green house as a
facilities for teaching agriculture, little att@m has be paid on availability of school farm,
adequacy of the farm and the facilities thereoreféctive practical teaching of agriculture.
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2.4 The School Farm and Practical Teaching of Agridture

In Nigeria, Longshal and Usman (2009), attributéotw students’ enrolment in agricultural
sciences especially at secondary and tertiarydesedéducation as reflective of poor methods
used in primary level where emphasis is laid oromheThey recommended teachers of
agriculture to employ a more practical approachasdo stimulate the student and produce
future dynamic farmers equipped with competentlskidustine, Mark, Dawn, Kell and
Pauline (2003) realized that school-age studentwkedge and understanding of various
aspects of food and farming was poor. To improwe uthderstanding of food, farming and
land management amongst school-age children, taegmrmended school visit to school
farms and the use of projects. This does not ofier @ wide range of learning opportunities
in the affective and cognitive domain but also jlevpositive outcomes for young people, as

well as develop a strong community.

According to the Kenya Institute of Education (KIR2006) Agriculture Syllabus, for topics
to do with crop and livestock production, teachars recommended to have; (a) crop
museum; (b) demonstration plots; (c) commerciat;@ad (d) project plots. In addition, the
school farm is also supposed to have relevant &ractures, stores and farm machinery for
effective practical teaching and learning of adtime. However it is not known or
documented for the case of schools in Masaba NS8rtth-County, if the facilities are
available and whether all the agriculture studemts accessing the facilities. Study should
therefore be conducted to ascertain the availgtolitthe school farm and facilities thereon,
level of access by agriculture students and infteeof class size and teacher practical

experience on student access to the farm.
2.5 Level of Student Access to the School Farm

The actualization of the goals and objectives afcation require the provision, maximum
utilization and appropriate management of the iféesl. Facilities management is an integral
part of the overall management of the school. Td®al administration plays a great role in
determining the nature, types and need for varfaciities in schools (Ihuoma, 2008). Annor
et al (2003) carried out study on teaching of agrimalk science at the basic education level
in developing countries. They found out that fewcteers used supervised practicals at the
school farms. Visits to nearby farms and seekimgaigsistance of resource people were never

used. Constraints identified were related to temdinaspects of agriculture, the syllabus,
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teaching materials, pre-service and in-service hactraining, teacher motivation,
supervision, negative attitudes of students andermsar towards agriculture, teaching

environment, and evaluation.

Basing on Agriculture Syllabus, learners at allelsvshould be involved in practicals which
aim at assisting them to acquire useful agriculekidls. The syllabus clearly indicates the

type of practical activity and various projectd®done at various forms as per the Table 1.

Table 1

Summary of Suggested Projects at Various levels

Form Suggested projects/activity

One (a)Crop production through irrigation and (lbg¢garation of compost
manure

Two (a)Select and prepare planting material, pegpar of a nursery bed,

transplanting of crops from a nursery bed, (bjtogrg on fruit trees, (c)
carrying out field practices,(d) grow vegetabl®ps from nursery
establishment to harvesting, (e) carryout diseasdral practices on
animals and(f) identify different parasites

Three (a) Carrying out livestock rearing practicéls) Constructing and
maintaining farm structures, (c) Carryout soil @ascontrol measures,
(d) Design and construct a micro catchment,(e)Camy general
disease and pest control measures, (f) Raising of
maize/sorghum/millet/and bean crop from seed begpgration to
harvesting,(g)Care and use appropriate livestooklliveg practices

Four Raising young stock and care and manageméreesf

Source; KIE Agriculture Syllabus (2006)
Although the syllabus clearly stipulates the typadivities and projects to be done, it is not
well known whether all the agriculture studentsrirMasaba North Sub-County are exposed

a

to the practicals and suggested projects. Studgehareds to be conducted to establish the

extent of exposure and the frequency of utilizatadnfacilities by agriculture students at

different forms.
2.6 Class Size and Practical Teaching of Agriculter

Class size is generally regulated by the maximumber of students legally permitted to

enroll in a single class (Jeff & Milenard, 2012)their policy brief, they recommend;(a) state
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to maintain smaller classes where the research slaoademic benefit; (b) if class size is
increased at any grade level, state should reda@eschool to monitor individual students;
(c)state leaders need to study the relationshiwdest class size, teacher effectiveness and
students performance to determine how to adjussd&e and average academic gain. They
also mentioned on student- teacher ratio wherecypaliakers use the ration more to track
class size and monitor trends. Orian, Valentino amen (2008) while carrying out a study
on heterogeneous class size effects, they obsesagte students and faculty members
exposed to a wide range of class size from less i@ato 200. Using nonlinear class size
estimate effect, they found out that;(i) at therage class size the effect was -108; (ii) the
effect was negative and significant only for smralend largest ranges of class size
respectively; (iii) students at the top of the tesbre distribution were more affected by
changes in class size, especially when class sze very large. Monks and Schmidt (2010)
also found out that class size and students wadkhegatively impact students assessment of
the courses and instructors. Large classes and lstadents load appear to prompt faculty to
alter their courses in ways deleterious to studehlthough there is relationship between
class size and achievement, little has been dosédw how class size influences students’
access to facilities for teaching and learning ficataspects of Agriculture in Kenya, which

this study intended to investigate.
2.7 Teachers’ Practical Experience

Experience matters, but more is not always beftenumber of conflicting findings have
emerged from the literature on teacher experiemtanushek (1997) reviewed several
hundred studies using teacher experience in prmofudiunction models common to
economic research, which examine the relationsiefpvéen educational inputs and their
contribution to educational outputs. The revieweaded that teacher experience was not an
important indicator of teacher quality, and theref@an unlikely contributor to student
achievement. Another source of inconsistency iretheirical findings on teacher experience
is the potential nonlinearity of effects. In otlvawrds, early years of teaching (i.e. up to seven
years) may be associated with a gradual increastudent outcomes, middle years of eight
to fourteen correspond to a weak negative effent, Bhen a positive effect on student
achievement among teachers with 15 or more yesrf®uad in Murnane and Phillips’ study
(1981).
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The impact of experience is strongest during tret few years of teaching, after that returns
diminishes (Jennifer, 2010). A study using Northrdlaa high school data estimate the

effect of early- career experience as 0.05 SD, withlargest effects observed for student
achievement in mathematics and biology. Althougl ividely accepted that teachers differ

in their effectiveness empirical evidence regardacher differences is weak. Barbara and
Larry (2004) while carrying out a research on havgé are teacher effects, they discovered
that effects are real and are of magnitude thabmsistent with that of estimated by previous
studies.

Several other researchers have conducted studiefoand a relationship between teacher
experience and student achievement. Ferguson add [#996) used Alabama data to
examine the association between teacher experiehdeze or more years and student
achievement in the third, fourth, eighth, and nigtlades. Findings revealed that teacher
experience between beginning and up to five years d statistically significant positive
effect on math and reading achievement, whereahtidesi experience of five or more years
was associated with no significant influence ondmeg and math scores. Another
examination of teacher experience found a posi@la&ionship between elementary student
scores and teachers’ experience of at least twesyeat no effects for additional years
beyond (GrissmeiFlanagan, Kawata & Williamson, 2000). Milanowskidakimball (2005)
reported a positive relationship between teachgremsnce and student achievement in
elementary mathematics within the first three teeseyears of teaching, but no significant
connection beyond that experience range. From tlediegs, teacher experience should be
analyzed with attention to its possible nonlineffiea@ on students’ access to practical
learning facilities in agriculture. Previous stugligave put a lot of emphasis on experience
and performance. Research should be carried owetermine how teacher experience

influence students access to facilities for teaglaind learning practical aspect of agriculture

2.8 Theoretical Framework

Theoretical models provide a guide for better us@erding of problems facing educators.
However, models must be current with reality andrass the needs of teachers and students
(Dyer& Osborne, 1996). Kolb’s Theory of Experiehti@arning (2008) will guide the study.
This theory explains that experiential learningais“holistic integrative perspective on
learning that combines experience, perception, iiogrand behavior” and could be applied

to any educational setting. The Kolb theory has fmamponents of the experiential learning:
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concrete experience, reflective observation, abistraonceptualization and active

experimentation as shown in Figure 1.

Concrete experience

N\

Active experimentation Reflective observation

Abstract conceptualizati

Figure 1: Kolb’s model of experiential learning cyte (Kolb, 2008)

The concrete experience is described as “here emdemperience used to validate and test
abstract concept and provide a focal point forneey and a reference point for testing the
implication and validity of ideas created during fkearning process” (Kolb, 2007). Concrete
experience allows for personal application, undeding, and meaning of abstract
principles. In this model, the classroom is noeacher centered environment; instead it is
primarily student driven. The teacher is seen asagent assisting students in education
experience and making connection between prior keage and new learning. The reflective
observation component encourages students toathjtiexamine a concrete experience. This
reflective period forces students to take respalitgilbor their own learning and engages the

learner mentally and emotionally in the recent eigpee (Proudman, 1992).

The use of abstract conceptualization allows stuttemake generalizations about principles
related to the experience and strive for improvemeéne final stage active experimentation
requires the transfer and application of princigiesa new situation. This theory support
study in that students must be given the opporunitapply the new knowledge and test for
validity and usefulness, Teachers must thereforgaately prepare students to gain the
required skills of observation, reflection, conagization, evaluation and experimentation

that enable them to learn most effectively fromrte&periences.
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2.9 Conceptual Framework

Practical aspects of learning agriculture in seasp@dchool mainly involve learners’ ability
to carry out agronomic practices; livestock roatpractices; and use, care and maintenance
of farm tools / equipment and farm machinery, stoasquip the learner with the necessary
agricultural skills. In this study the independematriables were factors influencing access
while the dependent variable was students’ acaefsetschool farm which was measured in
terms of the frequency of agricultural practicatsens in a year with respect to stipulated
curriculum requirement. The following factors wensidered; availability of the school
farm as a facility for teaching and learning agitie and how it affects the method of
teaching; the class size and how it relates tditiasitudent ratio; the location of school farm
and how it determines the frequency of visits ofdehts and the type of activity carried out
on the school farm during agriculture practicalstes the effect of teacher hands on
experience on ability/disability to carry out agoomc/livestock routine management
practices. The moderator variables were; the d#itof agriculture student where a student
may not like applying theory learnt in class preatly; school policy which determines the
type and number of facilities for teaching agrioudt maintenance cost, students’
transportation cost to nearby farms, timetablingagficulture lessons, laying modalities of
selecting agriculture students. School policy mé#gca the availability of facilities and
number of student taking agriculture in relationawailable facilities. Time allocated for
agriculture lessons may not be adequate to endleleagriculture teacher to expose the
students to practical activities. Wide agricultie@labus on the other hand can compel

agriculture teachers to adopt a teaching methavenience.

The moderator variables were controlled throughmdean sampling of schools and
respondents; the use of public secondary schoadls farm fours and three agriculture
students who had selected the subject willinglym8oaspects like school policy were
included in the study. This was to ensure thaffitieings were purely as a result of intended

variables under study.
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The interrelationship between the independent, mawdeand dependent variables is shown

in Figure 2.

A 4

Independent Variable

Factors influencing access to

the school farm

e Class size

- Small € 20)
- Medium (=40)
- Large £ 40)

* Teacher's experience
- Years of teaching

- Years of handling

agricultural practicals

Moderator Variables

Dependent Variable

» Attitude of
agriculture students
» Time allocated for
agriculture lessons
» Location of facility

* Funding

Students Access to the

school farm

* Frequencies of
practical sessions ol
school farm

—

Figure 2: Interaction between factors influencing sidents’ access to the school farm as
facility for teaching and learning practical aspecs of agriculture.
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CHAPTER THREE
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
3.1 Introduction

This chapter presents the research design, studgtion, study population, sampling
procedure and sample size. Also under the chaptsirumentation, data collection, data

analysis and summary of analytical procedures eseribed.
3.2 Research Design

The study employed across-sectional survey resemsign. A survey is an attempt to collect
data from a “slice” of a population in order to elebine the current status of that population
with respect to one or more variables (Mugenda 8gbhda, 2003). A cross-sectional survey
studies the relationship between different varigldé one point in time (John, 2011).This
survey design is chosen because the study is dastieon subjects without affecting their
normal behavior, is economical and has a rapidaroumd in data collection. It also has the
advantage of identifying attributes of large popiolas from a small group of individuals

(Babbie, 1990).

3.3 Location of the Study

The study was undertaken in secondary schools sabtNorth district, Nyamira County in
the former Nyanza Province of Kenya. Masaba Noitiridt was curved out of Nyamira
District and borders the following districts; MasaBouth and Kisii Central to the South,
Nyamira to the North, Borabu to the East and Matoyéhe West. The district covers an
approximated area of 141.5 kniThe study area was selected due to its proximaitthe

researcher, given also that the researcher wascsant with the terrain of the area.
3.4 Target Population

The target population refers to the entire groupndividuals or objects the researchers are
interested in generalizing the conclusions (Jo&09R).The target population for this study
consisted of 6,487 agriculture students and 2&alfuire teachers (total = 6513 from all the
26 mixed public day secondary schools offering @diire as an examinable subject in
Masaba-North Sub-county.
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3.5 Sampling Procedure and Sample Size

The sampling unit for the study was the school.okding to Mugenda and Mugenda (2003),
in a descriptive research, a sample size of 10%-60%e target population is acceptable.
Therefore, through proportionate random samplidgsdcondary schools out of the 26 mixed

public secondary schools (about 50%) in MasabalN®ub-County were selected.

A sample size of 200 students was selected fosttidy. A sample of 200 was considered the
minimum appropriate size for the study. Kathuri dPals (1993) recommend that for a
homogenous population, a sample size of 100 regmsdvould be appropriate provided
that none of the sub-samples would be less tham@tce a sample of 200 was double the
minimum recommended sample size. Other factors et considered in choosing the
sample size were adequate representation of ssuffem the sampled schools, resources in
funds and time. In addition, 15 Agriculture teacheere purposively selected, one from each
of the 15 sampled schools. Proportionate randomplsagn was used to select student
respondents from each of the participating schd®ésdom sampling procedure ensures all

subjects have equal chances of being selected,(d088a).
3.6 Instrumentation

According to Hale (2012) survey research can applgstionnaires (structured-closed or
unstructured-open) and interview schedules for dali@ction. Two sets of self-administered
guestionnaires (one set in each case for the dsided agriculture teachers) were developed
by the researcher and used to collect data fronstindy’s respondents. The questionnaires
were semi-structured. The teacher’s questionnaitedeven main sections: the first section
sought information on the respondent’s profile sashage, gender, education level and
teaching experience. The second section addressadsi related to the study objectives;
availability of school farm, students’ level of ass to the school farm, influence of class size
and influence of teacher practical experience amdesits’ access to school farm. The
student’s questionnaire had four sections. The $estion had questions that related to the
respondents’ profile (gender and class), whileater sections - two to four contained items
that collected information on; availability of saidarm, level of access and influence of

class size on student access to the school fapectgely.

20



3.6.1 Validity

Validity refers to the extent to which a test measuwwhat it purports to measure (Martyn,
2009). For the questionnaire to accurately meaatna it is supposed to measure, it must
have content and face validities. The content uglaf the instruments was established using
a panel of peers, supervisors and research exipeAgriculture Education and Extension.

They ascertained validity of the questionnaire gemmd gauged how well the instruments
met the standards (Mugenda, 2008). The subjects amrouraged to make comments and
suggestions concerning the instructions, claritygaéstions asked and relevance. Their
responses were used to adjust questionnaire itemardangly in improving instrument

validity.
3.6.2 Reliability

Reliability is the level of internal consistency etability over time (William, 2006).
Reliability has to do with the accuracy and prexisof a measurement procedure (Kothari,
2004).The reliability of the questionnaire itemssvaetermined using the pilot test. Cronbach
alpha provides a good measure of reliability beedwdding other factors constant the more
similar the test content and conditions of admraigdn are, the greater the internal
consistency reliability (Chong, 2012). A pilot sjudn a sample of 30 agriculture students
and two agriculture teachers was conducted fromh&uristrict where a reliability of 0.78
was obtained. The researcher therefore ensuredthibanstruments met the threshold for
acceptable reliability of alpha0.70.

3.7 Data Collection

The key ethical consideration in the study was litaim informed consent to carry out the
study on the respondents. Other considerations rémpondents were privacy and
confidentiality which the researcher had to uphdigring the study by ensuring that
information given by the respondent was not usedinsg the respondent. Before the
administration of the questionnaires, the researbhd to seek a research permit where, a
letter of approval was obtained from the Graduatieo8| of Egerton University which was
presented to the Ministry of Education, Science Bachnology to obtain a research permit.

Once authority was obtained, arrangements were nmagssit District Education Office of

Masaba North District of Nyamira County, for persis and authority to conduct research
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in the district. Copies of the consent were distill to all school principals before

commencement of the study. The school principalshan sampled school permitted and
guided the researcher on how to access the agmeukachers and agriculture students in
their respective schools. To make data collectiasie, faster and more efficient, the
researcher explained to the respondents the ngcessbnducting the research. The two sets
of the questionnaire were personally administesethb researcher. The agriculture teachers’

guestionnaire was the first to be administeredfedld by the students’ questionnaire.
3.8 Data Analysis Procedure

Based on the study objectives the researcher adhlifre data ap < 0.05alpha level of
significance, seta priori. Qualitative data was categorized into approprifiemes and
checked for frequencies or percentages of respoise&etermine emerging trends. The
collected data was also coded and entered in tmpui@r. Data analyses were done with the
aid of the Statistical Package for Social Scier{&3SS) Version 20. Objectives one and two
were analyzed using descriptive statistics andltegswesented inform of percentages and
frequency distribution tables. Objectives three &nd were translated into hypotheseg H
and Hy respectively and analyzed by use of inferentigtisic (Chi-square test of

independence and homogeneity). Table 2 summaraesatalysis by hypotheses.

Table 2:

Summary of Data Analysis

Hypotheses and Independent variable Dependent variable Inferential
research questions statistics

Ho 1Class size has no Class size Access to school farm Chi square
statistically significant (Number of students  (frequency test
influence on students’ taking agriculture) of practical
access to the farm sessions on
the school farm)

Ho2 Ateacher’s Teachers’ practical Access to school farmChi square
practical experience experience: (frequency test
has no statistically (Number of years of practical
significant influence on  t€&ching agric, sessions on

d , Number. of years of h hool
students’ access to handling agriculture the schoo
school farm practicals) farm)
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CHAPTER FOUR
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
4.1 Introduction

In this chapter, the findings of the research stamypresented and discussed. The chapter is
divided into sub-sections namely: response ratearagheristics of the respondents,
availability of school farm as a facility for teaoh/learning practical aspect of agriculture,
level of secondary school students’ access to ¢thed farm as a facility for teaching and
learning agriculture, influence of class size ardshts’ access to the school farm as a facility
for teaching/learning practical aspect of agria@twsubject and influence of teachers’
practical experience on students’ access to then fas a facility for teaching/learning

practical aspect of agriculture subject.
4.2 Response Rate

All the questionnaires that were administered, i5a200 for Agriculture students and 15 for
Agriculture teachers, were successfully filled aetirned. This represented a 100% response
rate in each case, ensuring that the sample simaimed largely as originally designed.
Campion(1993)suggested that authors need to maksomable efforts to increase
guestionnairereturnrates,addresstheinfluenceofaspendents,andthatthey do not contain
any obvious biases. To increase the response oatthis study, the questionnaires were
administered using the strategies described intehapree of this study. Babbie(1990);
Dillman (2000),suggest50%asthe minimal return r&ewler (1984)suggests60%;and De
Vaus (1986), argues for 80%.Thefact that this stadyieved a 100% response rate lends
inherent validity and reliability to the statistidandings of the study and thus determinate

generalizability to the study population as inteshde
4.3 Respondents’ Characteristics

Under this section, the characteristics of studants teachers who participated in the study

are presented.
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4.3.1 Students Characteristics

Students’ characteristics investigated were magender and year of study. The sample
included 200 students of which 52% were male ar¥d #@nale students. About 64% were
drawn from Form three and 36% were Form four. Tis&itdution of the student respondents

by sex and year of study is as shown in Table 3.

Table 3
Distribution of Student Respondents by Gender and &ar of Study

Gender of Year of study

respondent Form Three Form Four Total
Frequency % Frequency % Frequency %

Male 70 35 34 17 104 52

Female 58 29 38 19 96 48

Average 128 64 72 36 200 100

n=200

4.3.1 Teacher Characteristics

The teachers’ characteristics investigated by shusly included the terms of employment,
teaching subjects and teaching experience. Withrdetp the terms of employment, more
than half of teachers interviewed (53.3%) repottet they were employed on contractual
basis while 46.7% indicated that they were permaaed pensionable teachers. Majority of
the teacher respondents (60%) indicated Agriculasetheir teaching subject while 40%
reported other subjects other than agriculture. pércentages in Figure 3 show that the
highest percentage of the teacher respondents (4€86)ted to have less than 2 years of
teaching experience, while those who reported dhgdst teaching experience of above 10

years were only 6.7%.

0,
S0% 40%

£ 40%
2
S 309
3 % 20% 20%
S 20%
Q.
0% | N
Less than 2 years 2-4 Years 4-6 Years 6-8 years A bove 10 years

Figure 3: Teaching Experience in Agriculture
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4.4 Objective One: Availability of School Farm as aleaching Resource in Secondary

Schools

The first objective of the study was to determine &vailability of school farm as a facility
for teaching/learning practical aspects of agrio@tin secondary schools in Masaba North
Sub-County. Availability of the school farm was essed in terms of the physical availability
of the farm, the type of tenure, location of thenfasize and adequacy of the farm as well as
the availability and adequacy of; farm machinerytioa farm, field plots and livestock that
were used for practical learning and teaching afi@dgure.

4.4.1 Availability and Type of Tenure

The respondents were asked to indicate whethear réspective schools had the school farm
and the type of tenure under which the farm wagaipd. Table 4 shows the students’ and
teachers’ responses on the availability of the scfaym.

Table 4:

Teachers’ and Students’ Responses on Availabilityf @chool Farm

School Farm Available Students Teachers
Yes 88% 73.3%
No 12% 26.7%
Total 100% 100.0%

Teachers n=15, students n=200

The results showed that 88% and 73.3% of studemdtseachers respectively reported that
their respective schools had the school farm. Caele 12% and 26.7% of students and
teachers respectively denied that their school dddrm. As relates to the type of tenure
system under which the school farm was operate@%6®f the student respondents revealed
that their schools had been given the land fregehafge by the community while the 36.7%
indicated that their respective schools had ledisedand from the community. This finding
was confirmed by the teacher respondents, 66.7%hoMm agreed that the land operated by
the school had been offered free of charge by timentunity and 33.3% indicated that the
land to had been leased from the community. Boehat (2006), in their research found
that, for some schools, environmental, adminigirattnd even economics came into play,

denying the schools chances of owning a school .farmms was especially so for public
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schools who often had to rely on goodwill of thentounity to get small pieces of land for

practicals and examination.
4.4.2 Location of the School Farm

Location of the school farm determines the numlidimees the students may visit the farm
during practical learning lessons as well as watiian of the farm for demonstration of the
various agricultural practices, thus largely deiess the availability and access to the farm.
It was therefore imperative to establish the reéatocation of the school farm among the
surveyed schools. To this end, the student respdsaeere asked to indicate the location of
their school farm by selecting one of the threespae locations given in the Students’

Questionnaire. The responses obtained were anbéyrpresented in Table 5 below.

Table 5:

Location of the School Farm

Location of School Farm Frequency Percentage

Within the school compound 128 64%

Outside the school compound but adjacent to theatch 26 13%

Away from the school Compound 46 23%

Total 200 100%
n=200

Majority of the student respondents (64%) repottet their respective school farms were
located within the school compound, followed by 2@#0 said that their respective school
farms were located away from the school compourtdlewl3% indicated that the school
farm was outside the school compound but adjaaernhé school. Given that agriculture
practical lessons are structured to take 80 minatesy week, locating the school farm
further away from the school may limit studentstesgs to the farm especially considering
the distance to be covered to get to the farmhikregard, the 23% of the students reporting
location of the school farm away from the schoohfanay be disadvantaged if the distance
to be covered is relatively long, which would imphat the time allocated for the practical
lessons significantly limits movement. Such studembuld therefore have limited access to

the school farm and related facilities for pradtlearning of agriculture.
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4.4.3 Size and Adequacy of the School Farm

The respondents were asked to indicate the appadeisize of their respective school farms
and rate the adequacy of the farm for practicalimske learning and teaching of Agriculture
subject. The highest percentage of the studenorelgmts (53.3%) observed that their school
farm ranged from 1/4 to 1/2 an acre followed by 480 reported less than % and 6.7%
only who reported rated the size of their schoohféo be bigger than an acre. These findings
validate Alimiet al. (2012) findings who reported that majority of solsohad farms less
than %2 an acre. This could be attributed to laclesburces especially land as a result of high

population growth.

The teachers’ and students’ responses on the Adgaidhe school farm were as shown in
Table 6 below.

Table 6

Teachers’ and Students’ Responses on the Adequaafythe School Farm

Adequacy of School Farm Students Teachers
Adequate 39% 33.3%
Not adequate at all 61% 66.7%
Total 100% 100%

Teachers (n=15), Students (n=200)

Majority of the students and teachers (61% and %6réspectively) observed that the
available school farm in their respective schoots wot adequate at all for practical use in
the learning and teaching of Agriculture. On thieeothand, 39% and 33.3% of the students

and teachers respectively reported that their ddhom was adequate for the said purposes.
4.4.4Availability and Adequacy of Farm Facilities ad Implements on School Farm

The school farm does not exist in isolation, buhea required to have various basic farm
facilities and implements/machinery to practicatlgmonstrate farming operations that
largely enhances the learning of agricultural pcast Therefore, the respondents were asked
to indicate whether various farm facilities, impkmts and machinery named were available
and subsequently rate the adequacy of these imptsna@d machinery. The teachers’ and

students’ responses were as shown in Table 7.
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Table 7

Avalilability and Adequacy of Implements for Practical Learning of Agriculture

Farm Teachers’ Responses Students’ Responses
machinery adeqﬁgie/Not Adequare ad\é?qra/ate adeqﬁgie/Not Adequare ad\ézrgate
available available
Tractor 99% 1% - 99% 1% -
Cart 92% 5% 3% 97% 2% 1%
Stores 90% 8% 2% 95% 4% 1%
Sprayers 90% 10% - 98% 2% -
Harvesting 97% 3% - 95% 5% -
machines
Ploughs 87% 12% 1% 97% 3% -
Harrow 82% 18% - 98% 2%
Mowers 94% 6% - 100% - -
Cultivators 100% - - 100% - -
Jembes 49% 36% 15% 50% 33% 17%

Summarily, the results in Table 7show that majodtythe respondents felt that the farm
implements and/or machinery that the students wrpected to be exposed to and use for
practical purposes were either not available odegaiate. For instance, all the respondents
(both teachers and students) reported that cultivatere unavailable/inadequate while over
90% in each case felt that harvesting machinesest®prayers, cart, tractor and mowers
were largely unavailable/not adequate, the mostcatibeing the sprayers, despite the fact
that the sprayers were very important for trainamgd ensuring productive demonstration
plots. Interesting, however, is the fact that o#8f6 and 50% of the teacher and student
respondents reported that the jembes available n@radequate. Jembes seemed to be the
least of the problems faced by secondary scho@dtyre teachers in training students.

Eiseman and Nyamete (1990) found that jembes wereqairement for most students
reporting to Kenyan secondary schools. Studentrtieg to secondary schools were almost
always expected to do so with jembes. As suchcalgure teachers and students had more
than enough jembes for use in class, for instraciiod demonstration. Amudaatial (2009),

in their research concluded that many public schtextked the resources to invest in farm

machinery and implements. Many of the farm mach#seand implements available to
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secondary school agriculture students in Kenya céno well wishers and sometimes
contributions of the community around. For thiss@asuch machinery and implements were

rarely enough for education and training purposes.
4.4 .5Availability and Adequacy of Field Plots, CropMuseum and Farm Structures

The respondents were asked to indicate the adeqofattye demonstration plots, project
plots, commercial plots, crop museums and vari@m fstructures in their school farms.

Their responses were as shown in Table 8.

Table 8

Adequacy of Demonstration, Project, Commercial Plat and Crop Museum

Students Teachers
Facilities Adequate Not adequate  Adequate  Not adequate
Demonstration plot 9.1% 90.9% 46.7% 53.3%
Project plot 34% 66% 66.7% 33.3%
Commercial plot 1% 99% 0% 100.0%
Crop museum 4% 96% 6.7% 93.3%

Teachers n=15, Students n=200

Overwhelming majority of the student respondenpored that demonstration plots (91%),
commercial plots (99%) and crop museum (96%) werteadequate for practical learning
and teaching of agriculture in secondary schoais, 0 were 53%, 100% and 93% of the
teacher respondents who respectively had simiawvwiof the respective plot facilities. On
the other hand, 34% of the students compared W66f the teacher respondents observed
that project plots were adequate, probably dueh® fact that all form four agriculture
students carry out examinable project work at th€.8.E level which mandates every
candidate taking the subject to have access to ploth. When asked whether they had
allocated agriculture students a plot on the fatheiothan form four KCSE project plots,
53.3% of the teacher respondents responded orfftimaadive while 46.7% denied that they
had allocated the students project plots. Fortggrdr(40%) of the teachers reported that they
had never used project plots before the studentsmamced the KCSE agriculture project
while 60% confirmed that they had used the projpldts before. This finding was
corroborated by students’ responses where only al0¥e student respondents indicated that
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they had had an opportunity to operate individdaigpsince joining the form one, while 90%
indicated that they had never had individual plotsm the onset of secondary school

education.

With regard to the types of farm structures foumdtlee school farm among the mixed day
secondary schools in Masaba North Sub-County,hallstudent respondents reported that
their school farms did not have the following fastnuctures: dairy shed/palour; calf pen,
poultry houses, rabbit hutches, piggery/pig stigssizero grazing units, bee hives. Only an
insignificant 3% of the student respondents repbtt@t their schools had fish ponds on their
school farm. Consequently, 4% of the students omefil that animals were kept in their
school, mainly dairy cattle. This implies that stats miss out on the opportunity to get
exposed to practical animal production practiceg do not only absence of various
categories of livestock on the farm as the Agrigalk education curriculum envisages, but
also due to lack of/inadequate livestock producsisactures that are prerequisite to livestock
production. Moreover, even where the schools haweeslivestock as reported by the 4% of
the students with dairy cattle on the school faitms obvious that such livestock are not
raised under appropriate structures as to enaldesthdents interact with appropriate
production practices given that none of the stugléad reported having either zero grazing

sheds or calf pens for raising dairy cattle andr tteves respectively.

Class size was also noted to have effect on pedd&arning of agriculture where 44% of the
students indicated that, class size had no effedhe utilization of school farm while the
remaining 42% said that it moderately affects wioitdy 14% indicated that that class size
highly affects utilization of school farm (Figurg. Dn the hand, 46.7% of teachers indicated
that it moderately affects, 33.3% indicating thadoesn’t affect while 20% indicated that it
highly affects. Therefore, 73.3% of teachers ingidathis doesn’t impact the same skill to
the students while only 26.7% indicated that it dodowever, 82% of the respondents
indicated that they often share the facilities dgnpractical learning of agriculture while only

16% indicated that they don’t share facilities.
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As indicated in Figure 2, various reasons were rgif@ not having individual plots for
carrying out projects since form one. Majority bétrespondents said that the facilities were
not enough, 48.4% indicated that it was due to mgmber of students while only 1.1%
indicated that school farm was mainly used by fdour students for KCSE. In addition,
87.6% of the respondents indicated that the highenber of students compared to the
available facilities affected the number of timlesyt were exposed to the facilities while only

Figure 4: Effect of class size on the utilizationfahe school farm

12.4% said that it did not.
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Figure 5: Reasons for not having individual plots ér carrying out project
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4.5 Objective two: Level of Secondary School Studé&si Access to the School Farm

The presence of the school farm alone, howeveruadegmay not contribute significantly
towards enhancing learners’ agricultural (produgtiskills if the very learners do not have
access to the farm. On the other hand, acces®tschool farm and its associated facilities
for practical learning and teaching purposes cbeldimited by various factors that could be
procedural and/or environmental. As such the staalyght to determine if indeed the school
farms and their associated facilities were accéssibthe students. The level of access to the
school farm in this study was assessed in terntiseotudents’ actual use of the school farm
for learning agriculture, use of the school farmdgriculture practical lessons and frequency

of the practical lessons for students in each floranyear.
4.5.1 Use of the School Farm for Learning Agricultte

The student respondents were asked to indicatehehéhey used the school farm when

learning agriculture. Their responses were as shovwigure 6.

HYes

No

Figure 6: Students’ Use of the School Farm for Learing Agriculture

As shown in Figure 6 above, 62% of the studentawrdents reported that they did not use
the school farm while learning agriculture whilé28&ffirmatively reported use of the school
farm. For those who did not use school farm whalarhing agriculture,87.9%indicated that
the main reason was that it was mainly used byfaha four students for KCSE projects,
7.7% indicated that they had never been allocatgdoaito work on, while only 4.4%

indicated that they had no idea on how to use¢hed farm.
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4.5.2 Form of Students’ Use of the School Farm

The students were asked to indicate how they hamh hesing the school farm. Their

responses were as shown in Table 9 below.

Table 9

Students’ Use of the School Farm

Form of Students’ Use of the School Farm Frequency Percentage
During agriculture practical lessons 72 36.0
For carrying out individually assigned projects 22 11.0
| have never used the school farm 74 37.0
| have only been assigned a plot in form four 32 16.0

Total 200 100.0

The percentages in the table indicate that 37% @f&tudent respondents had never used the
school farm while 36% used the school farm duriggdcalture practical lessons. The lowest
percentage (11%) indicated that they used the $diaom for carrying out individually
assigned projects compared to 16% who indicatetdtiley had only been assigned a plot in

form four.
4.5.3 Students’ Frequency of Use of the School Farfor Agriculture Practical Lessons

The study sought to establish the frequency witlickvithe students visited the school farm
for agriculture practical lessons, other than aliesp to KCSE projects. Majority of the
students (86%) visited the school farm for prattacaiculture lessons once in a year. Only a
few of the students had an opportunity to visit fakool farm once in a week (6%) for
agriculture lessons as required by the seconddrgo$agricultural education curriculum,
while as less as 5% and 3% respectively only ddite school farm once in a term and once
in a week. Similar results were obtained from thalgsis of teachers’ responses where 80%
of the teachers reported to have visited the sctaool once in a year other than to guide the
students for KCSE agriculture project followed [8/3% who indicated that they visited the
farm once a month and 5.1% who visited the farmeoimca term. The findings were as

shown in Figure 7.
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Figure 7: Students’ Frequency of Use of the Schodtarm for Agriculture Practical
Lessons

Further analysis revealed that the form four sttsleised the school farm more frequently
(49%) compared to 2% for forms one and two and 1% e form three students who used

the school farm frequently.
4.5.4 Number of Projects Carried Out by Students aEach Level

The study sought to establish the number of prejeatried out by the students, whether
individually or in groups from form one to form fourhe findings were as shown in Figure
8.
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Figure 8: Number of Projects Carried out by Studens at Each Level

Number of projects varied across the levels withonitg of teachers reporting to have done

no project from forms one to three. All the teasheported that they had only handled one
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project with the form four students, which couldIm@e concluded to be the examinable
KCSE project. On the other hand, 93.3% of the teexheported that they didn’t take all the
students to learn agronomic practices on commeptigd while only 6.7% reported that they
took all the students. Generally, the analysis acthat forms one, two and three students
were least exposed to the school farm and relateitities while those who highly exposed

were from four students.
4.6 Objective three: Influence of Class Size on Sients’ Access to the School Farm

The third objective of the study was to determihe influence of class size on students’
access to the school farm as a facility for teaghaarning practical aspect of agriculture
subject in public, mixed day secondary schools aséba North Sub-County. To analyze the
influence of class size on students’ access te¢heol farm, the objective was translated into
the following null hypothesis: Class size has ratistically significant influence on students’
access to school the farm in secondary schoolsibigoday schools in Masaba North Sub-
County. This section therefore presents the firgliag the average class size and analyzes
the influence of the class size on students’ actesthe school farm as a facility for

teaching/learning practical aspects of agricultuigject by testing the null hypothesis.
4.6.1 Class Size

The class size was operationalized as the numbstudints taking agriculture subject in
forms one to form four of secondary school curtionl The teacher respondents from each
sampled school were asked to indicate the numbstuafents taking agriculture subject in
each form. Table 10 summarizes the average numbegrecculture students per form in
Masaba North Sub-County.

Table 10

Class Size and Form

Form Average number of Agriculture Students
Form one 69
Form two 60
Form three 24
Form four 23
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The results in the table show that form one hadhigbest average number of agriculture
students as 69 and the averages progressivelyasecreéowards form four, with an average
of 23 in the final year. As the students advancelass, the number of students taking
agriculture in a class decreases. During the Idexazls all students within the public schools
are expected to take agriculture as a subject. Weans that the numbers of students
agriculture teachers are expected to deal withgare large. However, as they advance into
senior classes, agriculture becomes an electiveedubnd as some students select other
subjects clustered with agriculture, the numbestoflents taking agriculture decreases by
more than half, that is from an average of 60 mmfdwo down to an average of 24 in form
three. The number of students remains almost atagn form four and three because there

are rarely any changes in subjects’ intake at ¢émeos levels
4.6.2 Class Size and Access to School Farm

To analyze the influence of class size on studeatiséss to the school farm as a facility for
learning practical aspects of agriculture subjaat,index for level of access to the school
farm constituting use of school farm for learnirggieulture, frequency of the use of school

farm for agriculture practical lessons and numideprojects carried out by students at each
level was adopted. In constructing the index, aisgcostrategy was adopted where a score of

1 was adopted for a “Yes” response and 0 for a “iésponse.

With regard to frequency of visiting the schoolnfiafor practical lessons, a score of 4 was
adopted for “once in a week”, 3 for “once in a nfon for “once in a term” and 1 for “once

in a year. The number of projects carried out &y students was adopted as a score in its
entirety. Individual scores from the three itemey@vcumulated to obtain a total score for the
index and average scores calculated by dividingdted scores by the number of items (3).
The average scores ranged from 0.83 to 5.17.

For descriptive analysis, the average scores watiegorized as follows: 0.83 — 2.28 (Low
access), 2.29 — 3.73 (Average) and 3.74 — 5.17h(ldagess)and cross-tabulated with class
size to determine the influence of class size anmlesits’ access to the school farm as a
facility for learning practical aspects of agricult, while the average scores were used for
further correlation analysis. The findings indicdteat on average, 62% of agriculture
students had low access to the school farm. On¥g d8the agriculture students had high

access to the school farm, while 25% had averagesacAmong the schools with agriculture
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classes of less than 20 agriculture students, ittt percentage (42.9%) had high access to
the school farm for practical learning of agricoiicompared to 28.6% in each case with
average and low access to the school farm. Cilas§31- 40 agriculture students had the
highest percentage of those with low access tostheol farm (84.6%) and yet the lowest
percentage of those with high access to the sdiaowl (7.7%). Comparatively, agriculture
classes with over 41 students had more studenkts avitrage access to the school farm as

opposed to the other class-sizes.

Form four agriculture students who, on the contexlgibited higher percentages with high
access to the farm across the class sizes excephedaclass size below 20 students. This
differential level is attributable to the KCSE amiture project that demands high levels of
attendance by the form four candidates, thus tled t@ be on the school farm regularly. The

results of the cross tabulation were as shown hielral.

Table 11

Class Size and Access to School Farm

Class Size Low AA\\/((:;ZZZ High Total

Below 20 students 28.6% 28.6% 42.9% 100.0%
21-30 students 62.5% 25.0% 12.5% 100.0%
31-40 students 84.6% 7.7% 7.7% 100.0%
41 and above students 51.4% 37.1% 11.4% 100.0%
Averages 62.0% 25.0% 13.0% 100.0%

4.6.3 Hypothesis (Hg) Testing

Class size has no statistically significant infloeron students’ access to the school farm in
secondary schools in public day schools in MasabdhNSub-County. Chi-square test was
used to establish whether there was a relatiortsiijween class size and students’ access to
the school farm as a facility for learning and teag of agriculture subject. There was a
statistically significant relationship (p=0.007)tWween class size and utilization of the school
farm (Table 12). Majority of the students who repdrthat it moderately affects was where
the class size was above 31. Chi-square analysis relvealed that there was significant
relationship (p=0.05) between class size and sharirthe school farm facilities (Table 13).

There was also a significant relationship (p=0.0B&jween class size and plot allocation
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with the allocation decreasing with the increaseclass size (Table 14). Significant
relationship (p=0.000) was observed between cless and the use of school farm when
learning agriculture with the increase in classe siesulting to reduction in learning of
students in school farm (Table 15).

Table 12

Influence Class Size and Utilization of School Farm

Does your class size affect the utilizatic Total
of the school farm?

How many student are taking Not atall Moderately highly

agriculture in your class affect affects

below 20 7 0 0 7
21-30 18 9 5 32
31-40 9 15 2 26
40 and above 10 18 7 35
Total 44 42 14 100
n=100 Chi-square = 17.85 df=6 p-value= 0.007the rdsis significant at p<0.05,

Table 13

Influence of Size and Sharing of Agriculture Faciliies

At any given time do you normally
share some of the agriculture

How many student are taking agriculture facilities? Total
your class Yes No

below 20 7 0 7
21-30 26 6 32
31-40 17 9 26
40 and above 33 2 35
Total 83 17 100
n=100 Chi-square = 12.60 df=6 p-value= 0.05the rdsis significant at p<0.05,
Table 14

Influence of Class Size and School Farm Plot Allotian

How many student are taking agriculture ii Do you have individual plot for ~ Total
your class carrying out project since forrr

one
Yes No

below 20 0 7 7
21-30 7 25 32
31-40 3 23 26
40 and above 0 35 35
Total 10 90 100

n=100 Chi-square = 9.75 df=6 p-value= 0.021the rdsis significant at p<0.05,
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Table 15

Influence of Class Size and Use of School Farm FBractical Learning of Agriculture

How many student are taking Do you normally use the school farm wt  Total
agriculture in your class learning agriculture?
Yes No

below 20 1 6 7
21-30 13 19 32
31-40 21 5 26
41 and above 3 32 35
Total 38 62 100

n=100Chi-square = 43.991 df=6 p-value= 0.000, thegult is significant at <0.05

The results revealed that there is a relationseipvéen class size and students level of access
to the school farm. The p-values obtained for Hationship were less than 0.05 prior set for

test of the significance.

Based on the foregoing findings, the study rejdotsnull Hypothesis, bi: Class size has no
statistically significant influence on studentstass to school the farm in secondary schools
in public day schools in Masaba North Sub-Countgefan (2004) found that many schools
denied access to the school farm for other classdayor of the form four candidates. This
is due to the fact that the form four studentsapiority in terms of access to the school
farm for purposes of demonstration and attendaacthé form KSCE agriculture project
exam, which makes it imperative for all the fornurfagriculture candidates to access the
school farm. In fact this was especially so forah with a high number of candidates

undertaking agriculture.
4.7 Objective Four: Teachers’ Experience and Studes’ Access to the School Farm

The final objective of this study was to determitie influence of teachers’ practical
experience on students’ access to the farm asildyfdor teaching/learning practical aspect
of agriculture subject in public, mixed day secawdschools in Masaba North Sub-County.
To analyze the influence teacher practical expedeasn students’ access to the school farm,
the objective was translated into the following Inblypothesis: a teacher’s practical
experience has no statistical significant influemcestudents’ access to school the farm in
secondary schools in public day schools in MasatydhNSub-County. This section therefore
presents the findings on teacher experience angzasathe influence of teacher experience
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on students’ access to the school farm as a faédit teaching/learning practical aspects of

agriculture subject by testing the null hypothesis.
4.7.1Teacher Experience

Majority of the agriculture teachers (46.7%) hasslehan three years, followed by 26.7%
who had between 3 and 6 years, then 13.3% thatateti between 7 and 9 years and 10
years and above each. In addition, 53.3% indictitat they had taught form four for less
than three years followed by 26.7% that indicatetiveen 3 and 6 years, then 13.3% that
indicated between 7 and 9 years and lastly 6.7%stnd that they have taught form four for
10 years and above (Figure 9). Basing on the ugbeofractor and its parts, 93.3% of the
teachers indicated that they had never used aotragoarts of the tractor as a teaching
resource, crop museum, and livestock while only¥6.lhave had less than 2 years’
experience. All the teachers interviewed indicateat they had never used demonstration
plots as a teaching resource. When asked on ham tiey took agriculture students to the
farm, 53.3% indicated once a month, followed by 20P@ indicated once a week and never
in each case, then 6.7% that indicated once a t&vimen teaching farm power and
machinery, all the teachers indicated that theglyause tractor and its parts. The major

challenge indicated by teachers in the practicalnieg of agriculture was inadequate

resources.
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Figure 9: Teaching experience of agriculture teache
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Table 16
Influence of Agriculture Teachers Experience on Usef School Farm

Do you use the school farm as
laboratory for the practical

. teaching of agriculture?
For how long have you been teaching

agriculture in secondary school Yes No Total
Less than 2 years 1 5 6
2-4 Years 0 2 2
4-6 Years 3 0 3
6-8 years 1 2 3
Above 10 years 0 1 1
Total 5 10 15

n=15 Chi-square = 10.97 df=4 p-value= 0.027, theswt is significant at p<0.05

4.6.2 Hypothesis (Hg) Testing

Objective IV was translated into the following nilypothesis: teacher experience has no
statistically significant influence on students’cass to school the farm in public day
secondary schools in Masaba North Sub-County. Qiid® test was conducted to establish
whether there was a relationship between teacheerince and students’ access to the
school farm as a facility for learning and teachiiggriculture subject. The results are given
in Table in 16.A p-value of 0.027 for the relatibisbetween teacher experience and access
to the farm was obtained which is less than 0.@%seori for the test of the significance.
There is hence a relationship between teacher iexger and its effect on the students’
utilization of the school farm. Based on the foregofindings, the study rejects the null
Hypothesis. This is to mean that the longer thehtess experience (that is an increase in the
number of years of teaching Agriculture); the mtre students had access to practicals and

demonstrations in the farm.

Malinowski and Kimball (2005) stated that the maréeachers’ experience in teaching the
practical subjects such as agriculture, the moeg telied on demonstrations and practicals.
Experienced teachers understood the benefits ofipghwork and demonstration, while less

experienced teachers preferred classroom workerdthman practical work. In addition,
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Nyangauet al (2011) posit that less experienced teachers wdsn déft to deal with the
lower classes (form one and two), who had lesssacte the farm. More experienced
teachers were often given the responsibility ofghameior classes, who were given more and

more time in the farms for purposes of individughmination projects.
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CHAPTER FIVE
SUMMARY, CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION
5.1 Introduction

This chapter presents a summary of the key findidgsvs conclusion from the findings and

makes recommendations based on the conclusion
5.2 Summary of the Results

The study revealed that most of the schools hasltlesn half an acre of land for practical
learning of agriculture and there were no adeqtetdities on the farm to all agriculture

students that could enhance practical teachinggo€wture. The level of student access to
both the school farm and facilities thereon way Vew, nearly all the schools had allocated
the available school farm to form agriculture stite fours for the purpose of KNEC

projects, while other students were rarely exposedorojects or practical learning of

agriculture. In addition the results also revedlet large numbers of agriculture students in
form 1 and 2 led to high student facility ratio heninability to expose the students to
practical approach of learning of agriculture. bhasiajority of agriculture teachers were not
permanently employed and furthermore, they hadthess three years experience of teaching

agriculture as an examinable subject.
5.3 Conclusions

Based on results the researcher concluded that:

I.  Most school farms in most public, mixed day se@gdchools in Masaba North Sub-
County lacked adequate facilities to facilitatedstot’ exposure to practical learning of

agriculture

ii. The level of secondary school students’ accessaosthool farm as a facility for
teaching and learning agriculture in public, mi@aly secondary schools in Masaba
North Sub-County was very low and only Form 4 stidewere given preference

because of the compulsory KCSE Agriculture project
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Class size has an influence on students’ accesBetschool farm as a facility for
teaching/learning practical aspect of agriculturkjact in public, mixed day secondary

schools in Masaba North Sub-County,

Teachers’ practical experience has an influencestadents’ access to the farm as a
facility for teaching/learning practical aspectsagfriculture subject in public, mixed

day secondary schools in Masaba North Sub-County.

5.4 Recommendations

Education stakeholders need should assist the qoubitked schools to purchase
adequate land for purposes of teaching, instruciosh practicals. They can do this
through the county government which understandsi¢leels of each school.

The government should devise a project assessnenegure that would compel
agriculture students to implement agricultural potg at various levels. This would
increase the level of students’ utilization of thehool farm, hence equipping the
student with relevant practical skills.

The size of the school farm should be consideredmddmitting new students to
ensure that each student has access to the fapnafciical learning of agriculture.
The government should develop a policy that ensiinatsall newly recruited teachers
attend hands on in-service training as a way ofpgg them with practical skills in
agriculture. Experienced teachers can be usedposexthe newly recruited and less
experienced teachers to proper farm demonstratidriraining skills.

5.5 Suggestions Further Studies

Based on the findings, the researcher recommeiatistindy be conducted on;

Challenges experienced by newly recruited teacthwrs practical teaching of

agriculture
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APPENDICES

Appendix A: Agriculture Students’ Questionnaire

INTRODUCTION

Dear Respondent,

| am a post-graduate student of Egerton Universityrently conducting a research on the
Factors affecting secondary school students’ accegs facilities for teaching and
learning practical aspect of agriculture in MasabaNorth district Kenya

The information generated from this study may adkis government to review the policy
and device on the best means of enabling teackguip agriculture students with practical
skills.

You have been selected to assist in providing #wgiired information, as your views are
considered important to this study.

| am therefore kindly requesting you to fill thisueptionnaire. Please note that any
information you give will be treated with utmostnémlentiality and will only be used for the
purposes of this study.

Thank you.

EVELIA JOSEPHINE

Instructions:
Please fill in the blanks or tick/( to provide the information requested for on tpaces
provided. You are not required to fill in your nasne

Background information

1. Kindly indicate your gender

€ Male
€ Female
2. kindly indicate your year of study

L] Form three

L1 Form four
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SECTION A: AVAILABILTY OF SCHOOL FARM

1. Does your school have a farm?
€ Yes

€ No
2. If your answer is yes, under what tenure systens ttoe school operate the farm?
€ Offered free of charge from the community (member)
€ Hired on an annual basis
€ Leased
3. If no, do you have an alternative farm for youriagjture projects?
€ Yes
€ No

4. How adequate is the farm you use for practicahliegrof agriculture?
€ Not adequate at all

€ Adequate

5. Does the school farm have facilities for teachangd learning agriculture
€ Yes
€ No

6. If yes tick the facilities that you have on youhsol farm
OO Farm machinery
O Stores

Demolktration plots

O Project plots
O Commercial plots
O Crop museum
O Farm structures

7. For farm machinery, tick whether the implementidequate or inadequate.

Implement Adequate | Inadequate

Disc plough

Disc harrows

Spike toothed harrow

[72)
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Implement Adequate | Inadequate

Spring tined

Sub- soilers

Ridgers

Rotary tillers

Mowers

Cultivators

Sprayers

Harvesting machines

Shellers

8. The school farm has different types of stores. (Jiekl that apply..] Feed] Farm
produce [] Chemical [ [Boo[] None

9. For demonstration plots, project plot, commerciédt pand crop museum, indicate
whether they are Adequate or Inadequate

Plots Adequate| Inadequate

Demonstration plot

Project plot

Commercial plot

Crop museum

10.Tick on the type of structures found on your s¢iaom [] Crushes[] Dip] Spray
race Ll Dairy shed/Palour 1  Calf per] lfPpuhouses [ Rabbit hutches
Piggery/Pig sty[] Fishpon(] Sil(}  Zgrazing unit[] Bee hives[] None
11.Do you have a tractor?
[]Yes
[] No
12.1f yes, how adequate is the tractor and its pargsrovide enough learning opportunities
for your class?
€ Not adequate at all
€ Somehow adequate

€ Adequate
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€ Very adequate
13.Do you rear animals in your school farm?
O Yes
[l No
14.1f yes tick the category of animals reared on yaehool farm[7] Dairy cows
[ ]Beefanimalll] Poull} Fi{] cCanl] Donkeys

SECTION B: CLASS SIZE AND STUDENT ACCESS TO SCHOOLFARM

15. How many students take agriculture in your class?
€ Below 20
€ 21-30
€ 31-40
€ 41 and above

16. Does your class size affect the utilization of $kbool farm?
€ Notat all

€ Somehow affects
€ Moderately affects
€ Highly affects

17.At any given time do you normally share some ofdfgaculture facilities

[] Yes
No [l
18.Do you have individual plots for carrying out prcie since Form one?
[] Yes
[] No

19.1f No, why? Tick the most appropriate
L] The facilities are not enough

[ ] The number of student is higher cared to the available facilities
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20.1f the number of students is higher compared toatkalable facilities, does it affect the
number of times you are exposed to the facilities?
[1 Yes

[] No

SECTION C: LEVEL OF STUDENT ACCESS TO THE SCHOOL FARM
21.Where is your school farm located

€ Within the school compound

€ Outside the school compound but adjacent to theadch

€ Away from the school Compound
22.Do you normally use the school farm when learr@ggculture?

] No

O ves

23.1f No, why?
[0 1 have never been allocated a platdrk on
[1 I have no idea on how to use thestfarm
[] The school farm is mainly used byrfdour during the KCSE project

24. If yes how often do you use the school farm?
[1 Once in a year

] Once in a term
[ ] Once in a month
] Once in a week

25.In which form have you used the school farm fredlyefor the years you have been
learning agriculture?
[1Form one
[] Form two
[J Form three
[1 Form four
[] None of the forms
26.How have you been using the school farm?
[] During agriculture practical lessons

L1 For carrying out individual assignedjpcts

27.1f you have been carrying out individual or groupjpcts, indicate the total number of
projects you carried out while in: Form o] rrRdwo [JForm three[] Form four []

28.Kindly list the types of projects you carried ouhile in form one, two three and four
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respectively.

Form Type of project done
One
Two
Three

Four

29. Other than attending to your KNEC project, how oftl® you visit your school farm for
other practical lessons?

€ Never
€ Onceinaterm
€ Once in a month
€ Once in a week
30. Have you ever been allocated a plot on the fatmarahan the form four KNEC project

plot?
€ Yes

€ No

31. Before starting your Form Four KNEC project, hadi yised the farm before?
€ Yes

€ No

32.1f yes, how often did you use the farm?
€ Never
€ Rarely

€ Frequently
33.How do you use your school farm?

€ For demonstration
€ As a commercial plot
€ For KCSE project
€ As acrop museum
34.As a commercial plot, tick the projects that aiated on the plot

€ Crop production
€ Livestock rearing
€ Fish farming

€ Bee keeping

Thank you for responding to the questions.
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Appendix B: Agriculture Teachers’ Questionnaire

INTRODUCTION:

Dear Respondent,

| am a post-graduate student of Egerton Universityrently conducting a research on the
The influence of selected factors affecting secoay school students’ access to the
school farm as a facility for teaching and learnig practical aspect of agriculture in
Masaba North district Kenya.

The information generated from this study may &adkis government to review the policy
and device on the best means that will enable &acto equip agriculture students with
practical skills.

You have been selected to assist in providing #wgired information, as your views are
considered important to this study.

| am therefore kindly requesting you to fill thisueptionnaire. Please note that any
information you give will be treated with utmostnéimlentiality and will only be used for the
purposes of this study.

Thank you.

EVELIA JOSEPHINE

Instructions:
Please fill in the blanks or tick/( to provide the information requested for on tpaces

provided. You are not required to fill in your nasne

Background information

1. Kindly indicate your terms of employment

€ Permanent and pensionable
€ Contract
2. kindly indicate your teaching subject/ subjects

3. For how long have you been teaching agriculturgeitondary school?
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SECTION A: AVAILABILITY OF SCHOOL FARM

4. Does your school have a farm?
€ Yes

€ No
5. If yes what is the actual size of the school farm

6. If no, do you have an alternative farm for youriagiture projects?
€ Yes
€ No
7. If your answer is yes, under what tenure systens tloe school operate the farm?
€ Offered free of charge from the community (member)
€ Hired on an annual basis
€ Leased
€ Rent paid on a monthly basis

8. How adequate is the farm you use for agricultwathing/learning activities?
€ Not adequate at all

€ Somehow adequate
€ Adequate
€ Very adequate
9. Does the school farm have enough facilities fochéay agriculture?
€ Yes
€ No
10.1f yes, tick the facilities available on the schdatm that enhance effective teaching of
agriculture
O Farm machinery
O Stores
O Demonstration plots
O Project plots
O Commercial plots
O Crop museum
L0 Farm structures

11.For farm machinery, tick whether the implement ge4uate or inadequate.

Implement Adequate | Inadequate

Disc plough
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Implement Adequate | Inadequate

Disc harrows

Spike toothed harrows

Spring tined

Sub- soilers

Ridgers

Rotary tillers

Mowers

Cultivators

Sprayers

Harvesting machines

Shellers

12.Which types of stores are found on your school fa[) Feed[] Farm produce
] Chemical [] Tools
13.1f your school has the following facilities; demanragion plots, project plot, commercial
plot and crop museum, indicate whether they ag/\Vdequate, Adequate, Inadequate

on Very Inadequate.

Plots Very Adequate| Adequate | Inadequate | Very Inadequate

Demonstration plot

Project plot

Commercial plot

Crop museum

14.Tick on the type of structures found on your s¢faom [] Crushe{] Dip[] Spray
race [] Dairy shed/Palour] Calf pen I IfPpthouses [1 Rabbit hutches
Piggery/Pig sty{] Fish pond] Silo[] Zgrazing unit [] Bee hives
15.Does your school have a tractor?
[]Yes
] No
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16.1f yes, how adequate is the tractor and its pargsrovide enough learning opportunities
for your class?
€ Not adequate at all
€ Somehow adequate
€ Adequate
€ Very adequate
17.Do you rear animals in your school farm?
O Yes
[l No
18.If yes tick the category of animals reared on yseirool farm.[ ] Dairy cows
[ ] Beefanimald ] Poultl ] Fis{ ] Came[ IDonkeys

19. Are there challenges in the use of the school fasra teaching facility?
[1Yes
0 No
20.1f yes, kindly give some of the challenges you fasean agriculture teacher in the
effective use of school farm as a facility for teiag and learning practical aspect of

agriculture

SECTION B: LEVEL OF ACCESS TO THE SCHOOL FARM.
21.Do you use the school farm as a laboratory forptaetical teaching of agriculture?
€ Yes
€ No
22.Do you expose all the agriculture student to theost farm and facilities thereon for
practical learning of agriculture?
1 Yes
] No
23.1s the school farm adequate enough to enable yoy oat form four KCSE agriculture
project as well as other project and activitiesdontinuing students?
O Yes
O No
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24.1f No, tick in ascending order the class that @renexposed to the school farm and the

facilities. ( 1-most exposed 4-the least exposed)

Form 1-Highly 2-Moderatly 3-lowly 4-least exposed
exposed exposed exposed

Form one

Form two

Form three

Form four

25.Why is the frequency of exposure differing at vagdevels
[0 The facilities are not adequatertalde access of all student
[1 The students are many
O Form four students are given ihs priority to use the school farm during the
KCSE project
26. Other than attending to your KNEC project, how oftk you visit your school farm for
other practical lessons?
€ Never
€ Once in aterm
€ Once in a month
€ Once in a week
27.Have you ever allocated agriculture students a othe farm other than the form four
KNEC project plot?
€ Yes
€ No
28.Before starting your Form Four KNEC project, had ysed the farm before?
€ Yes
€ No
29.1f yes, how often did you use the farm?
€ Never
€ Rarely
€ Frequently
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30.How are you using the school farm? Tick approplyate

31.For demonstration how often do you take your sttglemschool farm?

32. For the project purpose, indicate in the tabldolel the type of projects done by the

€
€
€
€

€
€
€

For demonstration
As a museum
For project

As a commercial plot

Once in a week
Once in a month

Once in a year

student and the number of projects carried outyiea, if any

Form

Type of Project done by the Student

No
projects

in/year

Form one

Form two

Form

three

Form

four

33.0n the commercial farm what type of enterprise haueinitiated? Tick appropriately

34.Do you normally take all agriculture students ammamercial plot to learn agronomic

€

a b b

€

Poultry farming
Bee keeping
Fish farming
Crop farming
Beef keeping

Dairy farming

practices?

€
€

Yes
No

35.Do you have livestock on your school farm?

[] Yes
] No
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36. If yes do you allow students to carry out livegtooutine management practices?
€ Yes
€ No

SECTION C: CLASS SIZE AND STUDENT ACCESS TO SCHOQ. FARM
37.How many agriculture students do you have currantfgprm four?
€ Below 20
€ 21-30
€ 31-40
€ 41 and above
38.With respect to the number of agriculture studeyiven above, does your school have
enough facilities for effective teaching and leaghagriculture?
O Yes
L1 No
39.What is the student facility ratio?
L1 Very high
[ Moderate
O Low
1 Very low
40.How does class size affect utilization of theasdtfarm?
€ Not at all
€ Somehow affects
€ Moderately affects
€ Highly affects
SECTION E: INFLUENCE OF TEACHER PRACTICAL EXPERIENC E ON
PRACTICAL LEARNING OF AGRICULTURE

41.For how many years have you been teaching agriedtu

€ Lessthan 3 years
€ 3-6 years
€ 7-9years
€ 10 years and above
42. Do you normally carryout various routine managenpeactices on livestock?

€ Yes
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€ No
43.1f No why

f yes, do you impart the same skills to the stuglent

€ Yes
€ NO
44.Have you handled a candidate class?

€ Yes
€ NO
45.For how long have you taught form four students?

€ Lessthan 3 years
€ 3-6 years
€ 7-9years
€ 10 years and above
46.Have you ever used the tractor and/or its varicausponents/parts while teaching the

topic “Farm Power and Machinery?

€ Yes
€ No
47.In the table below, indicate by ticking the boxtttlascribes your experience in years, of
teaching agriculture using the listed resourceged, for how long have you used this

approach.
Resource Never Less than 3-5years| 6-8 years 9 years &
2 year above
Tractor

Parts of a tractor

Crop museum

Crop demonstration plots

Livestock

SECTION F: PRACTICAL TEACHING OF AGRICULTURE
48.How often do you normally take your agriculturedstats to the school farm?

€ Never
€ Once in aterm
€ Once in a month
€ Once in a week
49.Have you ever allocated your agriculture studemisvidual plots on the farm to run their

own projects other than the form four KNEC projelcit?

€ Yes
€ No
50.How often do you normally use the tractor and/smpiarts while teaching the topic “Farm

Power and Machinery
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€ Never
€ Rarely
€ Frequently
51.How do you use your school farm?

€ For demonstration
€ As a commercial plot
€ For KCSE project
€ As acrop museum
52. How often are the demonstrations conducted os¢heol farm?

€ Everylesson

€ Once in a week
€ Once in a month
€ Onceinaterm

Thank you for responding to the questions.
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Appendix C: Research Permit
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Appendix D: Map of Masaba North Sub-County
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