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ABSTRACT

The study compared and evaluated the academicrpenfize of the students registered under the ptwate
sponsored students program (PSSP) versus those tinedgovernment sponsored students program (GBSP)
Kenyan Universities. More specifically, the studfpcused on the two aforementioned cohorts of stigdfgom
Rongo University longitudinally for a period of &®& years. In particular, GSSP and PSSP studemsSchool

of Education of Rongo University were sampled fos sstudy. A total sample of 136 students werecsede for
the study. Secondary data was used in the stutlytie previous academic years student resultsitakethe
replications of the study. The academic years ZI13f and 2014/2015 exam results were taken disatpn

in order to check consistency or variations ofleiis academic performance. Data analysis was dsing
Statistical Packages for Social Sciences versiaf 28d results presented using inferential anargase
statistics. Multiple Hypotheses were formulatedtest the main effects and interaction effectsvben factors.
F-tests were used as a basis of rejecting or &ngepull hypothesis at 5% level of significanceneTstudy
findings indicated that there is significant difnce in PSSP and GSSP student performance ondsec
class(both upper and lower divisions), pass anglsagentary. However, the findings further revealegre is
no significant difference in academic performané@8SP and GSSP students in scorind' class honours.
The findings of this study are expected to help Kemyan universities and the PSSP Directorateemak
informative decisions while admitting students wtlid not qualify for Government Sponsored Students
Programmes at our local universities.

Keywords: Government Sponsored Students Programmes, Ryiv&ponsored Students Programmes

INTRODUCTION

The importance of education in the society cannetdainsaid. Education holds the key to economic
empowerment of the people and national developrogmainy nation. It improves the people’s ability take
advantage of the opportunities that can imprové thellbeing as individuals and be able to parttg more
effectively in the community and markets.

Massification of higher education has been on the rise in thentepast such that university education has been
experiencing an increase in student admissionsugiimaut the world in the last decade. The expangon
occurring at a period when higher education is ggpeing unprecedented change. The increased ipattmn
levels have forced governments to restructure tleeiucation systems; increase the number of student
placements as well as funding-but only at the nmargf resources (Ashworth and Harvey, 1994).

The Kenyan public universities vice chancellorsabbshed the Joint Admission Board (JAB) in the 09&o
oversee the admission of government sponsoredregideo the universities. This board determinesl ¢ht off
points of students to be admitted to the publioversities but students who attained a minimum gi@id€+
were locked out due to limited facilities such adlspaces, laboratories, lecture rooms and otteemgsl
facilities. Recognizing education as a basic humgint and aware of its mission to impart knowledgiils,

and to generate knowledge, various university ssnsaw the need to open the opportunities for thagients
who qualified but could not get admitted to thevensities due to the set cut off points. It is bis ppremise that
the PSSP was born in Kenyan universities. In Moiversity, the PSSP program was launched in 1998gRo
University, then a constituent college of Moi Unisi¢y, adopted this program upon its establishnetite year
2011 through a legal notice number 70 — Kenya Gazstipplement number 51. The program aimed at
providing opportunity for secondary school gradsatéo obtained a minimum grade of C+ at KCSE butewe
not admitted by JAB, now Kenya Universities and|&pts Central Placement Service (KUCCPS) because o
the limited capacities in the public universities.
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PROBLEM STATEMENT

It has always been believed that the GSSP stugemnfsrm better than their PSSP counterparts owontpe
fact they did well in their former high schools Hewer, no endeavors have been made to show whetber s
supposition is statistically significant or not.

OBJECTIVE OF THE STUDY

The specific objectives of this study was to esshbWwhether GSSP students outperform GSSP students
academically at Rongo University's school of etioca

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Factorial experiment design was employed in thiglyt This design was chosen because it has makidd
advantages. Firstly, it has great flexibility foxpéoring or enhancing the “signal” (treatment) imetstudy.
Whenever we are interested in examining treatmangtions, factorial design is a strong candidzgethe
design of choice. Secondly, factorial design igcefht. Instead of conducting a series of indepahdeudies we
are effectively able to combine these studies omne. Finally, factorial design is the only effeetiway to
examine interaction effects. A factorial desiglowb the effect of several factors and even int@as between
them to be determined with the same number ofstaal necessary to determine any one of the etigcitself
with the same degree of accuracy. Two levels afesttitype and five levels of the treatments wereestigated
in a 2x5 factorial design experiment. Each of theatment combinations are replicated three timdse T
secondary data collected were tabulated usingottmeat shown in Table 1 below:

Table 1: 2X5 factorial design table

Treatment(Student performance)/Class Cluster
Student Type Levell Level2 Level3 Leveld Level5

GSSP £, M 1,2 kI n,h
PSSP AP k.l ry,ro Kl 4,0

Where § and p are replication one of students academic perfocedor the years 2013/2014, 2012/2013 and
2011/2012 results taken in order to check consisteor variations of students academic performaand level

1 to 5 are pass of*lclass, second class(upper division), second (tassr division) , pass and
supplementary(Sup.) respectively.

The mathematical model for the analysis of faalogkperiments was formulated as shown below. @htofial
experiment has the effect of two factors, A and Bthe response being investigated.

Let there ben,levels of factor A anah, levels of factor B. The mathematical model fds texperiment can be
stated as:

Yik =Hi+a+j+aio; +€i

Where

. a is the 1" of the effect level of factoh (i=1,2,...,n)

. b; is the |" of the effect level of factoB ((j=1,2,...,1)

. i is the general constant(Overall effect)

. ab; is the interaction effect betwednandB

. Eijk [N(0,5%) i.e represents the random error terms( whictaasemed to be normally distributed with a

mean of zero and variance &f
. The subscriptk =1,2,....,m, where m= number of replications
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TEST OF HYPOTHESES

In the Table 1 above, the factor treatment is reTed as factor A and the factor performancepsesented as
factor B. The experimenter investigated if the figeels the treatment(Class Cluster) and Studgre (GSSP
and PSSP) or the interactions effects betweenntbevariables. In other words, the following hypates need to
were tested.

1. Ho: A= 0 (No main effect of factor A, treatment)

H;: A#0 (There is some difference in main effect A)

2. Ho: B= 0 (No main effect of factor B, Performancedb
H.: B£0 (There is some difference in main effect B)

3. Ho: AB=0 (There is no significance in interactiorfieet AB)
H.: AB# 0 (There is some significance in interaction eff&B)

STUDY POPULATION

The population of the study was drawn from selestgtbol of education, Rongo University becausddhbalty
has fairly approximately equal intake number o8P%nd GSSP student population.

SAMPLE SIZE

To obtain the subjects for the sample, a stratifipling method was used. The subjects were gtbiro
two equal strata according to mode of admissio®&Sand PSSP students). Thus to achieve the pimpart
allocation, the School was taken as a stratum.

Proportional allocation was achieved by using threnfula shown below:

nNi=Ni n
Where N =stratumi N ation Arts students)ytation size
n= Total sample size
N= Total strata(school of Education) plagion size.

Exam results of sixty eight students(68) from 2@D45 academic year and the same sixty eight stisd¢€68)
results sampled from 2013/2014 academic year semgpled for the study. Hence a total of one huhdrel
thirty six (136) students were selected as thepmsize of the study.

DATA COLLECTION PROCEDURE

The researcher used secondary data from the ta@s{PSSP and GSSP students taking Bachelor afaidn
Arts). The Exam results of the same subset of stsdéor the last two years (2014/2015 and 2013/2014
academic years) were used as replicates in thg.stu

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

In this section the factorial analysis of varia@gdNOVA) was employed. The factorial analysis of ieace
(ANOVA) is an inferential statistical test whicH@aks the researcher to test if each of the independariables
have an effect on the dependent variable (herebgdcthe main effects). It also allows the researcher to
determine if the main effects are independent chezther (that is, to determine if two or more ipeledent
variables interact with each other).

The data collected for the groups of students wabeilated in 2x5 Asymmetrical factorial experimen
design(2=32 treatments. Decisions were made based on termgos in that we stop if ¢is accepted or carry
Turkey's HSD Post Hoc analysis ifld rejected.

The multiple hypotheses were summarily as tabulbétow:
Table 1: Summary of Multiple hypotheses

Main Effect of student”Main Effect ofHInteraction Effect of Type of performance and
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discipline(A) performance(B) student discipline
(A and B)

Ho' Hessp= Hpssp Ho: pacs 11

o: Up Fail . -
Vs ass el Ho: Hssp pass Hessp,Fai=Hpssp, Pass HpssP, Fail
Ha: Messp  # HpssmlVs Vs

Hl: UPasgﬁ UFaiI
Hi: Hgssp,pass Hessp,rai Hpssp, pass Hpsse, Fail

Table 2: Between-Subjects factors levels

Between-Subjects Factors
\Value Label N
1 PSSP 15
Student admission type
GSSP 15
1 1st Class 6
Second Cla
2 L
(upper division)
Second
Class Cluster 5 Class(Lower 5
division)
4 Pass 6
5 SUP 6

Source: Authors
Table 3 : ANOVA for student type versus performancdevel

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: Replication

Source Type Il Sum ofldf Mean Square F Sig.
Squares

Corrected Model 155.200 9 17.244 10.558 .000

Intercept 258.133 1 258.133 158.041 .000

Studenttype .533 1 .533 .327 .574

ClassCluster 134.533 4 33.633 20.592 .000

Studentype * ClassCluster 20.133 ul 5.033 3.082 .040

Error 32.667 20 1.633

Total 446.000 30

Corrected Total 187.867 29

a. R Squared = .826 (Adjusted R Squared = .748)

Since the P-values for interaction effects Stugpettand ClassCluster is p=0.04, we reject the mygbthesis
and conclude that there is some difference betweeievels of factor A ( main effect Student typand levels
of factor B (Class Cluster). The findings in TaBlebove however showed that student type (p=.524) wot
statistically significant as opposed to the cldaster with p-value=.000

A post hoc analysis for interaction effects(F=3.,082= .040) needs to be performed since sigmfieawas
found in the Studenttype* ClassCluster factor iatt¢ion. Thus Turkey HSD post-hoc was computed as shown
in Table 4 below:
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Table 4: Post Hoc analysis — Multiple Comparison

Multiple Comparisons

Dependent Variable: Replication
Turkey HSD

A

(I) Class Cluster (J) Class Cluster Mean Std. Sig.[95% Confidence Interv
Difference (liError Lower Upper
J) Bound Bound
Second Class (upper division) |5.50 .738 .000-7.71 -3.29
Second Class(Lower division) |-1.83 .738 .134-4.04 .37
1st Class
Pass -1.17 .738  [5258-3.37 1.04
SUP .50 738  [95¢-1.71 2.71
1st Class 5.50 738 0003.29 7.71
Second Class (upgSecond Class(Lower division) 3.67 .738 .0011.46 5.87
division) Pass 4.33 738 |00@2.13 6.54
SUP 6.00 738 0003.79 8.21
1st Class 1.83 .738 .134-.37 4.04
Second Class(LowSecond Class (upper division) -3.67 .738 .001-5.87 -1.46
division) Pass 67 738 |892-1.54 2.87
SUP 2.33 738 03513 4.54
1st Class 1.17 .738 .525-1.04 3.37
Pass Second Class (upper division) [-4.33 .738 .000-6.54 -2.13
Second Class(Lower division) |-.67 .738 .892-2.87 1.54
SUP 1.67 738  [199-.54 3.87
1st Class -.50 .738 .95¢-2.71 1.71
SUP Second Class (upper division) -6.00 .738 .000-8.21 -3.79
Second Class(Lower division) -2.33 .738 .035-4.54 -.13
Pass -1.67 738  [199-3.87 .54

Based on observed means. The error term is Mgqaar&(Error) = 1.633.

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.8%&l.

The findings of Post-hoc Turkey HSD in Table ddicates that indeed there is some significaffi¢rdince
between GSSP and PSSP students scofli@jdss, second class (lower division), pass aiavfeen compared
to type of students scoring second class(uppesidiv). The p-values of above mentioned class alsisiee

p=.000, .001 <0.05. However, the results also sklothat students scoring" klass are uniquely statistically
significant when compared to the class clustergs€Hindings imply that except fof' tlass students, there is

no difference in students scoring second classisobetween GSSP and PSSP students
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Figure 1: A graph depicting interaction effect between student type against
performance class cluster
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From Figure 1 above, the results depict cleart thteraction effect is highly significant betwetre two
factors since the lines intersect, except for sttelecoring first class honors.

CONCLUSION

The findings of this study show clearly that camrto the general belief, students on privatelgnsored
programmes were found to be performing at optimenels. During the analysis, it was clear that PSSP
students score slightly higher in Second class €uplivision) than their counterparts in the GS@Egory.
Nonetheless, the findings further pointed outt B8SP students dominat& dlass honors cluster than the
PSSP students. Almost equal proportion of studetained same grade in second class (lower dijisiod a
pass, at the degree classification stage. Surghsifar fewer PSSP students sat for supplememaayninations
after failing the main exams than their GSSP capatis.

RECOMMENDATION

The findings of this study are expected to help Keyan universities PSSP directorates, management
faculties of education and KUCCPS to make informeatiecisions while admitting students who did matet
the minimum qualifying grade for government sposbgr into our local universities. It is necesstarjook
into policy changes for KUCCPS to come to the suppbPSSP students. It is expected that the rigsliwill
be useful to policy makers, planners and admirntseof higher education. Moreover, findings mégoae of
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interest to other stakeholders in higher educatsuich as the Commission for University EducatiGE),
students, parents and even employers by avoidisgyidiination depending on whether a job applicaas \&
PSSP or a GSSP entrant.
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