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Abstract

The purpose of the study was to determine the impact of resource adequacy in public and
private universities in Kenya. Massification is the rapid enrolment of students in universities.
Kenya has expanded her student enrolment in universities for her development needs.
Research findings raise pertinent issues touching on the quality of education in the Kenyan
universities. The study adopted a causal- comparative survey research design. The
respondents were students and lecturers in the eight purposely selected universities in Kenya.
A sample of 399 respondents consisting of 361 students, 22 lecturers and 16 heads of
Department from four public and four private universities in Kenya were selected for the
study through simple random sampling technique. The inferential statistics used in the study
was chi-square. The hypothesis of the study was stated as “there is no statistical significant
difference on the impact of massification on resource adequacy between public and private
universities in Kenya. The study found that there is no significant statistical difference on the
impact of massification on resource adequacy between public and private universities. From
the study it was concluded that there was no statistical significance difference on the impact
of massification on resource adequacy between public and private universities in Kenya. The
study recommends that university management in public universities should provide adequate
learning, welfare services, computing services and human resources to improve the quality of
education and training in the universities in Kenya.
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1. Introduction.

Statistics show that there has been mass enrolment of students in universities all over the
world outstripping the available resources, a phenomenon described as massification
(Mohammedbhai, 2008). Massification can be viewed as a global phenomenon resulting from
such factors such as democratization of education, the advent of knowledge economy and
globalization. (Mohammedbhai, 2008).

In 2005, according to Trows (2000) countries in North America and Western Europe had
undergone massification. Rapid enrolments of students have also been found in China, Korea,
Japan and Mongolia (Postiglione & Tan, 2007). UNESCO Institute for Statistics (2010)
indicates that African countries have experienced massification in their universities.

Rapid enrolment of students in Kenyan universities has strained resources such as financial
and physical infrastructure leading to inadequate student instructional materials. A study on
the effects of massification by Abagi, Nzomo and Otieno (2012) in Kenyatta University and
University of Nairobi found that massification in universities may have compromised their
effectiveness in imparting knowledge and skills to the students. In private universities, the
quality of education has declined (Gudo, Olel, & Oanda, 2011; Mbirithi, 2003). Studies have
been carried out on the effect of massification on universities in Kenya. However, there has
been no comparative study on the impact of massification on resource adequacy in private
and public universities in Kenya. It is imperative, therefore, to understand the impact of
massification of students on resource adequacy in both private and public universities in
Kenya. Thus, the present study sought to compare the impact of massification on resource
adequacy in public and private universities in Kenya. The hypothesis of the study is stated
thus, ‘there is no statistical significant difference on the impact of massification on resource
adequacy between public and private universities in Kenya. The study hypothesis was tested
at o =0.05.

2. Literature Review

Massification has affected university’s’ resource adequacy all over the world. The effect has
been on public universities as well as in private universities. In Europe, private universities
have shown weak infrastructure, relatively full-time academic faculty (Guri-Roseblit &
Sebkora, 2014).

In Asia, the resource adequacy in the universities has been a problem. In China, for example,
the student per teacher is close to 1 to 5 in 2003 (Boye, 2014).In Africa, there has been a
shortage supply of human resources such that the ratios of lecturers to students were 1: 30 in
most universities while some departments were experiencing ratios of up to 1:100. According
to Okebukola (2014) for instance, Nigerian universities ratio of staff to students is 1:100.
Ahemba (2006) describes many African universities as being in a state of crisis since they
lack basic infrastructure such as internet connectivity, books, laboratory equipment and
classroom.
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In Kenya, there are numerous threats ranging from inadequate qualified personnel to shortage
of accommodation for students. A study in Kenyan universities by Mutisya (2010) indicated
that there was shortage of lecturers in the universities. Previous studies by Chege (2006) and
Eshiwani (2009) found that there were inadequate lecture halls; students’ accommodation and
so on. It is important to note that in the 1990/91 academic year, the double intake at Kenya
universities caused lack of adequate size and that the existing facilities were characterized by
serious congestion. The study compares the opinion of lecturers and students in universities
on resource adequacy as they are implementers and recipients of university curriculum
respectively.

3. Methodology
3.1 Research Design

The study adopted a causal —comparative research design. It points out the similarities and
explains differences among variables under study. The researcher has no chance of
manipulating the independent variable.

3.2 Population and Sample Size

Table 1. Universities and Sample Size

Category Sample Size
University Students Lecturers Total
University of Nairobi 122 3 125
Kenyatta University 133 2 135
Moi University 74 2 7
Egerton University 44 1 45
Strathmore University 9 1 10
Catholic University of Eastern Africa 9 1 10
University of Eastern Africa, Baraton 9 1 10
Daystar University 9 1 10
Total 409 12 421

Source: Authors generated information from University databases, Daily Nation (Kenya) and
Commission of University Education (Kenya).

The accessible population for this study was 179,427 respondents consisted of 175, 249
students and 4,178 lecturers from eight universities selected for the study. According to
Krejecie and Morgan (1970), an accessible population of 179, 427 have a normal sample size
of 384. Thus, 384 were shared out among the universities using proportionate sampling. The
universities consisted of University of Nairobi, Kenyatta University, Moi University, Egerton
University, while private universities were Strathmore University, Catholic University of
Eastern Africa and University of East Africa, Baraton. The distribution of respondents’
sample by universities is shown in Table 1.
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3.3 Sampling Procedure

Proportional sampling was used to compute respondents from each university. A total of 421
respondents were involved in the study.

3.4 Data Analysis

The data was analyzed using inferential statistics. Inferential statistics used was a chi-square.
The hypothesis was tested at a level of a= 0.05. The quantitative data was analyzed by use of
Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) computer software version 21.

4. Results and Discussion

The research findings are analyzed using inferential statistics. The study aimed at determining
the impact of resource adequacy between public and private universities in Kenya. Resources
used in universities were library facilities, number of lecturers, lecture rooms and so on.
The information on resource adequacy was sought from students and lecturers in both private
and public universities in Kenya.

Table 2. Chi-square test of Students’ Responses on Adequacy of Resources in Public and

Private Universities

Resource

Chi-square df p-value Interpretation
Library space 19.135 4. 0.177 No difference
Library facilities 10.206 4 0.061 No difference
Science lab facilities 10.398 4 0.134 No difference
Science lab space 8.759 4 0.067 No difference
Engineering workshops 16.159 4 0.083 No difference
Agriculture workshops 13.227 4 0.310 No difference
Laboratory equipment 3.078 4 0.545 No difference
Housing facilities for students 24.543 4 0.070 No difference
Lecture rooms 29.835 4 0.200 No difference
Number of Lecturers 5.357 4 0.253 No difference
Students Counseling Services 23.355 4 0.056 No difference
Core- texts 6.001 4 0.199 No difference
Academic journals 8.759 4 0.067 No difference
Internet services 25.269 4 0.057 No difference
Number of computers 30.511 4 0.067 No difference
Catering facilities 18.189 4 0.051 No difference
No of administrative Staff 16.465 4 0.052 No difference
Overall 15.839 4 0.144 No difference

To find out whether there was any difference on the impact of massification on resource
adequacy between public and private universities based on student’s responses a chi-square
test was performed. The results of analyses are presented in Table 2.
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An inspection of the results of chi-square test in Table 2 shows that there is no significant
difference on the impact of massification on resource adequacy between public and private
universities in Kenya based on students’ responses. The null hypothesis which stated that
there is no statistical significant difference on the impact of massification based on students’
responses was therefore accepted. That is (y2 ==15.839, p>0.05)
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Also a Chi-square test was computed on the impact of massification on resource adequacy
between public and private universities based on lecturers’ responses

The results are presented in Table 3.

Table 3. Chi-square test of Lecturers’ Responses on Adequacy of Resources in Public and
Private Universities

Resource

Chi-square df p-value Interpretation
Library space 8.484 3 0.037 Difference
Library facilities 6.777 2 0.034 Difference
Science lab facilities 1.698 3 0.637 No difference
Science lab space 0.551 3 0.908 No difference
Engineering workshops 12.838 2 0.057 No difference
Agriculture workshops 0. 577 2 0.749 No difference
Laboratory equipment 7.368 4 0.118 No difference
Housing facilities for students 4.035 3 0.268 No difference
Lecture rooms 15.783 4 0.003 Difference
Number of Lecturers 3.434 4 0.023 Difference
No of administrative Staff 4.502 4 0.342 No difference
Core- texts 6.224 3 0.101 No difference
Academic journals 7.241 3 0.065 No difference
Internet services 3.742 3 0.291 No difference
Number of computers 9.681 4 0.046 Difference
Catering facilities 5.689 3 0.128 No difference
Office for lecturers 4.486 4 0.344 No difference
Overall 6.065 3 0.272 No difference

The information in Table 3 reveals that there is no significant difference on the impact of
massification on resource adequacy between public and private universities based on
lecturers’ responses. That is (%2 ==6.065, p>0.05).

The information in Table 2 and Table 3 reveals that there is no statistically significant
difference on the impact of massification on resource adequacy between public and private
universities based on students’ and lecturers’ responses. The hypothesis (HO1) that stated that
there is no statistical significant difference on the impact of massification on resource
adequacy between public and private universities in Kenya was accepted. The results showed
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that there is no statistical significant difference on the impact of massification on resource
adequacy between public and private universities in Kenya confirms findings of Mbirithi
(2003) and Eshiwani (2009) in Kenya. Their studies found that universities in Kenya suffer
from inadequate educational resources such as faculty staff, internet services and so on.
Studies in Africa by Okwakol (2008) and Afolabi (2005) in universities in Nigeria found that
universities are experiencing shortages of academic staff and other resources. Studies in
Bangladesh by Boye (2014) showed that it’s universities suffers from shortage of resources
such as books and online communication.
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5. Conclusion

The aim of the study was to find out the impact of massification on resource adequacy
between public and private universities in Kenya. This study found that there were inadequate
resources in public and private universities in Kenya.

The hypothesis of the study was that there is no statistically significant difference on the
impact of massification on resource adequacy between public and private universities in
Kenya. The finding was that there is no statistically significant difference on the impact of
massification on resource adequacy between public and private universities in Kenya. The
hypothesis that there is no statistically significant difference on the impact of massification of
universities on resource adequacy between public and private universities in Kenya was
accepted.

6. Recommendations

University authorities need to increase the funding of universities specifically, public
universities so as to increase their efficiencies in provision of quality education.
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