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ABSTRACT 

 

Technology  iinnovation  iis  iargued  ito  ibe  itransforming  ihigher  ileaning  iinstitution  iin  

iKenya,  iincluding  iTVETs,  iwhich  iare  iseen  ito  ibe  ievolving  iso  ias  ito  iremain  irelevance,  

ideliver  iefficiently  iand  ienhance  iperformance.  iUNESCO  iglobal  irating  iranks  iKenya‟s  

iTVET  iperformance  ibelow  iaverage  iat  i28%,  icompared  ito  iher  ineighbours.  iMoreover,  

itheir  iperformance  iis  icharacterised  iby  iinadequacy  iin  iteaching  iand  iinefficiency  iin  

iadministration  iof  iresources,  idespite  imassive  iinvestment  iin  iICT.  iThis  istudy  ianalysed  

ithe  ieffect  iof  itechnology  iinnovation  ion  iperformance  iof  ipublic  iTVET  iin  iKakamega  

iCounty  ias  iguided  iby  ithe  ifollowing  ispecific  iobjective:  ito  ianalyse  ithe  ieffect  iof  

idigital  iadministration  iof  istudents  ion  iperformance  iof  ipublic  iTVET  iinstitutions  iin  

iKakamega  iCounty,  iKenya;  ito  iassess  ithe  ieffect  iof  idigital  iinformation  idissemination  

ion  iperformance  iof  ipublic  iTVET  iinstitutions  iin  iKakamega  iCounty,  iKenya,  ito  

ievaluate  ithe  ieffects  iof  idigital  ilearning  iprograms  ion  iperformance  iof  ipublic  iTVET  

iinstitutions  iin  iKakamega  iCounty,  iKenya;  iand  ito  ianalyse  ithe  ieffect  iof  idigital  

iadministration  iof  iacademic  istaffs  ion  iperformance  iof  ipublic  iTVET  iinstitutions  iin  

iKakamega  iCounty,  iKenya.  iThe  istudy  iwas  ianchored  ion  ithe  iTheory  iof  iDiffusion  iof  

iInnovation  iand  iTechnology  iAcceptance  iModel.  iThe  istudy  iadopted  ia  icausal  iresearch  

idesign;  itarget  ipopulation  iof  i71  imanagement  istaffs,  iprimary  idata  icollected  iusing  

iquestionnaire  iand  ianalysed  iby  idescriptive  iand  icorrelation  imethods.  iStudy  ifindings  

iwere  idigital  iadministration  iof  istudents  iaccount  ifor  i21.8%  i(R
2

  i=  i0.218)  ivariation  ion  

iperformance  iof  iTVET  iinstitutions,  idigital  iinformation  idissemination  iaccount  ifor  

i5.2%  i(R
2

  i=  i0.052)  ivariation  ion  iperformance  iof  iTVET  iinstitutions,  idigital  ilearning  

iprogrammes  iaccount  ifor  i10.3%  i(R
2

  i=  i0.103)  ivariation  ion  iperformance  iof  iTVET  

iinstitutions,  iand  idigital  iadministration  iof  iacademic  istaffs  iaccount  ifor  i26.0%  i(R
2

  i=  

i0.260)  ivariation  ion  iperformance  iof  iTVET  iinstitutions.  iIn  isummary,  itechnology  

iinnovation  iaccounts  ifor  i38.2%  ivariation  iin  iperformance  iof  ipublic  iTVET  iinstitutions  

iin  iKakamega  iCounty,  ithe  istudy  iconcludes  ithat  idigital  iadministration  iof  istudents  

iand  idigital  ileaning  iprogrammes  ihas  isignificant  ieffects  ion  iperformance  iof  iTVET.  

iThe  istudy  irecommends  ifurther  ianalysis  ifactors  iresponsible  ifor  iinsignificant  ieffects  

iof  idigital  iinformation  idissemination  iand  iadministration  iof  iacademic  istaffs.  i 
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OPERATIONAL  iDEFINITION  iOF  iTERMS 

Technological  iInnovation:  iThis  iis  ithe  iadoption  iof  inew  itechnologies  ithat  iare  
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Learning  imanagement  isystem  i(LMS):  iThis  irefers  ito  ia  isoftware  iapplication  iused  
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iassignments  iand  iadminister  iexaminations. 
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ithrough  iinternet  iand  irelated  iplatforms.  i 
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CHAPTER  iONE 

INTRODUCTION 

1.1  iBackground  iof  ithe  iStudy 

The  isubstantial  iinvestment  iin  itechnology  iinnovation,  iprincipally  iInformation  iand  

iCommunication  iTechnology  i(ICT),  iis  ia  iclear  iindication  ithat  ihigher  ilearning  

iinstitutions  iare  iconscious  iof  itechnology‟s  ipotential  ifor  itransforming  itheir  ioperations  

ithus  iperformance  i(Jhurree,  i2005).  iTechnology  iinnovation  iis  iwidely  iacknowledged  

ias  ikey  ito  ieconomic  idevelopment,  isince  iit  ipotentially  ileads  ito  iproductivity  iand  

icompetitive  igains  i(Abrunhosa  i&  iESa,  i2008). 

 

Several  idefinitions  iof  iinnovation  ihave  ievolved.  iAccording  ito  iSchumpeter  i(1983)  

i“innovation  iis  ithe  icommercial  ior  iindustrial  iapplication  iof  isomething  inew  i-  ia  inew  

iproduct,  iprocess  ior  imethod  iof  iproduction;  ia  inew  imarket  ior  isources  iof  isupply;  ia  

inew  iform  iof  icommercial  ibusiness  ior  ifinancial  iorganization.  iEuropean  iCommission  

iviews  iinnovation  ias  ithe  irenewal  iand  ienlargement  iof  ithe  irange  iof  iproducts  iand  

iservices  iand  ithe  iassociated  imarkets;  ithe  iestablishment  iof  inew  imethods  iof  

iproduction,  isupply  iand  idistribution;  ithe  iintroduction  iof  ichanges  iin  imanagement,  

iwork  iorganization,  iand  ithe  iworking  iconditions  iand  iskills  iof  ithe  iwork  iforce  i(CEC,  

i1995).  iIn  ithe  igeneral  iterm,  iinnovation  iinvolves  ithe  iexploitation  iof  inew  iideas,  iand  

imay  irefer  ito  iprocess,  ian  iattribute,  ior  ian  iend  iresult.  iThus,  itechnical  iinnovation  icould  

ibe  iviewed  ias  ithe  iadoption  iof  iidea  ior  ibehaviour  ithat  iis  inew  ito  ithe  iorganization  

ithrough  iuse  iof  itechnology  i(Bon  i&  iMustafa,  i2017).  i 

 

Education  iis  ia  isocial  iinstitution  ithat  iserves  ithe  ineeds  iof  isociety,  iis  iindispensable  ifor  

isociety  ito  isurvive  iand  ithrive.  iIt  ishould  ibe  inot  ionly  icomprehensive,  isustainable,  iand  

isuperb,  ibut  imust  icontinuously  ievolve  ito  imeet  ithe  ichallenges  iof  ithe  ifast-changing  

iand  iunpredictable  iglobalized  iworld.  iThis  ievolution  imust  ibe  isystemic,  iconsistent,  

iand  iscalable,  itherefore  ihigher  ilearning  iinstitutions,  iincluding  iTechnical  iand  

iVocational  iEducation  iand  iTraining  i(TVET)  iare  iexpected  ito  iinnovate  iand  iadopt  

imodern  itechnology  iin  iteaching/module  idelivery,  iadministration  iand  iin  iother  

icomplex  iaspects  iof  ithe  iorganization  ito  ienhance  iperformance.  i 

 

Numerous  ischolars  ihave  iargued  iand  ipresented  ievidence  ito  ithe  ieffect  ithat,  idespite  iits  

isignificant  iinvestment  iin  itechnology  iand  iclaimed  ibenefits,  ithe  ieffect  iof  itechnology  
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iinnovation  ion  iperformance  iof  ihigher  ilearning  iinstitutions  ihas  inot  iproved  icost-

effective  i(Wanyembi,  i2002;  iMacharia  i&  iNyakwende,  i2009;  iBertrand,  i2010).  iTVET  

iinstitutes  iinvest  iheavily  iin  itechnology  iyet  ifailure  iin  ithese  itechnologies  iseems  ito  ibe  

ithe  inorm  irather  ithan  iexception  i(Ochara,  iKandiri  i&  iJohnson,  i2014).  iThis  imassive  

ispending  iin  itechnology  iinnovation  iwith  ilittle  icontribution  ion  iperformance  igives  irise  

ito  ia  i„technology  iparadox‟.  iAccording  ito  iOliver  i(2002),  ithis  inon  icontribution  iof  

itechnology  iinnovation  iin  ihigher  ilearning  iinstitution  icould  ibe  iattributed  ito  iits  inon-

direct  ilink  ibetween  iinnovation  iand  iperformance,  iwhich  iare  iin  imost  icases  iare  

ievaluated  iin  ioperational  iefficiency  iand  inot  iin  ifinancial  iterms.  i 

 

Failure  ito  irealize  icost  ibenefit  iadvantage  ibrought  iabout  iby  iuse  iof  itechnology  

iinnovation  ihas  inegative  iconsequences.  iThese  iconsequences,  iaccording  ito  iSawang  

iand  iUnsworth,  i(2007)  iinclude  iloss  iof  ithe  ipotential  ibenefit  iof  itechnology  

iintegration,  iloss  iof  ithe  ifinances  ialready  isunk  iin  ito  ithe  iproject  iand  iopportunity  icosts  

irelating  ito  iother  iresources  ithat  iwere  isunk  iinto  ithe  iproject  i(OseiBryson,  iDong  i&  

iNgwenyama,  i2008),  inegative  iimage  iand  ireputation,  itarnished  icredibility  iof  ithe  

imanagement  iinvolved  iand  ithe  ilikelihood  ithat  imanagement  iwill  iin  ifuture  ibe  

iskeptical  iregarding  iadopting  ifurther  iinnovations  i(Ke  i&  iWei,  i2006;  iHeeks,  i2002).  i 

 

Johnson  i(2000)  iargued  ithat  ithe  ireason  iwhy  imost  itechnology  iinnovation  iprojects  iin  

ihigher  ilearning  iinstitutions  iare  inot  ieffective  iis  idue  ito  iimplementation  ichallenges  

iwhich  imake  iinstitutions  ifail  ito  ireap  ithe  ibenefits  iof  iinnovation.  iAccordingly,  

iineffective  iimplementation  iarising  ifrom  ilack  iof  iknowledge  i–  irather  ithan  ifailure  iof  

ithe  iinnovation  ibeing  iadopted  iin  imost  iTVET  iinstitutions  iin  iKenya.  i  iThus,  ithere  iis  

ian  iurgent  ineed  ifor  iTVET  iinstitutions  iin  iKenya  ito  iunderstand  ithe  ieffect  iof  

itechnology  iinnovation  ion  iperformance  iof  ipublic  iTVET.  i  i 

 

1.2  iStatement  iof  ithe  iProblem  i 

Technology  iinnovation  iis  iargued  ito  ihave  itransformed  ihigher  ileaning  iinstitution  

idriving  iperformance  ifrom  iall  iaspects.  iTVET,  ibeing  ia  ihigher  ilearning  iinstitution,  iare  

iurged  ito  ievolve  ithrough  itechnology  iinnovation  iin  iorder  ito  iremain  irelevance  iand  

ideliver  iefficiently  iand  ienhance  iperformance.  iThe  iEconomic  iSurvey  iReport  iof  iFY  

i2017/2018  ipoints  ian  iupward  itrend  iin  iaccess  iand  iuse  iof  iICT,  iwith  iTVET  ibeing  iwith  

i12.9%.  iSimilarly,  ienrolment  irate  iin  ipublic  iTVET  igrew  iby  i32.3%  iwith  iKakamega  
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iCounty  irecording  ilowest  irate  iat  i18.7%.  iUNESCO  iglobal  irating  iranks  iKenya‟s  

iTVET  iperformance  ibelow  iaverage  iat  i28%,  icompared  ito  iher  ineighbours,  iand  

icharacterised  iby  iinadequacy  iin  iteaching  iand  iinefficient  iadministration  iof  iresources.  

iScholars  ihave  ialso  ireported  imixed  iresults  iin  iregards  ito  iapplication  iof  itechnology  

iinnovation  iin  ihigher  ilearning  iinstitutions  i-  iparticularly  iin  imodule  idelivery  iand  inot  

ion  ioperational  iperformance  iaspect  iof  ithe  iinstitution  ias  ia  iwhole.  iTherefore  ithe  istudy  

iinvestigated  iand  ithe  ieffect  iof  itechnology  iinnovation  iprocesses  iand  iproducts  ion  

iperformance  iof  ipublic  iTVET  iinstitutions. 

 

1.3  iObjective  iof  ithe  iStudy 

The  ipurpose  iof  ithis  istudy  iwas  ito  ianalyse  ithe  ieffect  iof  itechnology  iinnovation  ion  

iperformance  iof  ipublic  iTVET  iinstitutions  iin  iKakamega  iCounty,  iKenya.  iIn  iorder  ito  

iachieve  ithis  ipurpose,  ithe  ifollowing  ispecific  iobjectives  iwere  iformulated  iand  iguided  

ithe  istudy:  i 

i. To  ianalyse  ithe  ieffect  iof  idigital  iadministration  iof  istudents  ion  iperformance  iof  

ipublic  iTVET  iinstitutions  iin  iKakamega  iCounty,  iKenya.  i 

ii. To  iassess  ithe  ieffect  iof  idigital  iinformation  idissemination  ion  iperformance  iof  

ipublic  iTVET  iinstitutions  iin  iKakamega  iCounty,  iKenya. 

iii. To  ievaluate  ithe  ieffects  iof  idigital  ilearning  iprograms  ion  iperformance  iof  

ipublic  iTVET  iinstitutions  iin  iKakamega  iCounty,  iKenya.  i 

iv. To  ianalyse  ithe  ieffect  iof  idigital  iadministration  iof  iacademic  istaffs  ion  

iperformance  iof  ipublic  iTVET  iinstitutions  iin  iKakamega  iCounty,  iKenya.  i 

 

1.4  iResearch  iHypothesis  i  i 

HO1: Digital  iadministration  iof  istudents  ihas  ino  isignificant  ieffects  ion  

iperformance  iof  ipublic  iTVET  iinstitutions  iin  iKakamega  iCounty,  

iKenya.  i 

HO2: Digital  iinformation  idissemination  ihas  ino  isignificant  ieffects  ion  

iperformance  iof  ipublic  iTVET  iinstitutions  iin  iKakamega  iCounty,  

iKenya. 

HO3: Digital  ilearning  iprograms  ihas  ino  isignificant  ieffects  ion  iperformance  

iof  ipublic  iTVET  iinstitutions  iin  iKakamega  iCounty,  iKenya.  i 



4 
 

HO4: Digital  iadministration  iof  iacademic  istaffs  ihas  ino  isignificant  ieffects  ion  

iperformance  iof  ipublic  iTVET  iinstitutions  iin  iKakamega  iCounty,  

iKenya. 

1.5  iScope  iof  ithe  iStudy  i 

The  iscope  iof  ithe  istudy  iclearly  ihighlights  ithe  iextent  iof  icontent  ithat  iwill  ibe  icovered  

iby  ithe  imeans  iof  ithe  iresearch  iin  iorder  ito  icome  ito  imore  ilogical  iconclusions  iand  igive  

iconclusive  iand  isatisfactory  ianswers  ito  ithe  iresearch  i(Marshall  iand  iRossman,  i1997).  

iThe  itheme  iof  ithis  istudy  iwas  ianalysis  iof  itechnology  iinnovation  iand  iTVET  

iinstitutions  iin  iKenya.  iThe  istudy  iwas  icarried  iout  iin  ipublic  iTVET  iin  iKakamega  

iCounty,  iKenya.  i  iFour  iconstructs  iof  itechnology  iinnovation  iprocesses  iand  iproducts  

inamely  idigital  iadministration  iof  istudents,  idigital  iinformation  idissemination,  idigital  

ileading  iprogrammes  iand  idigital  iadministration  iof  iacademic  istaffs  iwere  iassessed.  

iTarget  ipopulation  icomprise  iof  imanagement  istaffs  idrawn  ifrom  iboth  iteaching  iand  

iadministrative  ilevels.  iThe  istudy  iduration  iwas  ithree  imonths  ibetween  iMay  ito  iJuly  

i2019.  i  i  i 

 

1.6  iJustification  iof  ithe  iStudy  i 

Study  ifindings  iwould  ibe  igreat  iaid  ito  iboth  idecision  imaking  iand  ipolicy  iformulation.  

iTo  icommence  iwith,  ifindings  iand  iconclusion  ito  ibe  idrawn  ifrom  ieffect  iof  itechnology  

iinnovation  icould  iguide  iTVET‟s  imanagement  idecision  imaking  itoward  ienhancing  

itheir  iperformance.  iSecond,  istudy  ifindings  icould  ialso  ibe  iused  iin  ipolicy  iformulation  

iby  ithe  igovernment  ior  iregulators.  iGiven  ithe  iimmense  icontribution  iof  iTVETs  ito  

ieconomic  idevelopment,  istudy  ifindings  icould  iprovide  isuggestions  iin  iformulating  

ipolicies  ithat  ipromotes  iTVET  iperformance  iefficiency.  iLast  ibut  inot  ileast,  ithe  

ifindings  iadds  ito  ithe  iexisting  ibody  iof  iliterature  iand  isuggest  iareas  ifor  ifurther  istudy  

iin  ideveloping  ithe  irelevant  ibody  iof  iknowledge.  i 

 

1.7  iConceptual  iFramework 

A  iconceptual  iframework  irepresents  ithe  iresearcher‟s  isynthesis  iof  iliterature  ion  ihow  

ito  iexplain  ia  iphenomenon,  ian  iunderstanding  iof  ihow  ithe  iparticular  ivariables  iin  ihis  

istudy  iconnect  iwith  ieach  iother  i(McGaghie  iet  ial.,  i2008).  iThe  istudy  ideveloped  iits  

iconceptual  iframework  iusing  ifour  iindependent  ivariables  iof  itechnology  iinnovation  

inamely  idigital  iadministration  iof  istudents,  idigital  iinformation  idissemination,  idigital  

ilearning  iprogrammes  iand  idigital  iadministration  iof  iacademic  istaffs;  iand  ione  
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idependent  ivariable  ithat  iis  iperformance  iof  ipublic  iTVET  iinstitutions.  iThe  istudy  

iconceptualizes  ia  icausal-effect  irelationship  ibetween  ithe  iindependent  iand  idependent  

ivariable  ias  iillustrated  iin  ifigure  i1.1.  i 

  

i

 

      

 

Figure  i1.1:  iConceptual  iFramework 

 

Technology  iInnovation 

Digital  iLearning  

iProgrammes  i(DLP) 

i. e-Library  i 

ii. Virtual  iclasses  i 

iii. Online  iCATs  i&  iExams  

iadministration 

 

Digital  iAdministration  iof  

iAcademic  iStaffs  i(DAAS) 

i. Digital  istaff  iroll  icalls  i 

ii. Digital  itime  ischeduling  i  i 

iii. Digital  imonitoring  iof  
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Digital  iAdministration  iof  

iStudents  i(DAS) 

i. Online  istudent  iregistration  

i 
ii. Online  iresults  imanagement 

iii. Online  iunits/subjects  
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i. Students‟  iadmission  irate 

ii. Efficiency  iof  iteaching 
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iutilization 

 

 

Digital  iInformation  

iDissemination  i(DID) 

i. Social  imedia  i 

ii. Text  imessages  i 

iii. Internets  i 

Independent  iVariable 
Dependent  iVariable 
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CHAPTER  iTWO 

LITERATURE  iREVIEW 

2.1  iIntroduction  i 

This  ichapter  ireview  iliterature  iin  iorder  ito  iestablish  iwhat  ihas  ibeen  idone  iregarding  ithe  

iresearch  iphenomena.  iThe  ichapter  itakes  ia  icritical  ireview  iof  ithe  itheoretical  iand  

iempirical  iliterature  ion  itechnology  iinnovation  iand  iperformance  iof  ihigher  ilearning  

iinstitutions.  i 

 

2.2  iTheoretical  iReview  i 

2.2.1  iDiffusion  iof  iInnovation  i(DOI) 

One  iof  ithe  itheories  ithat  iconcisely  iaddress  ithe  iinnovation  iprocess  iwas  iDiffusion  iof  

iInnovation  i(DOI)  itheory  ipostulated  iby  iRogers  i(2003).  iThe  itheory  iattempted  ito  

iexplain  ihow  ito  imake  iinnovation  iassimilated  iinto  iorganizations  imore  ieffective.  

iRogers  imodels  iprovides  ithe  ifive  i(5)  iphases  ithrough  iwhich  ian  iinnovation  igoes.  

iThese  iphases  iare:  iKnowledge,  ithat  iis  ia  iperson  ibecomes  iaware  iof  ian  iinnovation  iand  

ihas  isome  iidea  iof  ihow  iit  ifunctions;  iPersuasion  iwhich  iis  ia  iperson  iforms  ia  ifavourable  

ior  iunfavourable  iattitude  itoward  ithe  iinnovation;  iDecision,  iwhich  iis  ia  iperson  iengages  

iin  iactivities  ithat  ilead  ito  ia  ichoice  ito  iadopt  ior  ireject  ithe  iinnovation;  iImplementation,  

iwhich  iis  ia  iperson  iputs  ian  iinnovation  iinto  iuse,  iand  ifinally  iConfirmation,  iwhich  iis  ia  

iperson  ievaluates  ithe  iresults  iof  ian  iinnovation-decision  ialready  imade. 

 

Some  iof  ithe  iproponents  iof  ithe  itheory  inamely  iLiu,  iYang,  iand  iLin  i(2014)  iasserted  

ithat  iinnovation  ispread  iwas  iaffected  iby  ithe  ifollowing  iattributes:  irelative  iadvantage  

iis  ithe  idegree  ito  iwhich  ian  iinnovation  iis  iperceived  ias  ibetter  ithan  ithe  iidea  iit  

isupersedes;  icompatibility  iis  ithe  idegree  ito  iwhich  ian  iinnovation  iis  iperceived  ias  ibeing  

iconsistent  iwith  ithe  iexisting  ivalues,  ipast  iexperiences,  iand  ineeds  iof  ipotential  

iadopters;  icomplexity  iis  ithe  idegree  ito  iwhich  ian  iinnovation  iis  iperceived  ias  idifficult  

ito  iunderstand  iand  iuse;  iTrialability,  iwhich  iis  ithe  idegree  ito  iwhich  ian  iinnovation  imay  

ibe  iexperimented  iwith  ion  ia  ilimited  ibasis;  iand  iobservability,  iwhich  iis  ithe  idegree  ito  

iwhich  ithe  iresults  iof  ian  iinnovation  iare  ivisible  ito  iothers. 

 

The  itheory  ihas  ibeen  iadopted  iby  iserval  iauthors  ior  iresearchers  iin  itechnology  ifor  

iinstance  iIsluel,  iAskar  iand  iBas  i(2008)  iused  ithe  imodel  ito  iexplain  iICT  iusage  iin  

iUniversity  ieducation  iin  iColombia.  iThey  iadapted  iDOI  imodel  ito  iinclude  ithe  
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iattributes  iof  iICT  iin  iclassroom,  iICT  iin  ilab,  iand  iinnovation  iperceived  iattributes  iof  

irelative  iadvantage,  icompatibility,  iease  iof  iuse,  iobservability  iand  itriability  ias  

icontributing  ito  iICT  iusage.  iThis  itheory  iis  iideal  ifor  ithe  istudy  iin  iexplaining  ior  

idrawing  iinsights  iinto  iwhat  iqualities  imake  ian  iinnovation  ispread;  iunderstanding  ithe  

ineeds  iof  idifferent  iuser  isegments  iand  ievaluation  iof  ithe  itheory  iadoption  iand  iuse.  i 

 

2.1.2  iTechnology  iAcceptance  iModel  i  i 

Technology  iAcceptance  iModel  i(TAM)  ideals  iwith  iperceptions  i(and  inot  isystems  ireal  

iusage)  iand  iargues  iwhen  inew  itechnological  iadvancement  iis  iintroduced  ito  ithe  

icustomers.  iAccording  ito  iLule,  iOmwansa  iand  iWaema  i(2012),  i„perceived  iease  iof  

iuse‟  iis  ithe  ilevel  iof  iconfidence  ithat  ipeople  iput  ion  ia  isystem  iand  iif  iusers  iperceive  ia  

inew  itechnology  ito  ibe  ibeneficial  iin  isupport  iof  iboth  ishort  iand  ilong-run,  ithere  iis  ithat  

iencouragement  ito  iuse  ithe  isystem.  iFurther,  ithe  ilevel  iby  iwhich  ian  iindividual  

iconsider  ia  isystem  iwill  iboost  iperformance  iin  ithe  ishort  iand  ilong-run  iis  ithe  

i„perceived  iusefulness‟. 

  i 

The  iTAM  iaffirms  ithat  ithe  isystems  ireal  iutilization  iis  iestablished  iby  ieach  iuser's  

ibehavioural  iintention  ifor  iusage  iand  iis  iinspired  iby  ian  iindividual‟s  iperception  ito  ithe  

isystem.  iThe  itheory  ialso  iexplains  ithat  ithe  iperception  itowards  inew  itechnology  ihas  ia  

idirect  irelation  ito  iits  ifunctionality  ias  iwell  ias  ithe  isimplicity  iof  ithe  isystem  i(Lim  i&  

iTing,  i2012).  iTAM  iconsiders  ithat  iacceptance  iof  itechnology  iand  ifunctionality  iis  

iinfluenced  iby  iconsumer‟s  iintentions  ithat  iestablish  ithe  icustomer‟s  iperception  

itowards  isystem  i(Mojtahed,  iNunes,  i&  iPeng,  i2011).  i 

 

This  itheory  iis  iused  ito  iexplain  ihow  iuses  iand  icustomers  iperception  iof  iinnovation  

iaffects  iits  iperformance.  iIt  iwill  iclearly  iexplain  ihoe  itechnology  iinnovation  iin  ihigher  

ilearning  iinstitutions  ibuild  ithe  ilevel  iof  iconfidence  ithat  ipeople  iput  ion  ia  isystem  iand  

iits  ibeneficial  iin  isupport  iof  iboth  ishort  iand  ilong-run  iinstitutions  iperformance.  i 

 

2.3  iConceptual  iReview  i 

2.3.1  iTechnology  iInnovations  i 

Technology  iinnovation  itransfer  ihas  ibeen  iimplemented  imostly  iin  iform  iof  iICT  

irelated  iprojects  iacross  ithe  iglobe.  iICT  ihas  ithe  ipotential  ito  ipromote  ibusiness  

iexcellence,  iwith  ithe  imajor  ibenefits  iof  icomputers  iand  icomputerization  icould  ibe  
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iviewed  ias  iproviding  ispeed  iand  ireliability  i(Dodds,  i2007).  iICT  iintroduces  isimple  

itime  isaving  itools  iand  ireliable  iinfrastructure.  iIt  iis  iin  ithese  ibenefits  iof  icomputing,  

iwhen  iwell  ialigned  iwith  iTVET  iinstitution‟s  ibusiness  igoals,  ihas  ithe  ipotential  ito  

iimpact  iperformance.  i 

 

Through  iICT  itherefore,  ia  iTVET  iinstitution  ican  itap  iinto  iinnovative  itechnologies  

iwhich  ispurs  iit  iperformance.  iEducational  itechnologies  irefer  ito  ithe  iapplication  iof  

itechnology  iwith  ithe  iexpress  iintention  iof  iadvancing  ieducation.  iTechnological  

iinnovations  ithat  ihave  ibeen  iapplied  iin  ieducation  iin  irecent  iyears  iinclude  iinstructional  

iradio,  itelevision,  ipersonal  icomputers,  icomputer-based  iinstruction,  ithe  iInternet,  iWeb  

i2.0,  ie-learning,  iand  im-learning  i(Veletsianos,  i2010).  iThese  ieducational  itechnologies  

iare  itools  iapplied  iin  idiverse  ieducational  isettings  i(including  idistance,  iface-to-face,  

iand  ihybrid  iforms  iof  ieducation)  ito  imeet  ivaried  ieducation-related  ipurposes  inamely  

iinstructional,  isocial,  iand  iorganizational  igoals.  i 

 

According  ito  iAker  iand  iMbiti  i(2010),  imobile  iphones  ihave  ibecome  imore  icommon  

iplatform  iof  idelivering  iTVET  ieducation  iin  iSub-Sahara  iAfrica,  idue  ito  ithe  

iconvergence  iof  imobile  itechnologies.  iVeletsianos  i(2010)  iobserved  ia  i„sense  iof  

iisolation‟  ias  iamong  ithe  igreatest  ichallenges  ifaced  iby  iusers  iof  itechnology  iinnovation  

iin  ihigher  ilearning  ieducation.  iSimilarly,  iAchimugu  iet  ial  i(2010)  iargued  ithat  

itechnology  iinnovation  iif  iwell  ialigned  iwith  iinstitutions  igoal  ican  ihelp  iexpand  

ieducation  iaccess,  iraise  ieducation  iquality,  ienhance  iresearch,  ithus  icut  imanagement  

icosts,  iand  iensure  iproper  itracking  iof  iresourcing,  iincluding  ihuman  iresources  iamong  

iothers.  iOther  ibenefits  iof  itechnology  iinnovation  iin  ieducation  iare  iexpanded  iliteracy  

iand  ifamiliarity,  iincluding  icreating  ia  iwide  irange  iof  ibusiness  iopportunities.  i 

 

2.3.2  iThe  iInnovation  iCycle  i 

The  iinnovation  icycle  imodel  iis  iproposed  iby  iSchoen  iet  ial.  i(2005)  iand  iadvance  ithe  

iideas  iof  imanagement  iof  itechnology  iincubators.  iSchoen  iet  ial  i(2005)  iopined  ithat  ipast  

iproject  imanagement  imodels  iwere  iincomplete  irepresentations  iof  ithe  iinnovation  

icycle.  iTherefore,  ithey  inoted  ithat  iinnovation  iis  inot  ia  istep-by-step,  ibut  ia  iset  iof  

iactions  iof  ioperation  iand  irequires  imating  ia  igood  iidea  iwith  ian  ieven  ibetter  iconcept.  

iThis  iconcept  iis  iechoed  iin  ithe  iwork  iof  iAlbert  iEistein,  iwho  ibelieved  ithat  iinnovation  

iwas  inot  ia  iproduct  iof  ilogical  ithought,  ialthough  ithe  iresult  iwas  iare  itied  ito  ilogical  
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istructure.  iThis  irelationship  iis  idisplayed  iin  ifigure  i2.1  ias  iadopted  ifrom  iSchoen  iet  ial  

i(2005) 

 

Figure  i1.2:  iInnovation  iCycle  i 

(Source:  iSchoen  iet  ial,  i2005) 

 

2.3  iEmpirical  iReview  i 

2.3.1Technology  iInnovation  iProcesses  i 

Technical  iinnovation  iprocess,  iaccording  ito  iForsman  iand  iTemel  i(2011),  irepresent  

ichange  iin  ithe  iway  ian  ienterprise  ior  iinstitution  iproduces  iproducts  iand  iservices.  

iGunday  iet  ial  i(2011)  iargued  ithat  iprocess  iinnovations  ican  ibe  iintended  ito  idecrease  

iunit  icosts  iof  iproduction  ior  idelivery,  ito  iincrease  iquality,  ior  ito  iproduce  ior  ideliver  

inew  ior  isignificantly  iimproved  iproduct.  iProcess  iinnovations  ifocuses  ion  iimproving  

ithe  ieffectiveness  iand  iefficiencies  iof  iproduction.  i 

 

A  istudy  iby  iHuang  iand  iRice  i(2012)  ion  itechnology  iinnovation  iprocess  iand  

iperformance  iof  icommercial  ienterprises  ireported  ithat  iprocess  iinnovations  ican  

isignificantly  idecrease  iunit  icosts  iof  iproduction  ior  idelivery,  isignificantly  iincrease  

iquality,  ithus  iproduce  ior  ideliver  inew  ior  isignificantly  iimproved  iproducts.  iSimilarly,  
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iLin  iand  iChen  i(2007)  iresearch  ion  iprocess  iinnovation  ireported  ithat  iit  ican  

isignificantly  istrategically  idifferentiate  ian  iorganization‟s  iproduct  iofferings  iin  ithe  

imarketplace,  ithereby  isatisfying  imarket  idemands,  ibuilding  icustomer  iloyalty,  iand  

iimproving  ifirm  iperformance.  i 

 

Klein  iet  ial.  i(2001)  istudied  ithe  iimplementation  iof  icomputerized  itechnology  iand  

iproposed  ia  imodel.  iSpecifically,  ithe  istudy  ilooked  iat  imanufacturing  iresource  

iplanning  i(MRP),  ithat  iis,  isoftware  iintegrated  iby  imanufacturing  ifirms  ito  iassist  iin  

itheir  iprocesses.  iThe  isoftware  iassisted  ifirms  iin  itracking  iproduction  ischedules,  

iinventory  icontrol,  imanagement  iof  ithe  isupply  iof  iparts,  iand  imanagement  iof  isales.  

iFrom  ia  isample  ipopulation  iof  i1,219  irespondents,  iand  irating  iof  irespondents‟  

iperception  ion  ia  ilikert  iscale  iof  i5-1  iwith  i5  ibeing  istrong  iagreement  iand  i1  ibeing  

istrong  idisagreement.  iFindings  irevealed  ithe  ifollowing  ivariables  ito  ibe  iimportant  iand  

ithus  icould  ibe  iused  ito  imeasure  icomputerized  itechnology  iimplementation  

ieffectiveness:  ifinancial  iresource  iavailability  i(p<0.01);  imanagement  isupport  

i(p<0.05);  iimplementation  iclimate  i(p<0.01);  iand  iimplementation  ipolicies  iand  

ipractice  i(p<0.001).  iFurthermore,  iKlein  iet  ial.  i(2001)  inoted  ithat  isuccess  iin  

iimplementing  iinnovations  ihad  ia  igreat  iinfluence  ion  ian  iorganization‟s  isurvival.  iThis  

istudy  iwas  inot  icarried  iout  iin  ia  ihigher  ilearning  iinstitution  iset  iup.  i  i 

 

Maditinos,  iChatzoudes,  iand  iTsairidis  i(2012),  iin  itheir  istudy  ion  ithe  ieffective  

iimplementation  iof  ienterprise  iresource  iplanning  i(ERP)  isystems.  iThey  iused  ia  

iquestionnaire  ithat  iwas  idistributed  ito  i361  icompanies  iin  iGreece  ibetween  iSeptember  

iand  iDecember  i2008.  i  iThe  istudy  ifinding  irevealed  ithat  itop  imanagement  isupport  

igreatly  idetermined  ieffective  iimplementation.  iOther  isignificant  ifactors  iincluded:  

iuser  isupport,  iconsultant  isupport,  icommunication  ieffectiveness,  iconflict  iresolution,  

iand  iknowledge  itransfer.  i 

 

Weiner  iet  ial.  i(2009)  istudied  ithe  iimplementation  ieffectiveness  iof  iworksite  ihealth  

ipromotion  iprogrammes.  iTheir  istudy  iwas  ibased  ion  itechnological  iinnovations,  ias  

iapplied  iin  ihealth-promotion  istudies.  iThe  istudy  idefined  iimplementation  ias  ia  i“course  

iof  iaction  ito  iput  iinto  iuse  ian  iidea,  idecision  ior  iprogram.  iFindings  irevealed  ithat  iduring  

iimplementation  ithe  iof  itechnology  iinnovation,  iimmediate  ioutcome  iof  iinterest  

ireported  isignificance  icorrelation  iwith  iadoption  iof  itechnology.  iThus  ithe  istudy  
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iconcluded  ithat  idecision  iregarding  iwhether  ito  iadopt  ior  inot  iis  ibased  ion  ithe  

iorganization  iuse  iof  itechnology.  i 

2.3.2  iTechnology  iInnovation  iProducts 

Technology  iproduct  iinnovation  iis  ianother  icommon  itypology  iused  iin  imost  

iinnovation  istudies  ito  ireflect  ichange  iin  iend  iproduct  ior  iservices.  iDibrell  iet  ial  i(2008)  

iviews  iproduct  iinnovation  ias  ithe  iintroduction  iof  ia  igood  ior  iservice  ithat  iis  inew  ior  

isignificantly  iimproved  iregarding  iits  icharacteristics  ior  iintended  iuses.  iGunday  iet  ial  

i(2011)  iobserved  ithat  iproduct  iinnovations  iis  icreating  ia  inew  igood  ior  iservice  ior  

iimproved  ion  iexisting  igods  ior  iservices  iand  iconcerned  iwith  ithe  idevelopment  inew  

iproduct  iand  iservices  ifor  ithe  imarket.  iAlderson  i(2004)  iresearch  ion  iproduct  

iinnovation  iin  imanufacturing  iindustries  ireported  ithat  inew  ior  iimproved  iproduct  ior  

iservice  ifor  ithe  icustomers  ihas  isignificance  ieffect  ion  icustomers‟  iloyalty.  i 

 

Gupta  i(2007)  istudy  ion  iproduct  iinnovations  ifound  ithat  iutilize  iof  inew  iknowledge  ior  

itechnologies,  ior  icombinations  iof  iexisting  iknowledge  ior  itechnologies  ito  idevelop  

inew  iinnovative  iproduct  iand  iservices  i  iis  isignificantly  idriven  iby  iadvancing  

itechnologies,  ichanging  icustomer  ineeds,  ishortening  iproduct  ilife  icycles,  iand  

iincreasing  iglobal  icompetition.  iSimilarly,  ia  istudy  iby  iWerlinger,  iHawkey  iand  

iBeznosov  i(2009),  ion  iimplementing  iIT  isecurity.  iThe  iauthors  iargued  ithat  ithe  

iorganizational  istructure  iproduces  ithe  idifferent  ilevels  iof  iimplementers  iand  ialso  

iintroduces  ithe  iorganizational  idynamics;  ithey  inote  ithat  ithe  iimplementation  iprocess  

iwas  ia  icollective  iundertaking,  inot  ia  i„one-man  ishow‟.  iFinding  irevealed  ia  istrong  

icorrelation  ibetween  ithe  iactivities  iin  ithe  itechnology  iinnovation  iimplementation  

inamely  iplanning,  ipromotion,  itraining,  iresource  iallocation,  ipilot  itesting  iwith  isuccess  

iof  iinnovation.  i  i 

 

In  iKenya,  iIndeje  iand  iZheng  i(2010)  iinvestigated  ithe  irole  iof  iculture  iin  iinformation  

isystem  iimplementation  itaking  iIFMIS  ias  ia  icase.  iThe  istudy  itook  ia  istructuration  

itheory  iapproach,  iand  iposited  ithat  ithe  istructure  iof  i“social  isystems  iexists  ionly  iin  iso  

ifar  ias  iforums  iof  isocial  iconduct  iare  ireproduced  ichronically  iacross  itime  iand  ispace”.  

iThe  istudy  ifound  ithat  iactivities  iof  ithe  ipeople  ialter  ithese  isame  isocial  istructures  iand  

icreate  inew  inorms,  imeaning  iand  ipower.  iSimilartly  ithe  istudy  ireported  isignificance  

icontribution  iof  itechnology  ithrough  iuse  iof  ihardware,  isoftware,  isuppliers  iand  

iprocedures  iand  iform  iperformance.  iVaughan  i(2001)  istudied  iinvolvement  iof  iusers  ion  
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iinnovation  iperformance  iin  ihospital  iinformation  isystem  i(HIS)  iadoption.  iTheir  

ifinding  irevealed  ia  idirect  icorrelation  iwith  ismooth  iimplementation  iof  ithe  iHIS.  

iSimilarly,  iPeng  iand  iKurnia  i(2010)  iargued  ithat  ithrough  iuser  iinvolvement  ia  istrong  

isense  iof  iownership  iis  iforged  iamong  iend-users,  ithereby  ienhancing  isystem  

iacceptance.  i 

 

Peansupap  iand  iWalker‟s  i(2005)  iresearch  iindicated  ithat  iuser  icharacteristics  iand  

iattitude  iform  ithe  imotivation  ifor  iuse  iof  itechnology  iICT;  iand  iusers  iwho  iare  ieager  ito  

ilearn  iand  iwho  ihave  ihigh  iself-confidence  iare  imore  ilikely  ito  iuse  inew  iICT  

iapplications.  iImportantly,  iprevious  iexposure  ito  itechnology  imight  iprovide  ithe  imuch  

ineeded  iself-confidence  ion  ithe  ipart  iof  ithe  iuser.  iDamodaran  i(1996)  icontended  ithat  

ilack  iof  iuser  iinvolvement  ifrom  ithe  ipreliminary  istages  iof  ian  iICT  iproject  iis  ia  irecipe  

ifor  iproblems  ifor  ithe  ifuture.  iIn  iadvocating  iaddressing  ihuman  i(user)  iissues  iand  

icosting  ithem  iearly  ienough  iin  ithe  iproject,  iDamodaran  i(1996)  iargued  ithat  iit  iis  imore  

icostly  ito  iintegrate  ichanges  iin  ipost-implementation  istages.  i 

 

Klein  iand  iSorra  i(1996)  ireviewed  ivarious  iinstitutional  ipolicies  iand  ipractices  ican  

icontribute  ito  ideveloping  ia  ipositive  iorganizational  iclimate  ithat  ipromotes  iinnovation  

iuse.  iThey  iargued  ithat  ithe  iextent  ito  iwhich  iinstitutional  imembers  ifeel  ithat  iinnovation  

iuse  iis  isupported,  iexpected  ior  irewarded  iis  ipositively  iassociated  iwith  iimplementation  

ieffectiveness.  iFinding  irevealed  ithat  ia  istrong  iorganizational  iimplementation  iclimate  

iprovided  imore  iconsistent  ihigh-quality  iinnovation  iuse  iin  ian  iorganization,  iprovided  

ithat  ithe  iinnovation  ifits  iwith  ithe  iintended  iusers‟  ivalues.  i 
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CHAPTER  iTHREE 

RESEARCH  iMETHODOLOGY 

3.1  iIntroduction  i 

Research  imethodology  idefines  ithe  ipractices,  iprocedure  iand  irules  ithat  iwill  ibe  

iadopted  iin  ithe  istudy  i(Mugenda  i&  iMugenda,  i2007).  iThus,  ithis  ichapter  ihighlighted  

ithe  iprocedures/methods  iand  itools  ithat  iwill  ibe  iadopted  iin  ithe  iresearch  iin  ia  iquest  ito  

ifind  ianswers  ito  ithe  iresearch  iquestions.  iThe  ichapter  icovers  ithe  iresearch  idesign,  

iresearch  isite,  itarget  ipopulation,  idetermination  iof  istudy  isample,  idata  icollection  

imeasures,  idata  iprocessing  iand  ianalysis  iand  ifinally  ilegal  iand  iethical  iconsideration.  i 

 

3.2  iResearch  iDesign 

Research  idesign  iis  ia  iblueprint  ithat  iguides  iresearchers  ion  ihow  ito  icollect,  ianalyze  

iand  iinterpret  iobservations.  iAccording  ito  iDegu  iand  iYigzaw  i(2006)  iit  iis  ia  ilogical  

imodel  ithat  iguides  ithe  iinvestigator  iin  ithe  ivarious  istages  iof  ithe  iresearch.  iThe  istudy  

iadopted  icausal  iresearch  idesign.  iDooley  i(2007)  iobserved  ithat  icausal  iresearch  idesign  

iexplores  ithe  ieffect  iof  ione  ivariable  ior  ithing  ion  ianother.  iAdditionally,  iKumar  i(2009)  

iasserts  ithat  icausal  iresearch  iattempts  ito  iidentify  ia  icausative  irelationship  ibetween  ian  

iindependent  ivariable  iand  ia  idependent  ivariable.  iThis  idesign  itherefore  ienabled  ithe  

istudy  ito  iexplore  ithe  icause-effect  irelationship  ibetween  itechnology  iinnovation  iand  

iperformance  iof  ipublic  iTVET  iin  iKakamega  iCounty. 

 

3.3  iResearch  iSite 

Research  isite  iis  ithe  igeographical  ilocation  iof  ithe  istudy  iarea,  iaccording  ito  iCreswell  

i(2009),  ithe  iphysical  ior  igeographical  ilocation  iwhere  ithe  icase  ior  itarget  ipopulation  

ioccupies.  iThe  iresearch  isite  iwas  iKakamega  iCounty  i-  ione  iof  ithe  i47  icounties  iin  

iKenya,  ilocated  iin  ithe  iwestern  iregion  iand  ioccupies  ian  iarea  iof  iapproximately  i3,033  

isq.  ikm.  iThe  iCounty  iis  ibordered  iby  iVihiga  iCounty  ito  ithe  iSouth,  iUasin  iGishu  

iCounty  ito  ithe  iNorth  iEast,  iBusia  iand  iSiaya  iCounties  ito  ithe  iWest,  iBungoma  iand  

iTrans  iNzoia  iCounties  ito  ithe  iNorth  iand  iNandi  iCounty  ito  ithe  iEast.  i 

 

The  iCounty  iconsists  iof  i12  isub-counties  iand  i60  iwards  iwith  ia  ipopulation  iof  

iapproximately  i2  imillion  ipeople.  iKakamega  itown  iis  ithe  iadministrative  iheadquarters  

iof  ithe  iCounty  iand  iis  ithe  imost  ipopulous  itownship  iwith  inearly  i70,000  iresidents.  iThe  

icounty  ihas  i18  iTVETs  iof  iwhich  ifour  iare  ipublic  iTVETs.  i 
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3.3  iTarget  iPopulation 

The  itarget  ipopulation  iis  ithe  igroup  ior  ithe  iindividuals  ito  iwhom  ithe  isurvey  iapplies  

iand  iare  iin  ia  iposition  ito  ianswer  ithe  iquestions  iand  ito  iwhom  ithe  iresults  iof  ithe  isurvey  

iapply  i(Kitchenham  i&  iPfleeger,  i2002).  iThe  itarget  ipopulation  ifor  ithis  istudy  iwill  

icomprise  imanagement  istaffs  iof  ipublic  iTVET  iin  iKakamega  iCounty.  i  iAccording  ito  

iinformation  iobtained  ifrom  iTVET  iwebsite  i(www.tvet.co.ke),  ithere  iare  ifour  ipublic  

iTVET  iin  iKakamega  iCounty,  inamely  iButere  iTechnical  iTraining  iInstitute,  

iShamberere  iTechnical  iTraining  iInstitute,  iSigalagala  iNational  iPolytechnic  iand  

iBushiangala  iTechnical  iTraining  iInstitute.  iData  ion  imanagement  istaff,  ias  iobtained  

ifrom  iKakamega  iCounty  iDirector  iof  iEducation‟s  iOffice,  iand  iconfirmed  iby  

iprincipals  iof  iall  ithe  ifour  iinstitutions,  ishows  ithat  ithere  iare  i71  imanagement  istaff,  

iwhich  igives  ia  itotal  itarget  ipopulation  iof  i71  idistributed  ias  ishown  iin  iTable  i3.I.  i 

 

Table  i3.1:  iTarget  iPopulation 

Technical  iInstitutions Management  istaff  

iPopulation 

Butere  iTechnical  iTraining  iInstitute 12 

Shamberere  iTechnical  iTraining  iInstitute  i 18 

Sigalagala  iNational  iPolytechnic  i 32 

Bushiangala  iTechnical  iTraining  iInstitute 9 

Total 71 

Source:  iKakamega  iCounty  iDirector  iof  iEducation  iOffice  i(2019) 

 

3.5  iSample  iSize  iand  iSampling  iProcedure 

Sampling  irefers  ito  ithe  iselection  iof  ia  isubset  iof  ia  ipopulation  ito  iact  ias  ia  

irepresentative  iof  ithe  iwhole.  iSampling  iis  imost  ipreferable  iwhere  ithe  iarea  iof  istudy  iis  

ia  ibit  iwidespread  iand  ithe  iresearcher  icannot  icover  iall  ithe  itarget  ipopulation  iand  icarry  

iout  ia  iprofound  iassessment  i(Mugenda  iand  iMugenda,  i2003).  iHowever  ifor  ithis  istudy,  

idue  ito  imeagre  inature  iof  itarget  ipopulation,  icensus  iwas  iemployed  ito  iselect  ithe  ientire  

ipopulation  ias  iproposed  iby  iKothari  i(2007).  iIn  iaddition,  isimple  irandom  isampling  

imethod  i-  iwhich  iregards  ino  iorder  ior  ipreference  iin  iselection  i-  iwas  iadopted  ito  iselect  

irespondents  iissued  iwith  iresearch  iinstrument.  i 

http://www.tvet.co.ke/
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3.6  iData  iCollection  iMethods 

3.6.1Data  iType  iand  iSources 

The  istudy  igathered  iprimary  iand  isecondary  idata.  iThe  iprimary  idata  iwas  iobtained  

ifrom  ithe  irespondents  ithemselves,  iwho  iexpress  itheir  iexperience  iregarding  ithe  

itechnology  iinnovation  iuse  iand  iperformance  iof  itheir  iinstitution  ithrough  iuse  iof  

istructured  iquestionnaire.  iOn  ithe  iother  ihand,  isecondary  idata  iwas  icollected  ifrom  

iperformance  ireports  iof  irespective  iTVET  iinstitutions.  i 

 

3.6.2  iData  iCollection  iProcedure 

Data  icollection  iis  ithe  iprocess  iof  iobtaining  ifact  ior  iraw  iinformation  ifrom  isampled  

isize  iin  iorder  ito  irespond  ito  iresearch  iquestions.  iThe  istudy  iembraced  idrop-and-pick  

idata  icollection  imethod,  iin  iwhich  iresearch  iinstruments  iwere  idelivered  iat  ithe  

irespondents‟  iplace  iof  iwork  ifor  ifilling  iand  icollected  itwo  idays  iafter  ito  ienhance  

iresponse  irate.  iPrior  ito  ithis,  inecessary  iapprovals  iwere  iobserved  ias  ifollows:  ifirst,  ithe  

istudy  iobtained  ian  iapproval  iletter  ifrom  ithe  iuniversity  ito  iproceed  ito  idata  icollection.  

iSecondly,  iapproval  iletter  itogether  iwith  ithe  iintroductory  iletter  iand  iresearch  

iinstrument  iwere  idelivered  ito  ithe  iprincipal  iof  iselected  iinstitutions  ito  iseek  ifor  itheir  

iapproval  iand  igive  iconsent  ito  itheir  istaffs  ito  icomply.  iA  iresearch  iassistant  iwas  

irecruit,  itrain  iand  iassisted  iin  idata  icollection.  i 

 

3.6.3  iData  iCollection  iInstruments 

The  iinstrument  ithe  istudy  iintends  ito  iutilize  iin  icollecting  iprimary  idata  iwas  istructured  

iquestionnaire.  iQuestionnaires  ihelp  isimplify  iand  iquantify  ipeople‟s  ibehaviour,  

icharacteristics  ior  iother  ifactors  iabout  iwhich  ithe  iresearch  iis  iinquiring  i(Creswell,  

i2010).  iThe  iquestionnaire  iwas  idivided  iinto  ithree  imajor  iparts  iwith  ifive  isections.  

iSection  iI  icovered  ithe  iintroduction  ipart,  isection  i2  icontain  iquestions  ion  irespondents‟  

idemographic  icharacteristics  iand  isection  i3  iand  i6  icontained  iresearch  iobjective  

iquestions.  i 

 

3.7  iPilot  iTest  iResult  i 

The  istudy  iconducted  ia  ipilot  istudy,  iwhich  iaccording  ito  iBordens  iand  iAbbott  i(2008),  

iis  ias  ia  ismall-scale  iversion  iof  ithe  istudy  iused  ito  iestablish  iprocedures,  imaterials  iand  

iparameters  ito  ibe  iused  iin  ithe  ifull  istudy  iand  itest  ifor  iinstrument  ireliability  iand  

ivalidity.  i  i 
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3.7.1  iInstrument  iReliability  iTest 

Reliability,  ias  iobserved  iby  iMugenda  iand  iMugenda  i(2003),  iis  ithe  iextent  ito  iwhich  ia  

iresearch  iinstrument  iyields  ifindings  ithat  iare  iconsistent  ieach  itime  iit  iis  iadministered  

ito  isame  isubjects.  iThe  imeasurement  iof  ireliability  iprovides  iconsistency  iin  ithe  

imeasurement  ivariables  i(Kumar,  i2010).  iReliability  iof  iinstruments  iwas  itested  iusing  

iCronbach  ialpha  i–  iwhich  idetermines  iinternal  iconsistency  iof  iinstrument  iconstructs  

i(Kim  i&  iCha,  i2012).  iResults  iare  ishown  iin  iTable  i3.1.  i 

 

Table  i3.1:  iReliability  iof  ithe  iQuestionnaire 

Items  i 
No.  iof  itests  

iitems 

Alpha  

iValues 
Comment 

Digital  iadministration  i  iof  iStudents  i 3 0.772 Accepted  i 

Digital  iinformation  idissemination.  i 3 0.714 Accepted  i 

Digital  ilearning  iprogrammes  i 3 0.787 Accepted  i 

Digital  iadministration  iof  iacademic  istaffs 3 0.754 Accepted  i 

Performance  iof  iTVET  iinstitutions  i 3 0.802 Accepted 

 

Results  iin  iTable  i3.1  iindicates  ithat  idigital  iadministration  iof  istudents,  idigital  

iinformation  idissemination,  idigital  ilearning  iprogrammes,  idigital  iadministration  iof  

iacademic  istaffs  iand  iperformance  iof  iTVET  iinstitution  irecorded  ialpha  ivalue  iof  

iα=0.772,  iα=0.714,  iα=0.787,  iα=0.754  iand  iα=0.802  irespectively.  iAll  ivariable  

iquestions  irecoded  iCronbach  ialpha  icoefficients  iabove  ithe  icut-off  ipoint  iof  i0.7  

i(Kotharu,  i2014).  iThus  ithe  iresearch  iquestionnaire  irepresented  ihigh  ilevel  iof  

ireliability  iand  ithe  iscale  iused  iwas  ireliable  ito  icapture  ithe  ivariables. 

 

3.7.2  iValidity  iof  ithe  iResearch  iInstruments 

Validity  iis  ithe  idegree  ito  iwhich  iresearch  iinstrument  imeasures  ithe  icharacteristics  ior  

itrait  ithat  iis  iintended  ito  imeasure  itruly  iand  iaccurately  i(Creswell,  i2009).  iThe  icontent  

ivalidity  iwas  itested  iby  isubjecting  ithe  idata  icollection  iinstruments  ito  itwo  iexperts  ifor  

ievaluation  iand  ithe  iquestionnaire  iwas  iadjusted  iaccording  ito  itheir  icomments  ion  ieach  

iitem  iof  ithe  iinstruments.  iIn  iaddition,  iconstruct  ivalidity  iwas  ienhanced  iby  iorganizing  

ithe  iquestionnaire  iinto  isection  iwith  ieach  isection  icapturing  ia  iparticular  
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idata/information  ifrom  ithe  irespondents.  iIn  iaddition,  iresearch  iquestions  iwere  ialigned  

iwith  ithe  iconceptual  iframework  ito  iensure  ithat  irelevant  iinformation/data  irequired  ito  

irespond  ito  ithe  iresearch  iobjective  iwere  icaptured. 

 

3.8  iData  iAnalysis  iMethods 

Collected  idata  iwas  ianalyzed  iusing  iquantitative  imethods  iwith  ithe  ihelp  iof  iIBM-

Statistical  iPackage  iof  iSocial  iScience  i(SPSS)  iversion  i22.  iBefore  ianalysis,  idata  iwas  

iedited,  icoded  iand  iclassified  iand  ikeyed  iinto  iSPSS  iprogramme  ifor  ianalysis.  

iDescriptive  istatistics  iwas  iused  ito  isummarize  ifindings  iusing  ifrequencies  iand  

ipercentages  iand  imultiple  iregression  iwas  iused  ito  iestablish  ithe  icasual-effect  

iinterdependency  ibetween  itechnology  iinnovation  iand  iperformance  iof  ipublic  iTVET  

iinstitutions.  iThe  istudy  iregression  imodel  iwas  ias  ifollows:  i 

 

Y  i=  iβ0  i+  iβ1X1  i+  iβ2X2  i+  iβ3X3  i+  iβ4X4  i+  iɛ  i 

 

Where:  β0  i=  iConstant  i(coefficient  iof  iintercept) 

    X1  i=  iDigital  iadministrative  iof  istudents  i(DAS) 

    X2  i=  iDigital  iinformation  idissemination  i(DID) 

    X3  i=  iDigital  ilearning  iprograms  i(DLP) 

X4  i=  iDigital  iadministration  iof  iacademic  istaffs  i(DAAS) 

β1,  iβ2,  iβ3  iand  iβ4  i=  iregression  icoefficient.  i  i 
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CHAPTER  iFOUR 

RESULTS  iAND  iDISCUSSIONS 

4.1  iIntroduction 

This  ichapter  ipresents  idata  ianalysis  iresults,  iresearch  ifindings,  iinterpretation  iand  

idiscussion.  iResults  iare  ipresented  iin  itables  iand  ifigures  iwith  idescription  iand  

iinterpretation  ion  ithe  isame  ithereafter.  iThe  ianalysed  idata  iis  iorganized  iinto  isections  

icommencing  iwith  iresponse  irate,  idemographic  iresults  iand  iobjectives  ifindings.  i  i 

 

4.2  iResponse  iRate 

The  iresult  iof  iresponse  irate  iis  iindicated  iin  iTable  i4.1  i 

Table  i4.1:  iResponse  iRate 

Questionnaires  i Frequency Percent 

Returned  icompletely  ifilled 39 55.0 

Returned  ipartly  ifilled 21 29.5 

Not  ireturned 11 15.5 

Totals 71 100.00 

 

Out  iof  ithe  iadministered  i71  iquestionnaires,  i39  iquestionnaires  iwere  ireturned  

icompletely  ifilled,  i21  ireturned  iincompletely  ifilled  iand  i11  inot  ireturned  iat  iall.  iThis  

icorrespondent  ito  i55.0%,  i29.5%  iand  i15.5%  iresponse  ifor  idully  ifilled,  ipartly  ifilled  

iand  inot  ireturned  iquestionnaires  irespectively.  iTherefore,  ithe  istudy  ionly  iconsidered  

idully  ifilled  iquestionnaire  ifor  ianalysis,  iand  ithis  iaccounted  ifor  i55.0%  iresponse  irate,  

icompared  ito  ithe  irecommended  iminimum  i50%  irate  ifor  idescriptive  istudy  iaccording  

ito  iKothari  i(2014).  i  i 

 

4.3  iDemographic  iFindings 

This  isection  idiscussed  ithe  irespondent  idemographic  ifindings.  iThree  irespondents‟  

idemographic  ivariables  inamely  igender,  iage  iand  ihighest  ilevel  iof  ieducation  iare  

ipresented  iand  idiscussed  ibelow.  i  i 

 

4.3.1 Gender  iDistribution  i 

Respondents‟  igender  idistribution  iresults  iare  ishown  iin  iFigure  i4.1.  i 
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Figure  i4.1:  iRespondent  igender  idistribution 

 

Figure  i4.1  ishows  ithat  i56.41%  i(N=22)  iof  irespondents  iwho  iparticipated  iin  ithe  istudy  

iwere  imale  igenders  iand  i43.59%  i(N=17)  iwere  ifemale  igender.  iThis  iresult  ireveals  ithat  

imale  igender  idominates  imanagement  iposition  iin  iPublic  iTVETS  iand  ithe  igender  

idistribution  ialso  icomplied  iwith  ithe  iconstitutional  igender  irepresentation  i
1
/3  irule  

i(GoK,  i2010).  i 

 

4.3.2 Result  iof  iAge  iDistribution 

Respondents‟  iwere  iasked  ito  iindicate  itheir  iage  iand  iresult  iare  ishown  iin  iFigure  i4.2.  i 
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Figure  i4.2:  iResult  iof  irespondents  iage  idistribution 

 

Figure  i4.2  iresult  ishows  ithat  i17.9%  i(N=7)  iof  ithe  irespondents  iwere  iaged  ibetween  

i21-29  iyears,  i69.2%  i(N=27)  iaged  ibetween  i30-49  iyears,  i12.8%  i(N=5)  iaged  iabove  i50  

iyears  iwith  inone  iof  ithe  iresponded  iaged  ibelow  i20  iyears.  iThese  ifindings  iindicate  ithat  

imajority  iof  imanagement  istaff  iat  ithe  ipublic  iTVETS  iare  iaged  ibetween  i30  iand  i49  

iyears,  iwhich  iimply  irespondents  iwere  imature  iand  ithus  iobjectively  iresponded  ito  

iresearch  iquestions.  i 

 

4.3.3 Highest  ilevel  iof  iEducation 

The  istudy  iasked  irespondents  ito  iindicate  itheir  ihighest  ilevel  iof  ieducation  iachieved.  

iThis  iresult  iis  ipresented  iin  iFigure  i4.3.  i  i 
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Figure  i4.3:  iRespondents  iHighest  iLevel  iof  iEducation 

 

Figure  i4.3  iresults  iindicate  ithat  i2.6%  i(N=1)  iof  irespondent  iattained  iPhD  ias  ithe  

ihighest  ieducation,  i33.3%  i(N=13)  ihave  iattained  imasters  ias  ihighest  ieducation,  i56.4%  

i(N=22)  ihave  iattained  iundergraduate  ias  ihighest  ieducation  iand  i7.7%  i(N=7)  ihave  

iattained  iDiploma  ias  ihighest  ieducation.  iThis  ifinding  ireveals  ithat  imajority  iof  

imajority  iof  imanagement  istaffs  iin  ipublic  iTVET  iinstitutions  iin  iKakamega  iCounty  

ihave  iattained  iundergraduate  idegree  ias  ihighest  ilevel  iof  ieducation,  isuggesting  ithat  

iuniversity  iundergraduate  ieducation  iis  ia  irequirement  ifor  iemployment  iat  imanagerial  

ilevel  iin  ihigher  ilearning  iinstitutions.  i 

 

4.3.4 Years  iWorked  ifor  ithe  iInstitution  i  i 

The  istudy  iasked  irespondents  ito  ispecify  ihow  ilong  ithey  ihave  iworked  ifor  ithe  

iinstitution.  iResult  iare  ishown  iin  iFigure  i4.4.  i 

 

 



22 
 

 

 

Figure  i4.4:  iHow  ilong  irespondents  ihave  iworked 

 

Figure  i4.4  ishows  i30.77%  i(N=12)  iof  ithe  irespondents  ihave  iworked  ifor  imore  ithan  i10  

iyear,  i33.33%  i(N=13)  ihave  iworked  iin  imanagement  iposition  ifor  ibetween  i5–10  iyears,  

i25.64%  i(N=10)  ihave  iworked  ifor  ibetween  i1-4  iyears  iand  i10.3%  i(N=4)  ihave  iworked  

ifor  iless  ithan  ia  iyear.  iThese  ifindings  iindicate  ithat  imajority  imanagement  istaffs  iat  

ipublic  iTVET  iinstitutions  iin  iKakameg  iCounty  ihave  iworked  ifor  imore  ithan  ifive  

iyears.  iThis  iimplies  irespondents  iwere  iexperience  ithus  iprovided  iright  iopinion  

iregarding  iresearch  iquestion.  i 

 

4.4  iEffect  iof  iDigital  iAdministration  iof  iStudents  i(DAS)  ion  iPerformance  iof  

iPublic  iTVET  iInstitutions  iin  iKakamega  iCounty  i 

The  ifirst  istudy  iobjective  isought  ito  iestablish  ithe  ieffect  iof  idigital  iadministration  iof  

istudents  ion  iperformance  iof  ipublic  iTVET  iinstitutions  iin  iKakamega  iCounty,  iKenya.  
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iThree  istatements  iwere  ianalysed  ion  ia  ilikert  iscale  iof  i5-1  iwith  i5  idenoting  iStrongly  

iAgree  i(SA),  i4  idenoting  iAgree  i(A),  i3  idenoting  iIndifferent  i(I),  i2  idenoting  iDisagree  

i(D)  iand  i1  idenoting  iStrongly  iDisagree  i(SD).  iResults  iand  ifindings  iare  idiscussed  

ibelow.  i 

 

4.4.1  iDescriptive  iStatistics  iResults  iof  iDigital  iAdministration  iof  iStudent  i(DAS)  i 

Descriptive  iresults  iof  iresearch  istatements  ithat  iassessed  ieffects  iof  iDAS  iare  ipresented  

iin  iin  iTable  i4.2 

 

Table  i4.2:  iDescriptive  iresults  iof  idigital  iadministration  iof  istudents.  i 

Construct  iStatement  i 

N Min Max 

Mean 

S.E.  iof  

iMean 

Median 

Stats 

Mode 

Stats 

Std.  

iDev. Valid Stats Stats 

Online  istudent  iregistration 39 1 5 3.74 .102 4.00 4 .637 

Online  iresults  imanagement 39 1 5 4.13 .152 5.00 5 .951 

Online  iunit/subject  iregistration 39 1 5 4.26 .102 4.00 4 .637 

 

Table  i4.2  ishows  iresults  iof  imanagement  istaffs  irating  iof  istatement  ion  iDAS.  iResults  

iof  ionline  istudent  iregistration  istatement  i(DAS1)  ireveals  imean  i(µ=3.74)  iwith  

istandard  ierror  iof  imeans  i(S.E.  i=  i0.102),  imedium  istatistics  i(x=4),  imode  istatistics  

i(m=4)  iand  istandard  ideviation  i(σ=0.637).  iThis  iresults  iindicate  ithat  istatistical  iratings  

iof  imean,  imedium  iand  imode  iall  ifalls  iwithin  ithe  i„agrees‟  ion  ithe  ilikert  iscale  iimply  

ithat  imanagement  istaffs  iare  iin  iagreement  ithat  ionline  istudent  iadministration  iaffects  

iinstitution  iperformance.  i 

 

Analysis  iresult  iof  ionline  iresult  imanagement  istatement  i(DAS2)  ireveals  imean  

iµ=4.13,  istandard  ierror  iof  imeans  iS.E.  i=  i0.152,  imedium  istatistics  ix=5,  imode  

istatistics  im=5  iand  istandard  ideviation  iσ=0.951,  iindicating  istatistical  iratings  iof  imean,  

imedium  iand  imode  ifalls  iwithin  ithe  i„strongly  iagrees‟  ion  ithe  ilikert  iscale.  iThis  ifinding  

isuggests  ithat  imanagement  istaffs  iare  iin  istrong  iagreement  ithat  ionline  istudents‟  

iresults  imanagement  iaffects  iinstitution  iperformance.  i 

 

Lastly  ifor  iobjective  ione  idescriptive  ianalysis,  iresult  iof  ionline  iunits/subject  

iregistration  istatement  i(DAS3)  ireveals  imean  iµ=4.26,  istandard  ierror  iof  imeans  iS.E.  i=  
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i0.102,  imedium  istatistics  ix=4,  imode  istatistics  im=4  iand  istandard  ideviation  iσ=0.637,  

iindicating  iall  istatistical  iratings  iare  iwithin  ithe  i„agrees‟  iresponse  ion  ithe  ilikert  iscale.  

iThis  ifinding  ialso  isuggests  ithat  imanagement  istaffs  iare  iin  iagreement  ithat  ionline  

iunits/subject  iregistrations  iaffects  iinstitution  iperformance.  iThese  ifindings  iagrees  

iwith  ifinding  iby  iKlein  iand  iSorra  i(1996)  iwho  ireported  ithat  ivarious  ihigher  ilearning  

iinstitutions  ihave  iadopted  idigital  iadministration  iof  istudents.  i 

 

4.4.2 Regression  iAnalysis  iResults  iof  iDigital  iAdministration  iof  iStudent  i(DAS)  i 

The  istudy  iconducted  imultiple  iregression  ianalysis  ito  iassess  ithe  iinterdependency  

irelationship  ibetween  iDAS  iitems  iand  ipublic  iTVET  iinstitution  iperformance  iin  

iKakamenga  iCounty.  iThe  imodel  isummary  iresult  iis  ishown  iin  iTable  i4.1.1 

 

Table  i4.2.1:  iModel  isummary  iresult. 

Model R R  iSquare 

Adjusted  iR  

iSquare 

Std.  iError  iof  

ithe  iEstimate Durbin-Watson 

1 .467
a
 .218 .151 .50151 2.559 

a.  iPredictors:  i(Constant),  iOnline  iunit/subject  iregistration,  iOnline  iresults  imanagement,  

iOnline  istudent  iregistration 

b.  iDependent  iVariable:  iPerformance  iof  iTVET  iInstitutions.  i 

 

Result  ifrom  iTable  i4.3  ishows  ithe  ivalue  iof  iR  iSquare  i(R
2

  i=  i0.218)  iwhich  iimplies  ithat  

idigital  iadministration  iof  istudents  iexplains  i21.8%  ivariation  iof  ipublic  iTVET  

iinstitution  iperformance.  iThe  iDurbin  iWatson  ivalue  i–  iwhich  imeasures  

iautocorrelation  iamong  ithe  imodel  iresiduals  i–  iis  i2.559  iand  ifalls  iwithin  ithe  

iacceptable  irange  iof  i1  iand  i3,  ithus  ithere  iwas  ino  iautocorrelation  iamong  imodel  

iresiduals.  iThe  ifinding  ireasonably  isuggest  ithat,  iholding  iall  iother  ifactors  iconstant,  

idigital  iadministration  iof  istudents  iaccount  ifor  i21.8%  iperformance  iof  ipublic  iTVET  

iinstitutions  iin  iKakamega  iCounty,  iKenya.  iThe  istudy  iresults  icollaborates  ifinding  iby  

iKlein  iand  iSorra  i(1996)  iwho  ireported  isignificant  iinfluence  iof  idigital  imanagement  iof  

istudents  ion  iperformance  iof  itechnical  icollages.  i 

Result  iof  iAnalysis  iof  iVariance  i(ANOVA)  iis  idepicted  iin  iTable  i4.4. 
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Table  i4.2.2:  iModel  isummary  iresult  iof  iDAS 

Model 

Sum  iof  

iSquares Df 

Mean  

iSquare F Sig. 

1 Regression 2.461 3 .820 3.261 .033
b
 

Residual 8.803 35 .252   

Total 11.264 38    

a.  iDependent  iVariable:  iPerformance  iof  iTVET  iInstitutions 

b.  iPredictors:  i(Constant),  iOnline  iunit/subject  iregistration,  iOnline  iresults  

imanagement,  iOnline  istudent  iregistration 

 

Result  ifrom  iTable  i4.4  ishows  ia  iMeans  iSquare  iof  iregression  ias  i0.820  iand  iresidual  ias  

i0.252,  iF  istatistics  ivalue  iof  i3.261  iand  ip-value  iof  i0.033.  iAt  i0.05  ilevel  iof  

isignificance,  ithe  icomputed  iF  istatistics  iis  igreater  ithan  icritical  iF  i(3,  i35)  i=  i2.87,  iand  

isince  ithe  ip-value  i<0.05,  ithe  imodel  iis  ifit  ifor  ithe  istudy  iand  iat  ileast  ione  iof  ithe  

ielements  iof  iDAS  iexplain  ipublic  iTVET  iinstitution  iperformance.  i 

 

The  ianalysis  iresults  iof  ithe  iregression  icoefficients  iare  ishown  iin  iTable  i4.3  i 

Table  i4.3:  iRegression  icoefficient  iresults  iof  iDAS 

Model 

Unstandardized  

iCoefficients 

Standardized  

iCoefficients 

t Sig. 

Collinearity  

iStatistics 

B Std.  iError Beta Tolerance VIF 

1 (Constant) 1.948 .734  2.653 .012   

Online  istudent  

iregistration 
.018 .141 .021 .130 .897 .822 1.216 

Online  iresults  

imanagement 
.145 .093 .253 1.563 .127 .851 1.175 

Online  iunit/subject  

iregistration 
.376 .135 .440 2.785 .009 .895 1.117 

 

Table  i4.3  ishows  ithe  ipartial  ieffects  iof  ithe  ielements  iof  iDAS.  iResults  ishows  ia  

iconstant  ivalue  iof  i1.948  iwhich  iimplies  ipublic  iTVETs  iperformance  ilevel  inot  

idependable  iof  ithe  ianalysed  ielements.  iAdditional  iresults  ishows  ionline  istudent  

iregistration  ihas  istandardised  ibeta  icoefficient  iβ=0.021,  ip-value=0.897;  ionline  iresult  

imanagement  ihas  iβ=0.253,  ip-value=0.127;  iand  ionline  iunit/subject  iregistration  ihas  

iβ=0.440,  ip-value=0.009.  iThere  iresults  iindicates  ithat  iall  iother  ifactors  iheld  iconstant,  

iunit  ichange  ion  ionline  istudent  iregistration  iwould  icause  iinsignificant  i0.021  ichange  
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ieffect  ion  iperformance  iof  ipublic  iTVET,  iunit  ichange  iin  ionline  iresult  imanagement  

iwould  icause  iinsignificant  i0.253  ichange  ieffect  ion  iperformance  iof  ipublic  iTVET;  iand  

iunit  ichange  iin  ionline  iunit/subject  iregistration  iwould  icause  isignificant  i0.440  ichange  

ieffect  ion  iperformance  iof  ipublic  iTVET.  iThe  ifindings  iimply  ionline  iregistration  iof  

istudent  iand  ionline  iresult  imanagement  iboth  ihas  iinsignificant  ipositive  ieffect  iwhile  

ionline  iunit/subject  iregistration  ihas  isignificant  ipositive  ieffect  ion  iperformance  iof  

ipublic  iTVET  iinstitutions  iin  iKakamega  iCounty.  iThese  ifindings  ialso  iagrees  iwith  

iPeng  iand  iKurnia  i(2010),  iPeansupap  iand  iWalker‟s  i(2005),  iand  iDamodaran  i(1996)  

istudies  iwhich  iall  isignificant  icontribution  iof  ilearning  iregistration  iof  istudents. 

 

4.5  iEffect  iof  iDigital  iInformation  iDissemination  i(DID)  ion  iPerformance  iof  

iPublic  iTVET  iInstitutions  iin  iKakamega  iCounty  i  i 

The  isecond  iobjective  isought  ito  iestablish  ithe  ieffect  iof  idigital  iinformation  

idissemination  ion  iperformance  iof  ipublic  iTVET  iinstitutions  iin  iKakamega  iCounty,  

iKenya.  iResults  iand  ifindings  iare  idiscussed  ibelow.  i 

 

4.5.1 Descriptive  iStatistics  iResults  iof  iEffects  iof  iDigital  iInformation  

iDissemination  i(DID)  i  i 

Descriptive  iresults  iof  iresearch  istatements  ithat  iassessed  ieffects  iof  idigital  iinformation  

idissemination  iare  ipresented  iin  iin  iTable  i4.4 

 

Table  i4.4:  iDescriptive  iresults  iof  idigital  iinformation  idissemination.  i 

Construct  iStatement  i 

N Min Max 

Mean 

S.E.  iof  

iMean 

Median 

Stats 

Mode 

Stats 

Std.  

iDev. Valid Stats Stats 

Use  iof  isocial  imedia 39 1 5 3.74 .102 4.00 4 .737 

Use  iof  itext  imessaging 39 1 5 4.03 .154 4.00 5 .959 

Use  iof  iinternet 39 1 5 4.38 .079 4.00 4 .493 

 

Table  i4.4  ishows  iuse  iof  isocial  imedia  ifor  iinformation  idissemination  i(DID1)  ireveals  ia  

imean  iµ=3.74)  iwith  istandard  ierror  iof  imeans  i(S.E.  i=  i0.102),  imedium  istatistics  ix=4,  

imode  istatistics  im=4  iand  istandard  ideviation  iσ=0.737.  isince  ithe  istatistical  iratings  iof  

imean,  imedium  iand  imode  iall  ifalls  iwithin  ithe  i„agrees‟  ion  ithe  ilikert  iscale,  ithe  iresults  
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isuggest  imanagement  istaffs  iare  iin  iagreement  ithat  iuse  iof  isocial  imedia  iaffects  ipublic  

iTVET  iinstitution  iperformance.  i 

 

Result  iof  iuse  iof  itext  imessaging  ito  idisseminate  iinformation  i(DID2)  ireveals  imean  

iµ=4.03,  istandard  ierror  iof  imeans  iS.E.  i=  i0.154,  imedium  istatistics  ix=4,  imode  

istatistics  im=5  iand  istandard  ideviation  iσ=0.959.  iLikewise,  istatistical  iratings  iof  imean,  

imedium  iand  imode  ialso  ifalls  iwithin  ithe  i„agrees‟  iresponse  ion  ithe  ilikert  iscale,  

iimplying  imanagement  istaffs  iare  iin  iagreement  ithat  iuse  iof  itext  imessaging  iaffects  

ipublic  iTVET  iinstitution  iperformance  iin  iKakamega  iCounty.  i 

 

Statement  iDID3  imeasured  ithe  iuse  iof  iinternet  ito  idisseminate  iinformation.  iResult  

ireveals  imean  iµ=4.38,  istandard  ierror  iof  imeans  iS.E.  i=  i0.079,  imedium  istatistics  ix=4,  

imode  istatistics  im=4  iand  istandard  ideviation  iσ=0.493.  iThis  ifinding  ishows  ithat  

imanagement  istaffs  iare  iin  iagreement  ithat  iuse  iof  iinternet  ito  idisseminate  iinformation  

iaffects  iTVET  iinstitution  iperformance.  iThese  ifindings  iare  iin  iconsensus  iwith  iGupta  

i(2007)  istudy  iwho  ifound  idigital  imedia  ihas  iwide  ispread  iuse  iamong  imodern  

iinstitutions.  i 

 

4.5.2 Regression  iAnalysis  iResults  iof  iDigital  iInformation  iDissemination  i(DID)  i 

The  imodel  isummary  iresult  iis  ishown  iin  iTable  i4.4.1  i 

 

Table  i4.4.1:  iModel  isummary  iresult  iof  iDID 

Model R R  iSquare 

Adjusted  iR  

iSquare 

Std.  iError  iof  

ithe  iEstimate Durbin-Watson 

1 .228
a
 .052 .029 .55234 2.439 

a.  iPredictors:  i(Constant),  iUse  iof  iinternet,  iUse  iof  isocial  imedia,  iUse  iof  itext  imessaging  i 

b.  iDependent  iVariable:  iPerformance  iof  iTVET  iInstitutions. 

 

Result  ifrom  iTable  i4.4.1  ishows  ithe  ivalue  iof  iR  iSquare  i(R
2

  i=  i0.052)  iwhich  iimplies  

ithat  idigital  iinformation  idissemination  iexplains  i5.2%  ivariation  iof  ipublic  iTVET  

iinstitution  iperformance.  iThe  iDurbin  iWatson  ivalue  iof  i2.439  ialso  ishows  ithere  iis  ino  

iautocorrelation  iamong  imodel  iresiduals.  iThe  ifinding  ireasonably  isuggest  ithat,  

iholding  iall  iother  ifactors  iconstant,  idigital  iinformation  idissemination  iaccount  ifor  
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i5.2%  iperformance  iof  ipublic  iTVET  iinstitutions  iin  iKakamega  iCounty,  iKenya.  

iEqually,  ithe  istudy  ifindings  icorroborates  iGupta  i(2007)  istudy  iwhich  ireported  

isignificant  iinfluence  iof  idigital  iinformation  iservices  ion  iperformance  iof  ilearning  

iinstitutions.  iResult  iof  iAnalysis  iof  iVariance  i(ANOVA)  iis  idepicted  iin  iTable  i4.5. 

 

Table  i4.5:  iModel  isummary  iresult  ifor  idigital  iinformation  idissemination 

Model 

Sum  iof  

iSquares Df 

Mean  

iSquare F Sig. 

1 Regression .586 3 .195 .640 .594
b
 

Residual 10.678 35 .305   

Total 11.264 38    

a.  iDependent  iVariable:  iPerformance  iof  iTVET  iInstitutions 

b.  iPredictors:  i(Constant),  iUse  iof  iinternet,  iUse  iof  isocial  imedia,  iUse  iof  itext  

imessaging 

Result  ifrom  iTable  i4.5  ishows  ia  ihigher  iMeans  iSquare  iof  iresidual  iM.S.=  i0.305  

icompared  ito  iregression  iM.S  i=  i0.195,  iF  istatistics  ivalue  iof  i0.640  iand  ip-value  iof  

i0.594.  iSince  ithe  icomputed  iF  istats  iis  iless  ithan  iF  icritical  iF(3,  i35)  i=  i2.87  iand  ip-value  

iis  igreater  ithan  i0.05  iat  i0.05  ilevel  iof  isignificance,  ithe  imodel  iis  inot  ifit  ifor  ithe  istudy  

ias  iit  icannot  ibe  iused  ito  iassess  ithe  idigital  iinformation  idissemination  ieffect  ion  ipublic  

iTVET  iinstitution  iperformance.  i 

 

The  ianalysis  iresults  iof  ithe  iregression  icoefficients  iare  ishown  iin  iTable  i4.6.  i 

Table  i4.6:  iRegression  icoefficient  iresults  iof  idigital  iinformation  idissemination 

Model 

Unstandardized  

iCoefficients 

Standardized  

iCoefficients 

t Sig. 

Collinearity  

iStatistics 

B Std.  iError Beta Tolerance VIF 

1 (Constant) 2.744 .995  2.759 .009   

Use  iof  isocial  

imedia 
.143 .143 .167 .994 .327 .960 1.042 

Use  iof  itext  

imessaging 
.070 .134 .124 .526 .602 .489 2.044 

Use  iof  iinternet .247 .256 .223 .963 .342 .504 1.986 

 

The  ipartial  ieffects  iof  ielements  iof  idigital  iinformation  idissemination,  ishown  iin  iTable  

i4.5,  ireveals  ia  iconstant  ivalue  iof  i2.774  iand  iimplies  ithe  ipublic  iTVETs  iperformance  

ilevel  inot  idependable  iof  ithe  ianalysed  ielements.  iFurther  iresult  ishows  iuse  iof  isocial  
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imedia  ihas  istandardised  ibeta  icoefficient  iβ=0.167,  ip-value=0.327;  iuse  iof  itext  

imessaging  ihas  iβ=0.124,  ip-value=0.602;  iand  iuse  iof  iinternet  ihas  iβ=0.223,  ip-

value=0.342.  iThere  iresults  iimply  ithat  ia  iunit  ichange  ion  iuse  iof  isocial  imedia  ito  

idisseminate  iinformation  iwould  icause  iinsignificant  i0.167  ichange  ieffect  ion  

iperformance  iof  ipublic  iTVET,  ia  iunit  ichange  ion  iuse  iof  itext  imessaging  iwould  icause  

iinsignificant  i0.123  ichange  ieffect  ion  iperformance  iof  ipublic  iTVET;  iand  ia  iunit  

ichange  ion  iuse  iof  iinternet  iin  idissemination  iof  iinformation  iwould  icause  iinsignificant  

i0.223  ichange  ieffect  ion  iperformance  iof  ipublic  iTVET.  iThe  ifindings  isuggest  ithat  iall  

ielements  iof  idigital  iinformation  idissemination  ihave  iinsignificant  ipositive  ieffect  ion  

iperformance  iof  ipublic  iTVET  iinstitutions  iin  iKakamega  iCounty.  iThe  iresults  iare  iin  

iagreement  iwith  iHuang  iand  iRice  i(2012)  iand  iKlein  iet  ial.  i(2001).  i 

 

4.6  iEffect  iof  iDigital  iLearning  iProgrammes  i(DLP)  ion  iPerformance  iof  iPublic  

iTVET  iInstitutions  iin  iKakamega  iCounty  i  i 

The  ithird  iobjective  iassessed  ithe  ieffect  iof  idigital  ilearning  iprogrammes  ion  

iperformance  iof  ipublic  iTVET  iinstitutions  iin  iKakamega  iCounty,  iKenya.  iResults  iand  

ifindings  iare  idiscussed  ibelow.  i 

 

4.6.1 Descriptive  iStatistics  iResults  iof  iEffects  iof  iDigital  iLearning  iProgrammes  

i(DLP)  i  i  i 

Descriptive  iresults  iof  iconstructs  ior  ielements  iof  idigital  ilearning  iprogramme  iare  

ipresented  iin  iin  iTable  i4.7 

Table  i4.7:  iDescriptive  iresults  iof  idigital  ilearning  iprogrammes  i 

Construct  iStatement  i 

N Min Max 

Mean 

S.E.  iof  

iMean 

Median 

Stats 

Mode 

Stats 

Std.  

iDev. Valid Stats Stats 

Electronic  ilibrary  i(e-

Library) 
39 1 5 4.21 .181 5.00 5 1.128 

Virtual  iclassrooms 39 1 5 3.74 .105 5.00 5 .667 

Exams  imanagement  

isystem 
39 1 5 4.13 .152 5.00 5 .951 

 

Results  ishows  ithe  iuse  iof  ielectronic  ilibrary  i(e-library)  i(DLP1)  ia  imean  iµ=4.21  iwith  

istandard  ierror  iof  imeans  iS.E.=0.181,  imedium  istatistics  ix=5,  imode  istatistics  im=5  iand  

istandard  ideviation  iσ=1.128.  iAll  ithe  istatistics  iratings  i(mean,  imedium  iand  imode)  

ifalls  iwithin  ithe  i„strongly  iagrees‟  ioption  ion  ithe  ilikert  iscale  iimplying  imanagement  
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istaffs  iare  iin  istrong  iagreement  ithat  ielectronic  ior  ie-library  iaffects  ipublic  iTVET  

iinstitution  iperformance.  i 

Result  iof  iuse  iof  ivirtual  iclasses  i(DLP2)  ireveals  imean  iµ=3.74,  istandard  ierror  iof  

imeans  iS.E.  i=  i0.105,  imedium  istatistics  ix=5,  imode  istatistics  im=5  iand  istandard  

ideviation  iσ=0.667  iimplying  imanagement  istaffs  iare  iin  istrong  iagreement  ithat  iuse  iof  

ivirtual  iclasses  iaffects  ipublic  iTVET  iinstitution  iperformance  iin  iKakamega  iCounty.  i 

 

Result  iof  iuse  iof  iexamination  imanagement  isystem  ireveals  imean  iµ=4.13,  istandard  

ierror  iof  imeans  iS.E.  i=  i0.152,  imedium  istatistics  ix=5,  imode  istatistics  im=5  iand  

istandard  ideviation  iσ=0.951  iimplying  imanagement  istaffs  iare  iin  iagreement  ithat  iuse  

iof  ivirtual  iclasses  iaffects  ipublic  iTVET  iinstitution  iperformance  iin  iKakamega  

iCounty,  iKenya.  i  iThese  iresults  icollaborates  iwith  iHuang  iand  iRice  i(2012)  iand  iKlein  

iet  ial.  i(2001). 

 

4.6.2 Regression  iAnalysis  iResults  iof  iDigital  iLearning  iProgramme  i(DLP)  i 

The  imodel  isummary  iresult  iis  ishown  iin  iTable  i4.7.1 

Table  i4.7.1:  iModel  isummary  iresult  iof  iDLP 

Model R R  iSquare 

Adjusted  iR  

iSquare 

Std.  iError  iof  

ithe  iEstimate Durbin-Watson 

1 .322
a
 .103 .027 .53714 2.550 

a.  iPredictors:  i(Constant),  iExamination  imanagement  isystem  i,  iVirtual  iclassrooms  i,  

iElectronic  ilibrary  i(e-Library) 

b.  iDependent  iVariable:  iPerformance  iof  iTVET  iInstitutions. 

 

Result  ifrom  iTable  i4.7.1  ishows  ithe  ivalue  iof  iR  iSquare  i(R
2

  i=  i0.103)  iwhich  iimplies  

ithat  idigital  ilearning  iprogrammes  iexplains  i10.3%  ivariation  iof  ipublic  iTVET  

iinstitution  iperformance.  iThe  iDurbin  iWatson  ivalue  iof  i2.550  ishows  ithere  iis  ino  

iautocorrelation  iamong  imodel  iresiduals.  iThe  ifinding  ican  ireasonably  iindicates  ithat,  

iholding  iall  iother  ifactors  iconstant,  idigital  ilearning  iprogrammes  iaccount  ifor  i10.3%  

iperformance  iof  ipublic  iTVET  iinstitutions  iin  iKakamega  iCounty,  iKenya.  iResult  iof  

iAnalysis  iof  iVariance  i(ANOVA)  iis  idepicted  iin  iTable  i4.7 
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Table  i4.8:  iModel  isummary  iresult  ifor  idigital  iinformation  idissemination 

Model 

Sum  iof  

iSquares df 

Mean  

iSquare F Sig. 

1 Regression 3.165 3 1.055 4.567 .035
b
 

Residual 8.098 35 .231   

Total 11.264 38    

a.  iDependent  iVariable:  iPerformance  iof  iTVET  iInstitutions 

b.  iPredictors:  i(Constant),  iExamination  imanagement  isystem,  iVirtual  iclassrooms,  

iElectronic  ilibrary  i(e-Library) 

 

Result  ifrom  iTable  i4.8  ishows  iMeans  iSquare  iof  iregression  iM.S.=1.055,  iMeans  

iSquare  iof  iresidual  iM.S  i=  i0.231,  iF  istatistics  ivalue  iof  i4.567  iand  ip-value  iof  i0.035.  

iResults  ishows  ithe  icomputed  iF  istats  iis  igreater  ithan  iF  icritical  iF(3,  i35)  i=  i2.87  iand  ip-

value  iis  iless  ithan  i0.05.  iTherefore,  iat  i0.05  ilevel  iof  isignificance,  ithe  imodel  iis  ifit  ifor  

ithe  istudy  iat  ileast  ione  iconstruct  iof  idigital  ilearning  iprogrammes  iexplain  ior  ieffect  

ipublic  iTVET  iinstitution  iperformance.  i 

 

The  ianalysis  iresults  iof  ithe  iregression  icoefficients  iare  ishown  iin  iTable  i4.9.  i 

Table  i4.9:  iRegression  icoefficient  iresults  iof  idigital  ilearning  iprogrammes 

Model 

Unstandardized  

iCoefficients 

Standardized  

iCoefficients 

t Sig. 

Collinearity  

iStatistics 

B Std.  iError Beta Tolerance VIF 

1 (Constant) 3.748 .609  6.159 .000   

Electronic  ilibrary  

i(e-Library) 
.142 .086 .394 2.644 .029 .803 1.245 

Virtual  iclassrooms .102 .142 .120 .718 .478 .923 1.083 

Examination  

imanagement  isystem 
.132 .106 .230 1.241 .223 .748 1.337 

 

From  itable  i4.9,  ithe  iconstant  ivalue  iis  i3.748  iand  iimplies  ithe  ipublic  iTVETs  

iperformance  ilevel  inot  idependable  iof  ithe  ianalysed  ielements.  iFurthermore,  iresult  iof  

iuse  iof  ielectronic  ilibrary  ihas  istandardised  ibeta  icoefficient  iβ=0.394,  ip-value=0.029;  

iuse  iof  ivirtual  iclassroom  ihas  iβ=0.120,  ip-value=0.478;  iand  iuse  iof  iexamination  

imanagement  isystem  ihas  iβ=0.230,  ip-value=0.223.  iThere  iresults  iimply  ithat  ia  iunit  
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ichange  ion  iuse  iof  ie-library  iwould  icause  isignificant  ipositive  i0.394  ichange  ieffect  ion  

iperformance  iof  ipublic  iTVET,  ia  iunit  ichange  ion  iuse  iof  ivirtual  iclassroom  iwould  

icause  iinsignificant  ipositive  i0.120  ichange  ieffect  ion  iperformance  iof  ipublic  iTVET;  

iand  ia  iunit  ichange  ion  iuse  iof  iexamination  imanagement  isystem  iwould  icause  

iinsignificant  ipositive  i0.230  ichange  ieffect  ion  iperformance  iof  ipublic  iTVET.  iThe  

ifindings  isuggest  ithat  iuse  iof  ie-library  ihas  isignificant  ipositive  ieffect  iwhile  iuse  iof  

iboth  ivirtual  iclassroom  iand  iexamination  imanagement  isystem  ihave  iinsignificant  

ipositive  ieffects  ion  iperformance  iof  ipublic  iTVET  iinstitutions  iin  iKakamega  iCounty.  

iThe  ifindings  iare  iconcurrent  iwith  iHuang  iand  iRice  i(2012)  iand  iMaditinos  iet  iall.  

i(2012).  i 

 

4.7  iEffect  iof  iDigital  iAdministration  iof  iAcademic  iStaffs  i(DAAS)  ion  

iPerformance  iof  iPublic  iTVET  iInstitutions  iin  iKakamega  iCounty  i  i 

The  iforth  iobjective  iassessed  ithe  ieffect  iof  idigital  iadministration  iof  iacademic  istaffs  

ion  iperformance  iof  ipublic  iTVET  iinstitutions  iin  iKakamega  iCounty,  iKenya.  iResults  

iand  ifindings  iare  idiscussed  ibelow.  i 

 

4.7.1 Descriptive  iStatistics  iResults  iof  iEffects  iof  iDigital  iAdministration  iof  

iAcademic  iStaffs  i(DAAS)  i  i 

Descriptive  iresults  iof  iconstructs  ior  ielements  iof  idigital  ilearning  iprogramme  iare  

ipresented  iin  iin  iTable  i4.10  i 

 

Table  i4.10:  iDescriptive  iresults  iof  idigital  iadministration  iof  iacademic  istaffs  i  i 

Construct  iStatement  i 

N Min Max 

Mean 

S.E.  iof  

iMean 

Median 

Stats 

Mode 

Stats 

Std.  

iDev. Valid Stats Stats 

Digital  istaff  iroll  icalls 39 1 5 3.64 .119 4.00 4 .743 

Digital  itime  ischeduling 39 1 5 3.74 .102 4.00 4 .637 

Digital  imonitoring  iof  

istaffs  iactivities 
39 1 5 4.08 .149 4.00 5 .929 

 

Results  iresult  ifor  idigital  istaff  iroll  icalls  i(DAAS1)  ia  imean  iµ=3.64,  istandard  ierror  iof  

imeans  iS.E.=0.119,  imedium  istatistics  ix=4,  imode  istatistics  im=4  iand  istandard  

ideviation  iσ=0.743.  iStatistics  iratings  imedium  iand  imode  ifalls  iwithin  ithe  i„agrees‟  
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ioption  ion  ithe  ilikert  iscale  iimplying  imanagement  istaffs  iare  iin  istrong  iagreement  ithat  

idigital  istaff  iroll  icalls  iaffects  ipublic  iTVET  iinstitution  iperformance.  i 

Result  iof  iuse  iof  idigital  itime  ischeduling  i(DAAS2)  ireveals  imean  iµ=3.74,  istandard  

ierror  iof  imeans  iS.E.  i=  i0.102,  imedium  istatistics  ix=5,  imode  istatistics  im=4  iand  

istandard  ideviation  iσ=0.637  iwhich  iimply  imanagement  istaffs  iare  iin  iagreement  ithat  

iuse  iof  idigital  itime  ischeduling  iaffects  ipublic  iTVET  iinstitution  iperformance  iin  

iKakamega  iCounty.  i 

Finally,  iresult  iof  iuse  iof  idigital  imonitoring  iof  istaffs  iactivities  ireveals  imean  iµ=4.08,  

istandard  ierror  iof  imeans  iS.E.  i=  i0.149,  imedium  istatistics  ix=4,  imode  istatistics  im=4  

iand  istandard  ideviation  iσ=0.929.  iSince  ithe  imode  iand  imedium  istatistics  ifalls  iwithin  

ithe  iagreed  ioption  ion  ilitker  iscale,  ifinding  isuggests  ithat  imanagement  istaffs  iin  ipublic  

iTVET  iinstitution  iare  iin  iagreement  ithat  iuse  iof  idigital  imonitoring  iof  istaff  iactivities  

iaffects  iinstitutions  iperformance.  i  iThe  ifindings  iagree  iwith  iWeiner  iet  ial.  i(2009),  

iGunday  iet  ial  i(2011)  iand  iGupta  i(2007). 

 

4.7.2 Regression  iAnalysis  iResults  iof  iDigital  iAdministration  iof  iAcademic  iStaff  

i(DAAS)  i 

The  imodel  isummary  iresult  iis  ishown  iin  iTable  i4.10.1  i 

Table  i4.10.1:  iModel  isummary  iresult  iof  iDAAS 

Model R R  iSquare 

Adjusted  iR  

iSquare 

Std.  iError  iof  

ithe  iEstimate Durbin-Watson 

1 .510
a
 .260 .197 .48785 2.542 

a.  iPredictors:  i(Constant),  iDigital  imonitoring  iof  istaffs  iactivities,  iDigital  itime  

ischeduling  i,  iDigital  istaff  iroll  icalls 

b.  iDependent  iVariable:  iPerformance  iof  iTVET  iInstitutions. 

 

Result  ifrom  iTable  i4.10.1  ishows  ithe  ivalue  iof  iR  iSquare  i(R
2

  i=  i0.260)  iwhich  iimplies  

ithat  idigital  iadministration  iof  iacademic  istaffs  iexplains  i26.0%  ivariation  iof  ipublic  

iTVET  iinstitution  iperformance.  iThe  iDurbin  iWatson  ivalue  iof  i2.542  ishows  ino  

iautocorrelation  iamong  imodel  iresiduals.  iHolding  iall  iother  ifactors  iconstant,  ifinding  

iindicates  ithat  idigital  iadministration  iof  iacademic  istaffs  iaccount  ifor  i26.0%  

iperformance  iof  ipublic  iTVET  iinstitutions  iin  iKakamega  iCounty,  iKenya.  i  iResult  iof  

iAnalysis  iof  iVariance  i(ANOVA)  iis  idepicted  iin  iTable  i4.11 
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Table  i4.11:  iModel  isummary  iresult  ifor  idigital  iadministration  iof  iacademic  istaffs  

i 

Model 

Sum  iof  

iSquares df 

Mean  

iSquare F Sig. 

1 Regression 2.934 3 .978 4.109 .013
b
 

Residual 8.330 35 .238   

Total 11.264 38    

a.  iDependent  iVariable:  iPerformance  iof  iTVET  iInstitutions 

b.  iPredictors:  i(Constant),  iDigital  imonitoring  iof  istaffs  iactivities,  iDigital  itime  

ischeduling,  iDigital  istaff  iroll  icalls 

 

Result  ifrom  iTable  i4.11  ishows  iMeans  iSquare  iof  iregression  iM.S.=0.978,  iMeans  

iSquare  iof  iresidual  iM.S  i=  i0.238,  iF  istatistics  ivalue  iof  i4.109  iand  ip-value  iof  i0.013.  

iResults  ishows  icomputed  iF  istatistics  iis  igreater  ithan  iF  icritical  iF(3,  i35)  i=  i2.87  iand  ip-

value  iis  iless  ithan  i0.05.  iTherefore,  iat  i0.05  ilevel  iof  isignificance,  ithe  imodel  iis  ifit  ifor  

ithe  istudy  iat  ileast  ione  iconstruct  iof  idigital  iadministration  iof  iacademic  istaffs  iexplain  

ior  iaffect  ipublic  iTVET  iinstitution  iperformance.  iThe  ianalysis  iresults  iof  ithe  

iregression  icoefficients  iare  ishown  iin  iTable  i4.12  i 

 

Table  i4.12:  iRegression  icoefficient  iresults  iof  idigital  iadministration  iof  iacademic  

istaffs  i 

Model 

Unstandardized  

iCoefficients 

Standardized  

iCoefficients 

t Sig. 

Collinearity  

iStatistics 

B Std.  iError Beta Tolerance VIF 

1 (Constant) 4.640 .645  7.191 .000   

Digital  istaff  iroll  icalls .373 .114 .509 3.277 .002 .875 1.143 

Digital  itime  

ischeduling 
.039 .131 .045 .297 .769 .903 1.107 

Digital  imonitoring  iof  

istaffs  iperformance 
.160 .094 .272 1.700 .098 .824 1.214 

 

Results  ifrom  itable  i4.12,  ithe  iconstant  ivalue  iis  i4.640  iand  iimplies  ithe  ipublic  iTVETs  

iperformance  ilevel  inot  idependable  iof  ithe  ianalysed  ielements.  iIn  iaddition,  iresult  iof  

iuse  iof  idigital  istaff  iroll  icalls  ihas  istandardised  ibeta  icoefficient  iβ=0.509,  ip-

value=0.002;  iuse  iof  idigital  itime  imanagement  ihas  iβ=0.045,  ip-value=0.769;  iand  iuse  
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iof  idigital  imonitoring  iof  istaffs  iperformance  ihas  iβ=0.272,  ip-value=0.098.  iThere  

iresults  iimply  ithat  ia  iunit  ichange  ion  iuse  iof  idigital  istaffs  iroll  icalls  iwould  icause  

isignificant  ipositive  i0.509  ichange  ieffect  ion  iperformance  iof  ipublic  iTVET,  ia  iunit  

ichange  ion  iuse  iof  idigital  itime  ischeduling  iwould  icause  iinsignificant  ipositive  i0.045  

ichange  ieffect  ion  iperformance  iof  ipublic  iTVET;  iand  ia  iunit  ichange  ion  iuse  iof  idigital  

imonitoring  iof  istaffs  iperformance  iwould  icause  iinsignificant  ipositive  i0.272  ichange  

ieffect  ion  iperformance  iof  ipublic  iTVET.  iThe  ifindings  isuggest  ithat  iuse  iof  idigital  

istaffs‟  irole  icalls  ihas  isignificant  ipositive  ieffect  iwhile  iuse  iof  idigital  itime  ischeduling  

iand  idigital  imonitoring  iof  iacademic  istaffs  iperformance  ihave  iinsignificant  ipositive  

ieffects  ion  iperformance  iof  ipublic  iTVET  iinstitutions  iin  iKakamega  iCounty.  i  iThe  

ifindings  iagrees  iwith  iWeiner  iet  ial.  i(2009),  iGunday  iet  ial  i(2011)  iand  iGupta  i(2007). 

 

4.8 Effect  iof  iTechnology  iInnovation  ion  iPerformance  iof  iPublic  iTVET  

iInstitutions  iin  iKakamega  iCounty  i  i 

In  iorder  ito  itest  ithe  istudy  inull  ihypothesis,  ieffects  iof  itechnology  iinnovation  ion  

iperformance  iof  ipublic  iTVET  iinstitutions  iin  iKakamega  iCounty,  iKenya  iwas  

iestablish  iusing  imultivariate  iregression  ianalysis.  iResult  iof  imodel  isummary  iis  ishown  

iin  iTable  i4.12.1 

4.8.1 Regression  iAnalysis  iResults  iof  iDigital  iLearning  iProgramme  i(DLP)  i 

The  imodel  isummary  iresult  iis  ishown  iin  iTable  i4.12.1  i 

 

Table  i4.12.1:  iModel  isummary  iresult  iof  itechnology  iinnovation  i 

Model R R  iSquare 

Adjusted  iR  

iSquare 

Std.  iError  iof  

ithe  iEstimate Durbin-Watson 

1 .618
a
 .382 .309 .45263 2.571 

a.  iPredictors:  i(Constant),  iDAAS,  iDAS,  iDID,  iDLP 

b.  iDependent  iVariable:  iPerformance  iof  iTVET  iInstitutions. 

 

Table  i4.12.1  iresult  ishows  ia  ivalue  iof  iR  iSquare  i(R
2

  i=  i0.382)  ifor  iall  iconstructs  iof  

itechnology  iinnovation.  iThe  iresult  iimplies  ithat  itechnology  iinnovation  iexplains  

i38.2%  ivariation  iof  iperformance  iof  ipublic  iTVET  iinstitution  iin  iKakamega  iCounty.  

iThe  iDurbin  iWatson  ivalue  iof  i2.571  ialso  ishows  ithere  iis  ino  iautocorrelation  iamong  

imodel  iresiduals.  iHence,  ithe  istudy  ican  ireasonably  isuggests,  iholding  iall  iother  ifactors  
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iconstant,  itechnology  iinnovation  iaccounts  ifor  i38.2%  ivariation  iin  iperformance  iof  

ipublic  iTVET  iinstitutions  iin  iKakamega  iCounty,  iKenya.  i.  iThe  iresults  iare  iin  

iagreement  iwith  iHuang  iand  iRice  i(2012)  iand  iKlein  iet  ial.  i(2001). 

Result  iof  iAnalysis  iof  iVariance  i(ANOVA)  iis  idepicted  iin  iTable  i4.13. 

 

Table  i4.13:  iModel  isummary  iresult  iof  itechnology  iinnovation  i 

Model 

Sum  iof  

iSquares Df 

Mean  

iSquare F Sig. 

1 Regression 4.298 4 1.075 5.245 .002
b
 

Residual 6.966 34 .205   

Total 11.264 38    

a.  iDependent  iVariable:  iPerformance  iof  iTVET  iInstitutions 

b.  iPredictors:  i(Constant),  iDAAS,  iDAS,  iDID,  iDLP  i 

 

Result  ifrom  iTable  i4.13  ishows  ia  ihigh  iMeans  iSquare  iof  iregression  iM.S.=1.075  

icompared  ito  iMeans  iSquare  iof  iresidual  iM.S  i=  i0.205,  iF  istatistics  ivalue  iof  i5.245  iand  

ip-value  iof  i0.002.  iTherefore,  iat  i0.05  ilevel  iof  isignificance,  ithe  icomputed  iF  istatistics  

iis  igreater  ithan  iF  icritical  iand  ithe  ip-value  i<  i0.05  iimplying  ithe  imodel  iis  ifit  ifor  ithe  

istudy  iat  ileast  ione  iconstruct  iof  itechnology  iinnovation  iexplain  ipublic  iTVET  

iinstitution  iperformance.  iThe  ifinding  icollaborates  iWeiner  iet  ial.  i(2009)  istudy  

ifindings.  i 

 

The  ianalysis  iresults  iof  ithe  iregression  icoefficients  iare  ishown  iin  iTable  i4.14  i 

Table  i4.14:  iRegression  icoefficient  iresults  iof  itechnology  iinnovation  iconstructs 

Model 

Unstandardized  

iCoefficients 

Standardized  

iCoefficients   Collinearity  iStatistics 

B 

Std.  

iError Beta t Sig. Tolerance VIF 

1 (Constant) 2.787 .653  4.266 .000   

DAS .865 .244 .772 3.549 .001 .384 2.605 

DID .330 .298 .320 1.106 .277 .217 4.608 

DLP .859 .336 .824 2.556 .001 .175 5.720 

DAAS .064 .245 .079 .263 .794 .203 4.921 

 

From  itable  i4.14,  ithe  iconstant  ivalue  iis  i2.787  iand  iimplies  ithe  iperformance  iof  ipublic  

iTVETs  ithat  idoes  inot  idependable  iof  ithe  ianalysed  iconstructs.  iResult  ifor  ipartial  
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ieffects  ishows  idigital  iadministration  iof  istudents  i(DAS)  ihas  istandardised  ibeta  

icoefficient  iβ=0.272,  ip-value=0.001;  idigital  iinformation  idissemination  i(DID)  ihas  

iβ=0.320,  ip-value=0.478;  idigital  ilearning  iprogramme  ihas  iβ=0.824,  ip-value=0.001,  

iand  idigital  iadministration  iof  iacademic  istaff  ihas  iβ=0.079,  ip-value=0.794.  iThere  

iresults  iimply  ithat  ia  iunit  ichange  ion  iDAS  iwould  icause  isignificant  ipositive  i0.772  

ichange  ieffect  ion  iperformance  iof  ipublic  iTVET,  ia  iunit  ichange  ion  iDID  iwould  icause  

iinsignificant  ipositive  i0.320  ichange  ieffect  ion  iperformance  iof  ipublic  iTVET,  ia  iunit  

ichange  ion  iDLP  iwould  icause  isignificant  ipositive  i0.824  ichange  ieffect  ion  

iperformance  iof  ipublic  iTVET.  iThe  iresults  iare  iin  iagreement  iwith  iHuang  iand  iRice  

i(2012)  iand  iKlein  iet  ial.  i(2001). 

 

Equally,  ithese  ifindings  isuggest  ithat  iDAS  iand  iDLP  ihave  isignificant  ipositive  ieffect  

ion  iperformance  iof  ipublic  iTVET  iinstitutions  iin  iKakamega  iCounty  iwhile  iDID  iand  

iDAAS  ihave  iinsignificant  ipositive  ieffects  ion  iperformance  iof  ipublic  iTVET  

iinstitutions  iin  iKakamega  iCounty.  iThe  ifinding  ireturns  ia  iregression  iequation  ifor  

iestimating  ieffect  iof  itechnology  iinnovation  ion  iperformance  iof  iTVET  iinstitutions  ias  

ifollows:  i 

 

Y  i=  i2.787  i+  i0.824X1  i+  i0.772X2  i+  i0.320X3  i+  i0.245X4  i 

Where:  X1  i=  iDigital  ilearning  iprograms  i(DLP) 

    X2  i=  iDigital  iadministrative  iof  istudents  i(DAS)  i 

X3  i=  iDigital  iinformation  idissemination  i(DID) 

X4  i=  iDigital  iadministration  iof  iacademic  istaffs  i(DAAS) 

 

4.8.2  iHypothesis  iTest  iResults  i 

The  istudy  ideveloped  iand  ianalysed  ifour  ihypothesis  ibased  ion  ithe  ispecific  iobjectives.  

iThe  inull  ihypotheses  iwere  itested  iusing  iparametric  it-test  istatistics  iat  i0.05  ilevel  iof  

isignificance.  iThe  iresults  iof  it-statistics  ias  ishown  iin  iTable  i4.20  ireveals  ithat  iDAS  ihas  

it-statistics  iof  it=3.549,  ip-value=0.001;  iDID  ihas  it=1.106,  ip-value=0.272;  iDLP  ihas  

it=2.556,  ip-value=0.001  iand  iDAAS  ihas  it=263,  ip-value0.792.  iAt  it-critical  ivalue  iof  

i1.96  iand  ip-value<0.05,  ithe  istudy  irejects  ithe  inull  ihypothesis  ione  iand  ithree  ias  idigital  

iadministration  iof  istudents  iand  idigital  ilearning  iprogrammes  irespectively  ihave  

isignificant  ieffects  ion  iperformance  iof  ipublic  iTVET  iinstitutions.  iFurther  ito  ithat,  ithe  

istudy  iaccepts  inull  ihypothesis  itwo  iand  ifour  ias  idigital  iinformation  idissemination  iand  
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idigital  iadministration  iof  iacademic  istaffs  irespectively  ihave  ino  isignificant  ieffects  ion  

iperformance  iof  ipublic  iTVET  iinstitutions  iin  iKakamega  iCounty,  iKenya.  I 
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CHAPTER  iFIVE 

SUMMARY  iOF  iFINDINGS,  iCONCLUSIONS  iAND  iRECOMMENDATIONS 

5.1  iIntroduction 

This  ichapter  isum  iup  ithe  istudy  iand  ipresents  isummary  iof  ifindings,  iconclusions,  

irecommendations  iand  isuggestion  ifor  ifurther  istudies.  i 

 

5.2  iSummary  iof  iMajor  iFindings 

Summary  iof  idemographic  ifinding  iindicates  ithat  imajority  iof  imanagement  istaffs  iat  

ipublic  iTVET  iinstitutions  iin  iKakamenga  iCounty  iare  imale  igender,  iwith  idominant  

iage  ibracket  iof  ibetween  i30  iand  i49  iyears.  iIn  iaddition,  imajority  ihave  iattained  

iundergraduate  idegree  ias  ihighest  ilevel  iof  ieducation  iand  imajority  iof  imanagement  

istaffs  iat  ipublic  iTVET  iinstitutions  ihave  iworked  ifor  imore  ithan  ifive  iyears.  iThis  

ifinding  iimplies  ithat  irespondents  iwere  iexperience  iwith  iproduct  imanagement  iand  

ithus  iprovided  iright  iopinion  iregarding  iresearch  iquestion.  i 

 

5.3  iSummary  iof  iObjective  iFindings 

5.3.1 Effects  iof  iDigital  iAdministration  iof  iStudents  ion  iPerformance  iof  iPublic  

iTVET  iInstitutions  iin  iKakamega  iCounty  i 

Objective  ione  isought  ito  iestablish  ithe  ieffect  iof  idigital  iadministration  iof  istudents  ion  

iperformance  iof  ipublic  iTVET  iinstitutions  iin  iKakamega  iCounty,  iKenya.  iSummary  iof  

idescriptive  iresults  ishows  imanagement  istaffs  iare:  iin  iagreement  ithat  ionline  istudent  

iregistration  iaffects  iTVET  iinstitution  iperformance,  istrong  iagreement  ithat  ionline  

istudents‟  iresults  imanagement  iaffects  iinstitution  iperformance  iand  imanagement  istaffs  

iare  iagreement  ithat  ionline  iunits/subject  iregistrations  iaffects  iinstitution  iperformance.  

iSummary  iof  iregression  ifindings  ishows  idigital  iadministration  iof  istudents  iaccount  

ifor  i21.8%  ivariation  ion  iperformance  iof  iTVET  iinstitutions  iholding  iall  iother  ifactors  

iconstant.  i 

 

5.3.2 Effects  iof  iDigital  iInformation  iDissemination  ion  iPerformance  iof  iPublic  

iTVET  iInstitutions  iin  iKakamega  iCounty  i 

Objective  itwo  isought  ito  iestablish  ithe  ieffect  iof  idigital  iinformation  idissemination  ion  

iperformance  iof  ipublic  iTVET  iinstitutions  iin  iKakamega  iCounty,  iKenya.  iSummary  iof  

idescriptive  iresults  ishows  imanagement  istaffs  iare  iin  iagreement  ithat  iuse  iof  isocial  

imedia  iaffects  ipublic  iTVET  iinstitution  iperformance,  iare  iin  iagreement  ithat  iuse  iof  
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itext  imessaging  iaffects  ipublic  iTVET  iinstitution  iperformance  iand  imanagement  istaffs  

iare  iin  iagreement  ithat  iuse  iof  iinternet  ito  idisseminate  iinformation  iaffects  iTVET  

iinstitution  iperformance.  iSummary  iof  iregression  ifindings  ishows  idigital  iinformation  

idissemination  iaccount  ifor  i5.2%  ivariation  ion  iperformance  iof  iTVET  iinstitutions  

iholding  iall  iother  ifactors  iconstant.  i  i 

 

5.3.3 Effects  iof  iDigital  iLearning  iProgramme  ion  iPerformance  iof  iPublic  iTVET  

iInstitutions  iin  iKakamega  iCounty  i 

Objective  ithree  isought  ito  iestablish  ithe  ieffect  iof  idigital  ilearning  iprogramme  ion  

iperformance  iof  ipublic  iTVET  iinstitutions  iin  iKakamega  iCounty,  iKenya.  iSummary  iof  

idescriptive  iresults  ishows  imanagement  istaffs  iare  iin  istrong  iagreement  ithat  ielectronic  

ior  ie-library  iaffects  ipublic  iTVET  iinstitution  iperformance,  imanagement  istaffs  iare  iin  

istrong  iagreement  ithat  iuse  iof  ivirtual  iclasses  iaffects  ipublic  iTVET  iinstitution  

iperformance  iand  imanagement  istaffs  iare  iin  iagreement  ithat  iuse  iof  ivirtual  iclasses  

iaffects  ipublic  iTVET  iinstitution  iperformance  iin  iKakamega  iCounty,  iKenya.  

iSummary  iof  iregression  ifindings  ishows  idigital  ilearning  iprogrammes  iaccount  ifor  

i10.3%  ivariation  ion  iperformance  iof  iTVET  iinstitutions  iholding  iall  iother  ifactors  

iconstant.  i 

 

5.3.4 Effects  iof  iDigital  iAdministration  iof  iAcademic  iStaffs  ion  iPerformance  iof  

iPublic  iTVET  iInstitutions  iin  iKakamega  iCounty  i 

Lastly,  iobjective  ifour  iestablished  ithe  ieffect  iof  idigital  iadministration  iof  iacademic  

istaffs  ion  iperformance  iof  ipublic  iTVET  iinstitutions  iin  iKakamega  iCounty,  iKenya.  

iSummary  iof  idescriptive  iresults  ishows  imanagement  istaffs  iare  iin  istrong  iagreement  

ithat  idigital  istaff  iroll  icalls  iaffects  ipublic  iTVET  iinstitution  iperformance,  imanagement  

istaffs  iare  iin  iagreement  ithat  iuse  iof  idigital  itime  ischeduling  iaffects  ipublic  iTVET  

iinstitution  iperformance  iand  i  imanagement  istaffs  iin  ipublic  iTVET  iinstitution  iare  iin  

iagreement  ithat  iuse  iof  idigital  imonitoring  iof  istaff  iactivities  iaffects  iinstitutions  

iperformance.  iSummary  iof  iregression  ifindings  ishows  idigital  ilearning  iprogrammes  

iaccount  ifor  i26.0%  ivariation  ion  iperformance  iof  iTVET  iinstitutions  iholding  iall  iother  

ifactors  iconstant.  i 
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5.3.5 Summary  iof  iEffects  iof  iTechnology  iInnovation  ion  iPerformance  iof  iPublic  

iTVET  iInstitutions  i  i 

Summary  iof  iregression  ianalysis  ito  iestablish  ithe  ivariation  icontribution  iof  iall  

ielements  iof  itechnology  iinnovation  ion  iperformance  iof  ipublic  iTVET  iinstitutions,  ias  

iwell  ias  ipartial  icontribution  ito  itest  ithe  inull  ihypothesis  ishows  ithat,  iholding  iall  iother  

ifactors  iconstant,  itechnology  iinnovation  iaccounts  ifor  i38.2%  ivariation  iin  

iperformance  iof  ipublic  iTVET  iinstitutions  iin  iKakamega  iCounty,  iKenya.  iIn  iaddition,  

idigital  iadministration  iof  istudents  ihas  isignificant  ipositive  ipartial  ieffect,  idigital  

ilearning  iprogramme  ihas  isignificant  ipositive  ipartial  ieffects;  idigital  iinformation  

idissemination  ihas  iinsignificant  ipartial  ieffects  iand  idigital  iadministration  iof  iacademic  

istaff  ihas  iinsignificant  ipartial  ieffects;  iall  ion  iperformance  iof  ipublic  iTVET  

iinstitutions.  i 

 

The  iresultant  iregression  iequation  ifor  iestimating  ieffect  iof  itechnology  iinnovation  ion  

iperformance  iof  iTVET  iinstitutions  iis  iY  i=  i2.787  i+  i0.824X1  i+  i0.772X2  i+  i0.320X3  i+  

i0.245X4  i,  iwhere  iX1  i=  iDigital  ilearning  iprograms  i(DLP),  iX2  i=  iDigital  iadministrative  

iof  istudents  i(DAS),  iX3  i=  iDigital  iinformation  idissemination  i(DID)  iand  iX4  i=  iDigital  

iadministration  iof  iacademic  istaffs  i(DAAS).  iThe  istudy  irejects  ithe  inull  ihypothesis  

ione  iand  ithree  ias  idigital  iadministration  iof  istudents  iand  idigital  ilearning  iprogrammes  

irespectively  ihave  isignificant  ieffects  ion  iperformance  iof  ipublic  iTVET  iinstitutions.  

iFurther  ito  ithat,  ithe  istudy  iaccepts  inull  ihypothesis  itwo  iand  ifour  ias  idigital  

iinformation  idissemination  iand  idigital  iadministration  iof  iacademic  istaffs  irespectively  

ihave  ino  isignificant  ieffects  ion  iperformance  iof  ipublic  iTVET  iinstitutions  iin  

iKakamega  iCounty,  iKenya 

 

5.4  iConclusions  i 

From  ithe  isummary  iof  iobjective  ifindings,  ithe  istudy  imakes  ithe  ifollowing  iconcludes.  

iFirst,  ionline  istudent  iregistration,  ionline  istudents‟  iresults  imanagement  iand  ionline  

iunits/subject  iregistrations  iaffects  iTVET  iinstitution  iperformance.  iDigital  

iadministration  iof  istudents  iaccount  ihas  isignificant  ivariation  ieffect  ion  iperformance  

iof  iTVET  iinstitutions.  iSecond,  iuse  iof  isocial  imedia,  iuse  iof  itext  imessaging  iand  iuse  

iof  iinternet  ito  idisseminate  iinformation  iaffects  iTVET  iinstitution  iperformance.  iIn  

iaddition,  idigital  iinformation  idissemination  ihas  iinsignificant  ivariation  ieffect  ion  

iperformance  iof  iTVET  iinstitutions.  i  iThird,  ielectronic  ior  ie-library,  i  iuse  iof  ivirtual  
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iclasses  iand  iuse  iof  ivirtual  iclasses  iaffects  ipublic  iTVET  iinstitution  iperformance  iin  

iKakamega  iCounty,  iKenya;  idigital  ilearning  iprogrammes  ihas  isignificant  ivariation  

ieffect  ion  iperformance  iof  iTVET  iinstitutions  iholding  iall  iother  ifactors  iconstant.  

iForth,  idigital  istaff  iroll  icalls,  idigital  itime  ischeduling  iand  idigital  imonitoring  iof  istaff  

iperformance  iaffects  iTVET  iinstitutions  iperformance.  iSimilarly,  idigital  ilearning  

iprogrammes  ihas  isignificant  ivariation  ion  iperformance  iof  iTVET  iinstitutions.  i 

 

5.5  iRecommendations  i 

From  ithe  istudy  iconclusions  ion  isignificant  icontribution  iof  idigital  istudent  

iadministration  iand  idigital  ilearning  iprogramme,  ithe  istudy  irecommends  ipublic  iTVET  

iinstitution  imanagement  ishould  icontinue  ito  iembrace  itechnology  iinnovation  iin  

istudent  iadministration  iareas  ilearning  iprogrammes  iin  iorder  ito  iachieve  ieffectiveness  

iand  iefficiency  iin  iinstitution  iperformance.  iSecondly,  ifrom  ithe  ifinding  ion  

iinsignificant  icontribution  iof  idigital  iinformation  idissemination  iand  idigital  

iadministration  iof  iacademic  istaffs,  ithe  istudy  irecommends  ithat  imanagement  istaffs  iat  

ipublic  iTVET  iinstitutions  ishould  ireview  ithe  icurrently  iemployed  itechnology  

iinnovation  iand  iseek  ifor  ialternatives  ithat  iwould  ienhance  iperformance.  i 

 

5.6  iAreas  ifor  iFurther  iResearch 

Although  ithe  istudy  iachieved  iits  iobjective,  ifinding  ion  ivariation  icontribution  ireveal  

ithat  idigital  iinnovation  iaccounts  iof  ionly  i38.2%  i(R
2

  i=  i0.382),  ithe  istudy  irecommends  

ifurther  ianalysis  ito  idetermine  iother  ifactors  iresponsible  ifor  ithe  iunexplained  ivariation.  

iSecondly  ifindings  ion  iinsignificant  ieffect  iof  idigital  iinformation  idissemination  iand  

idigital  iadministration  iof  iacademic  istaffs,  ithe  istudy  irecommend  ia  istudy  ito  ianalyse  

ithe  ipossible  ifactors  ileading  ito  ithis  ieffect.  i 
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APPENDICES 

Appendix  iI:  iResult  iof  itest  iof  iregression  inormality,  ilinearity  iand  imulti-

collinearly  i 
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Correlations 

 DAS DID DLP DAAS PER 

DAS Pearson  iCorrelation 1 .769
**

 .714
**

 .724
**

 .366
*
 

Sig.  i(2-tailed)  .000 .000 .000 .022 

N 39 39 39 39 39 

DID Pearson  iCorrelation .769
**

 1 .821
**

 .850
**

 .150 

Sig.  i(2-tailed) .000  .000 .000 .363 

N 39 39 39 39 39 

DLP Pearson  iCorrelation .714
**

 .821
**

 1 .880
**

 .010 

Sig.  i(2-tailed) .000 .000  .000 .950 

N 39 39 39 39 39 

DAAS Pearson  iCorrelation .724
**

 .850
**

 .880
**

 1 -.063 

Sig.  i(2-tailed) .000 .000 .000  .705 

N 39 39 39 39 39 

PER Pearson  iCorrelation .366
*
 .150 .010 -.063 1 

Sig.  i(2-tailed) .022 .363 .950 .705  

N 39 39 39 39 39 

**.  iCorrelation  iis  isignificant  iat  ithe  i0.01  ilevel  i(2-tailed). 

*.  iCorrelation  iis  isignificant  iat  ithe  i0.05  ilevel  i(2-tailed). 
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Descriptive  iStatistics 

 

N 

Minimu

m 

Maximu

m Mean 

     

Statistic Statistic Statistic 

Stati

stic 

Std.  

iErro

r 

     

Online  istudent  iregistration 39 3 5 3.74 .102      

Online  iresults  imanagement 39 3 5 4.13 .152      

Online  iunit/subject  iregistration 39 3 5 4.26 .102      

Use  iof  isocial  imedia 39 3 5 3.74 .102      

Use  iof  itext  imessaging 39 3 5 4.03 .154      

Use  iof  iinternet 39 4 5 4.38 .079      

Electronic  ilibrary  i(e-Library) 39 2 5 4.21 .181      

Virtual  iclassrooms 39 3 5 3.74 .102      

Examination  imanagement  

isystem 
39 3 5 4.13 .152 

     

Digital  istaff  iroll  icalls 39 2 5 3.64 .119      

Digital  itime  ischeduling 39 3 5 3.74 .102      

Digital  imonitoring  iof  istaffs  

iactivities 
39 3 5 4.08 .149 

     

Student  iadmission  irate 39 3 5 3.79 .075      

Teaching  iefficiency 39 3 5 4.15 .140      

Efficiency  iin  iresources 39 3 5 4.28 .137      

Valid  iN  i(listwise) 39          

 

Descriptive  iStatistics 

 

Std.  

iDeviation Skewness Kurtosis 

Statistic 

Statisti

c 

Std.  

iError Statistic 

Std.  

iError 

Online  istudent  iregistration .637 .271 .378 -.574 .741 

Online  iresults  imanagement .951 -.268 .378 -1.901 .741 

Online  iunit/subject  iregistration .637 -.271 .378 -.574 .741 

Use  iof  isocial  imedia .637 .271 .378 -.574 .741 

Use  iof  itext  imessaging .959 -.053 .378 -1.978 .741 

Use  iof  iinternet .493 .494 .378 -1.854 .741 

Electronic  ilibrary  i(e-Library) 1.128 -1.122 .378 -.257 .741 

Virtual  iclassrooms .637 .271 .378 -.574 .741 

Examination  imanagement  isystem .951 -.268 .378 -1.901 .741 

Digital  istaff  iroll  icalls .743 -1.326 .378 .893 .741 

Digital  itime  ischeduling .637 .271 .378 -.574 .741 

Digital  imonitoring  iof  istaffs  

iactivities 
.929 -.159 .378 -1.874 .741 

Student  iadmission  irate .469 -.677 .378 .412 .741 

Teaching  iefficiency .875 -.313 .378 -1.647 .741 

Efficiency  iin  iresources .857 -.594 .378 -1.385 .741 

Valid  iN  i(listwise)      
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Appendix  iII:  iLetter  iof  iIntroduction 

 

Dear  iSir/Madam, 

 

RE:  iREQUEST  iFOR  iPARTICIPATION  iIN  iMY  iRESEARCH  iWORK. 

 

I  iam  ia  ibona  ifide  istudent  iof  iMaseno  iUniversity  icurrently  ipursuing  iMaster  iof  

iBusiness  iAdministration  i(Strategic  iManagement  iOption).  iAs  ian  iaward  iof  idegree  

irequirement,  iI  iam  icurrently  iundertaking  ia  iresearch  istudy  ititled  i“EFFECT  iOF  

iTECHNOLOGY  iINNOVATION  iON  iPERFORMANCE  iOF  iPUBLIC  iTVET  

iINSTITUTIONS  iIN  iKAKAMEGA  iCOUNTY,  iKENYA.” 

 

I  ikindly  irequested  ito  iundertake  ithis  istudy  iin  iyour  iinstitution.  iRemember  ithis  

iexercise  iis  istrictly  ifor  iacademic  ipurposes  iand  iany  iinformation  iobtained  iwill  ibe  

itreated  iwith  iconfidentiality.  iA  icopy  iof  ithe  ifinal  iresearch  imay  ibe  iavailable  iupon  

irequest  ionce  ithe  istudy  iis  icomplete.  iThank  iyou  iin  iadvance  ifor  iyour  ico-operation. 

 

Yours  ifaithfully, 

 

 

 

Gladys  iMoraa  iNyamagwa  i 
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Appendix  iIII:  iResearch  iQuestionnaire 

 

RESEARCH  iQUESTIONNAIRE 

Introduction 

This  iresearch  iinstrument  iseeks  ito  isolicit  idata/information  ion  ieffect  iof  itechnology  

iinnovation  ion  iperformance  iof  ipublic  iTVET  iinstitutions  iin  iKakamega  iCounty,  

iKenya.  iYou  iare  ikindly  irequested  ito  iprovide  ias  ihonest  iresponse/answers  ito  ithe  

iposed  iquestions  ieither  iby  imarking  ithe  ibox  iprovided  iwith  ia  itick  i(√)  iof  ifilling  iin  ithe  

iprovided  iblank  ispaces.  iThe  iresponses  iyou  iprovide  iwill  ibe  istrictly  iconfidential,  iand  

ino  ireference  iwill  ibe  imade  ito  iany  iindividual(s)  iin  ithe  ireport  iof  ithe  istudy.  iIn  

iaddition,  iyour  iparticipation  iis  ivoluntarily  iand  iyou  iare  ifree  ito  iabandon  ithe  iexercise  

iat  iwill.  iThank  iyou  ifor  iyour  icooperation.  i 

 

Gladys  iMoraa  iNyamagwa 

SECTION  iA:  iDemographic  iinformation 

For  ieach  iof  ithe  ifollowing  iquestions,  iplease  itick  iOR  ifill  ias  iappropriate  i 

1. What  iis  iyour  igender? 

Male    

Female 

2. What  iis  iyour  iAge  ibracket? 

Below  i  i  i  i20  iyears  

Between  i21-  i29  iyears 

Between  i30-  i49  iyears 

Above  i  i  i50  iyears. 

 

3. What  iis  iyour  ihighest  ilevel  iof  ieducational  iqualification? 

PhD 

Masters 

Degree 

Diploma/Certificate 

O-Level 

Others  i(Specify)  i………………………… 
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4. Years  iof  iService  iyou  ihave  iworked  iin  ithe  iinstitution  i 

Below  i1  iyear  

1  i–  i4  iyears 

5  i–  i8  iyears 

9  iyears  iand  iabove 

 

SECTION  iB:  i  iDigital  iAdministration  iof  iStudents  i(DAS)  i  i 

This  isection  icontains  iquestions  irelating  ito  idigital  iadministration  iof  istudents.  iKindly  

iuse  ithe  iprovided  iscale  iof  i1-5  i(5-Strongly  iagree,  i4-Agree,  i3-Indifference,  i2-

Diasagree  iand  i1-Strongly  idisagree)  ito  irate  iyour  iagreement  iwith  ithe  iprovided  

istatements.  i 

 

Code  

i 

 

Statements 

Rating 

SA  

i(5) 

A  

i(4) 

I  

i(3) 

D  

i(2) 

SD  

i(1) 

DAS1 The  iinstitute  ihas  irecorded  iincrease  iin  ionline  

istudent  iregistration?  i 

     

DAS2 The  iinstitute  ihas  iembraced  ionline  istudent  iresults  

imanagement.  i  i  i  i 

     

DAS3 The  iinstitute  ihas  iembraced  ionline  iunit/subject  

iregistration.  i  i  i  i 

     

 

SECTION  iC:  i  iDigital  iInformation  iDissemination  i(DID)  i 

This  isection  icontains  iquestions  irelating  ito  idigital  iinformation  idissemination.  iUse  

ithe  iprovided  iscale  iof  i1-5  i(5-Strongly  iagree,  i4-Agree,  i3-Indifference,  i2-Diasagree  

iand  i1-Strongly  idisagree),  ikindly  irate  iyour  iopinion  iby  iselecting  ithe  imost  iappropriate  

ioption.  i 

 

Code 

 

Statements 

Rating 

SA  

i(5) 

A  

i(4) 

I  

i(3) 

D  

i(2) 

SD  

i(1) 

DID1 The  iinstitute  iuses  isocial  imedia  ito  idisseminate  

iinformation  ito  iboth  istudents  iand  istaffs.  i  i 

     

DID2 The  iinstitute  iuses  itext  imessaging  ito  idisseminate  

iinformation  ito  iboth  istudents  iand  istaffs.  i  i  i  i 
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DID3 The  iinstitute  iuses  iinternet  ito  idisseminate  

iinformation  ito  iboth  istudents  iand  istaffs.  i 

     

SECTION  iD:  i  iDigital  iLearning  iProgrammes  i(DLP)  i 

This  isection  icontains  iquestions  irelating  ito  idigital  ilearning  iprograms.  iUse  ithe  

iprovided  iscale  iof  i1-5  i(5-Strongly  iagree,  i4-Agree,  i3-Indifference,  i2-Diasagree  iand  

i1-Strongly  idisagree),  ikindly  irate  iyour  iopinion  iby  iselecting  ithe  imost  iappropriate  

ioption. 

 

Code  i 

 

Statements 

Rating 

SA  

i(5) 

A  

i(4) 

I  

i(3) 

D  

i(2) 

SD  

i(1) 

DLP1 The  iinstitute  ihave  ideveloped  ielectronic  ilibrary  i(e-

Library)  ito  iaid  ileaning  iand  iresearch  idelivery.  i 

     

DLP2 The  iinstitute  iuses  ivirtual  iclassrooms  ito  ideliver  ilecture  

ito  idistance  istudents.  i 

     

DLP3 The  iinstitute  iwidely  iuse  iits  ideveloped  iexamination  

imanagement  isystem  ito  iadminister  iCATs  iand  iFinal  

iexaminations.  i  i  i 

     

  i 

SECTION  iE:  i  iDigital  iAdministration  iof  iAcademic  iStaffs  i(DAAS)  i 

This  isection  icontains  iquestions  irelating  ito  idigital  iadministration  iof  iacademic  istaffs.  

iUse  ithe  iprovided  iscale  iof  i1-5  i(5-Strongly  iagree,  i4-Agree,  i3-Indifference,  i2-

Diasagree  iand  i1-Strongly  idisagree),  ikindly  irate  iyour  iopinion  iby  iselecting  ithe  imost  

iappropriate  ioption. 

 

Code  i 

 

Statements 

Rating 

SA  

i(5) 

A  

i(4) 

I  

i(3) 

D  

i(2) 

SD  

i(1) 

 

DAAS1 

The  iinstitute  ihas  idigital  istaff  iroll  icalls  ifor  idaily  

iregistering  iof  iacademic  istaffs  ipresent. 

     

 

DAAS2 

The  iinstitute  iuses  idigital  itime  ischeduling  ifor  

iallocating  iand  icoordinating  ilecture/class  itimetabling.  

i 

     

DAAS3 The  iinstitute  ihas  iembraced  idigital  imonitoring  iof  

iacademic  istaffs  iperformance.  i  i 
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SECTION  iF:  i  iPerformance  iof  iTVET  i 

This  isection  icontains  iquestions  irelating  ito  iTVET  iinstitution  iperformance  iindicators.  

iKindly  iuse  ithe  iprovided  iscale  iof  i1-5  i(5-Strongly  iagree,  i4-Agree,  i3-Indifference,  i2-

Diasagree  iand  i1-Strongly  idisagree).  iYou  iare  irequired  irate  iyour  iopinion  iby  iselecting  

ithe  imost  iappropriate  ioption.  i 

 

Statements 

Rating 

SA  

i(5) 

A  

i(4) 

I  

i(3) 

D  

i(2) 

SD  

i(1) 

The  iinstitute  ihas  irecorded  ian  iupward  itrend  iin  

istudent  iadmission  irate  iin  ithe  ipast  ifive  iyears.  i 

     

The  iinstitute  ihas  irecorded  ian  iupward  itrend  iin  

iteaching  iefficiency  iin  ithe  ipast  ifive  iyears. 

     

The  iinstitution  ihas  irecorded  iincreasing  iefficiency  

iin  iresources  iutilization  iin  ithe  ipast  ifive  iyears.  i 

     

 

Thank  iyou  ifor  iparticipating. 
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Appendix  iIV:  iResearch  iBudget 

 

Item  idescription  i Unit/  iunit  icost Total  icost  i(Ksh.) 

Printing  iservices 

Proposal  i 

Questionnaire  i 

Binding  iof  iproposal 

Final  iproject  ibinding  i 

 

40  ipages@  ish.  i20  i(5  icopies) 

50  ipages  i@  ish.  i10  i(5  icopies) 

70  ipages  i@  ish.  i50  i  i(5  

icopies) 

@  ish.  i500  i(  i5  icopies) 

 

4,000 

2500 

3500 

5000 

Flash  iDisk 2  i@  ish.  i700 1,400 

Internet  iservices  i Sh.  i1/minute 3,200 

Stationary  i 

Writing  ipads 

Pens 

Pencils 

 

10@  iSh.  i300 

5  i@  ish.  i20 

3  i@  ish.  i30 

 

3000 

100 

90 

Photocopying  iservices 

Questionnaires  i 

 

5  ipages,  i32  icopies  i@  ish.10 

 

1,600 

SPSS  idata  ianalysis Sh.  i25000 25000 

Publication  i  20,000 

Contingencies  i 10%  iof  iTotal  icost 5830 

TOTAL  i  74,138 
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Appendix  iV:  iList  iof  iRegistered  iand  iActive  iPublic  iTVET  iin  iKakamega  iCounty  

ias  iat  iDecember  i2018 

S/No Institution  iName Location  iSub-

county  i 

Address  i 

1. Butere  iTechnical  

iTraining  iInstitute 

Butere P.O.  iBox  i9050101 

Butere 

0720877456  i073-5079708 

buteretti@gmail.com 

2. Bushiangala  iTechnical  

iTraining  iInstitute 

Ikolomani P.O.  iBox  i2227-50100 

Kakamega 

 Hamberere  iTechnical  

iTraining  iInstitute 

Malava P.O.  iBox  i1316-50100,  

iKakamega 

 Sigalagala  iNational  

iPolytechnic 

Shinyalu P.O.  iBox  i2966-50100,  

iKakamega 

 

 


