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Redeeming	School	Agriculture:	The	Emergence	of	Competency	Based	Agriculture	
Curriculum

Jacob	J.	J.	Ochieng	Konyango							and	Nancy	Waitherero	Chege*

The	launching	of	the	8-4-4	system	of	education	in	Kenya	in	1985	caught	education	planners	by	storm,	promising	to	transform	and	
manage	the	curriculum	to	be	practically	and	innovatively	oriented	in	meeting	the	changing	demands	of	society.	While	it	heralded,	a	
revitalized	education	system,	it	failed	to	tackle	the	entrenched	White-Collar	myth	in	the	society,	locate	the	source	of	sustained	funding	for	
a	practical-oriented	curriculum,	and	hence	its	goals	and	aspirations	remain	a	mirage.	Thirty	years	later,	school	agriculture	remains	an	
empty	shell	without	the	elements	of	practical	and	problem-solving	strategies	it	is	supposed	to	have.	It	is	not	clear	as	to	how	or	what	has	
caused	the	erosion	of	the	philosophical	foundations	of	school	agriculture,	a	subject	which,	at	its	introduction	in	1959,	was	greeted	with	
optimism	on	rural	transformation	and	poverty	eradication.	The	target	population	for	the	study	included	individuals	and	institutions	
with	 both	 primary	 and	 secondary	 information	 on	 strategies	 for	 practical	 and	 vocational	 curriculum	 implementation.	 The	 study	
employed	a	qualitative	historical	design,	purposively	sampling	23	secondary	schools	(92	respondents).	Data	were	gathered	through	self-
administered	interviews,	school	visits,	and	archival	documents,	then	organized	into	themes	for	analysis.	Findings	reveal	that,	despite	
emphasis	 on	 practical	 education,	 agriculture	 teaching	 has	 become	 largely	 theoretical,	 undermining	 its	 vocational	 and	 practical	
relevance.
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Introduction
Hopes and aspirations of the 8-4-4 education system of 
education, creating relevancy in the education system by 
including practical elements in the curriculum to meet reform 
requirements in schooling is one thing, while eradicating the 
White-Collar myth which equates education with status in the 
society remains a different issue [1].The lessons learnt from the 
8-4-4 system of education in Kenya relates to what [2] equates 
with experiences of colonial education in Africa, in which 
practical subjects were considered relevant for the rural poor 
children. An analysis of historical data [3], [4] shows that 
whereas agriculture has been taught in Kenya schools since 
1873 with the arrival of missionaries, the teaching of the subject 
in schools was deeply discriminatory, as it was only taught in 
African schools in rural areas. This may be one of the reasons 
why up to now; the subject has remained unattractive to high 
performing students and more con�ined to rural schools. A 
possible reason why the subject has failed to attract bright 
students. Experiences from different countries [1] have shown 
the existence of challenges and resistance to implementation to
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curriculum changes unless the proposed changes meet the 
wishes of the parents to their children's education. Approaches 
to implement vocational and practical oriented curriculum 
seemed to have been disruptive to the status quo since it was not 
in congruence to the elitists who dominated the economic 
structure and who viewed vocational and practical education as 
that of low status. Educational reform, according to [5] cannot 
ignore the support of all stakeholders. Similarly, curriculum is 
not constant, but keeps changing and being reviewed and there 
is need to understand the nature of the society in which the 
curriculum is provided, the conditions under which they may be 
open to change and those under which they may resist change, 
what they are capable of undertaking and what they are 
incapable of doing.[6] and [7] point out that implementing 
curriculum reform approaches may be uncomfortable and 
challenging hence the need for dynamic strategies including 
relating resources to reform, ensuring that the curriculum 
responds to the needs of the society and applying the policy 
reform strategy ef�iciently without losing the autonomy of 
decision making by the concerned.
An appropriate approach to educational reform by inclusion of 
agriculture in the school curriculum must also consider the 
nature of farming in terms of its attractiveness [8] to the youth, 
and the time available for change to be realized. There is a 
concern often witnessed in the hurry to change and reform the 
education system. This often leads to overloading change upon 
change and abandoning the reform strategy before having 
enough time to evaluate and prove their worth. It is signi�icant to 
note the views of [9] that approaches to school agriculture 
curriculum change must include changes in methods of delivery. 
The �inal outcome of any approach to implement an agriculture 
curriculum change must set the youth for life by providing them 
with opportunities for acquiring employable skills which leads 
to decent work and assisting them to climb out of poverty
[10-12]. 
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Rather, it has continued to re�lect its colonial and missionary 
origins, where it mainly served as a pathway for a few gifted 
rural youth to access clerical and other white-collar jobs [8] 
(Grif�iths, 1968; [11] Callaway, 1971). This view has not 
changed to this day and has dodged all approaches to make 
secondary school agriculture fully accepted, and this is 
evidenced by the subject combinations at Kenya's universities 
and tertiary colleges' admissions requirements ([18] GoK,1964; 
[19]GoK, 1972;[20] KNEC, 2004). Whereas the Kenyan 
Government bene�ited from the United States Agency for 
International Development (USAID), the World Bank through 
the International Development Agency ( IDA) for an approach 
targeting the provision of resources and facilities, this on its own 
without change in attitude has not made the subject acceptable 
in the eyes of the youth who prefer an education leading to a 
fuller life with higher economic and social returns and a release 
from peasant agriculture ([21] [23] .It may be necessary to 
establish the extent to which the funding approaches led to 
tangible curriculum reforms.

Approaches	 to	 School	 Agriculture	 in	 the	 8-4-4	 System	 of	
Education
Renewed efforts to mould the curriculum to vocational and 
practical direction were once again launched in 1984 when the 
Ministry of Education: Kenya launched the 8-4-4 system of 
education [22], signaling that the earlier Kenya Vocational 
Agriculture program (1959–1967), which had expanded to 135 
schools by 1984, was in decline [22, 24]. The new system aimed 
to make the curriculum more relevant by emphasizing practical 
and vocational training, thereby expanding employment 
opportunities for school leavers. It was expected that graduates 
at various levels would acquire both scienti�ic and practical 
skills necessary for self-employment, wage employment, or 
progression to higher education. The renewed effort is clear 
evidence of discard of vocational and practical-oriented courses 
by the students and parents ([25, 26]. 
The 8-4-4 system of education re�lected the philosophy of 
experiential learning and provided a foundation for practical 
agriculture [27, 28]. Its objectives aligned with efforts to make 
rural secondary education in Kenya more practical and 
responsive to national development needs. However, despite its 
intentions, the inclusion of agriculture in the curriculum has 
achieved little in reforming education. Teaching remains largely 
theoretical, with emphasis on academic certi�ication rather than 
the skills, attitudes, and values needed for community 
development. As [20, 29] Chrisman notes, purely academic 
education in Africa is still viewed as the primary pathway to 
social mobility, offering higher occupational prospects, income, 
status, and prestige. Attempts to implement a sustainable 
school agriculture curriculum face resistance from elitist 
educational policies, which resist changes that threaten 
entrenched interests. This perception, according to [30], dates 
back to the colonial era, when the children of peasants were 
expected to remain tied to the land through a practical-oriented 
curriculum designed to �it them for that status in life.

The	 Push	 for	 School	 Agriculture	 through	 Education	
Committees
Over the years, Kenyan education authorities have put more 
trust to solving educational problems and curriculum reform 
matters through commissions and committees. The growth and 
expansion of schools teaching agriculture between 1959 and 
2012 was guided by policies arising from different education 

This has equally remained a reality with school agriculture 
being considered a worthy subject in the drive for relevance in 
education.
The above lead philosophy in support to school agriculture, an 
analysis of [13, 14] on school agriculture, show that the 
proponents of school agriculture have often ignored to consider 
the economic status of the society, the attraction of urban life 
and white-collar jobs, inadequately trained teachers, lack of 
relevant resources as well as employment constraints. 

Curriculum	Reform	through	School	Agriculture
Relevant literature reviewed in this study indicates several 
approaches having been made in attempt to reform education 
by including among others, agriculture in the secondary school 
curriculum. The approaches were due to the perpetual drive for 
curriculum relevance advanced by different categories of 
stakeholders. It had been incorporated in the school curriculum 
through several phases and policy shifts, dating from 1959 
when vocational agriculture, emphasizing the teaching of 
agriculture in a practical manner, was incorporated in the 
curriculum. This was to counteract the claims that education 
had become too academic and was not preparing learners for 
life beyond secondary school gates, a view shared by [15, 16] 
with regard to youth employment. This view is reinforced by the 
fact that as a way of escape from rural poverty, the youth are in 
constant search for better opportunities, irrespective of being 
armed with the agricultural skills needed in the rural areas. The 
move was a challenge to creation of relevancy in education and a 
realization that harnessing the youths' energy, skills and 
ambitions is of great signi�icance as they are invaluable assets of 
a nation. Curriculum reforms through school agriculture 
implemented through improved teaching methods, scope and 
content of the subject; development of colleges of agriculture 
and the raising of the technical competencies of farmers can lead 
to the youth realizing their full potential by gaining respectable 
employment which in turn leads to poverty eradication, 
sustainable development, peace and security of a nation [17, 
18].
Earl ier  reform efforts  inc lude the  1928 and 1933 
recommendations of the Organization	of	Agricultural	Education	
for	Africans and the Directors	of	Education in Kenya, Uganda, and 
Tanzania. These emphasized making agriculture a compulsory 
and examinable subject, with practical work on individual 
demonstration plots graded equally with theory [19]. However, 
despite being made over eighty-�ive years ago, the reality is that 
practical agriculture in schools has signi�icantly declined. The 
persistent demand for a purely academic education in Kenya, 
rooted in the colonial era, continues to overshadow vocational 
relevance [20]. Experiences from Ghana highlight the 
importance of valuing transferable skills—such as problem 
s o lv i n g ,  e ff e c t ive  c o m m u n i c a t i o n ,  c re a t iv i t y,  a n d 
entrepreneurial capabilities—that school agriculture could 
effectively nurture [17].

Challenges	 to	 Curriculum	 Reform	 through	 School	
Agriculture
Analysts note that education has not been meaningfully re-
oriented from a purely academic focus to embrace vocational 
training. Instead, agriculture was simply added to the 
curriculum without a corresponding shift in educational 
philosophy. This stems from the fact that school agriculture was 
never internalized by rural communities as a means of 
improving their livelihoods. 
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teachers who were central to sourcing resources and enacting 
curriculum policies at the school level.
The study also included former and current Ministry of 
Education (MOE) of�icials from the Kenya Institute of 
Curriculum Development (KICD, formerly the Kenya Institute of 
Education), whose responsibilities covered resource allocation, 
curriculum development, evaluation, and funding. Additional 
sources included archives, schools where resources were 
provided, libraries, diaries, government plans, newspapers, 
of�icial curricula, and reports related to resource provision and 
use. A purposive sample of 26 secondary schools where 
agriculture was taught during the study period was selected, 
representing a category of institutions with speci�ic data 
requirements.

Results	and	Discussions
A review of  re lated l i terature  highl ighted several 
a p p ro a c h e s — ra n g i n g  f ro m  e d u c a t i o n  c o m m i s s i o n 
recommendations to international agreements—dating back to 
the colonial period, all of which in�luenced syllabuses, curricula, 
and the provision of resources for teaching agriculture. Analysis 
of reports and recommendations, combined with school visits 
and stakeholder workshops, revealed diverse strategies for 
reforming education through the inclusion of agriculture in the 
school curriculum.

a)	Secondary	School	Agriculture	as	a	Curriculum	Reform	
Movement	
Efforts to integrate agriculture into Kenya's school curriculum 
can be traced to 1959 at Chavakali High School in present-day 
Vihiga County. The program began under a 1960 contract 
agreement between the International	Co-operation	Agency	(ICA)	
of	the	US	government and Quaker	missionaries	in	Western	Kenya 
through Earlham College, which provided US $310,685 (Kshs. 
2,330,137) for resources and facilities to implement a 
vocational agriculture program.
Findings indicate that the Kenya Vocational Agriculture Policy 
(1959–1971)—which included the Chavakali project, USAID, 
and IDA initiatives—set the initial direction of secondary school 
agriculture. Before this pilot, there were no clear policies, 
syllabuses, or facilities for teaching agriculture at the secondary 
level. The Chavakali program, however, was anchored in a 
government-approved syllabus, supported by the Cambridge	
Examinations	Syndicate and the 1969 East African Examinations 
Council syllabus. It incorporated project work, �ield visits, and 
extracurricular activities, backed by de�ined resources, 
equipment, and facilities deemed essential for vocational 
agriculture.
Analysis of the Chavakali syllabus in relation to facilities, 
equipment, and resources revealed several key observations. 
Overall, the syllabus lacked clear objectives, making it dif�icult 
for teachers to identify and apply appropriate resources and 
facilities. Despite this gap, the syllabus was detailed in content 
and provided adequate coverage for skills acquisition, enabling 
the use of a wide range of resources and facilities. It also 
encouraged linkages with stakeholders in the agricultural 
industry. The following sections of the syllabus were therefore 
examined with speci�ic reference to resources and facilities.

I. The animal husbandry section was well covered in terms of 
resources and facilities, although a number of the resources and 
facilities were beyond the level of the students. This was 
however an opportunity for the teacher to source for assistance 

commissions and committees and approaches from 
international bodies, including USAID and IDA [31]. An attempt 
has been made to analyze various syllabuses recommended by 
different committees and commissions and over the study 
period in terms of content, objectives, evaluation and 
examination criteria and their relationships and relevancy to 
the resources and facilities. This aimed to establish the extent to 
which agriculture in the school curriculum can prepare students 
not only for self-employment but also for advancement of 
knowledge and to reverse the negative perception associated 
with the subject in the school curriculum. 
The committee efforts, a deep-rooted negative attitude toward 
practical subjects persists among teachers, parents, and 
students, who often regard them as inferior forms of education. 
As a result, the provision of resources and facilities becomes 
inconsequential [32]. School visits further indicate that, 
although agriculture facilities exist, most institutions rely on the 
“chalk and talk” method, which, as noted by [33, 34], 
undermines educational relevance. This trend has been 
reinforced by policies of the Kenya Institute of Curriculum 
Development (KICD) and the Kenya National Examinations 
Council (KNEC), which removed the practical examination 
paper and replaced real specimens with photographs and 
diagrams.
This paper analyzes the approaches recommended by various 
education committees, commissions, and international 
agreements for integrating agriculture into the secondary 
school curriculum. It also examines the relevance of resources 
and facilities to different agriculture syllabuses over time and 
their implications for education reform. Effective practical-
based learning demands rethinking curriculum content, 
objectives, and the organization of learning activities into 
coherent themes and goals. Literature shows that when the 
curriculum is supported with adequate resources, students �ind 
learning more engaging and meaningful, which can help address 
negative perceptions of school agriculture [35].

Theoretical	Framework
This paper has examined the approaches to implementing the 
school agriculture curriculum in relation to societal goals and 
aspirations [36, 37]. The provision of resources and facilities 
aligned to the syllabuses and curricula re�lects the functionalist 
theory of Emile Durkheim [38], which views education as a 
means of transmitting society's norms, values, and skills.
 
Methodology	
This study adopted a qualitative historical design, drawing on 
interviews and archival records from schools and education 
of�ices to examine approaches to curriculum reform through the 
inclusion of agriculture. Data were described, analyzed, and 
interpreted with reference to their impact on curriculum 
reforms. The study also explored the provision of resources and 
facilities, teaching methodologies, teacher education, and 
examination strategies relevant to secondary school 
agriculture. Guided by the foci of historical research—issues, 
movements, concepts, approaches, theories, and developments 
[39, 40] (Wiersma)—it covered a broad scope that enabled an 
understanding of curriculum reform strategies. The research 
employed unobtrusive methods [41, 42] to investigate 
processes and events across different times and places, 
complemented by interviews with key participants involved in 
designing and implementing reforms. Respondents included 
former and current agriculture teachers, as well as head 
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cultivators, combine harvesters, welders, microscopes, 
engineering survey equipment, and overhead projectors. Many 
agriculture bui ldings—once markers  of  vocational 
training—had been repurposed as science laboratories, 
dormitories, or workshops, while in two of the original seven 
USAID-funded schools, the farms had been converted into 
playing �ields and staff housing.
The funding strategy was a major contribution to the 
implementation of practical and vocational agriculture. The 
study however, shows that the funding needs were not 
streamlined to meet the various needs of the syllabuses. It was 
instead directed to the workshops, tools and equipment which 
remained idle, or misused. There was no funding to reinforce the 
classroom learning activities and practicals in the school farm 
such as the purchase of livestock for projects, cropping and �ield 
visits which are the vital ingredients in the teaching of practical 
agriculture. The funding of this vital curriculum areas were left 
for the Head teachers to decide, a move which generated 
con�licts and tension between Head teachers and agriculture 
teachers. In all the schools covered in this study and through 
other approaches to solicit data on the need for facilities and 
resources, there has been no mention that lack of funds had 
affected the teaching of the subject yet nothing could be done 
without funds. Documentary data cited earlier had revealed that 
between 1964 and 1970, a total of US $ 2,082,000 an equivalent 
of Kshs. 15,615, 000 by then was spent by USAID and IDA in the 
20 schools alone covering the items, such as staff emoluments, 
construction of workshops, purchase of tractors, departmental 
vehicles and stationery and that the 1966-1970 �inancing for 
equipment and tuition facilities was US $ 43, 000 or Kshs. 
322,500 for the six schools yet no school in the study has 
complained on luck of �inancing. 

b)	 Relating	 the	 1964/65	 Development	 Plan	 to	 Different	
Syllabuses,	Resources	and	Facilities	
The 1964/65 development plan strongly supported primary 
school agriculture. The plan emphasized the unique position of 
agriculture in contributing to rural development and 
recommended that primary school agriculture forms the 
foundation for subsequent levels of agricultural education. 
Some of the implications of its recommendations were the 
support for the Chavakali, the USAID and IDA programmes for 
advancing vocational agriculture policies. It further endorsed 
that the government's sourcing of funds from both the USAID 
and IDA were in itself a worthy undertaking, considering the fact 
that this was a subject which in the past had no resources at all 
and had been withdrawn from the primary school's syllabus in 
1962. It is this development plan that advocated for the 
reintroduction of agriculture at primary school level. 

c)	 Development	 Plan	 (1970-	 74)	 and	 how	 it	 Related	 to	
Different	Syllabuses,	Resources	and	Facilities
The 1970–74 Development Plan, following the USAID and IDA 
projects, prioritized funding for resources and facilities to 
support agriculture teaching. It recommended the construction 
of 75 agriculture workshops in secondary schools, aligned with 
the 1969 Agriculture Principles and Practices Syllabus. 
However, the scale of funding proved unsustainable, and no 
subsequent development plans called for direct funding of 
agriculture in schools.
Funding levels during this period were signi�icantly reduced 
compared to the 1959–1969 vocational agriculture program, 
even though syllabus objectives, content, and methodological 

from competent technicians on how best to use the facilities 
instead of leaving them go into rot, as found out in this study. 
Findings of the study shows that several schools failed to initiate 
viable livestock production projects, and where they were 
initiated, the emphasis was more for commercial than for 
teaching purposes. 

ii. The crop husbandry section shows relevant correspondence 
of resources and facilities, and has provided leads to practical 
teaching for the subject in areas like; land preparation 
equipment, laboratory equipment and facilities for various 
aspects of soil studies and crop production practicals. Failure to 
use crop production facilities would mainly be attributed to the 
teacher.

iii. The agriculture mechanics section covered wide area of the 
resources and facilities. It is in this section where a lot of 
resources which were not relevant to speci�ic sections of the 
syllabus were provided. It is also in this section where emphasis 
on funding was directed for facilities such as, tractors and 
attachments; cultivators, trailers, combine harvesters in some 
schools and wide range of workshop tools and equipment. 
Interviews from respondents, on-site visit to schools where 
resources and facilities were provided, analysis of documentary 
data shows a complete lack of relating the syllabus to the 
resources. It is not clear why a secondary school with two 
hectares of land would need a combine harvester. The �indings 
from respondents show that, the schools which applied to teach 
agriculture during this period, hoped to bene�it from this 
section through the provision of departmental vehicle, 
agriculture workshop building and workshop tools, tractors and 
attachments in disregard of the syllabus. The mis use, the lack of 
care was more evident in this section; most of this equipment 
were bought or provided by donor funds. When the donor funds 
ended, the provision of resources for this section not only ceased 
but the funding for school agriculture similarly ended. 

This study has established a historical mismatch between 
facilities and different agriculture syllabuses, over the study 
period as can be seen in (Table 2) which was a much reduced 
level of resource provision compared to the original resources 
under Chavakali, USAID and IDA projects. As a guide the 
syllabus, the learner's needs and the �inancial capability of the 
institution should be paramount in selecting the resources and 
facilities. A review of examination items from the East African 
Examinations Council and the Kenya National Examinations 
Council revealed that, although schools were supplied with 
agricultural tools and facilities, their use was rarely examined. 
Most questions focused on tool identi�ication or theoretical 
aspects of maintenance, rather than testing psychomotor skills 
and practical application. It was therefore illogical to supply 
costly and specialized equipment only for purposes of 
identi�ication through photographs.
Findings further show that much of the equipment required the 
expertise of engineers, mechanics, or specialized technicians in 
animal and crop husbandry—skills beyond the scope of 
agriculture teachers trained only in general agriculture. Since it 
was unrealistic for one teacher to be competent in all areas, and 
institutions often could not recruit technicians, questions arose 
regarding both teacher competency and the relevance of the 
supplied resources to the syllabus. Misuse and underutilization 
of resources became evident in the remnants observed in 
several schools: abandoned farm structures, tractors, 

Table	(3.1):	Location	of	the	study	sites
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In the case of agriculture, the commission recommended that: 
(I) Agriculture should be taught in all secondary schools in 
Forms I- II and as an option in Form III – IV, this having been 
similarly recommended in 1972 by the Bessey commission.

(ii) Make the subject more practical. The agriculture projects 
which had been optional from the 1959 Chavakali, 1964 USAID 
and 1967 IDA vocational programme, became an examinable 
paper at KCSE as from 1985. The agriculture examination 
structure was reviewed and comprised of:
Ÿ Paper I Theory
Ÿ Paper II Practical 
Ÿ Paper III Project
This structure remained operational up to 2004 when a further 
review removed the practical paper. 

The Mackay Commission recommendations widened the 
catchment area for all schools to teach agriculture by removing 
restrictions on a strict requirement of at least 2 hectares of land 
for a school to be authorized to teach agriculture. This approach 
allowed the town and urban schools to teach agriculture 
regardless of the facilities, as the subject was no longer con�ined 
to the rural schools. The recommendations of this Commission 
led to a major curriculum the review and an introduction to a 
new system of education in 1985. The 1985 Agriculture 
Syllabus, though basically the same in content, had much re�ined 
objectives it pointed out, especially topic by topic, unit by unit 
the speci�ic objectives and tasks the learners were expected to 
achieve. It was during this commission's deliberations that the 
Ministry of Education (MOE) released a list of recommended 
tools and equipment for teaching agriculture (Appendix 1), yet 
there were no strategies for funding. Evidence from this study 
show that the subject assumed more theoretical methodology 
than the desired practical approach. With reference to 
agriculture, it can be concluded that both the (MOE) list of 
recommended tools and equipment and the Mackay 
recommendations remained a wish than a reality. 
Visits to the 43 schools in this study provided summarized 
�indings (Table 1) illustrating the relationship between 
resources, facilities, and the syllabus. Alongside workshops, 
schools had been equipped with tools and machinery. 
Documentary evidence and school records show that all ten 
USAID and IDA project schools received tractors and cultivators; 
however, most are no longer functional due to lack of 
maintenance. Interviews with former and current teachers 
revealed that only seven of the 43 schools adopted a practical 
approach to teaching agriculture—and notably, these were non-
funded schools. Another key �inding concerned the role of the 
school farm as a teaching facility, which showed varying 
alignment with commission recommendations and syllabus 
requirements (Table 1).

demands remained unchanged. The plan allocated £258,000 
(Kshs. 5,160,000) for 75 workshops—about Kshs. 122,857 per 
school. By May 1974, the MOE disbursed only £14,000 (Kshs. 
280,000) to 14 schools (about Kshs. 20,000 per school) for 
agricultural tools, with earlier bene�iciaries receiving more than 
later ones.
Archival records and respondents con�irmed that after the 
1970–74 plan, funding ceased, leading to sharp disparities in 
resources and facilities across schools. As �inancial support 
dwindled, motivation for practical agriculture declined, and the 
subject increasingly became theoretical.
 
d)	The	Relationships	of	the	Recommendations	of	the	1976	
National	Committee	on	Educational	Objectives	and	Policies	
(NCOEOP)
The terms of reference of the 1976 Gachathi Commission were 
basically to deal with policy. The commission observed that the 
study of agriculture had become a purely academic exercise 
aimed at certi�icate acquisition; this, according to the 
committee, was uneconomical expenditure by the government. 
Similarly, the Commission observed that, it appeared the 
academically weaker students were taking agriculture on the 
assumption that it would substitute a science subject, while this 
was not so. Other �indings of the Commission was that those 
who had done agriculture-based training were not given 
preference on employment opportunities or further training in 
agriculture, and this affected and defeated the purpose of the 
subject in schools. Similarly, students who studied technical and 
vocational subjects were experiencing dif�iculties in �inding 
employment in their �ields of study, whereas at the same time 
the teaching of practical subjects like agriculture and technical 
subjects was relatively an expensive investment, which needed 
to be planned in relation to expected returns. The observations 
of the commission show and con�irm the irrelevance of 
resources and facilities and that the teaching of practical 
subjects for purposes of curriculum improvement in education 
had become inconsequential as early as 1972. On close scrutiny 
of the report, it is noted that it lacked speci�ic policy 
recommendations for resources relating to secondary school 
agriculture.

e)	The	relationships	of	the	1981	MacKay	Commission	to	the	
various	 syllabuses,	 curricular	 and	 recommended	
resources.
The Mackay Commission was mandated to recommend how to 
restructure the education system, with an aim of making it more 
relevant and responsive to the learner needs. A key requirement 
was for the commission to review the prospect of giving a 
chance to school leavers to actively participate in production 
processes by combining theory with practice. The Mackay 
Commission recommendations led to a major review of the 
curriculum in which practical teaching was emphasized. 

Table	1:	Category	of	schools	visited	in-relation	to	availability	and	use	of	agriculture	workshop	and	facilities
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An inventory on agriculture workshops and facilities carried out 
in 1980 by the MoE covering 109 schools teaching agriculture 
shows that only 45 had workshops and 64 had no workshops, 
this translates to 58.7% of a �igure which also corresponds with 
the �indings in Table 1. 
According to documentary data, the plan for workshops 
provision was between 1963 to 1980, and thereafter the plans 
for workshops ceased. By 1984, one year to the introduction of 
8-4-4 system of education, there were only 150 secondary 
schools teaching agriculture. From 1985, the number of 
secondary schools rose to over, 3000. The �indings of this study 
show that there were less than 100 schools with agriculture 
workshops during this period out of about 3000 schools which 
were teaching agriculture by 2004.

Table 1 provides key insights into the state of agricultural 
facilities in the 43 schools studied. It shows that 25 schools 
(58%) lacked workshops, and only 13 of the 32 Kenya 
Government schools (40%) had functional workshops. Notably, 
none of the 11 USAID- or IDA-funded schools used their 
workshops for teaching agriculture. Of the 18 workshops across 
all schools, only one was actively used for agricultural 
instruction. While the table highlights widespread shortages of 
workshops and facilities, MoE data indicate that between 
1970–1975, the government had planned 82 agriculture 
workshops and equipment for 96 schools, but this study found 
no evidence that these targets were achieved. The overall plan 
was to construct and equip twenty workshops per year. The 
study shows that this planned expansion for workshops and 
equipment did not materialize. 

Table	2:	Category	of	schools	visited	by	availability	and	use	of	school	farm	for	teaching	agriculture	

Table 2 shows that, of the 42 schools with school farms, only 5 
schools involved agriculture teachers in managing the farms for 
teaching purposes, meaning that 88% of school farms are not 
utilized for agricultural instruction. In these schools, farm 
management is largely under the control of head teachers, who 
alone can explain the farms' functions. Further, students are 
rarely involved in farm activities, except for Form IV KCSE 
projects, and none of the schools have demonstration plots or 
Young Farmer's Club plots for practical teaching of agriculture.

Conclusions
The results and the �indings con�irm that between 1959 and 
1974 efforts were made by the stakeholders to provide 
resources and facilities for education reforms through the 
inclusion of agriculture in the school curriculum. The resources 
provided were either outside the syllabus or the teachers could 
not use them. The magnitude of the cost of the resources 
demanded could not be sustained. It can further be concluded 
that the number of schools with what was considered to be 
relevant resources were less than a half. In schools where the 
resources were provided, they were either left idle to rot or 
converted to other uses instead of teaching agriculture. 
Similarly, the school farm is no longer used for teaching 
purposes but serves the commercial interest of the schools with 
the agriculture teacher kept at a distance. 

The focus on examination performance has overshadowed the 
development of skills, values, and attitudes, leaving vocational 
and practical subjects like agriculture struggling. Consequently, 
the provision of resources and facilities for school agriculture 
has often been inconsequential. Analysis of KNEC reports 
(1999–2000) shows impressive student performance in 
agriculture despite the absence of practical teaching facilities, 
highlighting the historical misconception that the teacher 
alone—through lectures and chalked notes—is the primary 
source of knowledge, rendering resources and facilities largely 
irrelevant. As a result, efforts to reform the curriculum by 
integrating practical agriculture remain largely unful�illed. This 
paper recommends that decisive action be taken to de�ine the 
mission and	philosophy of agriculture as a practical subject, 
ensuring its meaningful contribution to educational reforms. 
The Ministry of Education should also develop a clear strategy 
for	 monitoring and implementing recommendations from 
various commissions and committees to support sustainable 
curriculum reform. This will help address the long held notion 
that the inclusion of agriculture in the curriculum leads to 
relevancy in education by answering the fundamental 
questions; relevant to whom, relevant for who, and who should 
determine relevance in the face of competing interests of the 
stakeholders.

Appendix	1:	The	Abridged	Version	of	1963	Chavakali	syllabus	
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Source:	EACE	1969

Appendix	2:	Recommended	Basic	Tools	and	Equipment	for	Teaching	Agriculture	MoE	(1982)
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