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Abstract

This study was designed to investigate the peraeqmif teachers towards teaching large class se@sewvalent
in some selected Eastern Ethiopian Higher Learmisgjtutions today due to the present social demiand
education. The samples used for the study wereaezdhers randomly selected among both Private abticP
Higher Learning Institutions in Eastern EthiopicheTinstrument used for this study was Questionnaiire
unstructured observational checklist which weredugar the collection of data and then analyzed gisin
frequency count, percentage, mean score, stanéardtidn and One Way ANOVA statistical tools in foemer
one. The findings revealed that the teachers wetréamorably contented to teach large class sikks.majority
were of the view that in such class sizes, it fBadilt to engage in practical work; there was lessicentration
on the part of the students; teaching is teacheteoed; the level of students’ participation is land there are
heavier demands on facilities and instructional emals. The study further revealed that teachess hhe
attitude that coping strategies such as peer hg@nd instructor — expressiveness and teachingvimehcan be
employed by them to assure quality in teaching laadhing in these institutions. The study alsodatikd that
there was no significant mean difference betweele raad female teachers’ disposition; moreover,as &lso
found that there was statistically no significargam difference between more experienced and |lgssierced
teachers’ dispositions. The implication of thisdstus that teaching large class sizes shows negatipact on
the quality of learning by the students but canydner be reduced by concerted efforts to emplotaklé
teaching methods on the part of teachers.

Key words: Class sizes, Haramaya, Private and Public Higharrlieg Institution

1.1 BACKGROUND AND CONTEXT OF THE STUDY

All over the world, countries have been respondmthe challenges of globalization and the infoioraaige by
expanding their Higher Learning Institution systenmsthe developing world, countries like China dndia
have expanded their Higher Learning Institutionidbpso that now more than 2 million students aneoled in
Higher Learning Institutions in each country. Exauntries with much smaller populations such aspEgyd
Thailand have systems serving more than a milltadents in their Higher Learning Institutions (Wag2001).

Moreover, Higher Learning Institution is central #ronomic and political development, and vital to
competitiveness in an increasingly globalizing kienlge society. In the case of Africa, higher edioca
institution plays a critical capacity building amuofessional training role in support of all thellgmnium
Development Goals (MDGSs). Recent research findindgate that expanding higher education may premot
faster technological catch up and improve a cotsalility to maximize its economic output (Kebe@606).

Sub-Saharan Africa (SSA),with about 740 million pleg some 200 public universities, a fast increasinomber
of Private Higher Learning Institutions and the &stv higher education gross enrollment ratio in wueld
(about 5 percent), is now paying greater attentmissues of quality at the tertiary level. Rapiawgth in
enroliments amidst declining budgets during theOEnd 1990s, the proliferation of private provisid higher
education and pressure from a rapidly transforntitgr market have combined to raise new concerositab
quality (World Bank, 2002).

Countries are becoming conscious of the need fectdfe quality assurance and quality improvem&emnior
officials from various countries, including EthiapiMadagascar, South Africa, and Nigeria have eqe
concern about the need to improve quality of Higkeairning Institutions, the need to reassure th#ipabout
the quality of private providers, and the impor&wé ensuring that Higher Learning Institution’$enéd in both
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public and private institutions meet acceptableland international standards (World Bank, 2006).

Several factors contributed to the decline in dquadf Higher Learning Institution in Africa. Theseclude a
decline in per unit costs (from US$6,800 in 1980U8$1,200 in 2002) amid rapidly rising enrollments;
insufficient numbers of qualified academic staff iigher learning institutions as the result of brdrain,
retirements and HIV/AIDS; low internal and extere#ficiency; and poor governance. These factom@lith
the rapid emergence of private providers in respaashe increasing social demand for higher edutabhave
prompted institutions and governments to put irc@laarious forms of quality assurance mechanismanin
attempt to reverse the decline in quality and gulate the new providers. Though some attemptotoiment
these developments have been made by various diu@dilg, no comprehensive mapping and analysis ditgua
assurance systems in the region has yet been akederftUNESCO, 2004).

Ethiopia started introducing modern education 1B840s. It has remained essential for the couatcpme out
of poverty since then. And the challenge has be@ndate educated human capital and skills thraleykloping
an education system built and legitimized by th&vacparticipation of all the stakeholders who a&gite
resource and support education development. Sesteidies (Pankhurst, R. 1972, 1999; Teshome Wat@iv,
1999, 2001; Tekeste Negash, 1990, 2006; UNESCQOL;2006rld Bank, 2005; Damtew Teferra & Altbach, 2004
Messay Kebede, 2006; Damtew Teferra, 2005, 200rirdor Social Studies, 2009) have shown that Filie
educational expansion is plagued by the prevalehp®or quality across the education sectors froimary to
higher learning institutions even though the coutitas been at the start of her own rapid growtkligher
Learning Institutions since the over thrown of thiditary government (Teshome, 2006).

Among the problems facing the Ethiopian Higher Inéag Institutions system is large class sizes. Has
become a reality that educators and policy makerst ee as a challenge and must face squarelysddial-
demand for formal education in Ethiopia resultefh ian upsurge increase in school enrolment withaaedtic
increase in class size thereby resulting into égither—student ratio (World Bank, 1998).

In summarizing the problems associated with thgelaslasses, Hayes (1997) listed that discomfomtrof
individual attention, evaluation and learning efifeeness are the key problems of teaching largssctizes.
Negash (2006) noted that teacher perceived thes elark take a lot of time in teaching large clsiges. Other
view of teachers are that exercises are not fidisheing the fifty minutes allocated for teachingkimg class
work to be cumbersome to handle by one teacherseder, there is stress and boredom and fatigusaitking
and class control. Due to these problems, many deadhers have either resigned or are frustratbd. T
frustration leads to some teachers not attendiagselk regularly. Against this background, thisystalight to
examine the perception of teachers in teachingelatgss sizes in some selected Private and PulidlceH
Learning Institutions in Eastern Ethiopia.

1.2. Statement of the problem

The above scenario paved way for saddling teackighsmore responsibility than what is required. dmg
large class sizes with limited resources to fatiiteffective teaching and learning was too difficlieaching
and learning as well as classroom management becmeiective because teachers were predisposingpte
stress in handling the students. Overpopulatecdsitlags are considered to be unconducive for batbhters
and students when it comes to the issue of contmagsessment, marking and the ability to giveviddalized
attention to students needing extra help (WorldkB@905). This paper would, therefore, detail thachers’
perception on teaching large class sizes in soteetsd Private and Public Higher Learning Instdns and its
implication for quality education.

1.3. Research questions

Specifically, the study addressed the followingsiioms:

1. What is the class enrolment in the sampled Higjearning Institutions?

2. What is the perception of teachers regardinghiegdarge class sizes in these institutions?

3. To what extent do large class sizes have an ingpaquality of education in Higher Learning Ingtibns?

4. Is there any significant difference between &gvand Public Higher Learning Institutions in dweglwith
large class sizes?

1.3.1 Research Hypotheses

So as to systematically examine and cross checgrtitdems with the research questions mentionedegtibe
researcher has formulated the following researgiotheses.

1. Hy: There is no statistically significant mean difiece between male and female teachers’ perception in
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teaching large class sizes.
2. Ho: There is no statistically significant mean diffiece between Private and Public Higher Learning
Institutions in teaching large class sizes.
3. Ho: There is no statistically significant mean diffece between the more experienced and less expedienc
teachers’ perception in teaching large class sizes.
4. There is no statistically significant mean diffiece between colleges in teachers’ perceptionaichiag large
class sizes.
1.4 Specific objectives
The specific objectives of this study are intentted
= Assess the large class sizes of the selected €rarad Public Higher Learningnstitutions Eastern
Ethiopia.
= |dentify the perceptions of teachers towards teaghirge class sizes in the selected institutions.
= |dentify the extent to which large class sizes hamvémpact on quality education in these institugio
= Show whether there is any significant differencatsexbetween the male and female teachers’
perception in teaching large class sizes in thecsedl Higher Learning Institutions.
= Look at if there is any significant difference betm Private and Public Higher Learning Institution
dealing with large class sizes in these selectglighniinstitutions.
2. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
2.1 Research design
Descriptive survey research design was employethinying out this study. Teachers’ perception iacténg
large class sizes and its impact on quality edandti Higher Learning Institutions were surveyed éime data
collected were subjected to both quantitative amlitative analysis.
2.2 Sampling techniques and sampling size
The sample used for this study consisted of 21¢hexa from the three sampled Higher Learning lnsbihs,
namely Rift Valley University (Dire Dawa and Hamdranches) and Haramaya University, in Eastern Btaio
Then, stratified random sampling technique was eygua because firstly, there were different subdvis in
the targeted population which are important to twesaered. Secondly, there were also variationmjulation
sizes of different strata in this case (qualifioati, experiences, sex, ages, department, colladeyriversities)
of the population that were not equal in size.
3. RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS
The overall purpose of this research is to assespérceptions of teachers in teaching large das in the
Eastern Ethiopian, in two Private and one Publigher Learning Institutions. To realize this gohE tlata were
collected, organized and presented as follows.

Table 3.1: Teachers’ Perceptions on Class Sizes Egperience

Descriptive ANOVA Summary

Class size Percentage| N | Mean | SD SV df MS | F Sig.
Small 97.16 205 1.72| 0.97| Between Groups 2 108.16 | 0.32
Large 0.95 2 1.00 Within Groups 208 0.93

No preference| 1.89 4 2.25 0.96 Total 210

Total 100 211| 1.72 0.97

* The mean difference is significant at the 0.0%Vel (2-tailed).

From the table 3.1 above, one can identify thad(B8Y.16%) of the teachers sampled did not sugpaghing
large class sizes. Teachers in the sampled Hige@ming Institutions were of the opinion that tiestapproach
to teach under this situation is to make the tewrteéacher-centered with low students’ participatidoreover,
the obtained F ratio at = 0.05, F (2, 208) = 1.16 which is much less ttiencritical region F (2, 208) = 2.30.
Hence, there is no statistically significant me#fetence in teachers’ perceptions among those kahigigher
Learning Institutions in experiences, F (2,208).881p > 0.05 two tailed. This indicates that eigee of the
teachers do not have resulted in any perceptuakdifce on large class sizes. In addition to tlevatevidences,
the unstructured observational checklists indicdked almost all the sampled teachers were ag#iastavour
of teaching large class sizes.
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Table 3.2: Teachers’ Perceptions on Large Classes\Qualifications

Descriptive ANOVA Summary

Qualifications N Mean | SD SV SS df MS F Sig.
Technical Assistant 2 1 0 Between Groups 0.31 b 060. 0.73 | 0.27
Graduate Assistance 63 1.02 0 Within Groups 17.22 | 205| 0.08

Assistant Lecturer 35 1 0 Total 17.22 210

Lecturer 106 1.08 0.39

Assistant Professor 4 1 0

Professor 1 1 .

Total 211 1.05 0.29

* The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 \el (2-tailed).

The table 3.2 above indicates insight into one haf six qualifications with specific data on tkeachers’
perception in teaching large class sizes in theptadnHigher Learning Institutions. The obtained mé&am
scores for the six qualifications (TA, GA, AL, L,sét.P and P) respectively are 1, 1.02, 1, 1.08d11a This
indicates that all the qualified professionals wagainst in teaching large class sizes in the sssnpligher
Learning Institutions even though the qualified fpssionals were different in qualification. Moregvéhe
computed standard deviations showed us that there wo variations among these qualified professsoima
their perceptions of teaching large class sizethénsampled Higher Learning Institutions. Furthemendhe
obtained F ratio ai& = 0.05, F (5, 205) = 0.73 which is much less than critical region F (2, 208) = 2.57.
Hence, there is no statistically significant meéfetence among the qualifications in the percapgiof teachers
in teaching large class sizes in the sampled ungtits, F (5,205) = 0.73, p > 0.05, two tailed.

Table 3.3: Teachers Preference to Teach Class Sizedoth Private and Public Higher Learning

Institutions

Descriptive ANOVA Summary

Class sizes HLI N % Mean | SD SV SS df MS | F Sig.
20-25students 52| 2464 1.02 0.14 Between Groups 31253 | 0.84] 4.05 0.0
26-35 Students 63| 29.86 1.06 1.27 Within Groups 2@18.207| 0.21

36-45 students 63| 29.86 1.06 0.25 Total 45.73| 210

46-55 Students 33| 15.64 1.24 0.61

Total 211 | 100

The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 lel/€-tailed).

Table3.3. above indicates that the majority (12%,/8%) of the sampled teachers preferred 26-45 purob
students per class whereas (52, 24.64%) of the lednpachers preferred 20-25 number of student<lpss
and the rest (33, 15.64%) of the sampled teacheferped 45-55 number of students per class. EReagh
there is no such agreement in the number of stadet class, no teachers from the two selectedchteriand
Public Higher Learning Institutions would prefer madhan 55 students per class. The obtained mesasstor
the four preferred class sizes (20-25, 26-35, 36a#fl 46-55) respectively were 1.02, 1.06, 1.06 a@d. This
indicates that at least a teacher selects onerpgdfelass size from the four preferred class sizémth Higher
Learning Institutions. Moreover, the computed stadddeviations showed us that there were littldatians
among the teachers in their preference to teadhigg class sizes in the sampled Higher Learnisgititions.

Furthermore, the obtained F ratiocat 0.05, F (3, 207) = 4.05 which exceeds the @itiegion at F (3, 207) =
2.60. Hence, there is statistically significant mekifference among the sampled teachers in thienerece to
teaching those class sizes in the sampled Highamimg Institutions, F (3,207) = 4.05, p < 0.05pttailed.
Additionally, the unstructured observational chestklevidenced that there is variations in prefigrilass sizes
among teachers in both Higher Learning Institutions

Table3. 4. Teaching Large Class (100 students orare)

Descriptive ANOVA Summary

Class sizes| N % Mean | SD SV SS df MS| F Sig.
yes 82 | 38.86] 1.00 0 Between Groups 2.71 1 2,71 718.0.00
no 129 | 61.14| 1.23 0.58 | Within Groups | 43.02 | 209 0.21

Total 211 | 100 1.14 0.47 Total 45.73 210

* The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 \el (2-tailed).
As the table 3.4 above reveals, the majority (52914%) of the sampled teachers from the two Hidle@arning

168




Journal of Education and Practice www.iiste.org
ISSN 2222-1735 (Paper) ISSN 2222-288X (Online) lL,i,!
\ol.5, No.4, 2013 IIS E

Institutions were responded that they did not teatlclasses that have more than 100 students vehdreaest
(82, 38.86%) of the teachers were responded tlegt lave been teaching in classes that have morelib@
students. Moreover, the computed standard deviatiomv us that there were variations in class sidgsh are
below and above 100 students per class among thplea teachers who have been teaching in the sdlect
Higher Learning Institutions.

In addition to this evidence, the computed F ratie = 0.05, F (1, 209) = 13.17 which exceeds theoaiiti
region at F (1, 209) = 3.84. Hence, there is siadily significant mean difference among the sadpieachers
in teaching below or above 100 students per classa sampled institutions, F (1, 209) = 13.17, (.65, two
tailed. Additionally, the unstructured observatibrhecklists evidenced that the teachers understhey
perceived that large class size matters in teadhiggning processes in both Higher Learning Instins. They
have been reasoning out that large class sizes thadeaching teacher- centered or teacher- doednaith
low student participation; practical work becomé8alilt to arrange, and quiet students are ofteglected.
Table 3.5: Teaching Methods Preferred by TeachersiTeaching Large Class Sizes

Descriptive ANOVA Summar

Methods N % Mean | SD SV SS o MS | F Sig.
Pure Lecture 1155450 | 1.19 | 0.54 | Between Groups| 0.90| 5| 0.18 0.82 0.54
Lecture & 31.75 1

Discussion 67 1.12 0.41 Within Groups 44.84| 205/ 0.22

Jigsaw Methods 10 4.74 1.00 0.00 | Total 45.73| 210

Case study Methods 6 2.84 |1.00 0.00

Team Project 5.69

Methods 12 1.00 0.00

AlLL(ab,c,d&e) 1 0.47 1.00 .

Total 211100 | 1.14 0.47

*The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 &I (2-tailed).

As one can understand from the table 3.5 indicatemle, the majority (115, 54.50%) of the sampledtiers
were preferred to lecture methods and the rest 486%) of the sampled teachers were preferredrdabe
methods of teaching (lectures and discussion, 34)7%igsaw methods, 4.74%), (case study, 2.84%pan{
project,5.69%) and all together, 0.47%). It seeha tecture method was appropriate in teachingelalgss
sizes even though it would make the teaching taamdngtered with low students’ participation; praatiwork
becomes difficult to arrange; quiet students ateroheglected; securing students’ total attentioring lessons
is almost impossible. In addition to this evidenttes computed F ratio at= 0.05, F (5, 205) = 0.82 which is
less than the critical region at F (5, 205) = 2.Bénce, there is no statistically significant mehifference
among the sampled teachers in teaching-methodmrge Iclass sizes in the sampled institutions, R(®) =
0.82, p > 0.05, two tailed. Additionally, the unsttured observational checklists evidenced thatt mbshe
teachers under the study have been applying leotateods in teaching large class size in both Higlearning
Institutions.
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Table 3.6 Factors Affecting Quality Education as tk result of Large Class Sizes
Descriptive Statistics ANOVA Summary
No | How much do you agree or disagree with| N % Mean SD df F Sig.
these statements?
Physical qualities
1 The library has a wide range of books ang
periodicals in my course area of teaching. 211 46.80 234 1.35 (10, 200) 2.52 0.01
2 The classrooms have up-to-date teaching
support equipment. 211 34.80 1.74 1.07 (10, 200) 232 0.01
3 Laboratory rooms are provided with 211 198 112 (10, 200) | 1.17 0.32
adequate lab equipment. 39.80
4 Adequate printer facilities are available. | 211 | 38.40 1.92 1.23| (10, 200) | 3.04 0.00
5 The university has sufficient residential
accommodation for instructors. 211 31.60 1.58 1.09 (10, 200) 391 0.00
Interactive qualities
6 My course is intellectually challenging 211 | 55.40 2.77 1.40 | (10, 200) | 1.88 0.05
7 Staff react politely to students’ queries 211 | 51.80 2.59 1.47 | (10, 200) | 6.80 0.00
8 The administrative staff are helpful 211 62.20 113. ] 1.49 (10, 200)] 2.93 0.00
9 | can be easily contacted individually to my (10, 200)
students in large classes. 211 | 62.8 3.14 1.55 4.53 0.00
10 | | have adequate time for consultation to méll 59 60 508 146 (10, 200) 379 0.00
students.
11 Feedback from my coursework is adequqt@ll 44.00 2.20 1.26 | (10, 200) | 4.82 0.00
Corporative qualities
12 | The university maintains links with (10, 200)
international education networks 211 45 60 2.28 1.35 3.15 | 0.00
13 | The university is well recognized for the (10, 200) | 1.88 0.05
academic programmes. 211 418 2.09 1.13
14 | The university offers a high quality of (10, 200) | 1.70 0.08
teaching performance. 211 43.00 215 1.14
15 | The ranking of this university/college is highe11 | 42.20 2.11 1.20 | (10,200) | 2.65 0.00
16 | The l_Jnlversny maintains excellent links wi h211 5280 2 64 1.40 (10, 200) | 1.83 0.06
local industry.
17 | The university has contacts with (10,200) | 1.91 0.05
international employers. 211 | 55.4 277 | 140

* The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 el (2-tailed).
From the table 3.6 given above, we can understaatd®7, 46.80%), (73, 34.80%), (84, 39.80%), @BL40%),
and (67, 31.60%) of the sampled respondents waghtlgl disagreed on the physical qualities thatehdeen
provided by the sampled institutions. This mears the physical qualities like- library (a wide ganof book
and periodicals in their course area of teachinpg}fo-date classroom teaching support equipmebarédory
(adequate lab equipment), availability of adequoabeter facilities and sufficient residential acamwdation for
instructors were not sufficient enough. Even thotigh computed standard deviations (1.35, 1.07,, L1238,
and 1.09) showed that there was little bit varigbiimong the respondents on the physical qualilreaverage
almost they would be slightly disagreed on suffitiavailabilities of the physical qualities.

Besides, the computed F ratiooat 0.05, F (10, 200) = 2.52, F (10, 200) = 2.321@, 200) = 3.04, F (10, 200)
= 3.91 exceed the critical region at F (10, 200).83. Therefore, one can conclude that there atestatally
significant mean differences among the respond@ntee physical qualities like- library facilitiesip-to-date
classroom teaching support equipment, availabitifyadequate printer facilities and sufficient resital
accommodation can directly or indirectly affect lityaeducation as a result of large class size€l@; 200) =
2.52, F (10, 200) = 2.32, F (10, 200) = 3.04, F, @m) = 3.91, p < 0.05, two tailed respectivelpwéver, the
computed F ratio of the availability of lab-equipmhevas found to be statistically insignificant, FO( 200) =
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1.17, p > 0.05, two tailed. This means that thpaadents did not have much difference on the avidithpof lab
equipment.

As it can be seen from the table 3.6 given abal&7,(55.40%), (109, 51.8), (131, 62.20%), (133, 62.8%),
(126, 59.60%) and93, 44.00%) of the respondents were respectiveither agreed nor disagreed on items 6
and 7, slightly agreed on items 8 and 9, neitheeedynor disagreed on item 10 and slightly disajmeitem
11. Moreover, the computed standard deviations (1.44Y,,11.49, 1.55, 1.46, and1.26) were respectiviebyned
that there was very high variability among respatslén each item. Furthermore, the computed F mtio=
0.05, F (10, 200) = 4.82, F (10, 200) = 6.80, F, @) = 2.93, F (10, 200) = 4.53, F (10, 200) 7293and F (10,
200) = 1.88 exceed the critical region at F (100)26 1.83. Therefore, one can conclude that theee a
statistically significant mean differences among thspondents on the interactive qualities likeéelliectually
challenging courses, staff politeness to studentsties, helpful staff administrative, easily catitag individual
student in large class sizes, adequate time fosudtation to students, and adequate feedback faursework
can directly or indirectly affect quality educatias a result of large class sizes, F (10, 20082,4- (10, 200) =
6.80, F (10, 200) = 2.93, F (10, 200) = 4.53, F, @@0) = 3.79 and F (10, 200) = 1.88, p < 0.05, two tailed
respectively.

As it was also indicated in the table 3.6 abové, #.60%), (88, 41.80%), (91, 43.00%), (89, 42.20&%l2,
52.80%) and (116, 55.40 %) of the sampled respdadeere respectively slightly disagreed on items1® 14
and 15, neither agreed nor disagreed on items d@ @nBesides, the computed standard deviatioB%,(1.13,
1.14, 1.20, 1.40 and 1.40) indicated above thaketheas relatively high variability among the resgents on
these items respectively. Furthermore, the complateatio ata = 0.05, F (10, 200) = 3.15, F (10, 200) = 1.88, F
(10, 200) = 2.65, F (10, 200) = 1.83 and F (10,)260..91 exceed the critical region at F (10, 260).83.
Therefore, one can conclude that there are stailstisignificant mean differences among the regpots on
the corporative qualities like- links of these ifwttons with international education networks, lelcognized
institutions for the academic programmes, high i@glof this university/college, and contacts thstitations
with international employers can directly or indilg affect quality education as a result of lagjess sizes, F
(10, 200) = 3.15, F (10, 200) = 1.88, F (10, 20®.65, F (10, 200) = 1.83 and F (10, 200) = 1.91x 0.05,
two tailed respectively. However, the computedhfiorof items 14 and16 at= 0.05 respectively were F (10,
200) = 1.70 and F (10, 200) = 1.83 which is lesstthe critical region at F (10, 200) = 1.83. Tihidicates that
there are no statistically significant mean differes among the respondents on offering a hightguatching
performance and excellent links with local industifythese Higher Learning Institutions, F (10, 280}.70,
p >0.05 and F (10, 200) = 1.83, p > 0.05, two thile
4. CONCLUSIONS
Based on the result and discussion above, therodsradrew the following conclusions:
" From the sampled Higher Learning Institution’s leets (211), the majority (129, 61.14%) of them
were males, (191, 90.52%) of them were from Pubigher Learning Institution, and the majority (1@J,.39%)
of them were laid between the ages of 26-30 yemns concludes that most of the lecturers weretivelly
younger adults.
" Furthermore, the majority of the lecturers (115,58%6) had an experience of teaching between 0 to 5
years; (20, 9.48%) of them were graduate assif¢éamhles whereas (43, 20.38%) of the graduate assistere
males who have been working at the same levelsthwitin females counterparts. From this one canlodechat
the number of females who are ranked as a gracassistant were much less in number than their males
counterparts.
" Besides, out of (35, 16.59%) assistant lecturebs 9284%) were females whereas the rest (15, 7.11%)
were males. From these perspectives one can canttiadl the numbers of female assistant lecturers feeind
to be higher than the number of their males’ a@stdecturers.
" Moreover, out of the collected data (106, 50.24%he lecturers, (40, 18.96%) were female whereas
the rest (66, 31.28%) of them were their maleshterparts. From this again one can conclude th&sweere in
better position in qualification. In the cases gbiatant professors, associative professors anfggsarship,
female teachers were almost found to be negligithés also showed as the policy makers and goversioould
do much so as to balance the gender issues intamhuca
" It was also found that (205, 97.16%) of the sampdethers did not support teaching large classsize
Hence, there is no statistically significant med#fetences in teachers’ perceptions among thosekahhigher
learning institutions in age, sex, experience audlification. This indicates that experiences, agexes and
qualifications of the lecturers did not have angcpetual difference in teaching large class sizes.
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" The quantitative analysis was concluded that thpnitya (129, 61.14%) of the sampled lecturers were

responded that they did not want to teach class dfzat have had more than 100 students whereasghs2,

38.86%) of the them were responded that they hafttqed to teach in large class sizes that have tihan 100

students. Hence, there is statistically significemean difference among these sampled lectureteaohing

below or above 100 students per class in the sahtfilgher Learning Institutions.

" From the findings of this study, one can concluak targe class sizes are not a better preferance f

teachers in the sampled institutions. The findiaty® cast some doubts on the skills of the teadhedealing

with the problem especially in Institute of Techogy}, College of Business and Economics, Collegéiedlth

Science, and College of Computing and Informatiecgulging in the use of negative reinforcement lteessing

students beyond their limit excessive exerciseads aducationally expedient. These are direct restipoor

quality training of teachers.

" As to factors affecting quality education as thsuieof large class sizes were concerned, it cbeld

concluded thathe majority of the sampled population were eitb@mpletely disagreed or slightly disagreed on

physical qualities as indicated in items (1, 24,3and 5). However, the one way ANOVA was identiftbat the
availability of lab-equipment was found to be stitially not significant. This means that the m@spents did not
have much difference on the availability of lab ipguent. Nevertheless, the one way ANOVA was corstlud
that there were statistically significant mean efiéihces among the respondents in the physicaltiggalike-
library facilities, up-to-date classroom teachingpgort equipment, availability of adequate prirfagilities and
sufficient residential accommodation can directyirairectly affect quality education as a resuliarge class
sizes.

" As far as the second factorsiteractive quality was concerned, it was pinpaintkat some of the

respondents were neither agreed nor disagreeeims it6, 7 and 10) whereas some of them were slightieed

on items (8 and 9) and some of them were stilhsljgdisagreed on item 11. However, the one way AMAQvas
indicated that there were statistically significamtan differences among these respondents on ititesactive
qualities like- intellectually challenging courseaff politeness to students’ queries, helpfulf stedministrative,
easily contacting individual student in large clages, adequate time for consultation to studemd,adequate
feedback from coursework can directly or indireetfiect quality education as a result of large £kiges.

" As far as the third factors- corporative qualityswa@ncerned, it was found that some of the sampled

respondents were slightly disagreed on items 1214&nd 15, neither agreed nor disagreed on ifédrend 17.

However, the one way ANOVA pinpointed that theregevstatistically significant mean differences amdmgse

respondents on these corporative qualities likeksliof these higher learning institutions with meggional

education networks, well recognized Higher Learrimgjitutions for the academic programmes, higtkiragn of
this university/college, and contacts the Highearnéng Institutions with international employersiadirectly or
indirectly affect quality education as a resultafe class sizes; on the other hand, it was fahatithere were
no statistically significant mean differences amahg respondents on offering a high quality of keag
performance and excellent links with local indugifythese institutions.
5. IMPLICATIONS OF THE STUDY ON QUALITY OF EDUCATION
" Educational planners in Ethiopia should be mindfutarrying the capacity in each Higher Learning
Institution just as what is obtainable in countrygstiary institutions when admitting students fmtucation
programme because there is general demand fomatan by parents, universities, teachers, depaittimeads,
college deans and national officials in ministrie education who want to know more about student
achievements, and the factors that affect it atehel of the education system (that is, studdags; department,
college, universities and nation) for which theg egsponsible.

" One of the problems associated with attendingésdlenquiries is that it is not always the sam@sifac
that affect student achievements for all decisiakimg levels, for all subjects, for all age groufas,all higher
learning institution of a country, or for all coums. Hence the need for a complete reconcepttiaiizaf what
information should be collected in order to assish planning the quality of education is very daic
" This would greatly assist in effective implemerdatiof teaching and learning in Ethiopian Higher
Learning Institutions. Teaching large class sizeselachers lead to drastic fall in quality of edigrawhich has
an overall effect on every facility, materials, gmuent, infrastructure, human resources, libranyises and
other students’ personnel services which likelyllema situation of quality impairment.

" The need for regular monitoring and supervisioagsist in collection and collation of reliable datal
to develop a meaningful two-way dialogue betweeforimation providers (educational planners) and
information users (decision-makers operating aeattls of an education system) as regards situatialysis in
Ethiopian Higher Learning Institutions would furthessist to inform certain decisions by the polegkers so
as to allocate teachers to these institutions. Whisld again pave way for successful implementatibteaching
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and learning in Higher Learning Institutions, whicinther enhance educational productivity.

" In addition, Educational planners need to come ith &an action plan on the best way to respond to
identify needs within the tertiary education in gel and the sampled Higher Learning Eastern Eidiop
particular.
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