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ABSTRACT 

This research project focused on educators’ accountability for learning seeking 

to develop a framework for equity and improved students’ achievement in West 

Kenya Union Conference (WKUC) secondary schools. The Theoretical foundation of 

the study was based on Hilda Taba’s Model of Curriculum Development, Information 

Construction Model, and Tomlinson’s Differentiated Instruction Model. The study 

employed concurrent mixed methods design and data was gathered using 

questionnaires, semi-structured interviews, focus group discussions, observation of 

actual teaching, and analysis of school programs and documents. The total target 

population of the study was 3,067 consisting of 22 administrators, 157 teachers, and 

2,888 students. A combination of purposive and stratified random sampling 

techniques was applied. The purposive sampling involved all of the 22 administrators, 

while the stratified random sampling involved a sample of 100 teachers, and 351 

students, giving a total sample size of 473 individuals. Quantitative data were 

analyzed using descriptive statistics, t-test for independent samples, and Spearman 

rank-order correlation coefficient while qualitative data were subjected to both 

descriptive and content analyses. The study revealed that educators’ accountability for 

learning was average in all the areas of classroom curriculum design, Pedagogy and 

students’ assessment. This study recommended that educators in WKUC secondary 

schools should remodel their classroom curriculum, pedagogy and students’ 

assessment within the framework proposed in this study to bring about educational 

equity and improved students’ achievement.  
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CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

Background of the Study 

The concept of accountability and equity occupies center stage in every 

country’s educational policy formulation. In more detailed manner, accountability has 

been defined as the answerability/responsibility of personnel in an organization to 

higher authorities regarding: the use of authority and responsibility; the need to take 

responsibility in case of failure, incompetence or infraction of rules (Arcagök & Erüz, 

2006); the use of authority and resources in organizations in line with the law and in 

accordance with principles of productivity and efficiency; and the presentation of 

responsibility related to the achievement of specified goals and targets (Sözen & 

Algan, 2009).  

However, according to Figlio and Loeb (2011), accountability in education is 

a broad concept that could be addressed in many ways such as: using political 

processes to assure democratic accountability, introducing market-based reforms to 

increase accountability to parents and children, or developing peer-based 

accountability systems to increase the professional accountability of teachers.  

School accountability, which is defined as the process of evaluating school 

performance on the basis of student performance measures (Figlio & Loeb, 2011), is 

increasingly prevalent around the world. For example, more than a decade ago has 

seen a rapid growth in research and in policy as well as practitioner interest in school 

effectiveness and its potential as a catalyst for school improvement. Malena and 

McNeil (2010) observe that accountability and good governance are expected to go 
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hand in hand. They report that “accountability is the cornerstone of good governance; 

and that unless public officials can be held to account, critical benefits associated with 

good governance such as social justice, poverty reduction, and development remain 

elusive” (p.1).  

Improving equity in education and reducing school failure should be a high 

priority in every educational policy agenda. Doing this pays off in the sense that the 

economic and social costs of school failure and dropout are high, whereas successful 

secondary education completion gives individuals better employment and healthier 

lifestyle prospects resulting in greater contributions to public budgets and investment. 

Therefore, investing in early, primary and secondary education for all, and in 

particular for children from disadvantaged backgrounds, is both fair and economically 

efficient (OECD, 2010). This contributes to economic growth and social 

development. This means that investing in high quality schooling and equal 

opportunities for all from the early years to at least the end of upper secondary is the 

most profitable educational policy.  

Equity pedagogy is an approach to education in which teachers develop 

teaching strategies and cultivate classroom environments that better support all 

students, especially those who are disadvantaged in school and society. However, 

according to Struyf, Vandenberghe and Lens (2001), the integration of instruction, 

learning, and assessment remain a challenge for most teachers in many countries of 

the world including Kenya, and requires effective research-based interventions.  

In the United States, accountability measures have become a centerpiece of 

both Democratic and Republican federal administrations’ education policies, 

following the movement by individual states to introduce accountability systems in 

the 1990s. During this period in history, governors figured out that excellent schools 
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were necessary to attract new business, so they started expecting schools to deliver 

great results. An education accountability system required three things, 1) a clearly 

defined set of standards, 2) valid and reliable tests that measure how well the 

standards are met, and 3) an effective plan to improve schools that fall short. Thus 

throughout the 1990s states strived to get these three things right; although the federal 

government was not involved (Figlio & Loeb, 2011).  

However, the NCLB Act (2001) changed almost everything.  Instead of no 

federal benchmark for student achievement, the new law set an almost ultimate 

national goal, that every student be proficient in Reading and Mathematics by 

2014.  And so, in order to hold schools accountable to that goal, every school was 

required to make Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) or face serious punitive 

consequences; and Standardized Test Scores (STS) became the measure of 

accountability (Figlio & Loeb, 2011).  

While some countries, such as Costa Rica, Cuba, Guatemala, and Panama, 

regularly test students and measure aggregate scores at the school level for internal 

purposes, others do it for the public, though in varied degrees to which they assess 

students. In Latin America, for instance, scores are publicly reported in Brazil, Chile, 

Colombia, and Mexico-in some regions. Nevertheless, according to Vegas & Petrow 

(2008), most governments in Latin America record school-level reports for internal 

purposes.  

In the late 1990s the concept of accountability on educational outcomes was 

very critical for the South African context where social justice demanded equitable 

access to education and improved educational outcomes, particularly for the 

previously marginalized people of South Africa. Therefore, the first attempt at 
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curriculum reforms in the post-apartheid era was intended to get rid of racially 

divisive and offensive content from the curriculum (Jansen, 1998). 

The second attempt brought in the practice of continuous assessment into the 

school system; and the third was the introduction of the controversial curriculum of 

2005 which was based on the principles of Outcomes Based Education (OBE) 

(Jansen, 1998). The OBE learning objectives to be achieved in South Africa followed 

the thematic philosophies upon which the curriculum of 2005 was designed: 

outcomes-based, value oriented, learner centered, relevance, non-discriminatory, 

integration, acknowledgment of individual differences, and authentic and continuous 

assessment of learners. Nevertheless, the OBE-based curriculum in the context of 

South Africa did not go without criticisms.  

In East-Central Africa Division of the SDA comprising eleven countries the 

story is somehow different. In Uganda, for example, church schools enjoy success 

quite unparalleled to the Kenyan situation. SDA schools in particular are the pride of 

the nation there. For example, in the Katikamu SDA school annual Observer 

Magazine (2006/2007), it is reported that according to the then Uganda University 

Admission for academic year 2005/06, Katikamu SDA secondary school was ranked 

top out of seven hundred Advanced Level (A-level) schools in Uganda (Katikamu 

Observer Magazine, 2006/2007). A-level schools are schools which offer Form Five 

and Six levels of education.  An analysis of the Uganda National Examination Board 

(UNEB) results since 2000, which provided full list of Uganda Secondary schools in 

the order of high to low academic performance, revealed that most of the SDA 

Church and Church-related schools ranked among the high performing schools 

academically nationwide (New Vision, January 21, 2010). In Kenya, high 

performance in KCSE ranges from a mean score of 6.500 (Grade C+) and above; 
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average performance range from a mean score of 4.500-6.49 (Grade C- to C plain); 

and low performance is a mean score below 4.500 (Grade C-). 

In East African countries, the issue of educational accountability and equity 

for learning, especially for learners with disabilities and special needs, has become a 

major concern. A good example is Kenya, where in her report on March 22, 2018 at 

the start of the East Africa Conference on Inclusive Education at the United States 

International University-Africa, the former Education Cabinet Secretary Amina 

Mohamed indicated that the education system in Kenya is still ill-equipped to support 

learners with disabilities and special needs (Kahongeh, 2018). Among the 

recommendations made by the report included the need to develop and implement 

policy on inclusive education to enhance access, retention and transition of children 

with disabilities and special needs.  

The report further proposed the need to separate capitation for children with 

disabilities in schools with regard to the type and severity of their disability. It also 

called for the review of the curriculum to ensure that it meets the needs of learners 

with disabilities, enhance staff trained in special needs education in assessment 

centers and schools to facilitate quality service delivery (Kahongeh, 2018). However, 

most schools in Kenya are not performing to the expectations of many parents in their 

National examinations.  

The Kenya Certificate of Secondary Education (KCSE) Examination results 

indicated that only 10 percent of the 611,952 students who sat the KCSE in 2017 

attained university entry points of C+ and above; who, therefore, were qualified to 

take varied undergraduate degree courses. An analysis of the 2017 KCSE results as 

reported in the Daily Nation (Aduda & Ouma, 2017) showed that 135,550 candidates 
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scored grade D, 179,381 candidates grade D- and 35,536 candidates grade E. This 

means that 57 per cent of the candidates failed (Aduda & Ouma, 2017).  

In Kenya, it is known that basic certificate training opportunities such as 

police or prison wardens admit students with at least D+. Many certificate courses 

have recently upgraded entry qualification to a minimum of C. Therefore, the 

candidates with lower grades do not have many options given the tight race for 

professional courses and employment. This means that more than 350,000 students 

who scored D and below were cut off from pursuing any professional course or 

securing gainful employment. Thus, the high number of candidates scoring low 

grades has caused concern among stakeholders of education in the country that the 

education system was becoming wasteful. 

Further, non-bureaucratic ideas about how to both stimulate and measure 

school improvement are still in their infancy. If urgent steps are not taken to 

strategically establish and support Adventist schools/education, there are high chances 

that the Church is going to face serious crises in church leadership, membership and 

spirituality of her constituency. An Adventist school or Education system plays a 

fundamental role in providing Holistic Christian Education. Without this education, 

church schools risk graduating students who are not well prepared socially, 

spiritually, morally, physically, economically, emotionally and intellectually 

integrated. This will eventually negatively impact on the overall future church 

leadership, membership and spirituality. 

Statement of the Problem 

Educators’ accountability for learning and equity has to do with many things 

beyond preparing students for a national examination at the close of every year: First, 

it has to do with knowing best teaching and learning practices, and using them. 
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Second, it entails intimate knowledge of the curriculum, national standards, and 

having the skills to deliver effective instructional pedagogy. Third, it has to do with 

knowing that what happens in the classroom is not about the teacher but about the 

secondary school student and his or her success, and that success is fluid, and should 

never be tied to one assessment given on one day, but rather should be based on a 

myriad of things that will gauge performance over an extended period of time (Meg, 

2012). And, given that students have varied learning needs at different times, have 

different aptitudes, and enter classes with different experiences and background 

knowledge, there is need for an education program that can offer “customized 

instruction so that individual students can realize their full potential.” (p.1)  

Educators in any school system striving for excellence in education are those 

who understand the complexity of their position, perform duties and responsibilities at 

a high level, and are able to multi-task, fitting all of the interconnected pieces of 

school life together for the good of their students. As Hargreaves and Shirley (2012) 

point out, teachers are the real change agents in education. They are not just 

implementers of change: they generate it. Within schools, teaching has the strongest 

impact on student achievement. And as Stevenson and Gilliland (2016) observe, 

teachers are not simply at the heart of public education, they are its heart. Thus, 

teachers play a very important role in coordinating the active learning practices as 

instructional leaders guiding in the process of learning; and therefore, they should be 

held accountable for the success of their students.  

However, educators in the West Kenya Union Conference (WKUC) secondary 

schools seemed to be grappling with some overwhelming challenges: First, was the 

challenge of having to reform the practices that contributed to inequitable learning 

opportunities and achievement gaps.  
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Secondly, they seemed to be facing a challenge in differentiating classroom 

curriculum, Pedagogy and students’ assessment based on students’ readiness, interest, 

and learning profiles. These two challenges were gaps that needed to be addressed in 

the context of WKUC secondary schools. 

Therefore, this study sought to provide educators with balanced/unbiased 

learner-centered accountability framework for improved learning and equity that 

embraces effective classroom curriculum design, Pedagogy and students’ assessment 

techniques that will help all students within their jurisdiction to develop the attitude, 

the resourcefulness, and the skills necessary for them to become lifelong, strategic, 

and motivated learners.  

Research Questions 

The main questions that guided this study included: 

1. What are the demographic characteristics of the respondents in terms of age, 

gender, grade level and years of service, employment status, and level of 

education? 

2. To what extent are educators in the West Kenya Union Conference secondary 

schools accountable for learning in the areas of: 

a. Classroom Curriculum Design (CCD)? 

b. Pedagogy (P)? 

c. Students’ Assessment (SA)? 

3. Is there a significant difference between educators’ accountability for learning 

in the high-performing and low-performing secondary schools based on:  

i) Teachers’ responses and ii) Students’ responses in the areas of: 

a.  Classroom Curriculum Design (CCD)?  
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b. Pedagogy (P)? 

c. Students’ Assessment (SA)?  

4. Is there a significant difference between the male and female educators’ 

perception on the accountability for learning in the areas of classroom 

curriculum design, pedagogy, and students’ assessment? 

5. Is there significant relationship between educators’ perception on the 

accountability for learning in the areas of Classroom Curriculum Design, 

Pedagogy, and Students’ Assessment and age, level of education, and years of 

experience? 

6.   What relationships exist between teachers’ perceptions of accountability for 

learning in terms of: 

a. Classroom Curriculum Design and Pedagogy? 

b. Classroom Curriculum Design and Students’ Assessment? 

c. Pedagogy and Students’ Assessment? 

7. How can accountability for learning practices be entrenched into the 

administration, teaching, and learning activities for improved students’ 

achievement and equity in the West Kenya Union Conference secondary 

schools? 

8. What framework/model can be proposed to attain equity and improved 

students’ achievement in West Kenya Union Conference secondary schools? 

Hypotheses 

The study tested four null hypotheses:  

1. H01: There is no significant difference between educators’ accountability 

for learning in the high-performing and low-performing secondary schools 
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based on i) teachers’ responses and ii) students’ responses in the following 

areas: 

a.  Classroom Curriculum Design 

b. Pedagogy 

c. Students’ Assessment 

2. H02: There is no significant difference between the male and female 

educators’ perception on the accountability for learning in the areas of 

classroom curriculum design, Pedagogy, and students’ assessment. 

3. H03: There is no significant relationship between educators’ perception on 

the accountability for learning in the areas of Classroom Curriculum 

Design, Pedagogy, and Students’ Assessment and age, level of education, 

and years of experience. 

4. H04: No relationships exist between teachers’ perceptions of accountability 

for learning in terms of: 

a. Classroom Curriculum Design and Pedagogy 

b. Classroom Curriculum Design and Students’ Assessment 

c. Pedagogy and Students’ Assessment 

Significance of the Study 

The study is significant to: 

Stakeholders 

1. The findings of this study will be used to help secondary school stakeholders 

in WKUC take a critical look at the aspects of school success and attempt to 

initiate change with fruitful success. Moreover, as equity pedagogy is 

implanted in the schools, administrators, teachers, students, parents and 

community members will feel a sense of pride as everyone achieves academic 
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success and a sense of belonging radiating from the school environment. They 

will also discover acceptance when biases and prejudices are reduced, an 

inclusive classroom is developed, an environment that nurtures different 

perspectives is created and everyone celebrates the uniqueness that they bring 

to the school culture.   

Educators 

2. Focusing on the classroom, the study outlined how educators can become 

leaders in accounting for equitable learning and improved students’ 

achievement by using a four-step process of observation, reflection, synthesis, 

and replication of effective classroom curriculum design, effective Pedagogy, 

and effective students’ assessment practices.  

a. Administrators: 

At the school level, school leaders will use the findings of this study to 

identify areas of strength and weakness across the school, and to develop 

strategies for improvement. When the proposed framework in this study is 

embraced and effectively implemented by the school administrators then 

educational equity and improved students’ achievement will be realized. 

b. Teachers: 

4. This study addressed achievement gaps that existed among students and 

provided insights into steps towards achieving equity for all students. For 

example, the study proposed classroom curriculum programs for teacher-

student interaction with more emphasis on improving teacher-student 

relationship to have more inputs from each other’s insights on how to improve 

opportunities of involvement for all learners. The information gathered on 

assessments and evaluations will be used by teachers to shape their teaching 
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strategies for improvement at each level of the education system. For example, 

at the classroom level, teachers will use information gathered on students’ 

understanding, and adjust teaching to meet identified learning needs.  

Students 

5. Overall students’ academic achievement will increase as all students 

participate in cooperative learning groups, learner-centered instruction, hands-

on activities, teacher modeling strategies, Assessment for Learning (AFL) 

being used to drive instruction, and high expectations for all. 

Researchers 

6. The study will advance knowledge in the field of study on accountability for 

learning and equity as may be applicable in developing new learner-centered 

accountability framework that will enrich curriculum and engage learners 

while significantly improving equity and student achievement even in the 

perennially low-performing schools in the WKUC territory. 

Justification of the Study 

Although empirical evidence about some accountability reforms has grown in 

the past several years in the developed countries (Bruns, Filmer, Patrinos, & Harry, 

2011), educators’ knowledge of accountability for learning and equity, especially in 

Kenya, is still quite limited. A good follow-up study which would be necessary to 

describe what, based on the results, are the steps that would be taken to build a 

stronger overall evidence base in the context of WKUC secondary schools is, 

therefore, justified.  

The Kenyan Competency based Curriculum (CBC) is a new system of 

education designed by the Kenya Institute of Curriculum Development (KICD) team 

and launched by the ministry of education in 2017. The CBC is designed to 
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emphasize the significance of developing skills and knowledge and also applying 

those competencies to real life situations (Nyakangi, 2018).  

In effect, the Kenyan CBC is considered balanced since it is a curriculum that 

emphasizes what learners are expected to do rather than mainly focusing on what they 

are expected to know; and since in principle, such a curriculum is learner-centred and 

adaptive to the changing needs of students, teachers, and society. Although it received 

some resistance at its initial stages of implementation, it was later overwhelmingly 

accepted by the Kenya Secondary School Heads Association (KESSHA) during their 

Annual General meeting in Mombasa (Correspondent, 2019).  

However, the only concern with the Kenyan CBC is in the interpretation and 

implementation. There is lack of flexibility in the way it should be implemented, and 

the educators at the grassroots also have not been given sufficient time to develop 

sufficient capacity in terms of funding, training and other related resources 

(Correspondent, 2019).  

This study aimed at establishing educators’ personalized accountability 

strategies as a first step in creating a tool which they would use in developing and 

evaluating their own educational accountability for learning and equity practices. 

Since it was also to provide information which would help educators design 

classroom curriculum, Pedagogy, and students’ assessment that address the learning 

needs of all students, while focusing on preparing learners with the flexibility needed 

for change; and the fact that this study sought to explore alternative ways on how to 

build a learner-centered accountability framework that would specifically relate to 

three very important instructional areas namely: classroom curriculum design, 

Pedagogy, and students’ assessment, this  study was justifiable. 
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Basic Assumptions 

The researcher made the following assumptions: 

1. That all participants were knowledgeable in the utilisation of the survey 

tools, and were willing to give honest responses;  

2. That the Ministry of Education Science and Technology (MoEST) would 

accept and utilize results and recommendations from this study; 

3. That the school management would accept and utilize the findings and 

recommendations from this study for improving equity and students’ 

achievement; 

4. That the educators at the schools would accept to adopt and make use of 

the recommendations emanating from this study for equity and improving 

students’ achievement. 

Theoretical Framework 

This study was guided by three theories (herein referred to as models) in 

relation to curriculum design, Pedagogy, and students’ assessment. These are: Hilda 

Taba’s Model of Curriculum Development, Information Construction (ICON) Model, 

and Tomlinson’s Differentiated Instruction Model. 

Each of these three models is connected to this study in the following ways: 

First, in the case of Taba’s model, Taba advocated for teachers to design curriculum, 

rather than higher authorities dictating the curriculum to the teachers. She believed 

that teachers are aware of the students’ needs hence they should be the ones to 

develop the curriculum. She also believed that curriculum was best designed 

inductively, starting with specifics and building up to a more general design. She 

talked of grassroots approach. In the same way, the idea of having educators at the 
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school level being actively involved in designing and developing classroom 

curriculum is the focus of this study. 

Secondly, according to a study by Bhutto and Chhapra (2013), constructivists 

share a focus on the learner-centered approach and the density of the learner’s 

cognitive course of action for their learning and support needs; and the value of 

providing learner’s with opportunities to make meaning and be real dynamic 

contributors in the learning-teaching experience. This study also lays emphasis on the 

learner-centered approach to teaching, whereby learners are the focus when designing 

classroom, pedagogy, and students’ assessment strategies. 

Thirdly, this study borrows the concept of Information Construction (ICON) 

Model that considers differentiation as a unique method of addressing issues of 

diversity in academic abilities, learning styles, interests, culture, and motivation that 

many of our students encounter. To differentiate a lesson is to allow students various 

freedoms. For example, many teachers find that students learn best in environments 

that allow freedom of choice, open-ended exploration, freedom from judgment, 

validation of every student's experience, and belief in every student's ability. 

Hilda Taba’s Model of Curriculum Development 

First, the study was informed by the Taba’s Model of Curriculum 

Development as presented by Ornstein & Hunkins (2009) in Figure 1.  

Taba’s idea of how to develop curriculum was that there must be a definite 

order to the creation of a curriculum.  This approach is also based on a step by step 

plan, with specific goals and objectives as well as with activities that accompany them 

where outcomes are evaluated against the stated objectives. The main concept of this 

approach to curriculum development is that teachers must be involved in the 
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development of classroom curriculum, and the main idea to this approach is that the 

needs of the students are at the forefront to the curriculum.  

Taba developed a process for determining what needs to be taught to students 

and included a guide on how to accomplish the outcomes from students (Costa & 

Loveall, 2002). She believed that there must be a process for evaluating student 

achievement of content after the content standards have been established and 

implemented. She also believed that the curriculum should be organized around 

generalized learning objectives which enable students to discover principles that will 

enable them to be successfully (Middaugh & Perlstein, 2005).  

 

Figure 1. Taba’s Model adopted from Ornstein and Hunkins (2009, pp. 181-206). 

Taba's curriculum design process contained seven main steps: diagnosis of the 

learners' educational needs, formulating specific objectives, selection of content based 

on those objectives, organization of the content into appropriate levels and sequences, 

selection of learning experiences that help the students learn the content, organization 

of those learning experiences and evaluation of whether the objectives are 

met(Ornstein & Hunkins, 2009). 
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The development of curriculum based on the ideals of Taba is found in 

curriculums used in many schools today. Taba stated that there are three groupings of 

objectives: knowledge- what children need to understand; skills-children need to learn 

how to; and concepts-children need to be (Ornstein & Hunkins, 2009). She advocated 

for students’ use of problem solving and inquiry discovery techniques.  

The use of Taba's ideals is relevant to WKUC secondary schools in the sense 

that they can be applied in the process of monitoring students’ status in learning and 

placing students with similar learning experiences in diverse groupings, what in the 

context of this study is called co-operative or collaborative learning groups.  

Hilda Taba described curriculum as a plan for learning. This definition still 

applies today, Hilda Taba taught that objectives establish a sense of purpose and 

provide a basis for deciding what to include or emphasize in developing a curriculum 

(Fraenkel, 1992). She also believed that teachers should teach facts that enhance 

understanding because coverage is impossible.  

Taba noted the importance of using objectives to establish a sense of purpose 

for deciding what to include, exclude, and emphasize in a curriculum (Arterbury, 

2011). She preferred sampling rather than covering. Many times students are expected 

to retain information which will be of no value past today. There is need to give them 

precepts that can build upon each other. High school teachers should build upon 

knowledge that students retain from elementary and middle schools. 

Information Construction (ICON) Model 

Second, in order to develop pedagogy, this study borrowed constructivist ideas 

built on Information Construction (ICON) Model as interpreted by Black and 

McClintock (1995) in figure 2.  
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Figure 2. Information Construction (ICON) Model by Black and McClintock 

(1995, pp. 107–119) in B. Wilson (Ed.) 

 

The framework is used to represent a continuing sequence of stages, tasks, or 

events in a circular flow; emphasizing the stages or steps rather than the connecting 

arrows or flow. The model lays emphasis: on students’ encounter with authentic 

issues in groups; on constructing interpretation by students in groups; on searching for 

information about the problem in groups; and facing different interpretations about 

the problem in groups. Thus, just like the Taba model, the ICON model has a group-

based teaching and learning approach.  

Research has found that self-regulated learning strategy in constructivist 

pedagogy improves achievement in Mathematics and the level of confidence for 

middle school students (Cekolin, 2001). As Kim (2005) revealed, students in the 

constructivist classroom had significantly higher learning skills in Mathematical 

computation. In such classrooms, students change their learning strategies and show 

upon motivation to learn academic task and have preference for a constructivist 
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classroom environment. In Kenya, classes from 6 to 9 are considered as middle 

school. 

In a study by Kroesbergen and Van Luit (2005), constructivist instruction is 

found to be more effective than the direct instruction for achievers. According to a 

study by Bhutto and Chhapra (2013), constructivists share a focus on the learner- 

centered approach and the density of the learner’s cognitive course of action for their 

learning and support needs and the value of providing learner’s with opportunities to 

make meaning and be real dynamic contributors in the teaching-learning experience. 

In spite of the dominance of constructivist theories in research, relatively few 

teachers are likely to have a close acquaintance with these ideas as a direct result of 

their initial training or professional development, so constructivist ideas have tended 

to spread in a relatively haphazard way. However, where these ideas have 

underpinned practice, the results have been successful (Van Kuyk, 2009).  

Kim and Hannafin (2011) emphasize the importance of phased – or repeated – 

scaffolding in the form of problem-solving in the science classroom. They argue that 

problem-solving has ‘long been considered important for learning and understanding 

in science’. They define problem-solving during classroom scientific inquiry as: 

“Deliberate activities in which students pose, investigate, and solve meaningful 

scientific problems by inquiring through five interactive, non-sequential phases: 

problem identification, exploration, reconstruction, presentation and communication, 

and reflection and negotiation.” (Pp.255-256) 

In preparation for the world of the 21st century, students need to be inspired. 

Peers, educators, parents, entrepreneurs, and civic leaders can all provide the human 

component necessary to encourage students to become intellectual risk-takers and 

creative problem solvers. We need to praise students for generating ideas and 
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encourage innovative thinking, and we must challenge students to push further to 

refine their most unique ideas into high-quality projects. 

Tomlinson’s Differentiated Instruction Model 

Third, in order to accommodate diverse students who may not succeed in 

normal classrooms, this study also made reference to Tomlinson’s Differentiated 

Instruction (DI) model (Tomlinson, 2001). This is represented by the framework 

shown in figure 3.  

Differentiation is a unique method of addressing issues of diversity in 

academic abilities. The frame shows that students’ readiness, interests, and learning 

profiles determine what teachers prepare. The arrow indicates how students’ 

engagements in terms of readiness, interests, and learning profile influence what 

teachers prepare in terms of curriculum content, process, and product (Tomlinson & 

Allan, 2000). 

 

Figure 3. Differentiated Learning adopted from Tomlinson (2001, p.7). 
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According to Ernest, Heckaman, Thompson, Hull, and Carter (2011), content 

refers to materials used to support instructional subject matter. Examples of 

differentiated instruction strategies for content are: varying reading materials, 

reorganizing content (describing similarities, categorizing into groups, developing 

abstract thought), allowing proficient students to skip the acquisition phase and move 

to the application phase, and varying content according to student interest.  

Process refers to the ways in which the students engage with the content. 

Examples of differentiating by process include: varying how much support provided 

to each child according to his/her need; using graphic organizers, concept maps or 

charts; using tiered activities centered around the same skills; using centers to allow 

multi-faceted (using multiple intelligence) learning of content; using student-specific 

task sheets (agendas) written both for the whole class and for individuals; using 

manipulatives and hands-on activities; presenting learning through different means 

and/or mediums (audio-visual, vary text size, color contrasts); and varying time and 

support for specific tasks (Ernest et al., 2011).  

Product refers to the ways in which students demonstrate their understanding 

of the concepts being learned. Differentiating by product involves the teacher in 

designing a variety of assessments that allow for the wide range of student ability 

levels in the classroom. Examples are: allowing students to work alone or in small 

groups on different products; such as writing a paper, giving a speech, presenting a 

skit, designing a model, and creating a flyer; that would demonstrate the students’ 

understanding of the concept being learned; encouraging the creation of individual 

products that contain aspects of the assignment; and providing expectations that allow 

for varying degrees of difficulty, meaning and procedures (Ernest et al., 2011).  
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According to Tomlinson (2001), differentiated classroom is a place where “the 

teacher proactively plans and carries out varied approaches to content, process, and 

product in anticipation of and response to student differences in readiness, interest, 

and learning needs” (P.7). When differentiating, teachers do not necessarily water 

down the curriculum for students, but they simply differentiate classroom elements 

such as content, process, product and learning environment according to student 

characteristics- readiness, interest and learning profile, through a range of 

instructional and management strategies. 

In order to provide a more practical application of differentiated instruction, 

Tomlinson (2001) identified five guidelines for general education classroom teachers 

to attain. First, key concepts and generalizations should be focused and presented in 

such a way that all students have access to engage with, explore, and make meaning 

of the powerful foundational concepts of academic materials. Second, students should 

be assessed at the outset of a unit or along the way in the unit so that teachers can 

adjust their teaching based on the current understandings of the students. Third, 

critical and creative thinking are emphasized in lesson design so that students at all 

levels can apply the information to solve problems. Fourth, all students are engaged in 

a variety of learning tasks so that they can master basic information and use the 

information to solve problems. This means that tasks must be open-ended with 

multiple entry points. Fifth, there is a balance between teacher-assigned and student-

selected tasks and working arrangements so that students are matched with tasks 

compatible with their individual learner profile. 

Further, differentiated classroom is a classroom where teachers use assessment 

data to support modification of curriculum and instruction as a response to students’ 
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entry points relative to a particular understanding or skill; students’ affinity, curiosity, 

or passion for a particular topic or skill; and how students learn.  

Engagement is the key to student learning. Using activities that are relevant 

and differentiated for 21st century students includes using activities that incorporate 

technology tools that are a part of their everyday digital lives. The integration of 

digital technologies into teaching practices requires teachers to acquire new strategies 

and activities for differentiating instruction for 21st century learners. Effective 

differentiation functions on the premise that every student can do remarkable things 

with appropriate guidance and support. DI is not a single strategy or practice but 

rather an approach that utilizes research-based instructional and organizational 

practices to accommodate students’ differences in the classroom (Tomlinson, 2001).  

Scope 

This study was restricted to examining educators’ accountability for learning 

and equity in the eleven SDA church maintained secondary schools in WKUC. The 

parameters of investigation included views of secondary school teachers, 

administrators, and students regarding the extent to which educators were accountable 

for learning and equity in the areas of classroom curriculum design, Pedagogy, and 

students’ assessment. The study was done in March, 2019, being first term of that 

academic year when the schools were in session. 

The views were gathered through questionnaires for teachers and students as 

well as interviews and focus group discussions with teachers and administrators. More 

data was obtained through observation of actual classroom teaching, observation and 

analysis school programs and documents such as student enrolment records, teacher 

turnover analysis records, and KCSE results analyses for the last 5-10 years, as well 

as students’ entry behaviors for the last 5-10 years. 
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Operational Definition of Key Terms 

Accountability as used in this study relates to the educators’ responsibility for 

their students and his or her learning progress. It refers to a situation where school 

administrators and teachers accept ownership over their student’s performance in and 

outside their classroom. 

Active learning as used in this study means students’ engagement with the 

material, participating in the class, and collaborating with each other.  

Assessment for learning was operationally defined as the type of assessment 

which is ongoing, and requires deep involvement on the part of the learners in 

clarifying outcomes, monitoring on-going learning, collecting evidence and 

presenting evidence of learning to other learners. 

 Classroom curriculum design was used in this study to describe the 

purposeful, deliberate and systematic organization of curriculum-instructional blocks- 

within a class. It is a way that teachers plan instruction in their classes. When teachers 

design classroom curriculum, they identify what will be done, who will do it, and 

when, with a purpose in mind- to improve student learning. 

Differentiated Instruction as used in this study means building lessons, 

developing teaching materials, and varying instructional approaches so that all 

students, regardless of where they are starting from, can learn content effectively, 

according to their needs, backgrounds and experiences.  

Diversity in education usually refers to the effects of gender and ethnicity on 

student performance (Chubin, May & Babco, 2005). As used in this study it refers to 

students’ differences in respect to their needs, backgrounds, and experiences based on 

gender, ethnicity, and socio-economic status that influence students’ learning and 

achievement. 
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Educators was here used to refer to administrators and classroom teachers 

who normally engage in purposeful, deliberate and systematic development and 

organization of curriculum-instructional blocks- within a school or/and class. 

Educators’ Accountability in the context of this study refers to teachers’ and 

school administrators’ responsibility for all students, regardless of the advantages or 

disadvantages they bring to school within a system which is built upon aligned 

components such as objectives, assessments, instruction, re-sources, and rewards or 

sanctions with the aim of meeting high standards as well as providing the vehicle for 

positive change. 

Equity as used in this study includes the following characteristics: 

Balanced/unbiased outcomes for all students in classrooms as measured by multiple 

forms of assessment; classroom environments where students’ differences and 

backgrounds are celebrated and respected, and where their unique gifts are cultivated; 

and teaching practices and organizational policies that promote equitable results that 

create inclusive, multicultural classrooms and school environments for learners and 

educators, equal access to qualified teachers, teaching-learning resources, and equal 

opportunities in class participation. 

Equity pedagogy as used in this study refers to an approach to education in 

which teachers develop teaching strategies and cultivate classroom environments that 

better support all students, especially those who have been disadvantaged in school 

and the outside society (Banks & Banks, 2013).  

High Performing Schools are those schools which usually obtain a mean 

grade of C+ and above in the KCSE National Examinations. 

Inclusive education in the context of this study refers to when all students, 

regardless of any challenges they may have, are placed in age-appropriate general 
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education classes that are in their own neighborhood schools to receive high-quality 

instruction, interventions, and supports that enable them to meet success in the core 

curriculum (Bui, Quirk, Almazan, & Valenti, 2010; Alquraini & Gut, 2012). 

Learner-centered is a system of instruction that places the student in its heart. 

It refers specifically to those teaching and learning methodologies that help learners 

develop the attitude, resourcefulness, and skills necessary for them to become 

lifelong, strategic, and motivated learners who are eager and able to learn outside the 

classroom; and who have the ability for independent inquiry and a sense of 

responsibility for their own learning (Tomlinson & Allan, 2000). 

Learning environment is the ‘climate’ of a classroom and includes the 

operation and tone of the classroom such as class rules, furniture arrangement, 

lighting, procedures and processes (Tomlinson & Allan, 2000). 

Learning in the context of this study refers to the process of acquiring new, or 

modifying existing knowledge, behaviors, skills, values, or preferences with the 

guidance of the educators. 

Low performing schools are those schools which are consistently obtaining a 

mean grade below C+ in the KCSE National Examinations. 

Participation in classroom refers to the acts of involvement in the class 

activities. In this research, the acts of involvement in class activities were 

operationally defined as active participation and passive participation. The act of 

active participation includes asking questions, give opinions and discuss about the 

related topic taught, as well as psychomotor activities such as…..while passive 

participation refers to the acts of writing notes, sit quietly, and listening to lectures.  

Pedagogy as used in this study refers to the “interactions between teachers, 

students, the learning environment and the learning tasks” (Murphy, 2008. p. 35).  It 
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comprises not only what teachers do in the classroom, but also their ideas, knowledge 

and attitudes in relation to the learners, the teaching and learning process and the 

curriculum. 

Professional development as used in this study is defined as activities that 

develop an individual’s skills, knowledge, expertise and other characteristics as a 

teacher. 

School Accountability as used in this study is the process of evaluating school 

performance on the basis of student performance measures (Figlio & Loeb, 2011).  

School climate refers to the quality and character of school life which in the 

context of this study includes positive and democratic learning environment, safety, 

engagement, connectedness, support, and collaboration. 

School Connectedness refers to an academic environment in which students 

believe that educators in the school care about their learning and about them as 

individuals (Blum, 2005).  

Student Achievement as used in this study refers to the standard used to 

measure the amount of academic content a student learns in a determined amount of 

time. 

Students’ Assessment in the context of this study is an ongoing process, which 

requires deep involvement on the part of the learner in clarifying outcomes, 

monitoring on-going learning, collecting evidence and presenting evidence of learning 

to others (Davies, 2000). 

West Kenya Union Conference in the context of this study refers to the 

Administrative unit of the Seventh-day Adventist Church in Kenya which covers the 

counties presented in Index K; and within which the schools covered by this study are 

found. 
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CHAPTER TWO 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE AND STUDIES 

The researcher’s purpose for literature review was threefold namely: 1) to 

explain the theoretical underpinnings of the research study; 2) to assist in formulation 

of the research questions and selection of the study population; and 3) to stimulate 

new insights and concepts throughout the study.   

Literature related to accountability for learning and equity for improved 

students’ achievement was reviewed. These included internet sources, government 

publications, and print materials (articles, reports, and books) on educational 

accountability for learning and equity. The review also covered literature related to: 

students’ diversity, classroom curriculum design for diverse students, Pedagogy for 

diverse students, and students’ assessment. 

Historical Overview 

The concept of accountability is a recent focus of interest for researchers and 

numerous definitions have been provided for it. According to research, these 

definitions explain this concept in terms of providing information to an authority 

related to one’s practices (Balcı, 2003; Sözen, 2005), holding a person or an 

organization responsible to an authority regarding the activities in question (Mulgan, 

2000; Julnes, 2006; Peters, 2007), liability to provide answers and explanations (Baş, 

2007), and a process for providing explanations to a specific authority about tasks and 

practices (Mulgan, 2000).  

The term ‘accountability’, at its simplest, describes a relationship whereby one 

party – sometimes interpreted as an individual, sometimes an institution – has an 
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obligation to account for their actions or performance to another (Brundrett & 

Rhodes, 2011). This obligation assumes that whoever is giving account, and being 

held to account, has some responsibility for the actions or performance. Thus, 

accountability involves both responsibility and accounting, which may be evaluated 

against established or expected standards and action taken. Responsibility on the other 

hand is the more personal concept, with people feeling an intrinsic sense of 

responsibility, for individual students, for example. Giving an account is seen as a less 

personal, more systemic concept (Mongon & Chapman, 2012).  

Looking back over the history of accountability, one would realize that the 

approach to designing accountability systems has quite changed over time. For several 

decades, most education systems have been built on standardizing the way we teach 

and test. Although this worked well when most students would progress from school 

to an industrial job, today, students are expected to perform more complex tasks in 

today’s workplace; and yet most of the current education systems, especially in the 

developing countries do not adequately prepare students for success in career and life.  

The question of values in education, the purposes of schooling, the quality of 

students' educational experiences and of what constitutes a 'good school' still remain 

the subject of much argument and are unlikely to be resolved easily (White & Barber, 

1997); even though rresearch reveals that the approach to designing accountability 

systems has quite changed over time. For example, the Council of Chief State School 

Officers (2008), reported that the field of education in the U.S then had moved from 

financial accountability and accountability based on inputs to standards-based 

accountability systems based on outputs. Then results were generalized to the full 

population, and the movement has been towards assessing every student and 

evaluating every teacher and school.  
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As a result, Students’ Assessment for educational accountability has moved 

from matrix sampling to whole system. That is, in the past schools, teachers or 

students were matrix sampled so that only a sample was given tests or other 

instruments to measure the desired outcomes. Consequently, there is considerable 

variation on the surface of reform initiatives across educational authorities in 

developed countries including changes in curriculum, student testing, school 

governance, funding formulae, roles and relationships of principals, as well as trustee 

power.  

Over a decade ago, authors appeared to differ primarily in the level of detail 

provided and in the component of focus. For example, while some authors focus on 

guiding questions, others on developing a set of accountability standards or core 

elements; yet others concentrate on the technical aspects of various indicators, while 

still others focus on the goals and consequences of a system. For example, in the 

1990s, Kirst (1990) reviewed six broad approaches to accountability, which included: 

(1) accountability through performance reporting; (2) accountability through 

monitoring and compliance with standards/regulations, (3) accountability through 

incentive systems; (4) accountability through reliance on the market; (5) 

accountability through changing the locus of authority or control of schools; and (6) 

accountability through changing professional roles.  

Stecher and Hanser (1992) elaborated an educational accountability model 

with four major components namely: goals, measure, a feedback loop and systemic 

change mechanism, arguing that for any accountability system to be effective, it must 

include each of these components. The question of values in education, the purposes 

of schooling, the quality of students' educational experiences and of what constitutes a 
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'good school' rightly remain the subject of much argument and are unlikely to be 

resolved easily (White & Barber, 1997).   

But in recent studies, it is argued that local governments should use several of 

these approaches simultaneously. For instance, Raudenbush (2004) argues that 

accountability systems must include measures of processes, such as information on 

organizational and instructional practice, in addition to measures of outcomes if the 

goal is to help improve schools.  

Baker, Linn, Herman, & Koretz (2002) created a set of 22 standards for educa-

tional accountability that they grouped into five key categories namely: system 

components, testing, risks, public reporting, and evaluation. Hanusheck and Raymond 

(2002) stated that the “basic skeleton” of accountability systems includes: goals, 

content standards, measurement, consequences, and reporting.  

Reeves (2004) explained how to transform accountability from destructive and 

demoralizing accounting drills into a constructive decision-making process that 

improves teaching, learning, and students’ achievement. He encourages educators to 

become proactive in developing student-centered accountability systems. Reeves 

further shows how educators can create accountability systems that enhance teacher 

effectiveness and lead to significant improvements in student achievement and equity, 

even in traditionally low-performing schools. These systems capture the many aspects 

of teaching that test scores do not reveal. 

The recent changes in educational accountability, therefore, have resulted in 

some government systems that have become overloaded in trying to serve too many 

purposes simultaneously, failing to serve any of them well. In addition, expectations 

have increased. Stakeholders, for example, expect to see immediate improvements 

and evidence that student learning has increased, leading to quick fixes or short-term 
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strategies. The changes, however, have discouraged a thoughtful approach to the 

entire educational accountability system focused on the goals.  

Other than the changes that have occurred in the type of accountability 

measures, other changes are occurring in terms of who is accountable. Today, 

especially in the case of Kenyan education, more consequences are being attached to 

students’ academic performance, including public reporting and tangible forms of 

recognition. Poor academic performance is now likely to result in sanctions such as 

Education Ministry’s intervention, visits by technical advisory teams, and 

reconstitution of the affected schools. More consequences are being attached to 

student performance, including public reporting and tangible forms of recognition. As 

a result, Students’ Assessment for educational accountability has moved from matrix 

sampling to whole system.  

However, despite efforts by many governments to provide high quality 

education, significant disparities in educational outcomes continue to exist. For 

example, despite the Kenya’s government efforts towards the realization of Education 

For All (EFA), it continues to experience a number of challenges. These include: 

gender disparities, high poverty levels, Teacher supply and quality, HIV/AIDS 

Pandemic and Inadequate financial resources. Moreover, a large number of students 

fail to obtain a minimum level of education, jeopardizing their own future and the 

progress of their society (Wanjohi, 2013).  

Accountability for Learning 

In a study by Levitt, Janta, and Wegrich (2008), accountability has been cited 

as one of the factors associated with positive outcomes in public services. In 

education, accountability is associated with improved school performance. For this 

improvement to materialize there must be a well-established accountability 
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framework, relationships, and arrangements. However, the outcomes of accountability 

are not always positive and if they are not well-planned, accountability dysfunction 

may occur. Thus, in most cases, accountability dysfunction primarily results from a 

lack of supportive structures within the education system and accountability overload, 

that is, having too many overlapping evaluation criteria and/or too many stakeholders 

and supervisors, each with his or her own requirements for reporting purposes with 

which the actor is expected to comply (Levitt et al., 2008). 

Recent publications (Benner, Sutphen, Leonard, & Day, 2010; McLaughlin, 

Roth, Glatt, Gharkholonarehe, Davidson, Griffin, & Mumper, 2014) reaffirmed that 

educators need to change how they have approached teaching. Thus, every educator is 

challenged to implement strategies that will engage students in their learning. 

Changing teaching style requires a paradigm shift in how teachers approach learning 

to one that invites students to work collaboratively to learn not only the required 

knowledge but also the skills that will assist them when coping with complex clinical 

issues encountered in clinical practice.  

Meeting the challenge with success requires preparation on the part of the 

faculty, as well as the student, and calls for support from those in administrative 

positions not only relative to teaching strategies but also to the provision of new 

resources, such as technology and flexible facilities. Success is enhanced when 

faculty, as a whole, endorse the use of student-centered learning activities. Hawks 

(2014) suggested that preparing students for a different type of learning experience, 

one that requires students to be actively engaged in their learning, can be helpful in 

proactively addressing potential resistance to change. 
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Accountability for Students’ Success 

In order for students’ success to adequately take place, it demands that 

educators employ effective Student-Centered Learning (SCL) approaches. According 

to Lea, Stephenson, and Troy (2003), SCL refers to the following: reliance on active 

rather than passive learning; increased responsibility and accountability on the part of 

the student; an increased sense of autonomy in the learner; an interdependence 

between student and lecturer; mutual respect within the learner lecturer relationship; 

and reflective approach to the teaching and learning process on the part of both the 

teacher and student. SCL approach encourages and stimulates learners to have a deep 

approach to learning where they can enrich higher order thinking skills. It is basically 

related to the constructivist view of learning in the importance it places on activity, 

discovery and independent learning (Carlile & Jordan, 2005). SCL is based on the 

philosophy that the student is at the heart of the learning process (Machemer & 

Crawford, 2007).  

In SCL students should be in a position to receive constructive timely 

feedback and clear explanation of their mistakes from the instructors so as to realize 

and rectify those mistakes in future (Hattie & Timperley, 2007). According to Harden 

and Laidlaw (2013), teachers using SCL should therefore, provide appropriate 

feedback to the student, and the learning should be individualized to the personal 

requirements of the student. The courses can be designed with well-defined learning 

outcomes on entry to their classes, learning styles and engaging them in collaborative 

problem based learning perhaps with team members or independently. 

Mclean and Gibbs (2010) observes that it is also important to include students 

at all levels of curriculum design, implementation and evaluation; and as clients, they 

need to be part of the process of developing a learner-centered curriculum. They 
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submit that a clear admission policy, with appropriate support structures, should be 

developed. Furthermore, the school should support student diversity and individual 

learning needs, the psychological and social aspects of student diversity, develop 

students’ self-learning skills, allow time for independent learning and pursing areas of 

interest, regularly review the core curriculum content, recognize that their education 

continues beyond graduation, provide ample opportunity for student professional 

development and not pay lip service to learner-centeredness (Mclean & Gibbs, 2010).  

Study by Çubukçu (2012) reports that vital characteristics of the student-

centered teaching (SCT) program include: emphasizing tasks that attract students' 

interests; organizing content and activities around subjects that are meaningful to the 

students; determining clear opportunities that let all students develop their own 

learning, skills and progress to the next level of learning; organizing activities that 

help students understand and improve their own viewpoints; developing global, 

interdisciplinary, and complementary activities; supporting challenging learning 

activities even if the learners find them difficult; and emphasizing activities that 

encourage students to work with other students in cooperation.  

According to research, there are seven levels of accountability for student 

success namely: state, school system, school, principal, teachers, parents, and students 

according to Ordu and Ordu (2012). However, only four of these are discussed below 

in the context of this study. These are school, principal, teachers, and students’ levels. 

School-level Factors  

At the school level, school failure can be defined as the incapacity of a school 

to provide fair and inclusive education and an adequate learning environment for 

students to achieve the outcomes worthy of their effort and ability. From a systemic 

perspective, school failure occurs when an education system fails to provide fair and 
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inclusive education services that lead to enriching student learning. From an 

individual perspective, school failure can be defined as the failure of a student to 

obtain a minimum level of knowledge and skills, which can at the extreme lead to 

dropping out of school (Field, Kuczera, & Pont, 2007). 

At the school level, parents expect school districts and state to invest in 

classroom resources and support teachers by setting clear expectations, helping 

teachers develop their craft, providing meaningful support which is tailored to the 

teacher’s needs, and then providing a fair, multi-faceted review of how well teachers 

are serving the educational needs of our students. They should also drive 

improvements in schools that fall short year after year (Field et al., 2007). 

Ladd (2001) views accountability at the school level as preferable both 

because it promotes collaboration among teachers and because schools have more 

opportunities than do individual teachers to enact the types of changes in resource 

allocation and practices that may be needed to raise student achievement. School 

accountability systems have the potential benefits of aligning effort with stakeholders’ 

goals and providing information for improvement; however, they are limited by the 

fact that they can only measure a small number of the dimensions valued by 

stakeholders.  

Rothstein, Jacobson, and Wilder (2008) demonstrate that educational 

stakeholders value a wide range of outcomes including not just academic performance 

and educational attainment but also areas such as citizenship, work ethic, and critical 

thinking. But school accountability systems generally do not cover even the full set of 

valued academic outcomes, instead often focusing solely on reading and mathematics 

performance, and the non-test measures like graduation rates or attendance rates are 

also crude proxies for the behavioral and attainment outcomes that stakeholders value. 
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By focusing attention on the set of outcomes that are easily measurable, school 

accountability systems may lead some valued outcomes to be treated as more 

important than other valued outcomes (Ladd, 2001). 

Principal-level Factors  

Research suggests that school leadership is second only to classroom teaching 

in influencing learning (Barber & Mourshed, 2007). As evidenced in the literature, 

(Blase, Blase, & Phillips, 2010; Taylor, 2010), strong leadership: 

 facilitates school cultures that support opportunities for student learning, 

teachers leadership, and staff professional growth; 

 includes teachers in decision-making about instruction, the allocation of 

resources, and ongoing professional learning; 

 provides guidance in the use of Students’ Assessment data for classroom 

programming and school improvement; 

 promotes change that will result in instructional improvement; 

 models integrity, fairness and ethical conduct; 

 advances the success of all students by collaborating with parents and 

community members;  

 leads the effective implementation of curriculum, instruction and assessment. 

Louis, Dretzkea, and Wahlstrom (2010) published a detailed sequel to probe 

school leadership in depth. They reaffirmed their earlier conclusion, declaring that: 

“In developing a starting point for this six-year study, they claimed, based on a 

preliminary review of research, that leadership is second only to classroom instruction 

as an influence on student learning” (Louis et al., 2010, p. 9). They also found that 

“although school leadership does not make its impact directly, its indirect workings 

have a statistically significant effect on student achievement” (p. 37).   
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Research has also argued much about the link between quality leadership and 

school performance for many years. The conclusion reached was the belief that no 

school can be greater than their leaders and that a school is as good as its leadership 

(Yusuf, 2012). A recently published Wallace Perspective report that takes a look back 

at the foundation’s research and field experiences reports that five practices in 

particular seem central to effective school leadership (Wallace Foundation, 2012). 

These include: 1) shaping a vision of academic success for all students, one based on 

high standards; 2) creating a climate hospitable to education in order that safety, a 

cooperative spirit, and other foundations of fruitful interaction prevail; 3) cultivating 

leadership in others so that teachers and other adults assume their part in realizing the 

school vision; 4) improving instruction to enable teachers to teach at their best and 

students to learn at their utmost; and 5) managing people, data and processes to foster 

school improvement. When principals put each of these elements in place and in 

harmony, they stand a better chance of making a real difference for students.  

From the report, the following points clearly come out: that leaders of 

successful secondary schools usually strengthen their skills and involve the entire 

school in plans to raise student achievement; that the best school leaders establish an 

environment of continuous progress in which teachers and leaders work together to 

upgrade curriculum and instruction, examine data to identify weaknesses in school 

and classroom practices, and develop and implement plans to increase the vitality of 

school reform; that successful school leaders promote teacher collegiality and higher 

student performance through use of the Key Practices and technical assistance; and 

that successful school leaders use classroom visits, coaching and mentoring, and other 

professional development to prepare teachers to focus on greater student achievement.  
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A study by Hitt and Tucker (2016), found out that principal practices influence 

student achievement, and identifying those that specifically influence student 

achievement guides principal development and decision-making.  School principal 

and teachers, therefore, need to agree on a clear mission to help all students succeed. 

They must be willing to participate wholeheartedly in focus groups, small learning 

communities and professional development activities to acquire and use more 

effective ways to prepare students for college and careers. 

Teacher-level Factors  

Teacher-level factors are primarily under the control of individual teachers. 

Research so far has shown that a teacher’s effectiveness has an influence on the 

students’ academic attainment (Afe, 2001). Some researchers have found evidence 

indicating that performance incentives for teachers can be beneficial for student 

outcomes (Lavy, 2007; Figlio & Kenny, 2007). In fact, for several years teachers have 

been regarded as the essential catalysts for school and school student performance 

improvement. They are the driving force and main resource in the development and 

academic growth of students as they are sources of knowledge and agents of change 

(Wallace Foundation, 2012). Thus, teacher effectiveness has been the interest of 

policy makers, educators and parents. Teachers’ effectiveness is measured by 

students’ academic performance in both internal and external examinations. It is a 

general feeling that students who fail the examinations are taught by ineffective 

teachers; on the other hand, those who excel are taught by the very effective teachers.  

Findings by Marzano (2003) indicate that “ineffective teachers might actually 

impede the learning of their students” (p. 75). He emphasized that the impact of 

individual teachers could have a greater impact on student achievement than all 

school-level factors. He summarized teacher-level factors as: collegiality, 



40 

 

professionalism, instructional strategies, and classroom curriculum design and 

classroom management as highlighted below: 

Collegiality or collaboration. Marzano (2003) defined collegiality as the 

manner in which staff members in a school interact with each other and that collegial 

behaviors include: openly sharing failures and mistakes, demonstrating respect for 

each other, and constructively analyzing and criticizing practices and procedures. 

Collaborative teams that share this common purpose are normally characterized by 

the following common behaviors: they employ collective inquiry as they question the 

status quo; they seek new methods; they test those methods and reflect on results 

(Marzano, 2007). Thus, energized in their willingness to work together, the 

organizational framework is renewed and refreshed.  

Redding (2006) states that the purpose of collegial learning is realized when 

all its members are engaged in learning. Simultaneously, individual teachers are at 

work in their classrooms and teams collaborate toward cumulative plans. Collegial 

Learning happens when a school ensures the quality time that allows teams of 

teachers to work together.  

As Carter (2007) observes, districts and schools that provide opportunities for 

collaborative work with appropriate professional development, support, resources and 

leadership will help teachers and students to be successful. Effective teachers devise 

activities or assignments that provide students with opportunities to practice a skill or 

apply content (Walberg, 2011). During the planning stage, effective teachers consider 

a variety of techniques that involve individual, small group and whole class 

instruction based on the needs of students (Stronge, 2007). The planning to align 

curriculum and instruction to standards and assessments engages the creativity of the 

teaching skill.  
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Professionalism. According to Marzano (2003), professionalism refers to 

the extent to which staff members in a school approach their work as professionals. 

Marzano made the following conclusion about professionalism:  

Professionalism, then, includes a certain level of knowledge about one’s 

subject area, but perhaps more important it involves pedagogical knowledge of 

how best to teach that subject-matter content. While subject-matter knowledge 

in itself might not be consistently associated with student achievement, 

pedagogical knowledge is. (p. 64) 

Instructional strategies. Diversifying opportunities in the classroom in 

meaningful assignments and activities increases the opportunities for time and 

learning. For example, games are an excellent way to address even difficult content in 

an entertaining way. Designed for instruction, games have been associated with a 20 

percentile point gain in student achievement when used purposefully and thoughtfully 

(Marzano, 2010). 

Small group instruction is successful when there is high expectation for all 

ability groups that are not static, and they are engaged in meaningful instruction and 

conversation. Cooperative learning promotes strong benefits in groups of two to four 

students. While each group member is held accountable for accomplishing the 

activity: their motivation, task engagement, ability to work with individuals different 

from themselves, and verbal processing of subject matter is enhanced (Walberg, 

2011).  

Technology in the classroom is no longer a novelty but a major tool to assist in 

ensuring effective instruction. Evertson (2006) confirms that availability of 

technology within the classroom greatly varies from school to school, but with strong 
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management and recordkeeping even a one-computer classroom can be highly 

effective.  

Homework is an additional means to address the learning needs of the broad 

range of students in the classroom. The completion of homework allows students to 

practice, prepare or elaborate classroom instruction. The teacher that gives feedback 

to student homework that is timely and informative increases the effectiveness, 

(Stronge, 2007). Personalizing or differentiating homework that is based on the needs 

of each student helps ensure that quality.  

In a comprehensive review of research studies on the influence of various time 

effects on academic learning, 88% showed positive correlations between time and 

learning, (Walberg, 2011). Outside of the classroom students independently engage in 

constructive tasks. Parents may be involved and are greater informed of the content of 

curriculum and instruction. Students spend additional time practicing material without 

school distractions as homework is a viable alternative to electronic entertainment.  

Student-level Factors 

It is a known fact that the core business of schools is teaching and learning in 

order to give students’ quality education. This is confirmed by what Kimani, Kara, 

and Njagi (2013) said that “one of the indicators of quality education being provided 

is cognitive achievement of learners” (p. 2).  

Although it is also true that school leaders, teachers and parents have a critical 

role in providing quality education for students, it is also very true that that for quality 

education to prevail, all education stakeholders should take part in the translation, 

interpretation and implementation of policies regarding achievement of high standards 

of education, including students. However, much is said about how to help students 

achieve their academic performance yet little is mentioned about how the students 
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themselves have impact on their own achievements. It is noteworthy that whatever 

effort that teachers exert to enhance students learning, the honors lay with the 

students.  There is evidence from research that shows that students can play a critical 

role in improving academic performance (Nicholas & Sutton, 2013).  

Research findings by Blum (2002) indicate that educators and school health 

professionals have increasingly pointed to school connectedness as an important 

factor that, when present, reduces the likelihood that adolescents will engage in 

health-compromising behaviors and increases the likelihood of academic success.  

The Wingspread Declaration on School Connections represents a synthesis of 

key research on the topic and provides a set of core principles—such as avoiding 

tracking, setting high academic standards, creating small learning environments, and 

identifying student advisors—to help schools become more connected places for their 

students (Blum, 2005). He reported that students who are connected to school, that is, 

if they feel safe, perceive themselves to be treated fairly by adults, are happy to be in 

school, feel they are a part of the school community, and feel close to people at 

school, normally experience less distress and engage in fewer risk-taking behaviors. 

Blum further reports that students who have enriching school experiences will be 

more likely to stay in education and successfully transfer to the labor market. Those 

who struggle at early stages but receive adequate, timely support and guidance have 

higher probabilities of finishing, despite any difficulties in their family or social 

background.  

 According to the U.S. Department of Education (2001), students who attend 

schools with a positive, respectful climate are able to focus on learning and realize 

their academic, interpersonal and athletic potential. It was reported that such schools 

have clearly, explicitly communicated policies and procedures that set clear 
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boundaries for respectful, nonviolent treatment of school community members and 

support an environment that is free of negative and harmful physical, social, 

emotional and intellectual language and actions. The report indicated that when 

students perceive they have a stake in their school community, negative anti-social 

and risky behaviors tend to decrease and participation in school community programs 

and projects, including academic activities, tends to increase.  

Equity in Education 

According to Field, Kuczera and Pont (2007), equity in education can be seen 

through two dimensions: fairness and inclusion. Equitable education systems are fair 

and inclusive and support their students to reach their learning potential without either 

formally or informally pre-setting barriers or lowering expectations. Equity as fairness 

implies that personal or socio-economic circumstances, such as gender, ethnic origin 

or family background are not obstacles to educational success. Equity as inclusion 

means ensuring that all students reach at least a basic minimum level of skills.  

An equitable education system can redress the effect of broader social and 

economic inequalities. In the context of learning, it allows individuals to take full 

advantage of education and training irrespective of their background.  Equity, as the 

foundation for multicultural learning, means ensuring that every student has access to 

the curriculum, pedagogy, assessment, as well as the challenge he or she needs based 

on the recognition and response to individual differences and the sociopolitical 

context of teaching and learning (Field et al., 2007). 

Implementing Equity Pedagogy 

Equity goal is to create a school-based climate and culture that demands and 

supports systemic equity and improved student achievement for each student while 

narrowing the current and predictable tribal achievement gap by: improving 
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conference capacity to design and deliver equity-centered professional development 

for instructional staff; improving equity-centered school instructional leadership and 

support; implementing equity-centered curriculum, instruction, and assessment 

practices by teachers in an anti-bias environment. Educators can achieve equity goal 

through differentiated instruction (Banks & Banks, 2013).  

Equity pedagogy can be applied through steps such as: fostering a cooperative 

learning environment that is proven to benefit students from diverse racial/ethnic 

backgrounds, developing teaching strategies that help girls better understand 

advanced science classes, modifying the curriculum to enable students to learn more 

effectively (Banks & Banks, 2004). In so doing, curriculum and pedagogy become 

culturally relevant and equitable, so students from diverse backgrounds, especially 

those who have been socio-economically, linguistically, and culturally marginalized, 

can succeed in school as well as the outside society.  

Equity Pedagogy also involves teaching conceptually, especially in 

mathematics. This helps students learn at a deeper level. "It reveals to the students 

that they can create their own knowledge as they go through the inquiry process" 

(Moreno, 2015. When students are taught conceptually, they make connections to the 

philosophy and the mathematical concept behind it. This can be done by creating 

"math buddies" to learn multiplication facts (p.153). For example, students are paired 

up and study together in preparation for an individual test. Once the student feels that 

he/she is ready to test, they come forward with their buddy. While the buddy watches 

silently, the student tests orally, hence creating a team environment where students are 

encouraged to help one another learn.  

Further, equity pedagogy includes Project Based Learning (PBL) which allows 

teachers to tailor student's learning experiences in ways that are significantly 
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motivating to them. It also allows teachers to insert curriculum into the student's 

world and provide opportunities for students to create projects based on their specific 

needs and desires (Cavilla, 2014). When Equity Pedagogy is applied to any subject, 

classroom becomes a place for growth and affirmation for all diverse students. 

Teachers can everyday make changes to their lessons to meet the needs of their 

students by having abundance of strategies that can easily be implemented into 

existing lesson plans, and the needs of all students can be addressed and meaningful 

learning can take place. 

Inclusiveness and Equity 

Inclusive education is an approach that challenges exclusionary policies and 

practices so as to address learning needs of all learners in regular schools and 

classrooms. It means including all children who are left out or excluded from school 

and can be catered for in both formal and informal setting. Inclusive education is 

when all students, regardless of any challenges they may have, are placed in age-

appropriate general education classes that are in their own neighborhood schools to 

receive high-quality instruction, interventions, and supports that enable them to meet 

success in the core curriculum (Bui, Quirk, Almazan, & Valenti, 2010; Alquraini & 

Gut, 2012). 

Under inclusive education, the school and classroom operate on the premise 

that students with disabilities are as fundamentally competent as students without 

disabilities. Therefore, all students can be full participants in their classrooms and in 

the local school community. Much of the movement is related to legislation that 

students receive their education in the least restrictive environment (LRE). This 

means they are with their peers without disabilities to the maximum degree possible, 

with general education the placement of first choice for all students (Alquraini & Gut, 
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2012). Thus, successful inclusive education happens primarily through accepting, 

understanding, and attending to student differences and diversity, which can include 

physical, cognitive, academic, social, and emotional. The driving principle is to make 

all students feel welcomed, appropriately challenged, and supported in their efforts. 

It’s also critically important that the adults are supported, too. This includes the 

regular education teacher and the special education teacher, as well as all other staff 

and faculty who are key stakeholders including parents. 

Kenya, being a partner in the international conventions on education, has 

placed various instruments into the Constitution as well as in various policy and legal 

frameworks in order to realize inclusive education as stipulated in the Inclusive 

Education Policy of 2007. As highlighted in this policy, if inclusive education is 

conceived as a way of democratizing opportunities for life-long learning, then it is 

seen as a system that allows a smooth transition of learners from: Early Childhood 

Education (ECE) to primary school, Non Formal Education (NFE) to formal/regular 

system and primary to secondary as well as a different curricula providing diverse 

foundation for lifelong learning. However, in Kenya, large class sizes, inadequate 

funding, limited teacher training, cultural perceptions, and lack of disability 

awareness makes implementation difficult. 

Studies show that when teachers have a positive attitude towards their 

students, they are more socially responsive and attentive, they more often tailor their 

instruction to particular student needs, and they are more successful at drawing on 

students’ experiences to make lessons meaningful and contextually relevant 

(Westbrook, Durrani, Brown, Orr, Pryor, Boddy, & Salvi, 2013).  

On the other hand, students from disadvantaged social groups, such as 

females, minorities, or the disabled often suffer from teacher prejudices, which 
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translate into low expectations of these students’ capacities. Similarly, teachers who 

have low expectations of their students make less of an effort to help them learn, in 

addition to discouraging them in other subtle ways, with the final result that these 

students often achieve lower academic performance (McKown & Weinstein; 2008, 

Lane, Carter, Common, & Jordan, 2012).  

Nevertheless, learning process can be activated with children of very different 

abilities by: designing curriculum that is all inclusive and addresses learners with 

special needs, developing varied teaching methods to suit different learners, fast 

tracking learners of higher age enhancing quality control through the work of Quality 

Assurance and Standards, preparing teachers adequately, identifying and meeting the 

varied needs of the learners. 

Curriculum Planning and Development 

 Curriculum development provides an opportunity for institutionalizing a 

systemic approach to learning. It aims at integrating the recognition of the needs for 

learning, the ways in which learning is organized and delivered, and the ways in 

which learning is monitored and evaluated within a particular context of location, 

values and beliefs. If curriculum development is carried out efficiently and 

effectively, the learning needs of learners will be met, teachers will teach more 

effectively, using suitable, relevant pedagogy and materials, a good service will be 

delivered; satisfying the demands of different stakeholders, as well as the goals and 

aims of the education will be achieved. 

 Several studies have been conducted on the issue of curriculum development 

and evaluation in varied contexts. These have provided variations into the field.  The 

main focus of curriculum development according to Richards (2001) is on deciding 

which knowledge, skills and values to be taught, how to reach the intended outcomes, 
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and the learning and teaching processes philosophical, theoretical and practical 

constructions give shape to the curriculum development; That is, science, society, 

moral doctrine, knowledge, and the learner are the sources of the curriculum (Ornstein 

& Hunkins, 2009). 

 According to Wiggins and McTighe (2006), curriculum refers to the specific 

blueprint for learning that is derived from desired results—that is, content and 

performance standards -be they state-determined or locally developed. Curriculum 

takes content, from external standards and local goals, and shapes it into a plan for 

how to conduct effective teaching and learning.  

 Null (2011) sees curriculum as a map of how to achieve the outputs of desired 

student performance, in which appropriate learning activities and assessments are 

suggested to make it more likely that students achieve the desired results. According 

to him, curriculum contains many questions within itself and lists the questions that 

curriculum holds within itself as:  

“What should be taught, to whom, under what circumstances, how, and with 

what end in mind? Put more concretely, what should be taught to these 

students, in this school, at this time, how, and to what end? What process 

should we use to decide what our curriculum ought to be within a particular 

school, college, or university context?” (p. 5)  

 The Kenya Institute of Curriculum Development (KICD) new curriculum 

design aims at improving competence in other areas of study; languages, technology, 

psychomotor, creative arts, mathematics, environment, business, and religious 

education. The new curriculum describes the basic education into three phases that 

include; Early Years Education, Middle School Education, and Senior School. KICD 
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new curriculum syllabus encourages the use of ICT to instruct students, allowing 

them to experiment and explore more.  

 Early years of education takes five years incorporating two years in Pre-

primary and 3 years in Lower primary. Secondary education classifies into two levels 

lower and senior school. Lower secondary encompasses grade 7 to 9 where learners 

expose to a broad curriculum to help them pursue their potential. The curriculum 

expects learners to undergo intense career training to enable them to make informed 

choices ahead of senior school. The senior school takes three years before completion. 

It lays a strong foundation for tertiary training. At the end of this level, learners are 

expected to become empowered, ethical and engaged citizens.  

 Literature provides some approaches to designing the curriculum. For 

example, Brown, Smith, and Stein (1995) give Systematic Approach to Designing and 

Maintaining Language Curriculum with components as shown in Figure 4 below. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4. Systematic Approach to designing and maintaining language curriculum 

(Brown et al., 1995, p. 20). 
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As shown in Figure 4, the first step is needs analysis, the concept which 

focuses on the learners and concerns with the language structures which are likely to 

be needed (Brown et al, 1995). 

The purpose of needs analysis in language curriculum development is that it 

helps in: (1) providing a systematic approach for the selection of the input, 

constructing the content of the program by taking the opinions of members of 

designing process; (2) specifying the language needs, (3) providing a base for the 

assessment of the present program (Richards, 2001).  

There is a distinction between goals and objectives. Goal is a more general 

term defining what should we do to meet the expectations of the learners and 

objective is a more specific term related to the structures that learners should know to 

reach a specific goal (Brown et al., 1995); and according to Richards (2001), the 

objectives can be behavior, content, proficiency or skill based In the second step, 

goals and objectives ring the need for the third step language testing. Thus, in a 

language program, tests can be applied in the need for placement of the students, 

identifying the levels of the students through diagnostic tests, or testing the 

achievements of the learners. Then it comes to the last step before the classroom 

implementation of the language curriculum, material design. But there is a more 

recent model of curriculum design proposed by Macalister and Nation (2011) 

illustrated in Figure 5.   
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Figure 5. A Model of the parts of the curriculum design process (Macalister &

 Nation,  2011, p. 2). 

 

The model is built with three outer and one inner circle, which is also divided 

into three sub-circles. Beginning from the inner circle, the model puts the goals into 

the center of the curriculum design in order to emphasize their crucial role in a course 

and here the sequence and content represent what and in which order to teach, the 

part, format and presentation, generally deals with how to present the language 

structures to the learners, the part the lesson is planned; which includes the techniques 

and activities and the last component of the inner circle is monitoring and assessing in 

which we check the outcomes and evaluate the learning activity and the success of the 

teaching . The outer circles and what they stand for all have sub-factors. For example, 

environment analysis can reveal the factors related to the “learners, teachers and 

teaching-learning situations‛, needs analysis has tree sub-factors ‚lacks, wants and 

necessities‛ and the last one, principles, is divided into content and sequencing, format 

and presentation, and monitoring and assessment.” (pp. 3-4) 
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The last component of the model is evaluation, which encircles the whole 

model, and it can provide detailed information about every piece and component of 

the model and can show the lacks and necessities or the parts to be developed, and 

generally this component is neglected in curriculum development.  

Shawer, Gilmore, and Banks-Joseph (2009) carried a study on the effect of 

learner-driven  motives  on  the  development and implementation of the  curriculum, 

designation of a curriculum with art based medium for kindergarten  level  in  Puerto  

Rico; and most currently, Korotchenko, Matveenko,  Strelnikova,  and Phillips, 

(2015) the analysis of backward design process  in  foreign  language  curriculum. 

 Banks and Banks (2004) observe that valuing the classroom as a center of 

societal change makes teachers change their methods to help students from diverse 

backgrounds to excel in the classroom and bring positive changes to their 

communities. Their study evidence shows that equity can go hand-in-hand with 

quality; and that reducing school failure strengthens individuals’ and societies’ 

capacities to respond to recession and contribute to economic growth and social 

wellbeing. 

Designing Classroom Curriculum 

According to Tomlinson and Allan (2000), designing a good classroom 

curriculum requires a good start and effective teachers. It involves differentiating at 

least four classroom elements namely: content and access to content, process, product, 

and learning environment. Content, process, and product are what teachers address all 

the time during lesson planning and instruction. 

Curriculum Content. Content consists of the knowledge, concepts, and 

skills that students need to learn based on the curriculum. Differentiating content 

means that teachers can vary the level of complexity (Barbara, 2015; Dirksen, 2010).  
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According to Tomlinson and Allan (2000), differentiating content involves 

several activities which include: 1) pre-assessment to determine where students need 

to begin, then match students with appropriate activities;  2) using hands on activities 

for some learners to help them understand a new idea; 3) using texts or novels at more 

than one reading level; 4) presenting information through both whole-to-part and part-

to-whole; 5) using a variety of reading-buddy arrangements to support and challenge 

students when working with different texts; 6) re-teaching students who need further 

demonstration or exempt students who already demonstrate mastery from reading a 

chapter or sitting through a re-teaching lesson; 7) using texts, computer programs, 

tape recordings and videos as a way of conveying key concepts to varied learners; and 

8) using Bloom’s  Taxonomy to encourage thinking about content at several levels. 

Curriculum process. Process refers to how students make sense or 

understands the information, ideas and skills being studied and reflects student 

learning styles and preferences. It includes activities in which the student engages in 

order to make sense of or master the content (Tomlinson & Allan, 2000).  

Differentiating process means that teachers can vary the learning activities 

based on the students’ interests or learning styles (Kingore, 2004; Levy, 2008; 

Barbara, 2015). It involves: providing varied options at different levels of difficulty or 

based on differing student interests; offering different amounts of teacher and student 

support for a task; giving choices about how students express their understanding; and 

varying the learning process depending upon how students learn (Tomlinson and 

Allan, 2000)  

Curriculum product. Differentiating product means that students have a 

choice in how they demonstrate what they have learned ((Pham, 2012; Barbara, 

2015). It includes culminating projects that ask the student to rehearse, apply, and 
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extend what he or she has learned in a unit. At the elementary level differentiating 

products also includes the following: 1) giving students options of how to express 

required learning (e.g. creating a puppet show, writing a letter, or developing a mural 

with labels); 2) using rubrics that match and extend students' varied skills levels; 

allowing students to work alone or in small groups on their products; and 3) 

encouraging students to create their own product assignments as long as the 

assignments contain required elements. 

To differentiate product educators can: allow students to help design products 

around learning intentions/goals; encourage students to express what they have 

learned in varied ways; allow for varied working arrangements – alone, with a group; 

provide or encourage the use of varied types of resources in preparing products; 

provide product assignments at varying degrees of difficulty to match student 

readiness; use a wide variety of assessments; work with students to develop rubrics 

that match and extend students’ varied skill levels; use a continuum - simple to 

complex, less independent to more independent, or clearly defined to ‘fuzzy’ 

problems (Tomlinson & Allan, 2000). 

 Curriculum evaluation. After designing the curriculum, conducting the 

needs analysis and the actual implementation of the designed curriculum, comes 

curriculum evaluation. According to Nation and Macalister (2010, pp. 123-124) there 

are nine steps of evaluation:  

1. Specify the audience of the evaluation and what they expect from this,  

2. Specify the field in which the findings will be used,  

3. Decide whether there is really a need for the evaluation,  

4. Find out the time span and sources necessary for conducting the 

evaluation, specify the aspects to be evaluated in the program,  
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5. Specify the aspects to be evaluated in the program, 

6. Create connections to get the help of the people in the system,  

7. Specify the participants and data gathering tools,  

8. Decide on how to report the evaluation results,  

9. Check whether a follow up evaluation is appointed. 

Pedagogy 

In a broad sense, pedagogy refers to the “interactions between teachers, 

students, and the learning environment and the learning tasks” (Murphy, 2008. p. 35).  

This comprises not only what teachers do in the classroom, but also their ideas, 

knowledge and attitudes in relation to the learners, the teaching and learning process 

as well as the curriculum. Pedagogical approaches are often placed on a spectrum 

from teacher-centered to learner-centered pedagogy; though these two approaches 

may seem contradictory, they can often complement each other in the realization of 

educational goals. For instance, a teacher-centered approach may be useful to 

introduce a new theme, while a learner-centered approach may be necessary to allow 

students to explore these ideas and develop a deeper understanding. Quit often 

pedagogical effectiveness depends on ensuring that the approach is appropriate for 

specific school and national contexts. For example, certain learner-centered 

techniques that are effective in classrooms with fewer students may be difficult to 

accomplish in crowded or under-resourced classrooms.  

Nevertheless, there are strategies that have been shown to be more effective 

than others in a broadly-applicable sense. Some of these include the following: strong 

grasp of pedagogical approaches specific to the subject matter and age of the learners; 

appropriate use of whole-class, small group, and pair work; meaningful incorporation 

of teaching and learning materials in addition to the textbook; frequent opportunities 
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for students to answer and expand upon responses to questions; helpful use of local 

terms and languages; varied lesson activities; and a positive attitude towards students 

and belief in their capacity to learn (Westbrook et al., 2013). 

There are studies with valuable information on how educators can be effective 

in differentiating classroom instruction to cater for learners with varied abilities and 

profiles. These include the following: 

Personalized or Differentiated Learning. There is an increasing body 

of research showing positive results for full implementation of differentiated learning 

in mixed-ability classrooms, including effectiveness for keeping high-ability students 

challenged, and optimistic results for students with mild or severe learning 

disabilities. This body of research validates the following practices with differentiated 

learning: Promotes effective classroom management procedures; encourages student 

engagement and motivation; assesses student readiness; responds to learning styles; 

flags student groupings for instruction; and teaches to the student’s proximal 

development, (Huebner, 2010). Thus, differentiated learning helps to maximize each 

student’s growth and individual achievement in classrooms that include students of 

differing abilities. 

Differentiated Learning Environment. Learning environment is the 

climate of a classroom and includes the operation and tone of the classroom, which 

includes class rules, furniture arrangement, lighting, procedures and processes. It is 

the way the classroom works and feels. Teachers, or teachers and students 

collaboratively, that invest the time to establish clear rules and procedures for work 

within the classroom, transitions in and away from the classroom, and the use of 

materials and equipment shared in the classroom ensure the cohesiveness necessary to 

accomplish the work in that classroom community (Tomlinson & Allan, 2000).   
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As Stronge (2007) observes, well-practiced procedures become routine, and 

routines ensure that everyday tasks establish the environment for greater achievement 

gains. A positive learning environment invites positive relationships, and all students, 

especially those at-risk, are benefited.  

Tomlinson and Imbeau (2010) stated that differentiating the learning 

environment involves: considering the look and feel of the classroom; providing a 

safe and positive environment for learning; allowing for individual work preferences; 

and managing the learning space. They observed that “The goal of planning the 

physical environment of a classroom is to maximize opportunities for teaching and 

learning” (p.92).  

Differentiated Instruction Based on Readiness. In most classrooms, 

whatever the learning intention or goal, it is likely to be too demanding for some 

students and too easy for others unless the teacher addresses readiness differences in 

some way. Tomlinson and Imbeau (2010) define readiness as “a student’s current 

proximity to specified knowledge, understanding, and skills” (p. 16). According to 

them the goal of readiness differentiation is to make the work a little too difficult for 

students at a given point in their growth, and then to provide the support they need to 

succeed at the new level of challenge.  

Differentiating for readiness involves constructing tasks and providing 

learning choices at different levels of difficulty. This means that the teacher should 

perform varied but specific tasks which include the following: adjusting the degree of 

difficulty of a task to provide an appropriate level of challenge; adding or removing 

teacher or peer coaching, use ‘hands-on’ tasks, presence or absence of models for a 

task (scaffolding); making the task more or less familiar based on the proficiency of 

the learners’ experiences or skills for the task; varying direct instruction by small 
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group need; using text sets (collections of texts on same topic/concept, different levels 

of difficulty);  providing reading support for difficult texts; providing graphic 

organizers to support note-taking; and adding student-specific goals to checklists for 

success (Tomlinson, 2006). It is, therefore, most important to attend to readiness when 

students work towards the same learning intention or goal.  

Differentiating Instruction Based on Interests. Interest is defined as 

“that which engages the attention, curiosity, and involvement of a student” 

(Tomlinson & Imbeau, 2010, p. 16). Tomlinson (2006), when talking about 

differentiating for student interests, stated that it involves: showing students how the 

subjects taught connect with their particular interests; helping students discover new 

interests by providing an engaging curriculum; aligning key skills and material for 

understanding with topics or pursuits that interest students. For example, a student can 

learn much about a culture or time period by carefully analyzing its music. 

The goal of interest differentiation is to help students engage with new 

information, understanding, and skills by making connections with things they already 

find appealing, intriguing, relevant, and worthwhile. These things, according 

Tomlinson and Imbeau, are “typically linked to a student’s strengths, cultural context, 

personal experiences, questions, or sense of need” (p. 17). When people are interested 

in something, their motivation to learn about it increases, enhancing learning 

outcomes as a result. Thus, when students are interested in what they are learning, the 

act of learning is satisfying. Interest and motivation are closely linked.  

To differentiate for student interests educators should, therefore, apply the 

following techniques: use adults or peers with prior knowledge to serve as mentors in 

an area of shared interest; provide a variety of avenues for student exploration of a 

topic or expression of learning; provide broad access to a wide range of materials and 
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technologies; offer a choice of tasks and products, including student-designed options; 

encourage investigation or application of key concepts and principles in student 

interest areas; connect content with students’ cultures, experiences, and talents; use 

interest centers, interest groups, specialty groups/expert groups; use jigsaw groups; 

offer choice in topics for reading materials; and offer sub-topic choices within an area 

of study or topic (Tomlinson, 2006). 

Differentiated Instruction According to Learning Profiles. 

Tomlinson and Imbeau (2010) observe that learning profile is shaped by at least four 

overlapping factors: learning style, gender, culture, and intelligence preference. A 

student's learning profile is “a preference for taking in, exploring, or expressing 

content”, and differentiating for learning profiles involves: uncovering student 

learning profiles; balancing presentations and learning experiences according to 

learning profiles, offering choice in learning experiences and ways to demonstrate 

learning (p. 17).  

According to Tomlinson and Imbeau (2010), there are four factors that help 

form a learning profile. These include gender, culture, learning style, and intelligence 

preference. The goal of learning profile differentiation is to teach in the ways students 

learn best, and to extend ways in which they can learn effectively. Effective teachers 

wisely ask their students questions and pay attention to what their students say and do, 

as well as talk to the students’ parents to help them know their students as learners. 

Doing this helps teachers to get to know their students as learners. 

To differentiate for learning profiles educators should: create a learning 

environment with flexible spaces and learning options; present information through 

visual, auditory, and kinesthetic (VAK) modes; encourage students to explore 

information and ideas through VAK modes; allow students to work alone or with 
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peers; ensure a choice of competitive, cooperative and independent learning 

experiences; balance varied perspectives on an issue or topic; provide authentic 

learning opportunities in various intelligence or talent areas; show part-to-whole and 

whole-to-part relationships; and create assessments that respond to different learning 

modes (Tomlinson, 2006). 

Guiding Principles of Differentiation  

Tomlinson and Allan (2000), cite a number of key principles that reflect 

effective practice in a differentiated classroom: First, according to them, a 

differentiated classroom is flexible, where teachers and students understand that given 

classroom elements are tools that can be used in a variety of ways to promote 

individual and whole-class success. These classroom elements include: time, 

materials, modes of teaching, and ways of grouping students, ways of expressing 

learning, and ways of assessing learning. 

Secondly, in a differentiated instruction, assessment and instruction are 

inseparable. The teacher sees everything a student says or does as useful information 

both in understanding that particular learner and in crafting instruction to be effective 

for that learner. And so differentiation of instruction stems from effective and ongoing 

assessment of learner needs.  

Thirdly, in a differentiated instruction, all students participate in ‘respectful’ 

work. That is, each student needs to be involved in challenging tasks that are equally 

interesting and equally engaging, and which provide them with equal access to 

essential understanding and skills.  

Fourth, in a differentiated class, students and teachers are collaborators in 

learning. The teacher studies their students to ascertain what works and what doesn’t 
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work for them and continually involves students in decision-making about the 

classroom. As a result students become more independent learners.  

Fifth, in a differentiated class, the teacher uses flexible grouping options.  The 

teacher plans student working arrangements that vary widely and purposefully often 

over relatively short periods of time. Whole-class, small group and one-on-one 

arrangements are used. The flexible grouping of students helps ensure access to a 

wide variety of learning opportunities and working arrangements.  

Sixth, in differentiated instruction, the teacher focuses on the essentials. That 

is, the teacher provides clarity about what is essential for students to know, 

understand and do. And finally, in a differentiated instruction, the teacher modifies 

content, process and products; and finds key opportunities to meet learners where they 

are at, in order to propel them forward in knowledge, understanding and skill. 

Adapting the Supports  

While differentiating the program is about the ‘what’ of teaching, deciding on 

adaptations is about the ‘how’. Once a teacher has identified specific content he/she 

intends to teach within their classroom curriculum, he/she needs to decide how he/she 

will ensure that all students will be able to access the content. This may involve 

making changes to the learning environment, adopting specific teaching strategies, 

modifying teaching and learning materials, or adjusting a task or activity.  

Giangreco, Cloninger, and Iverson (2011) cite some examples of how supports 

can be adapted. These include: using cooperative learning groups; using visual 

representations – such as graphic organizers, visual timetables, and diagrams– to 

organize information and reduce the amount of text required; providing written or 

visual versions of spoken material (e.g., sign language, transcripts for videos); 

providing adapted computer keyboards or other alternatives to the standard keyboard 
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and mouse (e.g., switch access with corresponding software); using tactile equivalents 

of written or visual material (e.g., Braille, three-dimensional objects); using 

interactive web tools and social media (e.g., interactive animations, chats); arranging 

the class layout so that specific students are close enough to clearly see the 

whiteboard or hear instructions; and reducing noise for students who find it distracting 

(e.g., by providing ear muffs or sound-proofed quiet areas in the classroom).  

Cooperative Learning 

In recent years, although there have been efforts to change from teacher- 

centered approaches to student-centered approaches in an attempt to provide students 

with greater skills and knowledge, lecture-based teaching continues to be the most 

prevalent teaching method (MOEST, 2009; Thanh-Pham, 2010a & 2010b).  

But, in order to encourage students to work together rather than compete, to 

improve their achievement and knowledge retention, an alternative to lecture-based 

teaching could be cooperative learning  (CL) (Magnesio & Davis, 2010; Mehra & 

Thakur, 2008). This approach has been reported to promote more positive student 

attitudes toward their learning (Johnson & Johnson, 2008), enhance more positive 

relationships between participants (Johnson & Johnson, 2005) and develop self-

esteem, cohesiveness, and learning skills (Sahin, 2010; Slavin, 2011).  

According to Slavin (2011), CL comprises “instructional methods in which 

teachers organize students into small groups, which then work together to help one 

another learn academic content” (p.344); and consists of five basic elements namely: 

positive interdependence, promotive interaction, individual accountability, teaching of 

interpersonal and social skills and quality of group processing.  
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Student Engagement and Participation 

Dunleavy, Milton, and Crawford (2010) sum up their research from the 

students’ perspective saying: “students want to experience work that is meaningful, 

not necessarily easy. They want to work with ideas that matter, solve real problems, 

learn from each other, people in their communities, and experts in the subjects they 

are studying, engage in dialogue in their classes, and know that their learning 

contributes to making a difference in the world; they consistently demand to be 

respected” (p. 1). 

Student engagement has been built around the hopeful goal of enhancing all 

students’ abilities to “learn how to learn and/or to become lifelong learners in a 

knowledge-based society” (Gilbert, 2007, p. 1). Expanding the capacity to learn 

means creating a climate in which that feeling of enfranchisement and entitlement is 

systematically broadened and strengthened – not weakened, undermined or simply 

ignored.  

Improving Student Engagement 

Reasonable amount of research has been done on strategies to improve student 

engagement in learning and a clear pattern of practices has emerged. For example, 

Windham (2005) recommends that to engage learners in learning, new educational 

curriculum and activity must include the following: “interaction, exploration, 

relevancy, multimedia and instruction” (pp 57-59).  

Interaction. Respectful relationships and interaction between teachers and 

students, both virtual and personal, are shown to improve student engagement. 

According to research by Willms, Friesen, and Milton (2009), students today are 

intensely social and interactive learners. Those surveyed stated that they want to 
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interact with people both within and beyond the classroom and school environment. 

Their findings repeatedly showed that:   

Students want stronger relationships with teachers, with each other, and with 

their communities – locally, provincially, nationally and globally; they want 

their teachers to know them as people; students want their teachers to know 

how they learn; they want their teachers to take into account what they 

understand and what they misunderstand and to use this knowledge as a 

starting point to guide their continued learning; and students want their 

teachers to establish learning environments that build interdependent 

relationships and that promote and create a strong culture of learning. (p.36) 

When Dunleavy and Milton (2009) asked students what their ideal school 

would look like and what learning environment increases engagement, they listed 

three criteria that correlate to the concept of interaction: ‘learn from and with each 

other and people in their community, connect with experts and expertise, and have 

more opportunities for dialogue and conversation.’ (p. 10) 

Windham (2005) suggests that “students should be given the opportunity to 

interact with faculty and researchers outside the confines of the curriculum and to 

develop meaningful relationships with them” (p. 58). Enabling such expanded 

relationships requires a shift from vertical to horizontal classrooms, where teachers 

are no longer the sage on the stage, but are learners learning alongside students, 

helping them actively construct their learning experiences and knowledge.  

The same idea is noted by Friesen in Dunleavy and Milton (2009), that 

authentic intellectual engagement requires a deeper reciprocity in the teaching-

learning relationship where students’ engagement begins as they actively construct 

their learning in partnership with teachers, work toward deep conceptual 
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understanding, and contribute their own ideas to building new knowledge or devising 

new practices in activities that are “worthy of their time and attention” (Friesen, as 

cited in Dunleavy and Milton (2009, p. 14). 

According to Claxton (2007), this kind of teaching involves more interaction, 

negotiation, and exploration among learners and teachers, who explore and discuss 

content together, often with teachers modeling learning as opposed to telling students 

what the answers, process, or outcomes should be. And as described by Dunleavy and 

Milton (2009), open, caring, respectful relationships between learners and teachers are 

essential to develop and support social and psychological engagement in learning, but 

also are part of the new curriculum itself. 

Further, effective learning experiences are shaped by student-teacher 

relationships that support the development of learners’ social and emotional 

competencies. As students move through middle and secondary schools, they face 

increasing complexity; and they themselves consistently report that what most helped 

them thrive in spite of these challenges was the quality of relationships they 

developed with adults in their schools. Thus, when students have opportunities to 

connect with adults who approach these relationships with:  

A spirit of caring, empathy, generosity, respect, reciprocity and a genuine 

desire to know students personally, they can make a unique contribution to 

learners’ emerging adaptive capacity, self-sufficiency, resiliency, confidence, 

and knowledge of themselves as learners (Dunleavy & Milton, 2009). 

This dimension of student engagement has also provided schools with 

direction for adopting proactive dropout prevention strategies focused on improving 

school climate factors that tend to have the most influence in supporting high levels of 

engagement in the life of school. According to Dunleavy and Milton (2009) these 
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include: “an ethic of caring and supporting relationships, respect, fairness, trust and a 

strong disciplinary climate, teachers’ sense of shared responsibility and efficacy 

related to learning, and high expectations for academic success” (p. 8). 

It is worth noting that students expect and respect challenging, rigorous, 

disciplined, positive, and safe learning environments. Willms, Friesen, and Milton 

(2009), in Transforming Classrooms through Social, Academic and Intellectual 

Engagement, suggest one factor of relationship building that stands above others: “the 

importance of a positive classroom disciplinary climate. Students who describe their 

classroom disciplinary climate as positive are one and a half times more likely to 

report high levels of interest, motivation and enjoyment in learning” (p. 35). 

Exploration. Classroom practices reported to engage learners are 

predominantly inquiry-based, problem-based, and exploratory (Willms, Friesen, & 

Milton, 2009).  

Relevancy. One common prerequisite for engaging learners is “relevancy.” 

Today’s learners ask that their learning apply to real-life scenarios whenever possible 

as opposed to being theoretical and text-based. Working with authentic problems or 

community issues engages students and builds a sense of purpose to the learning 

experience (Claxton, 2007; Dunleavy & Milton 2009; Willms, Friesen, & Milton, 

2009). “The work students undertake also needs to be relevant, meaningful, and 

authentic – in other words, it needs to be worthy of their time and attention” (Willms, 

et al., 2009, p. 34).  

Moreover, effective teaching is characterized by thoughtfully designing 

learning tasks with these features: the task requires and instills deep thinking; the task 

immerses students in disciplinary inquiry; the task is connected to the world outside 
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the classroom; the task has intellectual rigor; the task involves substantive 

conversation (Willms, Friesen, & Milton, 2009, p. 34). 

Claxton (2007) further suggests that activities and curricula must have the 

following factors to engage learners: Relevancy: the topic connects with students’ 

interests and concerns; (2) Responsibility: students have genuine control over what, 

why, how, and when they organize their learning; and (3) Reality: solving problems 

or making progress genuinely matters to someone (p. 12). 

Classroom Environments and their Effect on  

Teachers and Students 

There is research evidence which shows that what teachers teach (the 

curriculum) and how they teach it (pedagogy) are central to the value of every lesson.  

According to Windham (2005), students want more autonomy to engage in and design 

their own learning. They want to learn and utilize their learning preferences and styles 

and want support to do so. For example, given the freedom and sense of safety to do 

so: 

Students can find material that challenges the faculty member’s worldview 

and expertise; they can uncover stories and research results that the faculty 

member has never heard about. It can be uncomfortable when the instructor no 

longer controls the subject matter the students will use. (p. 8.16) 

According to The New Zeeland Curriculum (2007), effective teachers: ensure 

that every student can access learning, if necessary drawing on specialist supports to 

achieve this; ensure that learning opportunities connect with students’ prior 

knowledge and experience; ensure that every student has multiple opportunities to 

interact with others and with a variety of material; provide opportunities for students 
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to express themselves in a range of ways; and provide opportunities for students to 

show what they know and are learning.  

Evidence shows that more effective teachers are better at engaging and 

managing students in the classroom. For example, the US Measures of Effective 

Teaching (MET) project used the ability to create an effective learning environment 

as one measure (Kane & Cantrell, 2010).  

A more recent research by McDonald (2013) reveals that a good learning 

environment raises student expectations, encourages them to participate, and ensures 

that no student can fly under the radar. Creating an engaging learning environment 

includes ensuring students feel able and safe to challenge teachers as part of the 

learning process.  

There are numerous studies which report a range of classroom environmental 

factors that affect learning. For example, a major study by Hattie (2008) identified 

interventions related to the classroom climate that significantly improved student 

engagement and learning. It highlighted the importance of teachers being clear, 

setting high expectations for student achievement, and working hard to develop good 

relationships with and between students. A given classroom environment also matters 

for teachers. It can have a big impact on the teacher’s job satisfaction. Experimental 

studies consistently show that engaging and well-managed classrooms enhance 

student behavior and achievement (Oliver, Wehby, & Reschly, 2011).  

Research by Project Tomorrow (2010) suggests that successful, student-

engaging classrooms combine these five aspects: 1) learning that is relevant, real, and 

intentionally interdisciplinary – at times moving learning from the classroom into the 

community; 2) technology-rich learning environments – not just computers, but all 

types of technology, including scientific equipment, multi-media resources, industrial 
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technology, and diverse forms of portable communication technology; 3) positive, 

challenging, and open – sometimes called “transparent” learning climates – that 

encourage risk-taking and guide learners towards co-articulated high expectations- 

students are involved in assessment for learning and of learning; 4) collaboration 

among respectful “peer-to-peer” type relationships between students and teachers 

(horizontal organization model); and 5) professional learning communities working 

together to plan, research, develop, share, and implement new research, strategies, and 

materials; and  a culture of learning – teachers are learning with students. 

Multimedia and Technology 

Multimedia and technology such as cameras, video, and video editing, 

projectors, smart boards, sound recording equipment, animation and gaming software, 

and the universal PowerPoint have proven helpful in engaging students in learning 

about subjects, in exploring ways to present their learning, and in helping students 

control their learning (Dunleavy & Milton, 2009).  

But other elements of teaching matter too. One of them is creating a classroom 

environment that gives all students the best opportunity to learn. Creating classroom 

seating arrangement is just as important as syllabus coverage.  

Students’ Assessment and the Role of Feedback 

Students’ assessment is represented by the notion of assessment as a tool for 

learning instead of being a tool of learning (Dochy & McDowell, 1997). Educators’ 

understanding of the two types of assessment is critical. According to Armstrong 

(2006), standardized testing often leads to teaching to the test instead of to learner’s 

needs, interests, and abilities; and usually removes responsibility and accountability 

from the learner, to the effect that it can disengage learners. Teaching to the test 

normally calls for teachers to use summative assessment practices, whose goal is to 
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evaluate student learning at the end of an instructional unit by comparing it against 

some standard or benchmark. Examples of summative assessments include: a midterm 

exam, a final project, a paper, a senior recital.  

Leahy, Tompson, and William (2005), drew attention to the wide gap between 

assessment for learning theory and assessment for learning practice. And later, they 

summarized some of the definitions for formative assessment (assessment for 

learning) that have been proposed over the years (Leahy, Tompson & William, 

William (2010), suggesting that the most comprehensive definition is that adopted by 

Black and William (2009) which says:  

Practice in a classroom is formative to the extent that evidence about student 

achievement is elicited, interpreted, and used by teachers, learners, or their 

peers, to make decisions about the next steps in instruction that are likely to be 

better, or better founded, than the decisions they would have taken in the 

absence of the evidence that was elicited. (p. 89) 

Davies (2000) says, assessment for learning is ongoing, and requires deep 

involvement on the part of the learner in clarifying outcomes, monitoring on-going 

learning, collecting evidence and presenting evidence of learning to others. According 

to her, assessment that directly supports learning has five key characteristics namely: 

1) learners are involved so a shared language and understanding of learning is 

developed; 2) learners self-assess and receive specific, descriptive feedback about the 

learning during the learning; 3) learners collect, organize, and communicate evidence 

of their learning with others; 4) instruction is adjusted in response to ongoing 

assessment information; and 5) a safe learning environment invites risk taking, 

encourages learning from mistakes, enables focused goal setting, and supports 

thoughtful learning.  
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The role of assessment. Summative assessment or assessment of 

Learning is the assessment that becomes public and results in statements or symbols 

about how well students are learning. It often contributes to pivotal decisions that will 

affect students’ futures. It majorly involves the use of practice tests practice tests, 

which usually involve students taking a test, passively listening as the teacher goes 

over the correct answers, then taking another test. It is primarily seen as a means to 

determine grades and to find out to what extent students have reached the intended 

objectives (Armstrong, 2006).  

Formative assessments on the other hand differ in a very important way from 

this approach to testing and are based on Benjamin Bloom’s approach to mastery 

learning, which emphasizes the value of formative assessment and corrective 

procedures that re-teach content to struggling learners in a new way (Guskey, 2010).  

Role of feedback. Studies related to feedback underscore the importance of 

providing feedback that is instructive, timely, referenced to the actual task, and 

focused on what is correct and what to do next (Hattie & Timperley, 2007; Shute, 

2008). Feedback provides information that helps learners confirm, refine, or 

restructure various kinds of knowledge, strategies, and beliefs that are related to the 

learning objectives (Hattie & Timperley, 2007). They observe that when feedback 

provides explicit guidance that helps students adjust their learning, there is a greater 

impact on achievement; students are more likely to take risks with their learning, and 

they are more likely to keep trying until they succeed (Brookhart, 2008; Hattie & 

Timperley, 2007; Shute, 2008). 

Timing is important when giving feedback. Recent research indicates that the 

timing of feedback depends to some extent on the nature of the task and on whether 

students are high performing or low performing (Shute, 2008). When students are 
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engrossed in figuring out a difficult task, feedback should be delayed; however, when 

students can use feedback to complete a task, immediacy helps. Providing immediate 

feedback can encourage students to practice, and it helps them make connections 

between what they do and the results they achieve.  

Delaying feedback may encourage development of cognitive and 

metacognitive processing for high-performing students, yet it may cause frustration 

for struggling and less-motivated students (Shute, 2008). Further studies indicate that 

students may benefit from delayed feedback when they are learning concepts and 

from immediate feedback when they are acquiring procedural skills (Franzke, 

Kintsch, Caccamise, Johnson, & Dooley, 2005; Shute, 2008). 

Synthesis 

All the literature and related studies reviewed and considered in this study 

were connected to the Theoretical Framework for this study as follows: 

Literature reviewed indicated that an effective accountability system is one 

that uses a range of tools to perform varied functions such as: to create practices that 

are likely to be beneficial for all students, irrespective of their differences; to evaluate 

how well these practices are working; and to address problems as they occur, creating 

what, according to Hodges (2001) might be referred to as “pedagogy of plenty” (pp.1-

9), and to embrace a constructivist approach to teaching.  

In the most current studies reviewed there is a realization that the potential 

benefits of assessment are much wider and encroach on all stages of the learning 

process. There is a New Assessment Culture (NAC) which strongly emphasizes the 

integration of instruction and assessment, in order to align learning and instruction 

more with assessment. Thus, even though empirical research on this combination is 
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rather scarce, it is, generally acknowledged that assessment plays a crucial role in the 

learning process and, accordingly, on the impact of new teaching methods. 

Recent studies reviewed have also emphasized the role of feedback in 

students’ assessment. The studies related to feedback underscore the importance of 

providing feedback that is instructive, timely, referenced to the actual task, and 

focused on what is correct and what to do. Feedback provides information that helps 

learners confirm, refine, or restructure various kinds of knowledge, strategies, and 

beliefs that are related to the learning objectives.  

Several studies on the issue of curriculum development and evaluation in 

English language teaching (Yıldıran & Tanrıseven, 2015; Aybek, 2015; Özüdoğru & 

Adıgüzel, 2015; Kandemir, 2016); the evaluation of 3rd grade curriculum (Çankaya, 

2015); the evaluation of 4th and 5th grade English curriculum (Erkan, 2009; Güneş, 2009; 

Seçkin, 2010); 6th, 7th, 8th grades (Demirlier, 2010; Çelen, 2011; Orakçı, 2012; Yörü, 

2012); the difficulties experienced by the teachers during the application of English 

curriculum (Arı, 2014); the evaluation of 9th grade curriculum (Karcı, 2012), CEFR-

related curriculum (Zorba & Arıkan, 2016); and the development of English curriculum 

in Gülhane Military Medical Academy (Sarı, 2003). However, no critical analysis has 

been encountered in the literature in relation to educators’ accountability for learning 

and equity in designing learner-centered classroom curriculum, Pedagogy and 

students’ assessment in the context of WKUC, and this was the major gap to be filled 

by this study.  

Therefore, as a way of filling this gap, the researcher proposes a framework 

that illustrates how educators in WKUC secondary schools could model their 

classroom curriculum, pedagogy, and students’ assessment to bring about educational 

equity and improved students’ achievement. (Figure 7, p. 182) 
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CHAPTER THREE 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

 This chapter deals with the Research Methodology that guided this study. 

Here, the researcher has given highlights on: research design, population and 

sampling techniques, research instruments, data gathering procedures validity and 

reliability of the questionnaires, statistical treatment of data, study area, and ethical 

considerations.  

Research Design 

The study adopted concurrent mixed research method design. As a method, 

concurrent mixed design focuses on collecting, analyzing, and mixing both 

quantitative and qualitative data in a single study. Its central premise is that the use of 

quantitative and qualitative approaches concurrently provides a better understanding 

of research problems than either approach alone. The design offers the strength of 

confirmatory results drawn from quantitative multivariate analyses, along with in-

depth structured explanatory descriptions as drawn from qualitative analyses.  

To gather quantitative data, the researcher used self-conducted teacher and 

student questionnaires to obtain information for analysis and presentation. The 

qualitative data was gathered using semi-structured interviews involving teachers and 

administrators. This data gathering technique helped to reveal complex personal and 

emotional problems; it allowed obtaining the requested information in full and depth; 

it provided an opportunity to give instant feedbacks to responses; its flexibility to 

adapt to various and suddenly changeable conditions; it offered freedom to change the 

number and order of questions (Ekiz, 2003; Çepni, 2005; Yıldırım & Şimşek, 2005);  
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and its ability “to contribute both to the practical concerns of people in an immediate 

problematic situation” (Galmore et al, 1986, p. 161). In this way the researcher 

endeavored to achieve a dual purpose of studying the school system and concurrently 

collaborating with members of the system in changing it in what is together regarded 

as a desirable direction. Accomplishing this twin goal required the active 

collaboration of researcher and client (teachers and administrators) and so the 

approach emphasized on the importance of co-learning as a primary aspect of this 

research process.  

Population and Sampling Techniques 

The total population of the study was 3,067 consisting of 22 administrators, 

157 teachers, and 2,888 students of secondary schools in WKUC. A combination of 

purposive and stratified random sampling techniques was applied. Purposive sampling 

method was used in the identification of the administrators while stratified random 

sampling was used to identify teachers and students. The purposive sampling involved 

all of the 22 administrators, while the stratified random sampling involved a sample of 

100 teachers, and 351 students based on Slovin’s formula: n = N / (1+Ne2) with a 

confidence level of 95 percent (error margin or alpha level of 0.05), giving a total 

sample size of 473 participants. Where: n = no. of samples, N = total population and e 

= error margin /margin of error. This is summarized in Table 1. 

Table 1 

 

Population and Sample of the Study 

 

Population Category Population Sample 

Administrators 22 22 

Teachers 157 100 

Students 2,888 351 

Total 3,067 473 
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Research Instruments 

Data gathering process involved a combination of questionnaires, semi-

structured interviews, observation guide as well as focus group discussions with 

teachers and administrators. Observation guide was used to assist in obtaining 

information on actual classroom teaching, school programs and academic records.  

Development of the questionnaires. The questionnaires were 

developed through correct conceptualization of the variables from literature. The 

literature was reviewed during the preparation phase of the form and open-ended 

questions were then developed. The views of three experts in the field of curriculum 

and instruction, administration and supervision from University of Eastern Africa, 

Baraton (UEAB) education were obtained in order to ensure internal validity. In line 

with the feedback from the experts, corrections were made to the form and related 

explanations as suggested by UEAB education experts. The researcher followed six 

steps to develop the questionnaire for this study as stated below:  

 Step 1: Identify the goal of the questionnaire. This involved asking 

several questions: What kind of information would be gathered with the 

questionnaire? What is the main objective? Is the questionnaire the best way to go 

about collecting this information? The researcher wrote a list of objectives by 

outlining the kind of data he wanted to collect which would serve as the basis for 

choosing his questions. The researcher then came up with several research questions 

which, in the case of this study were summarized to seven referred to research 

questions. Thereafter, the researcher developed three null hypotheses that he wanted 

to test. The questions that were included on the questionnaire aimed at systematically 

testing these hypotheses. 
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  Step 2: Choosing question types. The researcher for the purpose of this 

study opted for rating scale questions. These questions allowed the respondent to 

assess a particular issue based on a given dimension. The researcher provided a scale 

that gave an equal number of positive and negative choices ranging from strongly 

agree to strongly disagree.  

Step 3: Developing questions for the questionnaire. The researcher 

made sure that the questions that were developed for the questionnaire were succinct, 

clear, and direct in order to get the best answers from the respondents. To avoid 

confusion, the researcher avoided writing complex statements and asked only one 

question at a time. The researcher also avoided asking for private information as much 

as possible except for the anonymized demographic data. The researcher avoided 

asking questions that would lead to answers such as “I don’t know” or “Not 

applicable to me.” This was done to avoid giving the respondents a way of not 

answering certain questions. Providing these options could also lead to missing data, 

which could be problematic during data analysis. 

 Step 4: Restricting the length of the questionnaire. The researcher 

tried to keep the questionnaire as short as possible while still aiming at collecting the 

necessary information. This was done by including only questions that were directly 

useful to the research questions; as well as avoid asking redundant questions.  

Step 5: Identifying the target demographic. Before distributing the 

questionnaire, the researcher decided on the target group to respond to the 

questionnaire. There were questionnaires for teachers and students. These were 

divided into two parts: 
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Part one sought demographic information such as gender, age, employment 

status, level of education, and experience for teacher respondents; and gender, age, 

grade level and length of time the school for the student respondents.  

Part two contained questions on both dependent and independent variables 

seeking to obtain participants’ perceptions regarding the extent to which educators are 

accountable for learning in the areas of classroom curriculum design, Pedagogy, and 

students’ assessment. 

Step 6: Piloting the Questionnaire. The term pilot study is used in two 

different ways in social science research. It can refer to so-called feasibility studies 

which are “small scale version(s), or trial run(s), done in preparation for the major 

study” (Polit, Beck, & Hungler, 2001, p. 467). However, a pilot study can also be the 

pre-testing or ‘trying out’ of a particular research instrument (Baker, 1994, pp.182-

183). It is the second use of piloting that was of interest to the researcher in this study. 

The researcher pilot tested the instruments (questionnaires) for teachers, 

administrators, and students with a small population of 15 teachers, 2 administrators 

and 30 students respectively to determine if they were set to do what he needed them 

to do. The participants were sampled from one school in Nairobi County far away 

from the schools in this study and were not included in this study. The piloting 

enabled the researcher to determine whether some questions needed to be 

paraphrased, reordered or removed altogether. 

Validity of the questionnaires. It is vital for a test to be valid in order 

for the results to be accurately applied and interpreted. The general concept of validity 

was traditionally defined as "the degree to which a test measures what it claims, or 

purports, to be measuring" (Brown, 1996, p. 231). Validity principles are applicable to 

all studies, whether they are based on questionnaires, observational studies, or other 
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types of assessments. Research validity helps us to know how true the claims and 

propositions made in a study are.  

A research study is considered valid when it has the following characteristics: 

1) it is able to correctly find the relationship between the variables, 2) it measures 

what it claims to be measuring, 3) the findings are generalizable, and also 4) it has 

adequate statistical power to reject a false null hypothesis (Messick, 1994). On the 

other hand, the power of a study is its ability to find the truth: that is correctly 

rejecting a false‐null hypothesis or supporting a true‐null hypothesis. Therefore, a 

valid study is also a powerful study, because its findings are the true results of that 

study.  

For this study, content validity, construct validity, as well as internal 

validation of the questionnaires and interviews were established through expert 

validation by having a panel of independent experts from UEAB Department of 

Education to judge whether the items adequately sampled the domain of interest; 

while and external validation was done by external experts.  

Content validity refers to the extent to which the items on a test are fairly 

representative of the entire domain the test seeks to measure (Haynes SN, Richard 

DCS, & Kubany ES, 1995). The experts were asked to judge the questions on how 

well they covered the material of study; and the same judgment was used to determine 

whether the questionnaires had content validity. 

Construct validity defines how well a test or experiment measures up to its 

claims. It deals with whether an instrument or measurement tool or a test is measuring 

what it claims to be measuring (Brown, 2000). It refers to whether the operational 

definition of a variable actually reflects the true theoretical meaning of a concept. It is 

a measure of how well the test measures the construct.  
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Internal validation refers to how well an experiment is done, especially 

whether it avoids confusing (more than one possible independent variable acting at 

the same time). It is the extent to which we can be confident that there is a certain 

type of relationship (e.g., causal) between the dependent and the independent 

variables of the study (Bellini & Rumrill, 1999). The less chance for confusion in a 

study, the higher its internal validity is. In other words, internal validity measures how 

well some test items or questions measure particular characteristics or variables in the 

model.  

In this study internal validation dealt with whether the treatment used in this 

study had an actual effect on the outcome variable. Thus, establishing internal 

validation enabled the researcher to build the confidence that there is certain type of 

relationships such as causal relationships between the dependent and the independent 

variables of the study; and that if the study lacked internal validity, then the 

assumption would be that some factors in this study, other than the independent 

variables, were present that would affect the outcome to some extent, but they had not 

been accounted for. Internal validation, therefore, helped the researcher to determine 

the amount of credit that could be attributed to the relationships between variables 

that were true.  

External validation is the validity of applying the conclusions of a scientific 

study outside the context of that study. This type of validation addresses the 

generalizability of the findings, which is of particular importance for rehabilitation 

practitioners, because they need to make inferences from the sample under the study 

to the treatment provided to a greater population (Bellini & Rumrill, 1999). In other 

words, it is the extent to which the results of a study can be generalized to and across 

other situations, people, stimuli, and times. Thus, external validity in this study 
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enabled the researcher to determine how generalizable the findings would be before 

carrying out the study. That is, whether the findings from this study could be applied 

elsewhere, outside this study. 

Reliability of the questionnaires. The Cronbach’s alpha reliability 

coefficient for each section of the questionnaire was established using the data 

gathered from a pilot study which was done in one secondary school in the county of 

Nairobi, which was not among the schools covered by this study. The Cronbach alpha 

provides a coefficient of inter-item correlations, that is, the correlation of each with 

the sum of all the other items. This is a measure of the internal consistency among the 

items. Data collected from the pilot study was analyzed using Statistical Package for 

Social Sciences (SPSS for windows, version 23) to compute the reliability coefficient.  

When this was done, it was observed that whenever the items in the 

questionnaire were correlated to each other, the value of alpha increased. However, it 

was seen that a high coefficient alpha did not always mean a high degree of internal 

consistency because alpha was also affected by the length of the test. For example, 

when the test length was too short, the value of alpha reduced and vice versa. Thus, to 

increase alpha, especially in the case of students’ questionnaire, the researcher deleted 

one item from Curriculum Design section, “Design tasks and provide learning 

choices at different levels of difficulty,” in order to remain with more related items to 

the questionnaire testing the same concept. So instead of the original 8 items under 

this section, the research used only 7 items; giving the results as indicated in Table 2. 
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Table 2 

The Cronbach’s Alpha Reliability Coefficient for each Section of the Questionnaires 

Variables Teachers’ Questionnaire Students’ Questionnaire 

 Number of 

items 

Cronbach’s 

Alpha 

Number of 

items 

Cronbach’s 

Alpha 

Classroom Curriculum 7 .95 8 .77 

Pedagogy 18 .95 16 .88 

Students’ Assessment 15 .94 18 .85 

 

The researcher was guided by the interpretation of Cronbach’s alpha 

coefficient as shown below: 

 >0.90  very highly reliable 

 0.80-0.90 highly reliable 

 0.70-0.79 reliable 

 0.60-0.69 marginally/minimally reliable 

 <0.60  unacceptably low reliability 

The researcher for this study accepted 0.60 - 0.69 as minimal reliability; and 

this is consistent with Cohen, Manion, and Morrison (2018) who suggest that the 

reliability is acceptable if it is 0.67 or above.   

Interview Schedule (Guide)/Observation Guide and  

Focus Group Discussions 

The researcher preferred the use of triangulation technique to collect data on 

the same topic from different sources. This was a way of ensuring the validity of this 

research. It involved different types of samples as well as methods of data collection. 

Triangulation is viewed as a qualitative research strategy to test validity through the 

convergence of information from different sources. The current study presented such 

information obtained from in-depth individual (IDI) interviews, observation guide and 

focus groups (FGs) as highlighted here below: 
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Interview Guide 

To develop the Interview Guide for this study, the researcher created a matrix 

to help him visualize how the interview questions were related to the research 

questions (see appendix B2). A general interview guide was used with semi-structured 

interview questions in an emergent design format developed to gain information from 

the interviewees. The questions for the interview guide were designed to be 

interpretive and were drawn from a review of the literature.  

A Responsive Interviewing protocol (RIP) was then developed with follow-up 

questions and probes. This allowed the researcher to ask additional questions to 

explore the particular themes, concepts, and ideas introduced in the initial interview. 

Probes also formed part of the responsive interviewing Protocol. The researcher used 

this technique to keep the conversation going in order to complete an idea, fill in a 

missing piece, or request clarification (Rubin & Rubin, 2005). 

The researcher used the semi-structured interviews to obtain in-depth 

information on issues raised, which touched on the concept of accountability for 

learning and equity in the areas of classroom curriculum design, Pedagogy, and 

students’ assessment. Semi-structured interviews have benefits which include: helping 

to reveal complex personal and emotional problems; obtaining the requested 

information in full and depth; providing an opportunity to give instant feedbacks to 

responses; having a flexibility to adapt to various and suddenly changeable 

conditions; and offering freedom to change the number and order of questions (Ekiz, 

2003; Çepni, 2005; Yıldırım & Şimşek, 2005).  

The interviews were carried out with teachers and administrators working in 

the WKUC secondary schools during the time of this study. The questions during the 
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interviews provided information on teachers and administrators’ views regarding 

educators’ accountability for learning and equity in the three areas.  

Validation of the interviews. To ensure the validity of the interviews, 

the researcher made sure that the interview schedule had the following characteristics: 

that the schedule contained indications of the interviewee’s awareness of the purpose 

of the interview and how long it would take; that the questions were crafted to provide 

answers relevant to the topic or issue; that all questions were relevant, and had an 

impact on the purpose of the interview; that it took a one-step-at-a-time approach, 

with each question meant to tackle only one issue, instead of addressing several issues 

all at once; that instead of using questions answerable with a Yes or No, the questions 

were open-ended, which could be used as a starting or reference point for more 

questions; that the questions were neutral, avoiding leading questions that had the 

potential to dictate the answer to the interviewee.  

Categorization of responses. The responses obtained from the teachers 

and administrators were recorded and transcribed and thereafter categorized in themes 

(categories). Basically, transcription involves listening to a recording of something 

and typing the contents up into a document, which is then returned to the client, 

giving them a written record of what’s on the recording. Typically, this was an 

interview where the researcher interviewed subjects and needed to record their 

responses.  The themes were formed by bringing together similar codes. This involved 

summarizing and interpreting the obtained data based on pre-determined themes, 

frequently using direct quotations to manifest the interviewed individuals’ views in a 

striking way, and interpreting the obtained results within the framework of cause and 

effect relationships (Yıldırım & Şimşek, 2005).  
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The data obtained was subjected to descriptive analysis and content analysis. 

Descriptive analysis was made in terms of data reduction, presentation of data, 

inference and verification (Türnüklü, 2010) following the steps as in Figure 6. 

 

 

Figure 6. Data analysis steps for contextual categories. 

Observation Guide 

To develop the observation guide for school programs and actual classroom 

teaching as used in this study, the researcher went through the following steps: 1) 

decided the outcome(s) he wanted to observe; b) created a general list of behaviors 

which indicated that someone was demonstrating a low or high level of the outcome; 

c) using the indicators, created an observation guide which was to be used at the 

beginning and end of a program; d) planning how frequently the observations would 

be performed represented in a matrix (see appendix C2).  

School programs and actual classroom teaching. The observation 

guide for programs and actual classroom teaching included: list of the specific 

behaviors being observed (both verbal and physical behaviors which indicated the 

outcome), with space to make qualitative notes describing how the behavior was 

exhibited.  

1. Reduction - Analyze all interview statements for relevancy
2. Refine- Clarify, & Integratestatements

3. Coding- Sorting and Labelling of Data

4. Convergence of Coded Data- Relatioships within codes

5. Categorical Aggregation into Contextual Themes with Sub 

concepts 

6. Checking
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During each classroom observation, the researcher checked on the dominant 

Pedagogy approaches, classroom settings (seating arrangements), assessment 

techniques, and level of students’ participation in the classrooms; and made short 

notes so as to produce lesson profiles, which illustrated the classroom process. The 

researcher opted to observe a whole session and record responses at the end. 

Focus Group Discussions 

 The researcher used focus group discussion with the purpose of stimulating 

conversation around a specific issue. The discussion was led by a facilitator 

(researcher) who posed questions and the participants gave their thoughts and 

opinions.  This gave the facilitator the possibility to cross check one individual’s 

opinion with other opinions gathered. The researcher used Focus group discussion 

because it made members to be more open and the dynamics within the group and 

interaction could enrich the quality and quantity of information needed.  

Data Gathering Procedures 

Academic approval for the research: After research proposal defense, 

permission was granted to start the process of doing research. 

Official letters: Necessary permission was obtained from relevant authorities. 

These included: seeking ethics clearance from the University of Eastern Africa, 

Baraton (UEAB) Research Ethics Committee; asking for authorization to do pilot 

study from the Director of Graduate Studies and Research of UEAB after having been 

endorsed by the supervisors; obtaining research permit from the National Commission 

for Science, Technology, and Innovation (NACOSTI) and West Kenya Union 

Conference leadership under whose jurisdiction the schools of this study belonged. 
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Official endorsement: Permission was obtained from authorities such as 

respective County Commissioners and County Education Directors where the schools 

covered by this study were situation before conducting the study. 

Since this study employed concurrent-mixed research design with quantitative 

qualitative approaches, the research in this study preferred, as a way of ensuring 

validity, the use of triangulation method to collect data. This allowed the limitations 

from each method to be transcended by comparing findings from different 

perspectives. Triangulation means using more than one method to collect data on the 

same topic as highlighted below: 

Data-gathering through Questionnaires  

The researcher visited the schools of this study and obtained permission from 

the administration and after explaining the purpose of this study, the participants were 

assured of confidentiality. The questionnaires were distributed to the respective 

respondents in person and received back responses direct in person. This approach 

ensured 100 percent return rate. 

Data-gathering through Interviews  

The researcher conducted face-to-face interviews with teachers in groups and 

individually with administrators within the scope of the main study. Data was 

obtained through oral responses recorded using sound recorder, which was later 

transcribed into written format. With the agreement of the teachers, the researcher 

took notes of their attitudes and participation in the interviews, and recorded any 

special views expressed by them.  

In developing the interviewing relationship, the researcher did the following: 

self-introduction and the research; asking for permission to record the interview; 

giving the interviewee assurances about anonymity and confidentiality; developing 
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rapport with the interviewee; starting with simple, factual questions about the 

interviewee's work environment; using prompts, probes and checks; being non-

judgmental and keeping a neutral tone; in conclusion, inviting the interviewees to talk 

about any points that were not addressed; and thanking the interviewees and asking 

them if they agreed to check the summary or transcription of the interview later on. 

Data-gathering through Observation 

To examine the relationship between variables of interest, the researcher used 

cross-sectional approach where data was collected to study a population at a single 

point in time.  The researcher used this method of data collection for the following 

reasons: to provide contextual information needed to frame the evaluation and make 

sense of data collected using other methods; to develop insight into the Learning and 

Teaching (L&T) context, the environment, events, activities, interactions, language 

used and so on, which might point to issues requiring further exploration using other 

methods; to collect information about how a change in L&T has been implemented, 

independently of participant perceptions; and to learn about sensitive issues that 

participants would be unwilling to talk about. The researcher recorded information 

about the participants without changing or manipulating the natural environment in 

which they existed.  

Two types of observation were employed: highly structured observations 

which consisted of a checklist of the incidence, presence, or frequency of 

predetermined evidence to be observed in the situation which would either support or 

refute a preconceived theory; and semi-structured and unstructured observations 

which allowed for issues to emerge from the observation, but might be semi-

structured around issues considered to be relevant to the evaluation.  
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 Observations covered aspects of change in learning and teaching such as 

learning and teaching activities (lectures, seminars, laboratory classes), documents 

and other teaching material presented to students, learning resources, learning 

environments, interactions between participants (administrators, teachers, and 

students).  Apart from the aspects of change in learning and teaching mentioned 

above, the researcher also included secondary data and archives, evaluation and 

analysis of school programs and documents relevant to the research questions. 

 Data-gathering through Focus Group Discussions 

 Preparation for the focus group included: identifying the purpose of the 

discussion; identifying the participants; and developing the open-ended questions. 

Running the focus groups involved: opening the discussion; managing the discussion; 

closing the discussion; and follow-up after the discussion. Focus groups composed of 

6-8 participants (teachers), one facilitator (researcher) and one sound recorder. 

Analysis of School Programs and Documents 

 The researcher also looked at and analyzed documents, signposts, and models 

available in the schools. Analysis of school programs and documents involved: formal 

records such as students’ registers to verify enrolment trends, syllabus samples to 

verify programs, teachers’ records of work to verify syllabus coverage, and minutes of 

meetings as well as informal communications like notes, reports and memos to obtain 

any other information relevant to this study topic.  

Statistical Treatment of Data 

Data obtained through questionnaires were subjected to quantitative data 

analysis techniques; descriptive statistics such as frequencies and percentages for 

research question 1, means and standard deviations for research question 2, t-test for 

independent samples for research question 3 and 4, Spearman rank-order correlation 
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coefficient for research question 5 with the level of significance set at 0.05, and  

Pearson Correlation for research 6 with correlation significant at the 0.01 level (2-

tailed). 

Data obtained through the semi-structured interviews was subjected to 

descriptive analysis and content analysis. After the interviews, the findings obtained 

from the answers given by the teachers and administrators were categorized in 

themes. Descriptive analysis was made in terms of data reduction, presentation of 

data, inference and verification (Türnüklü, 2010) to address research question 7 and 8. 

This involved summarizing and interpreting the obtained data based on pre-

determined themes, frequently using direct quotations to manifest the interviewed 

individuals’ views in a striking way, and interpreting the obtained results within the 

framework of cause and effect relationships (Yıldırım & Şimşek, 2005).  

Study Area 

This study was conducted in Western Kenya region with particular reference 

to eleven SDA secondary schools of WKUC selected from the counties of Kisumu, 

Homa-Bay, Migori, Kakamega, Trans Nzoia, Uasin Gishu, and Nandi. Western 

Kenya region is one of the regions which are densely populated hence leading to the 

establishment of a number of both primary and secondary schools to provide basic 

education for the rapidly growing number of primary and secondary school going 

children. This growth in number of schools and student enrolment in secondary 

schools has its own impact on educators’ accountability for learning and equity. The 

researcher, therefore, found this area to be of interest for study in examining 

educators’ accountability for learning and equity in the schools.   
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Ethical Considerations 

Honesty: The researcher strictly observed honesty in reporting data. Every 

borrowed idea for this study was documented to avoid elements of dishonesty and 

plagiarism. Elements of manipulation or deception were carefully avoided.  

Rights to privacy: Rights to privacy and confidentiality were respected. All 

steps necessary to ensure that identities or information acquired in the process of 

research were kept secure from interception or appropriation by unauthorized persons, 

and/or for non-research purposes. The researcher ensured that descriptions of other 

people’s work and points of view were negotiated with those concerned before being 

published and that the researcher accepted responsibility for maintaining 

confidentiality. The respondents were assured of their security and protection. 

Securing informed consent: The researcher carefully observed the principle 

of informed consent which requires that people should not be involved as participants 

in research without understanding and freely agreeing to such involvement. 

Identification of participants or informants in this research was done with their 

informed consent. The relevant persons such as administrators, teachers, and students 

were consulted, and the principles guiding the work were accepted in advance by all 

before making observations or examining documents produced for other purposes. 

Voluntarily participation: The researcher made sure that all participants 

were allowed to influence the work, and the wishes of those who did not wish to 

participate were respected. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

PRESENTATION OF FINDINGS,  

ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION 

This chapter dealt with presentation of findings, analysis and interpretation of 

data gathered from the subjects of this study. The study was guided by eight research 

questions seeking to establish educators’ accountability for learning: a framework for 

equity and students’ achievement in WKUC secondary schools.  

Demographic information of the respondents was determined based on gender, 

age, employment status as a teacher, level of education, teaching experience, and 

length of service in the school of study in case of teachers; and based on gender, age, 

grade level, and length of time in the school in respect to students. This was in 

response to research question one.  

To determine educators’ accountability for learning in question two, teachers 

and students were asked to rate educators regarding the extent to which they are 

accountable for learning in the area of classroom curriculum design, Pedagogy, and 

students’ assessment. Data obtained through questionnaires were then subjected to 

quantitative data analysis techniques; and means and standard deviations were applied 

for analysis.  

Research question three sought to establish if there was any significant 

difference between educators’ accountability for learning in the high-performing and 

low-performing secondary schools in the areas of classroom design, Pedagogy, and 

students’ assessment based on i) teachers’ responses and ii) students’ responses in the 

areas of classroom curriculum design, Pedagogy, and students’ assessment. Data 
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obtained through questionnaires were subjected to quantitative data analysis 

techniques; and t-test for independent samples was applied for this research question 

and results were presented in tables and analyzed. 

Research question four sought to establish if there was significant difference 

between the male and female educators’ perception on the accountability for learning 

in the areas of classroom curriculum design, Pedagogy, and students’ assessment. 

Data obtained through questionnaires were subjected to quantitative data analysis 

techniques; and t-test for independent samples was applied for this research question, 

and presented in a table and analyzed. 

Question five sought to establish if there was significant relationship between 

educators’ perception on the accountability for learning in the areas of classroom 

curriculum design, Pedagogy, and students’ assessment when they are grouped 

according to age, level of education, and years of experience. Data obtained through 

questionnaires were subjected to quantitative data analysis techniques; and since age, 

education and experience are ordinal variables; the researcher used Spearman rank-

order correlation coefficient with the level of significance set at 0.05.  

Question six established if any significant relationships existed between 

educators’ perceptions of accountability for learning in i) Classroom Curriculum 

Design and Pedagogy; ii) Classroom Curriculum Design and Students’ Assessment; 

and iii) Pedagogy and Students’ Assessment. In addressing question six, a case study, 

which is a qualitative research method, was employed to explore the use of active 

learning practices in educators’ accountability for learning in two selected secondary 

schools out of the eleven schools covered by this study. Data for analysis in respect to 

this question was obtained through semi-structured interviews and focus group 

discussions with 22 teachers and 4 administrators of the two selected schools. The 
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data was recorded, transcribed, analyzed, and reported under specific themes in tables 

for analysis.   

Question seven explored how accountability for learning practices could be 

entrenched into the administration, teaching, and learning activities for equity and 

improved students’ achievement in the West Kenya Union Conference secondary 

schools and question eight helped in proposing a model to attain equity and improved 

students’ achievement in West Kenya Union Conference secondary schools. 

Research question eight sought to establish what framework/model could be 

proposed to attain equity and improved students’ achievement in West Kenya Union 

Conference secondary schools. 

Data obtained through the semi-structured interviews was subjected to 

descriptive analysis and content analysis. After the interviews, the findings obtained 

from the answers given by the teachers and administrators were categorized in 

themes. Descriptive analysis involved summarizing and interpreting the obtained data 

based on pre-determined themes, frequently using direct quotations to manifest the 

interviewed individuals’ views in a striking way, and interpreting the obtained results 

within the framework of cause and effect relationships (Yıldırım & Şimşek, 2005). 

Descriptive analysis was made in terms of data reduction, presentation of data, 

inference and verification (Türnüklü, 2010).  

Demographic Characteristics of the Respondents 

Research question one. What are the demographic characteristics of the 

respondents? 

Table 3 and 4 present the demographic data for the teachers and students 

respectively included in the study for the 2018-2019 school year used for the 

demographic data analyses. 
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Teachers’ Demographic Characteristics 

Gender distribution. As revealed in Table 3, 64 (64.6%) of the 99 teacher 

respondents were males and only 35 (35.4%) were females. This implies that the 

majority of the teachers teaching in the WKUC secondary schools are male teachers. 

Age range. As indicated in Table 3, the majority of respondents (88.9%) are 

aged below 40 years. A few (representing only 7.1% and 4.0%) are in the age range of 

40-49, and 50-59 respectively. This implies that majority of the teachers teaching in 

the WKUC secondary schools are young, below retirement age.  

Table 3 

Demographic Characteristics of Teacher Respondents 

Demographic Variable Category N(f) % 

Gender Male 64 64.6 

 Female 35 35.4 

 Total 99 100 

Age Below 40 88 88.9 

 40-49 7 7.1 

 50-59 4 4.0 

 Total 99 100 

Employment Status Permanent 16 16.2 

 Contract 81 81.8 

 No response 2 2.0 

 Total 99 100 

Highest Level of Education Diploma 4 4.0 

 Bachelor's 90 90.9 

 Master's 5 5.1 

 Total 99 100 

Teaching Experience 0-1Years 22 22.2 

 2-3Years 32 32.3 

 4-5Years 24 24.2 

 6 Years and above 19 19.2 

 No response 2 2.0 

 Total 99 100 

Years of Service 0-1 Years 46 46.5 

 2-3 Years 24 24.2 

 4-5 Years 15 15.2 

 6 Years and above 12 12.1 

 No response 2 2.0 

 Total 99 100 

 

Employment status. Regarding employment status, 81 of the teachers 

(81.1%) responded as working on contractual employment basis and only 16 (16.2%) 
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working on permanent employment. This reflects a possibility of an absence of a 

policy to regularize teachers on permanent terms; hence the reason for more teachers 

employed on contract or else there is a possibility of low motivation of teachers to 

stay longer in the schools. 

Highest level of education. As presented in Table 3, majority of the 

teachers engaged in the secondary schools in WKUC are Bachelor’s degree holders 

representing 90.9% and 5% Master’s, and only a small percentage of 4% are Diploma 

holders. This shows that over 95% of all the teachers engaged in the secondary 

schools WKUC are adequately prepared and qualified for secondary school teaching.  

Teaching experience. As Table 3 reveals, 32 (32.3%) of the teachers who 

participated in this study have teaching experience of between 2-3 years; 24 (24.2%) 

represents teachers with teaching experience of 4-5 years, 22 (22.2%) represents 

teachers with teaching experience of 0-1 years, and 19 (19.2%) represent teachers 

with teaching experience of 6 years and above while 2 (2%) represents the number of 

teachers who did not give any response on this item. These results suggest that the 

majority of the teachers (over 75%) who are employed in the WKUC secondary 

schools have teaching experience of less than five years. 

Years of service as a teacher in the school. The information provided 

in table T reveals that 46 of the teachers (representing 46.5%) who participated in this 

study have served in the schools for a period between 0-1 years. This is followed by 

2-3 years (representing 24.2%), followed by 6 years and above (representing 21.1%), 

and 4-5 years (representing 15.2%).  

This finding reflects a high turnover rate in all the schools covered by this 

study. This is consistent with the interviews with administrators and teachers. 

Teachers interviewed unanimously agreed that over 25 percent of the teachers 
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currently in schools leave the schools over the first few years after recruitment. This 

was also supported by available statistics from school records on teacher turnover. 

This was also confirmed during the interviews with teachers. Observation of the 

records revealed that on the average, over 25 percent of teachers employed in the 

WKUC secondary schools leave every year. Teachers interviewed also estimated that 

over 25 percent of the teachers currently in schools leave the schools over the first 

few years after recruitment.  

During the focus group discussions teachers and administrators made the 

assumption that that students’ low achievement in the schools was due to the high 

teacher turnover. They reasoned that in the high-turnover schools, the inexperienced 

and underqualified teachers are often hired to fill empty spots which may have a 

negative impact on student learning. That is, if there is a difference in quality between 

teachers who leave and those who replace them, then student achievement can 

change. For example, when leaving teachers are, on average, worse than those who 

replace them, the compositional effect of turnover on student achievement is positive. 

However, if leaving teachers are better than the ones who replace them, the effect may 

be negative. 

These assumptions are consistent with one other correlational evidence by 

Boyd, Lankford, Loeb, and Wyckoff (2005). Although little research has been 

undertaken to assess the causal effect of teacher turn over on student achievement 

(Ingersoll, 2000; Guin, 2004), research has found out that high rates of turnover harm 

student achievement. In such cases Pearson correlations are significant and negative, 

indicating that schools with higher turnover also have lower achievement. 

However, there is also the assumption which explains that the overall effect of 

turnover depends on the resulting distribution in effectiveness of individual teachers. 
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For example, if leaving teachers are equally as effective as those who replace them, 

then there should be no net effect of turnover. In such explanation, turnover effects 

are driven only by leavers and their replacements. That is, the students of teachers 

who stay in the same school from one year to the next are unaffected by turnover. 

Other than the impact of teacher turnover on students’ achievement, turnover 

may have substantial impact on the financial and human resources in schools as well. 

The recruiting, hiring, and training of new teachers require significant financial costs 

(Barnes, Crowe, & Schaefer, 2007). These costs drain resources that might otherwise 

be spent on program improvement or working conditions (Carroll, Reichardt, & 

Guarino, 2000; Darling-Hammond & Sykes, 2003; Barnes et al, 2007). Such 

dynamics may harm schools with historically underserved student populations the 

most, as these schools tend to have more persistent turnover and in some cases have 

fewer overall resources to work with. In addition, new hires in underserved schools 

often are less experienced and so require more supports to improve (Carroll et al., 

2000; Darling-Hammond & Sykes, 2003). 

Students’ Demographic Characteristics 
 

Gender distribution. As shown in Table 4, 192 (54.7%) of the students 

who responded to the questionnaire were boys, whereas 159 (45.3%) were girls, and 2 

(0.6%) did not respond to this item. This reveals that the majority of the students who 

responded to the students’ questionnaire were boys (over 50%) suggesting that there 

are more boys than girls studying in the secondary schools in WKUC. 

Age range. Table 4 reveals that 170 of students (representing 48.4%) aged 

between 17-18 years, 132 students (37.6%) aged between 15-16 years, and 28 

students (8%) aged between 19-20, 20 students (5.7%) aged below 15 years, 

and1(.3%) of the students did not indicate his/her age range.  
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Table 4 

Demographic Characteristics of Student Respondents 

Demographic Variable Category N(f) % 

Gender Male 192 54.7 

 Female 159 45.3 

 No response 2 0.6 

 Total 351 100.0 

Age Below 15 20 5.7 

 15-16 132 37.6 

 17-18 170 48.4 

 19-20 28 8.0 

 No response 1 .3 

 Total 351 100.0 

Grade Level Form one 57 16.2 

 Form two 74 21.1 

 Form three 108 30.8 

 Form four 110 31.3 

 Total 351 100.0 

Length of time in the school Under one year 77 21.9 

 1-2 Years 80 22.8 

 2-3 Years 77 21.9 

 3-4 Years 115 32.8 

 No response 2 .6 

 Total 351 100.0 

 

Grade level. As presented in Table 4, 110 form fours and 108 form threes 

(representing 31.3% and 30.8%) respectively participated in this study. Form twos 

and ones were 74 and 57 (21.1% and 16.2%) respectively and 2 (6%) of the student 

participants did not respond.  

Length of time in the school. The information provided in Table 4 

reveals that 115(32.8%) of the student respondents have been in the schools for 

between 3-4 years, 80 students (23%) have stayed in the schools for between 1-2 

years, and 77 (21.9%) have stayed in the schools for less than one year. Those who 

did not respond were 2 students (representing 0.6%). This data shows that there are 

more students who start in the schools of this study but who transfer to other schools 

before completion. This implies that the completion rate of students in the respective 

schools is below 40%.  
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Educators’ Accountability for Learning 

Research question two: To what extent are educators in the West Kenya 

Union Conference secondary schools accountable for learning in the areas of 

Classroom Curriculum Design, Pedagogy, and Students’ Assessment? 

Classroom Curriculum Design 

Teachers’ responses.  Teachers’ responses to question two were analyzed 

and interpreted by means of descriptive statistics (mean and standard deviations). 

Data that provided answers to this question is presented on Table 5 

Table 5 

Teachers’ Ratings of Educators’ Accountability in Classroom Curriculum Design 

Items Mean Std. Deviation 

Believe that all students are capable of achieving at high levels, and take 

responsibility for their learning, despite the circumstances in their lives and 

society that can make achievement difficult. 

3.35 .83 

Keep track of the ways I address individual learning styles and preferences 3.41 .66 

Recognize the importance of students’ active participation and engagement 

in the learning process 
3.75 .54 

Provide students with options and choices regarding how they are going to 

learn and how they are going to show their learning whenever possible 
3.33 .78 

Use cooperative learning and grouping strategies to increase student 

participation 
3.62 .53 

Construct tasks at different levels of difficulty 3.39 .74 

Make the task more or less familiar based on the proficiency of the 

learners’ experiences or skills for the task 
3.37 .71 

Classroom Curriculum Design 3.46 .44 

N = 99   

 

Note: 3.50 - 4.00 Strongly Agree (High extent); 2.50 - 3.49 Agree (Average); 1.50 - 2.49 Disagree 

(Moderate); and 1.00 - 1.49 strongly disagree (low) 

 

When teachers’ views regarding the extent to which educators are accountable 

for learning in all of the seven items of classroom curriculum are analyzed, it is seen 

that the average of the seven items is on an average level at (M = 3.46 and SD= .44).  

These results, therefore, imply that teachers view educators’ accountability for 

learning in WKUC secondary schools generally on an average level.  
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However, when analyzed in terms of the sub-elements of classroom 

curriculum, it is seen that educators’ are to a high extent accountable for learning in 

recognizing the importance of students’ active participation and engagement in the 

learning process (M = 3.75, SD = .54); and also in the use of cooperative learning and 

grouping strategies to increase student participation (M = 3.62, SD = .53).  

Based on these findings, it can be inferred that educators in WKUC secondary 

schools to a high extent recognize that students learn more when they actively 

participate and engage in their process of learning, whether it is through discussion, 

practice, review, or application, and/or in the psychomotor domain such as role play, 

and replication; and also to a high extent they value the use of cooperative learning 

and grouping strategies to increase student participation as important factors for 

improving students’ achievement. 

This, however, is somehow contrary to what was observed in the various 

classes. During classroom observations, it was seen that, except for a few, most of the 

teachers observed, especially in the low-performing schools, majorly used lecture 

method of teaching with very minimal students’ participation. It was evident that 

teachers were simply “teaching to the test,” trying to cover the set syllabus in 

preparing the students for the expected exams as confirmed by some teachers 

interviewed after classroom observation.   

It was also observed that in the classes where teachers used the lecture 

method, students tended to practice passive participation by writing notes, sitting 

quietly, or simply listening to lectures. When asked to say why they were using 

lecture method, their responses put together, clearly reflected their misunderstanding 

of what equity pedagogy really entails and hence resistance to using it in class. One 
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response which came out clearly was this: “Equity pedagogy is too demanding with 

the limited teaching-learning resources at our disposal.” 

Only in a few classes that were observed, teachers to some extent practiced 

equity pedagogy in their classrooms. In these classes, the learners fairly practiced 

active participation which included asking questions, giving opinions and discussing 

about the related topic lectured. 

The importance of students’ active participation and engagement in the 

process of learning, and the use of cooperative learning and grouping strategies to 

increase student participation conform to studies found in the literature. For example, 

results on students’ participation and engagement is consistent with the study 

conducted by Tatar (2005a) showing that active participation of students with 

discussions in the classroom is important for the purpose of achieving effective 

learning and plays an important role in the success of education and personal 

development of students in the future.  

Research by Fernandes, Huang and Rinaldo (2011) also shows that 

participation and engagement is beneficial for student learning; and that classroom 

participation is associated with the generation and promotion of higher order thinking 

skills, and this cognitive stimulation provides students with a different environment 

which promotes positive and effective learning experiences.  

It has also been found that students, who are active participants, tend to have 

better academic achievement, compared with students, who are passive in 

participation. For instance, research by Linnenbrink and Pintrich (2003) reports that 

participation and engagement predicts students’ achievement and comprehension of 

educational material.  
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More recently, “student engagement has been built around the hopeful goal of 

enhancing all students’ abilities to learn how to learn or to become lifelong learners in 

a knowledge-based society” (Gilbert, 2007, p.1). According to him, student 

engagement has become both a strategic process for learning and an accountability 

outcome unto itself. Siti (2010) supports this statement claiming that students who are 

actively involved in the classroom discussions showed higher satisfaction in the 

learning process for the reason that students will learn how to think critically and thus 

enhance their intellectual development if they are engaged as active participants in the 

classroom.  

Research survey by Willms, Friesen, and Milton (2009) also revealed that 

student engagement primarily and historically focused upon increasing achievement, 

positive behaviors, and a sense of belonging in students so that they would remain in 

school. They stated that students want to interact with people both within and beyond 

the classroom and school environment. Their findings repeatedly showed that students 

want: 

Stronger relationships with teachers, with each other, and with their 

communities – locally, provincially, nationally and globally; their teachers to 

know them as people; their teachers to know how they learn; students want 

their teachers to take into account what they understand and what they 

misunderstand, and to use this knowledge as a starting place to guide their 

continued learning; their teachers to establish learning environments that build 

interdependent relationships and that promote and create a strong culture of 

learning. (p. 36)  

The present study’s finding which shows that educators to a high extent 

believe that cooperative participation between teachers and students is integral in the 



105 

 

process of learning is supported by numerous studies. For example, Bibi (2002) and 

Siddiqui (2003) carried out their research by using cooperative learning for improving 

performance of English as Second Language (ESL) learners and the results were 

positive. A Study carried out by Arbab (2003) for two weeks on general science 

students also proved that students taught with cooperative learning method has 

improved results than control group. As noted by Gilliam (2002), cooperative learning 

is a viable and effective instructional method because it guarantees the building of 

higher level thinking skills and academic achievement.  

The study by Iqbal (2004) who conducted a study to examine the effect of 

cooperative learning on academic achievement on secondary school students in the 

subject of mathematics also supports this finding. He reports that there was a 

significant difference between the achievement scores of the students taught by the 

cooperative and traditional method. The students who were taught by the cooperative 

method showed higher scores. 

In recent years, a few studies done by Fakeye (2010) and Glomo-Narzoles 

(2015) used student achievement division as an experimental treatment in a study 

involving low performance students. They found out that the cooperative learning 

achievement division group scored significantly higher on academic performance than 

the English as First Language (EFL) learners. A similar study by Swab (2012) also 

found that cooperative learning resulted in significantly higher achievement in a 

college-level computer aided drafting course. 

Educators’ levels of accountability in the other aspects of curriculum were 

also evaluated and rated as follows: keeping track of the ways they address individual 

learning styles and preferences (M = 3.41, SD = .66); constructing tasks at different 

levels of difficulty (M = 3.39, SD = .74); making the task more or less familiar based 
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on the proficiency of the learners’ experiences or skills for the task (M= 3.37, SD = 

.71 ); believing that all students are capable of achieving at high levels, and take 

responsibility for their learning, despite the circumstances in their lives and society 

that can make achievement difficult (M= 3.35, SD = .83); and providing students 

with options and choices regarding how they are going to learn and how they are 

going to show their learning whenever possible (M = 3.33, SD = .78).  

These results reveal that educators’ accountability for learning in these 

particular areas is to an average extent. It can be deduced from the findings that 

educators in the WKUC secondary schools only to an average level value these 

particular aspects of the curriculum as factors that positively influence students’ 

achievement. Perhaps, this could be the reason why they do not seem to pay more 

attention to these aspects when designing classroom curriculum. Thus, in spite of the 

fact that educators are responsible for planning, developing, and reviewing the 

classroom curriculum, the above finding implies that educators in most WKUC 

secondary schools are not very effective in varying classroom instruction.  

However, the idea of keeping track of the ways individual learners’ styles and 

preferences is critical and has been found to be an important aspect of curriculum as 

reported by Fiszer (2004), who explained that there is significant improvement in 

students’ achievement when students are organized by their level of interest and 

learning performance preferences. Contrary to the suggestion that today’s students are 

asking for a diluted or moderated curriculum, research shows that students prefer to 

be held to high expectations. They also desire quality, rigorous, and meaningful 

curriculum and high academic goals.  

Students’ desire for instructional challenge was reported by a majority of 

authors reviewed, including Willms, Friesen, and Milton (2009) and Dunleavy and 
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Milton (2009). This supports the belief that all students are capable of achieving at 

high levels, and take responsibility for their learning, despite the circumstances in 

their lives and society that can make achievement difficult. 

Effective teaching and learning is based on teachers’ belief that the core of 

teaching and learning is the same, regardless of whether a student has a disability or 

requires additional support; which may call for what is referred to as differentiating 

and adapting (Mitchell & Maxwell, 2010). According to Tomlinson and Allan (2000), 

differentiation refers to the responses that teachers make to learners’ needs. In 

teaching reading, for example, one size does not fit all.  At its most basic level, 

differentiation consists of the efforts of teachers to respond to variance among 

learners in the classroom. That is, whenever a teacher reaches out to an individual or 

small group in order to vary his or her teaching to create the best learning experience 

possible, that teacher is differentiating instruction.  

Effective differentiation functions on the premise that every student can do 

remarkable things with appropriate guidance and support. As a teacher develops 

his/her expertise with these varied approaches, he/she will be able to: recognize that 

units of work can easily be modified in the classroom program to cater effectively for 

students with diverse needs, by using a range of approaches and strategies in planning 

and teaching; recognize that some students need multiple opportunities to engage with 

a range of materials to support their understanding; and that these opportunities may 

involve using assistive technology or simple adaptations; reflect on and evaluate 

multiple ways students can demonstrate their understanding in different learning 

areas; for students with diverse needs, it may be at the same level or a different level 

to their peers; identify ways that all students might assess their capabilities and reflect 

on their own learning (Murphy, 2008).  
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It is a common knowledge that no two students are alike in their thought 

processes, abilities, interests, and approaches to learning. Therefore, Universal Design 

for Learning (UDL) is a useful framework to support schools to plan for all students 

from the outset (The New Zealand Curriculum, 2007). UDL provides the opportunity 

for all students to access, participate in, and progress in the general-education 

curriculum by reducing barriers to instruction. It helps them to ensure that the school 

curriculum meets the needs of all students, providing everyone with equal 

opportunities to learn. 

It is also common that schools serve children from a variety of families and 

backgrounds, with a variety of learning strengths and needs and so differentiated 

instructions are very necessary to help all students learn and succeed. What and how 

educators differentiate depends on the needs of the students in the class at any one 

time. Making curriculum accessible for all students may require ‘thinking outside the 

box’ in daily practice. This requires educators to be prepared to do things differently, 

to work towards a shift from being a ‘routine expert’ to an ‘adaptive expert’ 

(Timperley, 2011).  

Students’ responses.  Students’ responses to question two were analyzed 

and interpreted by means of descriptive statistics (mean and standard deviations). 

Data that provided answers to this question is presented on Table 6. 

Educators’ accountability for learning regarding all the 8 items of classroom 

curriculum was rated on an average level at M = 2.89, SD = .66. When analyzed in 

terms of individual elements of classroom curriculum, educators’ accountability was 

rated average level as follows: arranging curriculum in line with subject objectives 

and goals (M = 3.17, SD= .96); adjusting classroom curriculum to reflect national 

standards (M = 2.99, SD = 1.10); providing a variety of avenues for students’ 



109 

 

exploration of a topic and expression of learning (M = 2.93, SD = 1.10); ensuring that 

curriculum is appropriate to students from diverse backgrounds (M = 2.85, SD = 

1.11); varying curriculum to present essential facts, skills and attitudes (M = 2.83, SD 

= 1.02); providing tasks and learning choices at different levels of difficulty (M = 

2.80, SD = 1.10); providing broad access to a wide range of teaching and learning 

materials (M = 2.80, SD = 1.20); and varying classroom curriculum based on 

students’ level of achievement (M = 2.73, SD = 1.10). 

Table 6 

Students’ Ratings of Educators’ Accountability in Classroom Curriculum Design 

Items Mean Std. Deviation 

Adjust classroom curriculum to reflect national standards 2.99 1.08 

Arrange curriculum in line with subject objectives and goals 3.17 .96 

Vary curriculum to present essential facts, skills and attitudes 2.83 1.02 

Vary classroom curriculum based on students’ level of achievement 2.73 1.08 

Ensure that curriculum is appropriate to students from diverse backgrounds 2.85 1.11 

Provide tasks and learning choices at different levels of difficulty 2.80 1.06 

Provide a variety of avenues for students’ exploration of a topic and 

expression of learning 
2.93 1.06 

Provide broad access to a wide range of teaching and learning materials 2.80 1.20 

Classroom Curriculum Design 2.89 .66 

N = 351   

 

Note: 3.50 - 4.00 Strongly Agree (High extent); 2.50 - 3.49 Agree (Average); 1.50 - 2.49 Disagree 

(Moderate); and 1.00 - 1.49 strongly disagree (low) 

 

These results imply that educators’ accountability for learning in designing 

classroom curriculum, according to students, is not adequately meeting expectations; 

which by inference may mean that educators in WKUC secondary schools do not 

seem to well recognize the importance of these aspects of classroom curriculum in 

enhancing students’ achievement.  

However, going by what Null (2011) sees curriculum to be-as a map of how to 

achieve the outputs of desired student performance, in which appropriate learning 

activities and assessments are suggested to make it more likely that students achieve 

the desired results, a high level of educators’ accountability for learning in the area of 
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curriculum design should be expected. It is here where educators decide on: what 

should be taught, to whom, under what circumstances, how, and with what end in 

mind; put more concretely, what should be taught to students in this school, at this 

time, how, and to what end; and what process should they use to decide what their 

curriculum should be within the school.  

Pedagogy 

Teachers’ responses.  Teachers’ responses to this question were analyzed 

and interpreted by means of descriptive statistics (mean and standard deviations). 

Data that provided answers to this question is presented on Table 7. 

Table 7 

Teachers’ Ratings of Educators’ Accountability in Pedagogy 

Items Mean Std. Deviation 

Vary direct instruction by small group needs 3.29 .75 

Vary the learning process depending upon how students learn 3.40 .67 

Provide graphic organizers to support note-taking 2.96 .80 

Vary the length of time a student may take to complete a task in order to 

provide additional support for  struggling learners 
3.31 .74 

Present information through both whole-to-part and part-to-whole 3.32 .69 

Provide a variety of avenues for student exploration of a topic or expression of 

learning 
3.39 .67 

Provide broad access to a wide range of materials and technologies 3.24 .79 

Offer a choice of tasks, including student-designed options 3.05 .83 

Encourage investigation or application of key concepts and principles in student 

interest areas 
3.42 .64 

Try to uncover student learning profiles 3.09 .71 

Balance presentations and learning experiences according to students’ learning 

profiles 
3.31 .68 

Encourage students to explore information and ideas through auditory, visual 

and kinesthetic modes 
3.25 .72 

Balance varied perspectives on an issue or topic 3.42 .64 

Provide a safe learning environment that invites risk taking, encourages learning 

from mistakes, enables focused goal setting, and supports thoughtful learning 
3.60 .62 

Arrange my classroom and structure lessons to increase student motivation 3.63 .55 

Create a learning environment with flexible spaces and learning options 3.48 .66 

Make sure there are places in the room to work quietly and without distraction 

as well as places that invite student collaboration 
3.38 .75 

Set out clear guidelines for independent work that matches individual needs 3.47 .62 

Pedagogy 3.33 .41 

N = 99   

 

Note: 3.50 - 4.00 Strongly Agree (High extent); 2.50 - 3.49 Agree (Average); 1.50 - 2.49 Disagree 

(Moderate); and 1.00 - 1.49 strongly disagree (low) 

 



111 

 

When analyzing data presented in Table 7, it is seen that the mean of the 18 

items of Pedagogy is on an average level at M = 3.33, SD = .41. Results, however, 

show that educators are to a high extent accountable for learning in only two specific 

aspects of Pedagogy which include: arranging classroom and structuring lessons to 

increase student motivation (M = 3.63, SD = .55) and providing a safe learning 

environment that invites risk taking, encourages learning from mistakes, enables 

focused goal setting, and supports thoughtful learning (M = 3.60, SD = .62).  

Regarding the remaining 16 items of Pedagogy, educators’ accountability is 

rated on an average level as follows: creating a learning environment with flexible 

spaces and learning options (M = 3.48, SD = .66); setting out clear guidelines for 

independent work that matches individual needs (M = 3.47, SD = .62); encouraging 

investigation or application of key concepts and principles in student interest areas (M 

= 3.42, SD = .64); balancing varied perspectives on an issue or topic (M= 3.42, SD = 

.64); providing a variety of avenues for student exploration of a topic or expression of 

learning (M = 3.39, SD = .67);  making sure there are places in the room to work 

quietly and without distraction as well as places that invite student collaboration (M = 

3.38, SD= .75); presenting information through both whole-to-part and part-to-whole 

(M = 3.32, SD = .69); varying the length of time a student may take to complete a 

task in order to provide additional support for  struggling learners (M = 3.31, SD = 

.74); balancing presentations and learning experiences according to students’ learning 

profiles (M = 3.31, SD = .68); varying direct instruction by small group needs (M = 

3.29 SD = .75, ); encouraging students to explore information and ideas through 

auditory, visual and kinesthetic modes (M = 3.25, SD = .72); providing broad access 

to a wide range of materials and technologies (M = 3.24, SD =.79); trying to uncover 

student learning profiles (M = 3.09, SD = .71); offering a choice of tasks, including 
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student-designed options (M = 3.05, SD = .83); and providing graphic organizers to 

support note-taking (M= 2.96, SD = .75). 

Students’ responses.  Students’ responses to this question were analyzed 

and interpreted by means of descriptive statistics (mean and standard deviations). 

Data that provided answers to this question is presented on Table 8. According to 

students, the overall accountability for learning in the area of Pedagogy as presented 

in Table 8 is rated average with an overall M = 2.71 and SD = .56. 

Table 8 

Students’ Ratings of Educators’ Accountability in Pedagogy 

Items Mean Std. Deviation 

Hold workshops for students to create their own ideas and questions on a 

topic 
2.40 1.19 

Offer choice of tasks  including student-designed options 2.23 .99 

Create effective student discussion groups that have students of the same 

abilities 
2.53 1.17 

Encourage students to “think out loud” when answering questions in class to 

help them reflect on how they arrived at answers 
3.21 .99 

Ask questions of varying difficulty from simple factual recall to more 

analysis and synthesis 
3.12 .91 

Encourage investigation or application of key concepts and principles in 

student interest areas 
2.89 1.08 

Connect content with students’ cultures, experiences, and talents 2.37 1.23 

Use centers of interest, interest groups, specialty groups/expert groups; 

Teachers always choices within an area of study or topic 
2.55 1.04 

Work to uncover student diverse learning profiles and balance presentations 

and learning experiences 
2.68 .99 

Create a learning environment with flexible spaces and learning options 2.90 1.08 

Encourage students to explore information and ideas through visual, 

auditory, and kinesthetic (VAK) modes 
2.38 1.12 

Allow students to demonstrate what they have learned in creative ways 

(posters, drawings, diagrams, mind-maps, poems, etc.) 
2.54 1.20 

Show students how to take notes by using guided notes for them to model 3.01 1.04 

Foster a cooperative learning environment that is meant to benefit students 

from diverse ethnic/cultural backgrounds 
2.76 1.07 

Create problem-based learning environments in the classroom allowing 

students to explore the problem, find solutions, and share their conclusions 
2.90 1.08 

Ensure a choice of competitive, cooperative and independent learning 

experiences 
2.99 .97 

Balance varied perspectives on an issue or topic 2.92 .85 

Provide authentic learning opportunities in various intelligence or talent 

areas 
2.33 1.13 

Pedagogy 2.71 .56 

N = 351   

 

Note: 3.50 - 4.00 Strongly Agree (High extent); 2.50 - 3.49 Agree (Average); 1.50 - 2.49 Disagree 

(Moderate); and 1.00 - 1.49 strongly disagree (low) 
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Similarly, when analyzed in terms of individual elements of Pedagogy, 

students agree that educators’ accountability for learning on all the cited elements of 

Pedagogy is rated with a mean ranging between M = 2.53 and M = 3.21; except on 

some few elements of Pedagogy their accountability for learning is to a moderate 

extent. These include: holding workshops for students to create their own ideas and 

questions on a topic (M = 2.40, SD = 1.19); encouraging students to explore 

information and ideas through visual, auditory, and kinesthetic (VAK) modes (M = 

2.38, SD = 1.12); connecting content with students’ cultures, experiences, and talents 

(M = 2.37, SD = 1.23); providing authentic learning opportunities in various 

intelligence or talent areas (M = 2.33, SD = .99); and offering choice of tasks 

including student-designed options (M = 2.33, SD = 1.13). 

The results in Table 7 and 8 imply that, based on teachers and students, 

educators’ accountability for learning in respect to Pedagogy is not adequately 

meeting stakeholders’ expectations. This by inference may mean that educators in 

most WKUC secondary schools, according to teachers and students, do not 

adequately apply effective Pedagogy which perhaps could be the reason for low 

students’ achievement in most of the WKUC secondary schools. 

 Although the term effective is normally contested, the researcher in this study 

conceptualizes effective pedagogy in reference to those teaching and learning 

activities which make some observable change in students, leading to greater 

engagement and understanding and a measureable impact on student learning.  

The researcher in this study is interested in seeing classes where teachers 

embrace teaching practices that encourage learners to be active, participatory, co-

operative, and promoting inquiry. However, according to the findings in Table 7 and 

8, educators do not seem to adequately address these elements of Pedagogy.  
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According to Alexander (2001), such teaching practices include:  

 teacher spoken discourse such as instruction, explanation, metaphor, 

questioning, responding, elaboration and management talk;  

 visual representation like using a chalkboard, writing, diagrams, pictures, 

textbook, learning aids such as stones, experiments, drama to understand 

or construct the new knowledge being presented or indicated to the 

learners;  

 the act of setting or providing tasks for learners to cognitively engage with 

new content or develop physical skills, such as experimentation, reading, 

writing, drawing, mapping, rehearsing, problem solving, practicing;  

 variety of social interactions, in which language is central between learners 

or learners and teacher such as pairs, groups, individually or whole-class; 

 teachers’ monitoring, use of feedback, intervention, remediation and 

formative and summative assessment of the students or assessment by the 

students. 

Other studies that have reported positively on effective pedagogy practices 

labelled as active pedagogy mention the following characteristics: students working 

with various objects individually and in groups, solving problems, and exploring 

spaces other than the classroom in Escuela Nueva schools (Benveniste & McEwan, 

2000); and students working in pairs or small groups in order to make meaning of the 

lesson supported by the teacher’s skill in eliciting information, asking questions, and 

following up questions to support learning (Barrow, Boyle., Ginsburg., Leu, Pier, 

Price-Rom, & Rocha, 2007). 
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Students’ Assessment 

Teachers’ responses.  Teachers’ responses to this question were analyzed 

and interpreted by means of descriptive statistics (means and standard deviations) 

Data that provided answers to this question is presented on Table 9. 

Table 9 

Teachers’ Ratings of Educators’ Accountability in Students’ Assessment 

Items Mean Std. Deviation 

Use pre-assessment to determine where students need to begin, and then 

match students with appropriate activities 
3.46 .66 

Vary the ways in which student’s learning is assessed (e.g. using a wide 

variety of assessments) 
3.45 .76 

Create assessments that respond to different learning modes 3.45 .63 

Give choices about how students express their understanding 3.11 .75 

Provide challenge, variety and choice 3.35 .69 

Encourage students to express what they have learned in varied ways 3.54 .58 

Encourage students’ participation in self-assessment, goal setting and 

monitoring of their progress toward mastery of learning objectives 
3.51 .65 

Allow for varied working arrangements – alone or with a group 3.50 .60 

Provide assignments at varying degrees of difficulty to match student 

readiness 
3.46 .73 

Work with students to develop rubrics that match and extend students’ 

varied skill levels 
3.29 .68 

Use a continuum: (For example, simple to complex, less independent to 

more independent) 
3.60 .61 

On different levels with adjusted challenges 3.55 .62 

Active learning for all students 3.47 .63 

Engaging at all levels 3.58 .66 

Aligned to objectives and goals 3.69 .55 

Students' Assessment 3.46 .40 

N = 99   

 

Note: 3.50 - 4.00 Strongly Agree (High extent); 2.50 - 3.49 Agree (Average); 1.50 - 2.49 Disagree 

(Moderate); and 1.00 - 1.49 strongly disagree (low) 

 

When analyzed in terms of individual elements of students’ assessment, 

teachers strongly agree that educators in WKUC secondary schools are always 

accountable for learning to a high extent in the following elements of Students’ 

Assessment: students’ assessments are always aligned to objectives and goals (M =  

3.69, SD = .55); using a continuum: (for example, simple to complex, less 

independent to more independent (M = 3.60, SD = .61); engaging at all levels (M = 

3.58, SD = .66); on different levels with adjusted challenges (M = 3.55, SD = .62); 
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encouraging students’ participation in self-assessment, goal setting and monitoring of 

their progress toward mastery of learning objectives (M = 3.51, SD = .65); and 

allowing for varied working arrangements – alone or with a group (M = 3.50, SD = 

.60). 

Teachers agree that educators are accountable to an average level in the 

following students’ assessment areas: active learning for all students (M = 3.47, SD = 

.63); using pre-assessment to determine where students need to begin, and then 

matching students with appropriate activities (M = 3.46, SD= .66); providing 

assignments at varying degrees of difficulty to match student readiness (M = 3.46, SD 

=.73); varying the ways in which student’s learning is assessed (e.g. using a wide 

variety of assessments) (M = 3.45, SD =.76); creating assessments that respond to 

different learning modes (M = 3.45, SD = .63); providing challenge, variety and 

choice (M = 3.35, SD = .69); working with students to develop rubrics that match and 

extend students’ varied skill levels (M = 3.29, SD = .68); and giving choices about 

how students express their understanding (M = 3.11, SD = .75). On the overall, it was 

established that that educators’ accountability for learning is average with an overall 

M = 3.46 and SD = .40. Thus, according to teachers, educators’ accountability for 

learning in the area of students’ assessment is rated average. 

Students’ responses.  Students’ responses to this question were analyzed 

and interpreted by means of descriptive statistics (means and standard deviations). 

Data that provided answers to this question is presented on Table 10. 

When students’ views regarding the extent to which educators are accountable 

for learning in the area of students’ assessment were analyzed, it was established that 

students agree that educators in WKUC secondary schools are accountable to an 

average level with overall M = 2.86 and  SD = .59. The extent to which educators are 
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accountable for learning in the area of students’ assessment is rated by students as 

average. That is, students generally agree that educators in WKUC secondary schools 

are always accountable for learning to an average extent in all the cited students’ 

assessment areas with a mean ranging between M = 2.72 and M = 3.18. 

Table 10 

Students’ Ratings of Educators’ Accountability in Students’ Assessment 

Items Mean Std. Deviation 

Teachers are always engaged as designers of performance assessments and 

skilled assessors of students’ performance 
2.98 .96 

Assessment for learning is always ongoing 3.18 .87 

Teachers always allow learners to do self-assessment during the learning 

and receive specific, descriptive feedback about their learning 
2.72 1.00 

Teachers always use performance assessments that are responsive to 

emerging student needs 
2.75 .98 

Instruction is continually adjusted and revised on the basis of assessment 

results 
2.95 .90 

Students are always given opportunity to adjust their learning strategies and 

make timely corrections in response to targeted feedback from their teachers 
2.87 1.03 

Students’ assessment always leads to increased teacher collaboration, and 

increased capacity to make mid-term corrections based on constructive data 
2.73 1.05 

Teachers usually adjust instruction for individual students based on need 2.72 1.06 

Teachers usually analyze which students need more practice 2.91 1.05 

Teachers always reflect on the effectiveness of their teaching practices 2.84 .98 

Teachers always confer with students regarding their own assessment might 2.61 .94 

Students are always given opportunity to determine the qualities of good 

performance 
2.92 1.08 

Teachers always share their teaching-learning intentions with their students 2.91 1.03 

Assessments are always developed by teams of teachers of particular classes 

and subject areas 
2.85 1.06 

Teachers ensure rich involvement of the learners in monitoring on-going 

learning, collecting and presenting evidence of them learning 
2.78 1.03 

Students receive constructive timely feedback and corrective explanation on 

their mistakes from the teachers 
2.90 1.13 

Students' Assessment 2.86 .59 

N = 351   

 

Note: 3.50 - 4.00 Strongly Agree (High extent); 2.50 - 3.49 Agree (Average); 1.50 - 2.49 Disagree 

(Moderate); and 1.00 - 1.49 strongly disagree (low) 

 

Results in Table 9 and 10 imply that, based on teachers’ and students’ ratings, 

educators’ accountability regarding students’ assessment is not adequate. That is, 

according to teachers and students, educators in WKUC secondary schools do not 

seem to successfully use effective students’ assessment hence leading to educational 

inequality and low students’ achievement in their schools. 
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In the light of this finding, the researcher proposes the use of a combination of 

assessment for learning (AFL) because of its learner-centeredness and assessment of 

learning (AOL) in order to realize effective students’ assessment. AFL calls for 

teachers to use formative assessment practices to monitor student success and engage 

in regular sharing conversations with students about how they are learning.  

AFL is formative and is ongoing, minute-by-minute, day-by-day classroom 

assessment that is administered in the course of a unit of instruction. The purposes of 

formative assessment are to: identify students’ strengths and weaknesses; foster 

increased autonomy and responsibility for learning on the part of the student; assist 

educators in planning subsequent instruction; and aid students in guiding their own 

learning, revising their work, and gaining self-evaluation skills (Cizek, 2010).    

According to research by Willms, Friesen, and Milton (2009), assessment for 

learning (AFL) involves five effective teaching practices which might work to 

increase engagement in learning. These are: “creating thoughtful, intentional designs 

for learning; making learning meaningful; building relationships; improving teaching 

practice in the presence of peer teachers, and using assessment to improve learning 

and guide teaching” (pp. 33-37). 

Given the opportunity to “co-create assessment criteria with their teachers, 

students figure out the criteria of powerful work, they are able to use the criteria to 

guide their own learning, both in school and beyond” (Willms, Friesen, & Milton 

2009, p. 35). Teachers use assessment for learning to enhance students’ motivation 

and commitment to learning. When teachers commit to learning as the focus of 

assessment, they change the classroom culture to one of students’ success. 
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Summary of Findings on Educators’ Accountability for Learning 

Table 11  

Accountability in classroom curriculum, Pedagogy, and students’ assessment 

 

The summary of findings in Table 11 shows that Educators accountability for 

learning, based on teachers’ and students’ responses, is average in the areas of 

classroom curriculum design (M=3.46, SD=.44), Pedagogy (M=3.33, SD=.41) and 

students’ assessment (M=3.46, SD=.40) ;  and classroom curriculum (M=2.89, SD=.66), 

Pedagogy (M=2.71, SD=.56) and students’ assessment (M=2.86, SD=.59) 

respectively. 

Comparison of Ratings of Students and Teachers in 

High-performing and Low-performing Schools 

Research question three: Is there a significant difference between 

educators’ accountability for learning in the high-performing and low-

performing secondary schools based on i) teachers’ responses and ii) students’ 

responses in the areas of Classroom Curriculum Design, Pedagogy, and  

Students’ Assessment? 

 Ho1: No significant difference exists between educators’ accountability for 

learning in the high-performing and low-performing secondary schools based on i) 

teachers’ responses and ii) students’ responses in the areas of classroom curriculum 

design, Pedagogy, and students’ assessment. 

 

 Teachers’ Response Students’ Response 

Variables M SD Interpretation M SD Interpretation 

Classroom Design 3.46 .44 Average 2.89 .66 Average 

Pedagogy 3.33 .41 Average 2.71 .56 Average 

Students’ Assessment 3.46 .40 Average 2.86 .59 Average 
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Comparison of Classroom Curriculum Design (CCD) 

The researcher conducted t-test for independent samples to compare 

educators’ accountability for learning in the high-performing and low-performing 

secondary schools in the areas of classroom design, Pedagogy, and students’ 

assessment based on i) teachers’ responses and ii) students’ responses in the areas of 

classroom curriculum design, Pedagogy, and students’ assessment as presented in 

Tables 12a-12f. 

Table 12a  

Comparison of Results Based on Teachers’ Ratings of Accountability in CCD 

Group Statistics 

 

School Performance N Mean Std. Deviation 

Std. Error 

Mean 

Classroom 

Curriculum 

Design 

High performing 42 3.5618 .32224 .04972 

Low performing 
57 3.3814 .50163 .06644 

Independent Samples Test 

Classroom 

Curriculum 

Design 

Levene's Test for 

Equality of 

Variances t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t df 

Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

 

 Equal 

variances 

not assumed 

5.113 .026 2.174 95.414 .032 .18042 .08299 

        

When teachers’ responses were analyzed in Table 12a to establish whether 

there was significant difference between educators’ accountability for learning in the 

high-performing and low-performing secondary schools in the area of classroom 

curriculum design, the result obtained from the t-test for independent samples 

revealed that there was a significant difference between educators’ accountability for 

learning in the high-performing and low-performing secondary schools in the area of 

classroom curriculum design at p = .032 < 0.05 level. Therefore, the null hypothesis 

was rejected. This difference could be as a result of the following reasons:  
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 The educators in the high-performing schools might have identified and 

adequately addressed the diversity of student needs with differentiated 

pedagogical practice, of course without compromising on standards. They might 

have realized that ordinary students can have extraordinary talents; and they have 

personalized the education experience so that all students can meet high standards.  

 Moreover, teachers in the high-performing school systems might have invested 

not just in their students’ academic success but also in their well-being. It is a 

common belief that the quality of a school system does not exceed the quality of 

its teachers. As such high-performing school systems normally select and educate 

their teaching staff carefully. They improve the performance of teachers who are 

struggling and they structure teachers’ pay to reflect professional standards. They 

provide an environment in which teachers work together to frame good practice, 

and they encourage teachers to grow in their careers. 

 Perhaps educators in the high-performing school systems set ambitious goals, 

which are clear about what students should be able to do, and enable teachers to 

figure out what they need to teach their students. In other words, they have moved 

on from administrative control and accountability to professional forms of work 

organization. They might have created an environment where teachers are 

encouraged to be innovative, to improve their own performance and that of their 

colleagues, and to pursue professional development that leads to better practice.  

 Educators in the high-performing school systems could be laying more emphasis 

not on looking upward within the administration of the school system, about 

looking outward to the next teacher or the next school, in which a culture of 

collaboration and strong networks of innovation is created. This could be another 

reason for the significant difference. 
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 These high-performing schools could be providing high-quality education across 

the entire system so that every student benefits from excellent teaching. They 

attract the best principals and the most talented teachers to the most challenging 

classrooms. 

 When students’ responses were analyzed in Table 12b to establish whether 

there was significant difference between educators’ accountability for learning in the 

high-performing and low-performing secondary schools in the area of classroom 

curriculum design, the result obtained from the t-test for independent samples 

revealed that there was significant difference between educators’ accountability for 

learning in the high-performing and low-performing secondary schools in the area of 

classroom curriculum design at p = .001 < 0.05 level. Therefore, the null hypothesis 

was rejected. This implies that educators in the high-performing schools were more 

accountable in classroom curriculum design than educators in low-performing 

schools.  

Table 12b 

Comparison of Results Based on Students’ Ratings of Accountability in CCD 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

From this finding it can be seen that students’ ratings and teachers’ ratings are 

complementary. That is, both teachers and students are in agreement that there is a 

Group Statistics 

 

School Performance N Mean Std. Deviation 

Std. Error 

Mean 

Classroom 

Curriculum 

Design 

High performing 221 2.8128 .70035 .04711 

Low performing 
129 3.0329 .55809 .04914 

Independent Samples Test 

Classroom 

Curriculum 

Design 

Levene's Test for 

Equality of 

Variances t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t df 

Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference  

 Equal 

variances 

not assumed 

5.732 .017 -3.234 316.083 .001 -.22014 .06807  
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correlation between educators’ accountability for learning in the area of classroom 

design and students’ performance. That is, the more educators are accountable in 

classroom curriculum design the higher the chances that students’ performance will 

improve. This is consistent with prior studies showing the importance of curriculum 

alignment in improving student achievement (Schmidt-Davis, & Bottoms, 2001; 

Boscardin, Aguirre-Munoz, Stoker, Kim, Kim, & Lee, 2005). The result also validates 

findings from Boscardin et al. (2005) that teacher expertise was highly related to 

student achievement. From the focus group discussions, it was also revealed that 

having less curricular coverage negatively impacts learning. For example, it was 

revealed that “if a topic is not in the curriculum or adequately covered, achievement 

is likely to be low.”  

These findings are important because curriculum and teacher training are both 

areas schools can control. Each school can decide what is to be included in its 

curriculum, of course within the context of the National Curriculum, and based on 

what they think is important for their students to learn. Consequently, the schools can 

use these results in order to further review and revise their curriculum as they deem 

necessary. Moreover, with the help of the results from this study, schools can target 

their teachers’ professional development training in the areas where it is needed most. 

Comparison of Pedagogy (TP) 

When teachers’ responses were analyzed in Table 12c to establish whether 

there was significant difference between educators’ accountability for learning in the 

high-performing and low-performing secondary schools in the area of Pedagogy, the 

result obtained from the t-test for independent samples revealed that there was no 

significant difference existed between educators’ accountability for learning in the 
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high-performing and low-performing secondary schools in the area of Pedagogy at t 

= 1.627, p = .107 > 0.05. Thus, the null hypothesis was accepted.  

Table 12c 

Comparison of Results Based on Teachers’ Ratings of Accountability in TP 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This finding aligns with results of earlier studies. For example, although 

recurrently there is research evidence to suggest the positive impact of particular 

strategies, little of it is rigorously comparative between different approaches, and the 

evidential basis for the claims around specific strategies can be non-consequential 

(Muijs & Reynolds, 2001). In fact, one of the key outcomes of research on successful 

pedagogies is that there are no ‘magic bullets’ in terms of classroom strategies (Muijs, 

2010, p. 23).  

When students’ responses were analyzed in Table 12d to establish whether 

there was significant difference between educators’ accountability for learning in the 

high-performing and low-performing secondary schools in the area of Pedagogy, the 

result obtained from the t-test for independent samples revealed that significant 

difference existed between educators’ accountability for learning in the high-

performing and low-performing secondary schools in the area of Pedagogy at p = 

.001 < 0.05 level. Therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected.  

Group Statistics 

 

School Performance N Mean Std. Deviation 

Std. Error 

Mean 

Pedagogy High performing 42 3.4075 .41523 .06407 

Low performing 57 3.2735 .39735 .05263 

Independent Samples Test 

Pedagogy 

Levene's Test for 

Equality of 

Variances t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t df 

Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

 

 Equal 

variances 

assumed 

.495 .483 1.627 97 .107 .13404 .08236 
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Table 12d 

Comparison of Results Based on Students’ Ratings of Accountability in TP 

Group Statistics 

 

School Performance N Mean Std. Deviation 

Std. Error 

Mean 

Pedagogy High performing 221 2.6404 .56581 .03806 

Low performing 129 2.8234 .52521 .04624 

Independent Samples Test 

Pedagogy 

Levene's Test for 

Equality of 

Variances t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t df 

Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

 

 Equal 

variances 

assumed 

.573 .450 -2.996 348 .003 -.18300 .06108 

 

This result implies that, there is a correlation between educators’ 

accountability for learning and performance in the area of Pedagogy. This argument is 

in line with the researcher’s finding made during classroom observation. For example, 

in classes where teachers used teaching practices that encourage learners to be active, 

participatory, co-operative, and promoting inquiry, there were indicators of students’ 

high performance. 

The findings between teachers and students’ responses on Educators’ 

accountability in Pedagogy were different. The findings revealed that based on 

teachers’ responses, no significant difference existed between educators’ 

accountability for learning in the high-performing and low-performing secondary 

schools in the area of Pedagogy; but based on students’ responses, educators in the 

high performing schools are more accountable in Pedagogy than those in low 

performing schools. That is, findings between teachers and students’ responses on 

Educators’ Accountability in Pedagogy were different.  

This could be attributed to the fact that when teachers do self-evaluation, they 

may go through halo effect-the tendency for an impression created in one area to 

influence opinion in another area. The weaknesses are associated with teachers’ self-
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evaluation. Teachers fear promoting weakness among their capability. Moreover, in 

self-evaluation, confident teachers do not wish to appear over-confident and boastful; 

and most teachers tend to overstate the quality of their own performance relative to 

others. Self-evaluation has an element of interdependency to self.  

But students are better evaluators of teachers than teachers themselves; and 

based on students’ responses, educators in the high performing schools are more 

accountable in Pedagogy than those in low performing schools, and this could be the 

reason why the schools are performing high.  

According to The New Zealand Curriculum (2007), effective teachers teach all 

their students effectively. It explains that although no formula guarantees learning for 

every student in every context, there is strong evidence of the kinds of teaching 

approaches that consistently improve student learning. The evidence shows that 

students learn best when teachers establish strong relationships with students when 

they: “create a supportive learning environment, encourage reflective thought and 

action, enhance the relevance of new learning, facilitate shared learning, make 

connections to prior learning and experience provide sufficient opportunities to learn, 

and inquire into the teaching–learning relationship.” (p. 34) 

Comparison of Students’ Assessment (SA) 

When teachers’ responses were analyzed in Table 12e to establish whether 

there was significant difference between educators’ accountability for learning in the 

high-performing and low-performing secondary schools in the area of students’ 

assessment, the results obtained from the t-test for independent samples reveals that 

no significant difference existed between educators’ accountability for learning in the 

high-performing and low-performing secondary schools in the area of students’ 
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assessment at t = 1.701, p = 0.092 > 0.05. Therefore, the null hypothesis was 

accepted.  

This result shows that based on teachers’ responses, it does not matter which 

type of school one is teaching in. That is, educators in the high-performing schools do 

not necessary make any significance difference in their accountability in the area of 

students’ assessment compared with their counterparts in the low performing schools. 

Table 12e 

Comparison of Results Based on Teachers’ Ratings of Accountability in SA 

Group Statistics 

 School 

Performance N Mean Std. Deviation 

Std. Error 

Mean 

Students' 

Assessment 

High performing 42 3.5414 .36561 .05642 

Low performing 57 3.4050 .41382 .05481 

Independent Samples Test 

Students' 

Assessment 

Levene's Test for 

Equality of 

Variances t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t df 

Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

 

 Equal 

variances 

assumed 

.103 .749 1.701 97 .092 .13636 .08016 

        

Contrary to this finding is research evidence that formative assessment is a 

powerful lever for improving outcomes for learners. Assessment is an integral part of 

the teaching and learning process. Its purpose is to inform students regarding their 

learning progress and teachers regarding ways to adjust the curriculum and instruction 

to respond effectively to the learning needs of students. For example, a series of 

substantial reviews of research, synthesizing several thousand research studies, have 

also documented the impact of classroom assessment practices on students (Hattie & 

Timperley, 2007). While many of these reviews have documented the negative effects 

of some assessment practices, they also show that, when used appropriately, 

Embedded Formative Assessment (EFA) has considerable potential for enhancing 

student achievement (William, 2010).  
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When students’ responses were analyzed in Table 12f to establish whether 

there is significant difference between educators’ accountability for learning in the 

high-performing and low-performing secondary schools in the area of students’ 

assessment, the result obtained from the t-test for independent samples reveals that 

there was a significant difference existed between educators’ accountability for 

learning in the high-performing and low-performing secondary schools in the area of 

students’ assessment at t = -2.759, p = .006 < 0.05. Thus, the null hypothesis was 

rejected.  

This result shows that based on students’ responses, educators in the high-

performing schools are more accountable in students’ assessment than those in low 

performing schools. This means that through successful use of effective students’ 

assessment, educational equity and improved students’ achievement should be 

realized. 

Table 12f 

Comparison of Results Based on Students’ Ratings of Accountability in SA 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The results in Table 12a-12f also agree with the findings from the analysis of 

school programs and documents as well as responses from the focus group 

discussions with teachers and administrators. Analysis of school programs and 

documents revealed marked differences in the way things were done in the high-

Group Statistics 

 School 

Performance N Mean Std. Deviation 

Std. Error 

Mean 

Students' 

Assessment 

High performing 221 2.7923 .61371 .04128 

Low performing 129 2.9643 .53083 .04674 

Independent Samples Test 

Students' 

Assessment 

Levene's Test for 

Equality of 

Variances t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t df 

Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference  

 Equal 

variances 

not assumed 

5.624 .018 -2.759 299.558 .006 -.17205 .06236  



129 

 

performing and low-performing schools. For example, in the high-performing schools 

the following features were clearly evident and confirmed during focus group 

discussions: 

1. A shared vision of what a high-performing school is and does. According 

to teachers and administrators in the high-performing schools, “It is this 

shared vision that drives every facet of school change. It is the one that drives 

constant improvement in the school. Everyone knows what the plan is and the 

vision is posted at every important point and evidenced by actions.”  

2. The principal has the responsibility and authority to hold the school-

improvement enterprise together, including day-to-day know-how, 

coordination, strategic planning, and communication. In the high 

performing schools, lines of leadership for the school's improvement efforts 

are clear. The school leadership team has the responsibility to make things 

happen. The principal makes sure that assignments are completed. Leadership 

is shared, distributed, and sustained, and according to teachers and 

administrators, “It is this shared, distributed, and sustained leadership that 

propels the school forward and preserves its institutional memory and 

purpose.” 

3. The school is a community of practice in which learning, experimentation, 

and time and opportunity for reflection are the norm. School leadership 

fosters and supports interdependent collaboration. Expectations of continuous 

improvement permeate the school culture and “everyone's job is to learn.” 

4. The school and constituency devote resources to content-rich professional 

development, which is connected to reaching and sustaining the school 

vision and increasing student achievement. In the high performing schools, 
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professional development is intensive, of high quality, ongoing, and relevant 

secondary education. Teachers get professional support “to improve 

instructional practice such as classroom visitations, peer coaching, 

demonstrations, lessons, and so on”. These opportunities for learning 

“increase knowledge and skills, challenge outmoded beliefs and practices, as 

well as provide support in the classroom.” 

5. The school staff holds itself accountable for the students’ success. In the 

high-performing schools, the school staff collects, analyzes, and uses data as a 

basis for making decisions. The administrators and faculty grapple with 

school-generated evaluation data to identify areas for more extensive and 

intensive improvement. The school staff regularly, intentionally and explicitly 

reconsiders its vision and practices when data call them into question. 

6. School staffs possess and cultivate the collective will to persevere; 

believing it is their business to produce increased achievement and 

enhanced development of all students. The educators in the high performing 

schools “see barriers as challenges not problems” as mentioned in one of the 

group discussions with administrators from the high-performing schools. 

7. The school staffs work with colleagues and universities to recruit, 

prepare, and mentor novice and experienced teachers. Principals in the 

high-performing schools insist on having teachers who promote young 

adolescents' intellectual, social, emotional, physical, spiritual and ethical 

growth. 

8. The school includes families and community members in setting and 

supporting the school's path toward high performance. The administrators 

and teachers in the high-performing schools inform families and community 
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members about the school’s goals for student success and the students' 

responsibility for meeting those goals. This is done through school programs 

such as class conferences with parents and guardians. “The administrators and 

teachers engage all stakeholders in ongoing and reflective conversation, 

consensus building, and decision making about governance to promote school 

improvement done during forums such as (Parents-Teachers’ Association)” 

PTA meetings.” 

Similarly, in the high-performing schools, the following rudiments for high 

performance were observed and confirmed during the focus group discussions: 

1. All students are expected to meet high academic standards. Expectations 

are clear for students and parents. Prior to students beginning an assignment, 

teachers supply students with exemplars of high quality work that meet the 

performance standard or level. Students know what high-quality work should 

be like. Students revise their work based on meaningful feedback until they 

meet or exceed the performance standard or level. 

2. Curriculum, instruction, assessment, and appropriate academic 

interventions are aligned with high standards. Teachers provide a coherent 

vision for what students should know and be able to do. Students, teachers and 

families understand what students are learning and why. In any class and at 

any time, students can explain the importance of what they are learning. The 

curriculum is rigorous, non-repetitive, and moves forward substantially. Work 

is demanding and steadily progresses. 

3. The curriculum emphasizes deep understanding of important concepts 

and the development of essential skills. Teachers make connections across 

the disciplines to reinforce important concepts and assist students in thinking 
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critically and applying what they have learned to solve real-world problems. 

All teachers incorporate academic and informational literacy into their course 

work (reading, writing, note taking, researching, listening, and speaking). 

4. Instructional strategies include a variety of challenging and engaging 

activities that are clearly related to the grade-level standards, concepts, 

and skills being taught. To reach students, all teachers draw from a common 

subset of instructional strategies and activities such as direct instruction, 

cooperative learning, project-based learning, simulations, hands-on learning, 

and integrated technology 

5. Teachers use a variety of methods to assess and monitor the progress of 

student learning (tests, quizzes, assignments, exhibitions, projects, 

performance tasks, portfolios). All teachers use frequent assessments to 

benchmark key concepts and the achievement of their students. Students learn 

how to assess their own and others' work against the performance standards, 

expectations, or levels.  

6. The teachers and master timetable provide students time to meet rigorous 

academic standards. Students are provided more time to learn the content, 

concepts or skills if needed. Flexible scheduling enables students to engage in 

academic interventions, extended projects, hands-on experiences, and inquiry-

based learning.  

7. Teachers know what each student has learned and still needs to learn. 

Students are provided the support they need to meet rigorous academic 

standards. Students have multiple opportunities to succeed and receive extra 

help as needed, such as: co-teaching or collaborative resource model, support 
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and intervention classes, before- and after-school tutoring, and homework 

centers. 

8. The teachers are provided time and frequent opportunities to enhance 

student achievement by working with colleagues to deepen their 

knowledge and to improve their standards-based practice. They 

collaborate in analyzing student achievement data and making decisions about 

rigorous curriculum, standards-based assessment practice, effective 

instructional methods, and evaluation of student work. The professional 

learning community employs coaching, mentoring, and peer observation as a 

means of continuous instructional improvement. 

9. Timely syllabus coverage is a mandatory strategy. In the high performing 

schools, timely syllabus coverage is a mandatory venture. The administrators 

in the high performing schools argued that students feel motivated when they 

approach examination period clear mind that they have adequately covered the 

syllabus (see appendix C3). 

Comparison of Educators’ Perceptions According to Gender 

Research question four:  Is there significant difference between the male 

and female educators’ perception on the accountability for learning in the areas 

of classroom curriculum design, Pedagogy, and students’ assessment? 

Ho2: There is no significant difference between the male and female 

educators’ perception on the accountability for learning in the areas of classroom 

curriculum design, Pedagogy, and students’ assessment. 

Data obtained through questionnaires were subjected to quantitative data 

analysis techniques; and t-test for independent samples was applied for this research 

question, and presented and analyzed in Table 13. 
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The researcher conducted t-test for independent samples to establish if there 

was significant difference between the male and female educators’ perception on the 

accountability for learning in the areas of classroom curriculum design, Pedagogy, 

and students’ assessment.  

When teachers’ responses are analyzed to establish whether there is significant 

difference between the male and female educators’ perception on the accountability 

for learning in the areas of classroom curriculum design, Pedagogy, and students’ 

assessment, the results are indicated in Table 13. 

Table 13 

Comparison of Male and Female Educators’ Perceptions on Accountability 

Group Statistics 

 Gender of 

respondents N Mean Std. Deviation 

Std. Error 

Mean 

Classroom Curriculum 

Design 

Male 64 3.4427 .47766 .05971 

Female 35 3.4857 .37260 .06298 

Pedagogy Male 64 3.3104 .46123 .05765 

Female 35 3.3667 .29060 .04912 

Students' Assessment Male 64 3.4569 .44933 .05617 

Female 35 3.4738 .28667 .04846 

 

The result obtained from the t-test for independent samples as presented in 

Table 13 revealed that there was no significant difference between male and females 

educators’ perception on the accountability for learning in the areas of classroom 

Independent Samples Test 

 

Levene's Test for 

Equality of 

Variances t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. T df 

Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

 

Classroom 

Curriculum 

Design 

Equal 

variances 

assumed 

.416 .521 -.461 97 .646 -.04301 .09327 

        

Pedagogy Equal 

variances 

assumed 

3.438 .067 -.654 97 .514 -.05634 .08611 

        

Students' 

Assessment 

 

_________ 

Equal 

variances 

not 

assumed 

4.696 .033 -.228 94.588 .820 -.01688 .07418 
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curriculum design, Pedagogy, and students’ assessment at p= 0.646 > 0.05; p= 0.514 

> 0.05; p= 0.514 > 0.05; and p = 0.820 > 0.05 respectively.  Thus, the null 

hypothesis was accepted.  

It means that both male and female educators have similar perceptions on their 

accountability for learning. This finding agrees with the findings of Majzub and Rais 

(2010) and Martino and Rezai-Rashti (2012) who found that teachers’ effectiveness is 

not designated by their gender, rather it is extensively affected by ability, training, 

aptitude, experiences and motivation of teachers and degrading the effectiveness of 

teaching and teacher effect to a teacher’s gender is very simplistic.  

However, studies from various perspectives comparing the performance of 

male and female teachers in the profession and reaching different conclusions have 

been conducted. For example, while in their study comparing male and female 

teachers, Spilt, Koomen and Jak (2012) have determined that female teachers can 

build better relationships with students.  McGrath and Sinclair (2013) have concluded 

that parents and students deem male teachers useful especially for male students.  

The finding of this present study on male and female educators’ perception on 

their accountability for learning raises the importance of keeping the maximum 

quality of teacher training for teachers and getting rid of traditional gender roles for 

both sexes. In fact, freedom of teachers from traditional gender roles is a step that 

both males and females need to achieve. 

Relationship between Educators’ Accountability 

for Learning and Demographic Characteristics 

Research question five:  Is there significant relationship between 

educators’ perception on the accountability for learning in the areas of 
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classroom curriculum design, Pedagogy, and students’ assessment and 

demographic characteristics (age, level of education, and years of experience)? 

 Ho3: There is no significant relationship between educators’ perception on the 

accountability for learning in the areas of classroom curriculum design, Pedagogy, 

and students’ assessment and demographic characteristics (age, level of education, 

and years of experience).  

Table 14 

Relationship between Educators’ Accountability and Demographic Characteristics 

 Age of respondents 

Highest level of 

education 

Teaching 

experience 

 Classroom Curriculum 

Design 

Spearman's rho -.031 .027 .027 

Sig. (2-tailed) .764 .793 .797 

    

Pedagogy Spearman's rho -.062 .166 .041 

Sig. (2-tailed) .541 .100 .692 

    

Students' Assessment Spearman's rho -.168 .112 -.088 

Sig. (2-tailed) .096 .270 .389 

    

 

Note: r < 0.30 is considered weak correlation; r ≥ 0.30 moderate; r ≥ 0.50 large; r ≥ 0.70 very large. 

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

 

The researcher applied Spearman rank-order correlation coefficient as 

presented in Table 14 to establish if there was significant relationship between 

educators’ perception on the accountability for learning in the areas of classroom 

curriculum design, Pedagogy, and students’ assessment and demographic 

characteristics (age, level of education, and years of experience).  

 The results in Table 14 are interpreted as follows: 

i. That the relationship between educators’ perception on the accountability 

for learning in the area of classroom curriculum design and age of 

respondents (r1, 1) was at p = 0.76 with a weak, inverse, and non-

significant relationship of p = -0.03 between educators’ perception on the 
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accountability for learning in the area of classroom curriculum design and 

age of respondents. 

ii. That the relationship between educators’ perception on the accountability 

for learning in the area of classroom curriculum design and level of 

education (r1, 2) was at p = 0.79 with a weak, direct, and non-significant 

relationship of p = 0.03 between educators’ perception on the 

accountability for learning in the area of classroom curriculum design and 

level of education. 

iii. That the relationship between educators’ perception on the accountability 

for learning in the area of classroom curriculum design and teaching 

experience (r1, 3) was at p = 0.80 with a weak, direct, and non-significant 

relationship of p = 0.03 between educators’ perception on the 

accountability for learning in the area of classroom curriculum design and 

teaching experience 

iv. That the relationship between educators’ perception on the accountability 

for learning in the area of Pedagogy and age of respondents (r2, 1) was at p 

= 0.54. This finding shows that there is no significant relationship between 

educators’ perception on the accountability for learning in the area of 

Pedagogy and age of respondents. 

v. That the relationship between educators’ perception on the accountability 

for learning in the area of Pedagogy and level of education (r2, 2) was at p 

= 0.10. This finding shows that there is no significant relationship between 

educators’ perception on the accountability for learning in the area of 

Pedagogy and level of education. 
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vi. That the relationship between educators’ perception on the accountability 

for learning in the area of Pedagogy and teaching experience (r2, 3) was at 

p = 0.69 with a weak, direct, and non-significant relationship of p = 0.04 

between educators’ perception on the accountability for learning in the 

area of Pedagogy and teaching experience. 

vii. That the relationship between educators’ perception on the accountability 

for learning in the area of students’ assessment and age of respondents (r3, 

1) was at p = 0.10. This finding implies that there is no significant 

relationship between educators’ perception on the accountability for 

learning in the area of students’ assessment and age of respondents. 

viii. That the relationship between educators’ perception on the accountability 

for learning in the area of students’ assessment and level of education (r3, 

2) was at p = 0.27. This finding implies that there is no significant 

relationship between educators’ perception on the accountability for 

learning in the area of students’ assessment and level of education.  

ix. That the relationship between educators’ perception on the accountability 

for learning in the area of students’ assessment and teaching experience 

(r3, 3) was at p = 0.39. This finding implies that there is no significant 

relationship between educators’ perception on the accountability for 

learning in the area of students’ assessment and teaching experience. 

The results obtained from the Spearman Rank-order Correlation Coefficient 

analysis reveal that there is no significant relationship in the educators’ perception on 

the accountability for learning in the areas of classroom curriculum design, 

Pedagogy, and students’ assessment and demographic characteristics (age, level of 

education, and teaching experience). Thus, the null hypothesis is accepted.  
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According to prior studies, the influence of aging on employee life still 

represents a major issue in the agenda of psychology researchers. In particular, 

nowadays, how to maintain an engaged and highly performing workforce represents a 

great challenge for both researchers and practitioners (Hedge & Borman, 2012). It is 

even a challenge in the case of WKUC schools. As shown in Table 3, p. 96, below 40 

years of age is 88.9%; teachers on contract status are 81.8% and only 12% had 6 years 

and above teaching in the school.  

These findings are consistent with past research and have significant employee 

policy implications. For example, although Beehr and Bowling (2002) observe that 

older workers will play a prominent role on future workforces, they also note that 

older workers are becoming an increasingly important concern for organizations for 

reasons beyond their sheer numbers. For instance, the shift to an older workforce has 

caused many organizations to spend more money on succession planning, pension 

benefits, health insurance, and medical benefits (Beehr & Bowling, 2002).  

The findings of this study, however, failed to show that age, highest level of 

education and years of teaching experience really influence educators’ accountability 

for learning. They also failed to validate findings from Boscardin et al. (2005) that 

teacher expertise was highly related to student achievement.  

While it may be true that age, highest level of education and years of 

experience do not influence educators’ accountability for learning in the context of 

this study, the finding contradicts some studies that have been done. For instance, two 

recent papers provide evidence that teachers continue to improve over the course of 

their careers (Harris & Sass, 2011; Wiswall, 2013).  

Moreover, a number of Center for Analysis of Longitudinal Data (CALD) 

studies confirm findings from existing research that, on average, brand new teachers 
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are less effective than those with some experience under their belts (Kane, Rockoff & 

Staiger, 2006; Clotfelter, Ladd & Vigdor, 2007a, 2007b; Harris & Sass, 2007; Sass, 

2007; Ladd, 2008). According to Clotfelter et al. (2007a); Ladd, (2008); Sass, (2007),  

early-career experience has a clear payoff in teacher effectiveness, and the impact is 

stronger than the effect of most other observable teacher-related variables including 

advanced degrees, teacher licensure tests scores, National Board certification at the 

elementary level, and class size.  

In education, teacher experience is probably the key factor in personnel 

policies that affect current employees. The primary assumption is that experience 

promotes effectiveness. However, Carrell & West (2011) found out that in higher 

education, more experienced professors have less success in promoting student short-

term test-score growth than their less experienced colleagues, but they contribute 

substantially more to their students’ lasting knowledge and academic skills. This 

implies that teachers’ long experience is not a guarantee for their continued 

effectiveness in teaching. It calls for the need for continued teacher development 

programs for the WKUC secondary schools through in-servicing. 

Nevertheless, there are other studies that report mixed findings on this 

perception. For example, while the research and policy communities agree that 

teachers improve quickly early in their careers (Boyd, Lankford, Loeb, & Wyckoff, 

2008; Staiger & Rockoff, 2010; Harris & Sass, 2011; Kraft & Papay, 2014), there is 

debate about whether teachers continue to learn after they gain experience in the 

classroom; that is, do teachers, on average, continue to improve in their teaching 

effectiveness as they gain experience in the teaching profession? 

These findings may lead to further questions: What is the relationship between 

teacher’s age, level of education and experience and teacher productivity? Do students 
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attain higher levels of achievement when taught by more experienced teachers? For 

example, is it an equity problem that low-performing students and students in low-

performing schools are more likely to being taught by less experienced teachers and 

to be attending schools with high rates of teacher turnover? Should stakeholders 

invest in professional development and learning opportunities for more experienced 

teachers, or focus these resources on novice teachers only? Should experience be 

rewarded through salary schedules that tie pay to experience in an effort to retain 

veteran teachers? Should policy be focused on building teaching as a long-term 

profession, or on recruiting and training a short-term teaching workforce?  

The findings of this study revealed that the majority of the teachers (88.9%) in 

in the schools were aged below 40 years. A few (representing only 7.1% and 4.0%) 

were in the age range of 40-49, and 50-59 respectively; 81.1% of the teachers were 

working on contractual employment basis; only 16.2% were working on permanent 

employment; and only 12% had served in the schools for 6 and above years. Thes 

results show that there are high teacher turn-over rate and low student completion rate 

(below 40%) in the schools covered by this study. (Tables 3 and 4, pp. 96 and 100) 

Relationship between Educators’ Perceptions f Accountability for 

Learning in Classroom Curriculum Design, Pedagogy,  

and Students’ Assessment 

Research question six:  What relationships exist between educators’ 

perceptions of accountability for learning in: classroom curriculum design and 

Pedagogy; classroom curriculum design and Students’ Assessment; and 

Pedagogy and Students’ Assessment? 
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The researcher applied Pearson Product-moment Correlation Coefficient in 

Table 15 to establish if any significant relationships existed between educators’ 

perceptions of accountability for learning in i) Classroom Curriculum Design and 

Pedagogy; ii) Classroom Curriculum Design and Students’ Assessment; and iii) 

Pedagogy and Students’ Assessment. 

Table 15 

Relationship between Teachers’ Accountability for Learning in i) Classroom 

Curriculum Design and Pedagogy; ii) Classroom Curriculum Design and Students’ 

Assessment; and iii) Pedagogy and Students’ Assessment. 

                                                   Correlations 

 Pedagogy 

Students' 

Assessment 

Classroom Curriculum 

Design 

Pearson Correlation .742** .709** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 

N 99 99 

Pedagogy Pearson Correlation  .723** 

Sig. (2-tailed)  .000 

N  99 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

 

The results in Table 15 were interpreted as follows: 

i. Significant relationship existed between educators’ perceptions of 

accountability for learning in Classroom Curriculum Design and 

Pedagogy. The relationship is direct and moderate at p = .000 level (2-

tailed) and Pearson's r = .742. 

ii. Significant relationship existed between educators’ perceptions of 

accountability for learning in Classroom Curriculum Design and 

Students’ Assessment. The relationship is direct and moderate at p = 

.000 level (2-tailed) and Pearson's r = .709. 
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iii. Significant relationship existed between educators’ perceptions of 

accountability for learning in Pedagogy and Students’ Assessment. The 

relationship is direct and moderate at p = .000 level (2-tailed) and 

Pearson's r = .723.  

In summary, these results revealed that direct, positive and moderate linear 

relationships existed between teachers’ accountability for learning in Classroom 

Curriculum Design and Pedagogy at p = .000 level (2-tailed) and Pearson's r = .742; 

Classroom Curriculum Design and Students’ Assessment at p = .000 level (2-tailed) 

and Pearson's r = .709; and Pedagogy and Students’ Assessment. The findings imply 

that accountability in the three areas is interrelated. Therefore, in order to achieve 

equity and improved students’ achievement, it is necessary to ensure that teachers are 

accountable for learning in classroom curriculum design; are also accountable in 

Pedagogy and students’ assessment; and teachers who are accountable in Pedagogy 

are also accountable in students’ assessment. 

These results are consistent with previous research. For example, years of 

research on teacher quality support the fact that effective teachers not only make 

students feel good about school and learning, but also that their work actually results 

in increased student achievement. There are studies that have substantiated that a 

whole range of personal and professional qualities of teachers are associated with 

higher levels of student achievement. For instance, Darling-Hammond (2000) 

observed that verbal ability, content knowledge, pedagogical knowledge, certification 

status, ability to use a range of teaching strategies skillfully, and enthusiasm for the 

subject characterize more successful teachers.  
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Perspectives on Accountability for Learning  

and Improved Students’ Achievement and Equity 

Research question seven:  How can accountability for learning practices 

be entrenched into the administration, teaching, and learning activities for equity 

and improved students’ achievement in the West Kenya Union Conference 

secondary schools? 

When the teachers and administrators’ views in Table 16 regarding the 

concept of accountability were analyzed, it was seen that the most frequently 

expressed view by teachers is being accountable for one’s actions (n = 21). This is 

followed by being held responsible for successfully completing given tasks with 

ability to at least provide explanation for any failure; and being answerable for any 

deviations from stated goals and values (n = 18) as well as being answerable to all 

organization’s stakeholders for actions taken and results realized (n = 17).  

Table 16 

Views Regarding the Concept of Accountability 

 Teachers Administrators 

Themes f % f % 

Being held responsible for successfully completing given tasks 

with ability to at least provide explanation for any failure 

18 81.8 4 100 

Being answerable to all organization’s stakeholders for actions 

taken and results realized 

17 77.3 4 100 

Being answerable for any deviations from stated goals and 

values 

18 81.8 4 100 

Being accountable for one’s own actions 21 95.5 4 100 

     

As seen in Table 16, all the administrators expressed the same views regarding 

the concept of accountability as being held responsible for successfully completing 

given tasks with ability to at least provide explanation for any failure (n = 4); being 

answerable to all organization’s stakeholders for actions taken and results realized (n 

= 4); being answerable for any deviations from stated goals and values (n = 4) and 

being accountable for one’s own actions (n = 4). 
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These views revealed that teachers and administrators assigned the following 

meanings to the concept of accountability: being responsible, being answerable and 

being accountable. In explaining why they say so, teachers stated that administrators 

are responsible for developing, maintaining, and enhancing a school environment 

that promotes effective learning. They are also responsible for ensuring that teachers 

are knowledgeable about their students and how learning best occurs. They argued 

that “effective principals are needed in every school system striving for excellence in 

education.” An effective principal “makes good decisions about personnel, 

professional development and other issues that affect the quality of instruction and 

student achievement.” “He or she can shape the school environment to make it 

conducive to learning, align instruction with a standards-based curriculum and 

organize resources to improve teaching and learning.”  

These views are supported by studies that have been done elsewhere. For 

example, a study by Hitt, Tucker, and Young (2012) addressed the issue of continuing 

development for more experienced principals. According to them, the foundation for 

this development should be ensuring that time is available for “reflection, growth, and 

renewal” (p. 11). A study by Hitt and Tucker (2016) found out that principal practices 

influence student achievement, and identifying those that influence student 

achievement guides principal development and decision-making.  

Table 17 

Views Regarding Who Should Be Accountable At Schools  

 Teachers Admin 

Themes f % f % 

Everyone engaged at school 20 90.1 4 100 

Parents who receive educational services for their 

children 

16 72.7 4 100 

Administrators 22 100 4 100 

Teachers 22 100 4 100 

Students 22 100 4 100 
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Examination of the views regarding who should be accountable at schools as 

represented in Table 17 reveals that teachers (n = 20) and administrators (n = 4) 

express the view that everyone employed at schools is accountable. In addition, 

teachers expressed that parents who receive educational services (n = 16), 

administrators (n = 22), teachers (n = 22) and students (n = 2) should also be held 

accountable. All administrators agreed that they the administrators (n = 4), teachers 

(n = 4), students (n = 4), and parents (n = 4) should all be held accountable. 

When asked to elaborate on their reason for this view, both teachers and 

administrators stated that the creation of school climate requires the “collaborative 

effort of the school heads, teachers, learners, support staff, and even parents who 

receive services for their children.”  

According to the National School Climate Council (2007), school climate is 

based on patterns of people’s experiences of school life and reflects norms, goals, 

values, interpersonal relationships, teaching and learning practices, and organizational 

structures. School climate matters. According to research findings, “positive and 

sustained school climate is associated with and/or predictive of positive child and 

youth development, effective risk prevention and health promotion efforts, student 

learning and academic achievement, increased student graduation rates, and teacher 

retention” (Brown, Corrigan, & Higgins-D’Alessandro; Centers for Disease Control 

and Prevention, 2009; Benninga, Berkowitz, Kuehn, & Smith, 2003; Berkowitz & 

Bier, 2006; Greenberg, Weissberg, O’Brien, Zins, Fredericks, Resnik, & Elias, 2003). 

And as Najeemah (2012) observes, a healthy school climate can be described 

as one with a strong academic emphasis and a principal who has influence with 

superiors and is willing to use it on behalf of teachers. This kind of environment is 

conducive to the development of teachers’ beliefs that they can influence students’ 
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learning, often referred to as personal teaching efficacy. This in turn improves 

teachers’ confidence that they can reach students only by getting the support of the 

organization which will help them manage and teach students.  

Hence, both the teachers and administrators observed that it is the learners, 

teachers and school heads that must create the school climate in whichever way they 

want. They held that “everyone who is engaged with school should be held 

accountable at varied levels” for the success of student learning. Upon further 

probing on who should be accountable in schools, both teachers and administrators 

expressed the view that school accountability is broad and requires the involvement of 

“the MoEST, the school or school system, school principal, teachers, students, parents 

and community” within which a given school is located. They maintained that this is 

true because the MoE, for example, is “responsible for putting a plan in place so that 

all educators, parents, students and other stakeholders understand how schools are 

monitored and what criteria to be used to determine school improvement.”  

Administrators argued that while the school system “establishes strong 

strategic plan that communicates the school vision, mission, goals, beliefs, values and 

objectives,” the  school itself “puts in place action plans for improving each content 

area based on current school realities or baseline data from the most recent school 

assessments, a professional development plan aligned to the action plans, a 

technology plan, a plan for improving student attendance and parent involvement, as 

well as a plan that outlines how data will be utilized, analyzed and interpreted.” 

Teachers also argued that the principal of a school is “not only an instructional 

leader but also must be a change agent, capable of dealing with vast ambiguities, 

human relations, school culture shaping; budgetary matters, as well as the general 

management of the school activities.” They maintained that a school principal should, 
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therefore, “be knowledgeable, courageous and willing to hold everyone accountable 

for keeping their students at the center of everything they do.” They further held the 

view that “teachers are given the responsibility to use varied instructional strategies, 

effective assessment techniques, data utilization and integration of technology if they 

want their students to be successful. Teaching students at a high level of proficiency 

should, therefore, be the core work of every teacher.” 

Both teachers and administrators interviewed underscored the role of parents 

in schools. They maintained that the chances of children being successful in school 

increase when their parents are fully vested in the school community, capable of 

monitoring school work, communicating effectively with teachers, and able to 

identify resources to help with social, emotional health issues and other impediments 

to school success. They also hold the view that students should be taught to be 

responsible and take ownership for their education, even as they are being assisted by 

their teachers. 

These views also came out clearly in the focus group discussions in response 

to the question: Students’ Academic Failures in a School: Who is Responsible?  

During the focus group discussions with teachers there was a general agreement that 

every educator should be held accountable for the success of all students under his/her 

jurisdiction. But it also emerged from the discussions that school managers should 

also understand that teachers cannot perform effectively without resources and 

support. That is, when teachers choose to work with students who need more support, 

they should be rewarded; and students who need more resources should also get them. 

They see that administrative support is also necessary for classroom teachers, like in 

the area of classroom coaching, Pedagogy, and academic mentoring. 
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In the focus group discussions, the idea that students fail because of their own 

personal shortcomings, academic or otherwise, was being superseded by the idea of 

school and/or teacher failure. The cause of, and responsibility for students’ failure was 

seen increasingly as a deficient or inadequate provision of educational requirements 

by schools, and by extension, school systems. That is, it is the failure of schools to 

provide education appropriate to different needs that leads students to fail. This 

reasoning is supported by research which sees school failure as an issue of equity; and 

so reorienting educational systems towards the goal of promoting equity is advanced 

as the necessary redress of student failure in schools (Field, Kuczera, & Pont, 2007). 

When asked to state some of the conditions of accountability (those that may 

influence educators’ accountability for learning) both the teachers and administrators 

involved in the focus group discussions agreed that just as many actors affect the 

educational process, many extraneous variables affect the learning process within a 

classroom and are beyond the control of the individual teacher. These external 

variables they said include: the level of support provided by the community, church 

and state, the availability of books for every learner, the number of computers, 

sufficient instructional supplies, the support of curriculum specialists, and so forth. 

They also observed that within the classroom, the number and type of students can 

have dramatic effects on the level of academic achievement experienced by the class. 

It was observed that class size does make a difference, especially when a teacher is 

expected to work with a large number of students with learning challenges, whether 

they are disabled, limited in their English, or other.  

As a result, several measures were proposed in order to ensure students’ 

academic success in schools which included: collaboration, high performance 

expectations, and innovations, educational outcomes for all students, holistic focus on 
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learners, focusing on improving classroom practices, and avoiding distortions as 

discussed below: 

Collaboration 

Results obtained from focus group discussions revealed that both teachers and 

administrators hold a general consensus on the idea of collaboration among 

administrators, teachers, learners, parents, and everybody else who is connected with 

in ensuring student success in schools. That is, in order to ensure students’ improved 

achievement in schools means holding administrators, teachers, students, support staff 

and other school stakeholders like parents accountable for quality work directly 

impacting student learning. 

However, the challenge for leadership is to make individual moral and 

professional accountability collective. But, schools that do this nurture a continuing 

process of review and dialogue about learning and achievement. This becomes an 

essential part of their culture and practice and an inherent part of teachers’ 

professionalism. West-Burnham (2011) suggests that creating a culture of personal 

accountability and holding others to account in a consistent and transparent way is 

one of the most significant elements in securing and sustaining outstanding 

performance. 

Preparation for the Principal-ship 

Teachers and administrators agreed on the fact that school principals play a 

very critical part in influencing students’ performance; and so they reason that for 

schools to realize equity and students’ achievement, they must hire or develop 

principals with the right skills. This is supported by Christie, Thompson, and Whitely 

(2009), who observed that “getting the right people to become school leaders is very 
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important, but so is providing these people with the right set of skills to be effective 

leaders.” (p. 4) 

High Performance Expectations 

From the focus group discussions it also became clear that for students’ 

academic success to be realized in the schools, high performance expectations must 

be in place for school system leaders, principals, teachers, and students. The benefits 

of high performance expectations are well documented. High performance 

expectations often improve performance. Research by Berger and Pope (2011) 

concluded that high expectations help individuals succeed, because they take actions 

that are consistent with high positive expectations and because they are more resilient 

in the face of adversity.  

Innovative Practices 

According to the United Nations Education Science and Cultural Organization 

(UNESCO) in Okoye (2012), innovative practice is a general change that is deliberate 

and must never be regarded as simple adjustment. Innovation is a technique or idea, a 

practice or an object that is perceived by an individual or another unit as new 

(Nwafor, 2007). Microsoft (2013) sees innovation as the act or process of inventing or 

introducing something new. It is also a new invention or way of doing something. 

Furthermore, innovation is a change in the thought process of doing things or the 

useful application of inventions and discoveries (McGeown 2011).  

From these definitions, it implies that when new inventions and discoveries 

are put in practice, or a successful introduction of a better thing/method, therefore, 

innovation could have taken place. From the group discussions this study revealed 

that in order to foster the students’ entire competency, teachers should implement 

innovative ways of teaching in their actual classroom to develop positive belief and 
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create conducive environment for cooperative learning. This is necessary because a 

healthy system should tend towards inventing new procedures, move towards new 

goals, produce new kinds of products, diversify itself and become more rather than 

less differentiated over a period of time (Ochitwa in Okoye, 2012).  

Innovation in Education according to Nwafor (2007) is a deliberate, 

systematic, novel, specific and persistent change in the system of a particular society, 

which is aimed at improving the system or creating a new one, for a more effective 

and efficient means of attending to the educational needs of the social group, in their 

social environment. Innovations in Education therefore are new, creative ideas which 

are meant to bring effectiveness and change to the educational sector. They can 

simply be said to be the new things in the educational sector meant to bring more 

efficiency and effectiveness.  

Research studies have shown that students’ academic achievement in the three 

core science subjects like Biology, Chemistry and Physics, have been very poor with 

little or no appreciable improvement over the years (Jegede, 2010; Olorundare, 2014; 

Oloyede, 2010); but it is believed that innovative practices in science education can 

help to enhance the students’ academic achievement in the science subjects.  

For example, in case of Science, examples of innovative practices that are 

capable of enhancing students’ achievement may include: teachers being aware of 

Information and Communication Technology (ICT) as enriching agents in the 

curriculum or as a tool for instruction; packaging classroom curriculum with content 

that leads to self-actualization by students; and making the curriculum content to 

focus on practical activities with emphasis on locally available materials meant to 

imbue the learners with the spirit of inquiry (Adeyegbe, 2004). That is teachers have 

to lead in the active development of innovative teaching and learning materials using 
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ICTs and also in constructing a rich and enabling learning environment for the 

students. The emphasis should now be placed on interactivity, practical laboratory 

activity and applications of science and technology to the environment and 

development needs of the country. 

Educational Outcomes for All students 

According to Australian Qualifications Framework Council (2013), learning 

outcomes describe the knowledge, skills and the application of the knowledge and 

skills a person has acquired and is able to demonstrate as a result of learning.  The 

term student outcomes, as used in this study, typically refers to either (1) the desired 

learning objectives or standards that schools and teachers want students to achieve, or 

(2) the educational, societal, and life effects that result from students being educated.  

Consistent with these definitions, there was an emerging viewpoint from the 

focus group discussions that in order to ensure improved students’ achievement and 

equity in schools, education systems in schools should provide successful educational 

outcomes with all students. Both administrators and teachers no longer see education 

as adequate if it is only providing equal access to the same -“one size fits all”- 

educational opportunity. They embrace the idea of providing education that promotes 

equity by recognizing and meeting varied educational needs of learners. 

They also observed that since in a normal class each student comes with 

different prior experiences, capacities, and interests, it calls for varied engaging 

opportunities in order to attain equitable student outcomes. And so they argue that if 

everyone has the same or equal opportunities, he or she is not fully tapping into the 

interplays possible within the classroom community. But if students individually are 

given the educational assets or rights that allow them to successfully tap into varied 
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opportunities, then all students are better positioned to succeed. These opportunities 

include: 

Holistic focus on learners. Holistic education aims at helping students be 

the most that they can be; what Abraham Maslow referred to as "self-actualization" 

(Maslow, 1970). Education with a holistic perspective is concerned with the 

development of every person's intellectual, emotional, social, physical, artistic, 

creative and spiritual potentials.  

According to Zimmermann, Fahrun, and Skowron (2014), there are 

pedagogical approaches that encourage learners to become civically involved. These 

normally emphasize the active components of learning: discovery, reflective 

observation, trial and error, and growing with challenges or collaboration. The ability 

to act as autonomous, responsible individuals and the skill known as civic competence 

are formed in broad-reaching, heterogeneous learning environments, and therefore, 

are inherently composed of a variety of learning experiences. These experiences, in 

turn, need to be connected by means of a consciously designed learning process. The 

more these different learning opportunities complement each other, the more efficient 

and sustainable the learning process becomes. Such processes combine group 

interactions and experiential learning, cognitive learning, opportunities for informal 

learning, and reflection. 

However, observation of the school programs revealed schools of this study 

tended to over concentrate on discussing the performance of the learners in regard to 

KCSE results; and except for the high performing schools, very minimal is discussed 

in reference to performance of the learners at other levels. It was also revealed 

through group discussions that majority of parents have left their children in the hands 

of teachers and do not care to follow up on what their children do in school; some do 
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not even attend school meetings throughout the year and do not event care to find out 

what deliberations and decisions are made in such meetings. 

Focusing on improving classroom practices. The teachers and 

administrators observed that since the point of classroom curriculum design, 

Pedagogy, and students’ assessment is to improve classroom practice and student 

learning, all types of classroom curriculum, teaching and students’ assessment should 

have educational value and should have practical benefits for those who participate in 

them, especially students and teachers. Weimer (2009) gives Six Keys to Classroom 

Excellence in Effective Teaching Strategies: 

Interest and explanation – “When our interest is aroused in something, 

whether it is an academic subject or a hobby, we enjoy working hard at it. We come 

to feel that we can in some way own it and use it to make sense of the world around 

us.” (p. 98). Thus, coupled with the need to establish the relevance of content, 

instructors need to craft explanations that enable students to understand the material. 

This involves knowing what students understand and then forging connections 

between what is known and what is new. 

Concern and respect for students and student learning – Weimer (2009) 

highlights several principles that can be applied as follows: 

Appropriate assessment and feedback – This principle involves using a 

variety of assessment techniques and allowing students to demonstrate their mastery 

of the material in different ways. It avoids those assessment methods that encourage 

students to memorize and regurgitate. It recognizes the power of feedback to motivate 

more effort to learn. 
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Clear goals and intellectual challenge – Effective teachers set high standards 

for students. They also articulate clear goals. Students should know up front what they 

will learn and what they will be expected to do with what they know. 

Independence, control and active engagement- Study by Weimer shows that 

“Good teaching fosters a sense of student control over learning and interest in the 

subject matter” (Weimer, 2009, p. 100). That is, good teachers create learning tasks 

appropriate to the student’s level of understanding. They also recognize the 

uniqueness of individual learners and avoid the temptation to impose “mass 

production” standards that treat all learners as if they were exactly the same (p. 102).  

This suggests that students who experience teaching of the kind that permits control 

by the learner, not only learn better, but that they enjoy learning more.  

Learning from students – “effective teaching refuses to take its effect on 

students for granted. It sees the relation between teaching and learning as problematic, 

uncertain and relative. Good teaching is open to change: it involves constantly trying 

to find out what the effects of instruction are on learning, and modifying the 

instruction in the light of the evidence collected.” (p. 102) 

Avoiding distortions. What educators in the schools should be concerned 

about most is how to identify effective communication strategies to avoid distortions. 

Educators need to be aware of barriers to listening and strategies for effective 

listening; barriers to accurate perception and strategies for accurate perception; and 

barriers to effective verbal communication and strategies for effective verbal 

communication (McNaughton, Hamlin, McCarthy, Head-Reeves, & Schreiner, 2008; 

Weger, Castle, & Emmett, 2010). 
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Table 18 

Views Regarding Accountability of School Principals  

 Teachers Admin 

Themes f % f % 

Making good decisions about personnel, 

professional development and other issues that 

affect the quality of instruction and student 

achievement 

19 86.4 4 100 

Holding everyone with responsibilities to high 

standards of performance 

21 95.5 4 100 

Responsiveness to Students, Parents, and 

Community 

22 100 

 

4 100 

Displaying transparent and open management  22 100 4 100 

Having a sense of responsibility 22 100 4 100 

Providing a democratic environment 22 100 4 100 

Providing accurate information to superiors 22 100 4 100 

Shaping the school environment to make it 

conducive for learning  

22 100 4 100 

Organizing resources to improve teaching and 

learning. 

22 100 4 100 

 

As represented in Table 18 teachers hold the view that principals are seen to 

be accountable in respect to: holding everyone with responsibilities to high standards 

of performance (n =22), being responsive to students, parents, and community (n 

=22), displaying transparent and open management (n = 22), having a sense of 

responsibility (n = 22), providing a democratic environment (n = 22), providing 

accurate information to superiors (n = 22), shaping the school environment to make it 

conducive for learning (n = 22), organizing resources to improve teaching and 

learning (n = 22), and making good decisions about personnel, professional 

development and other issues that affect the quality of instruction and student 

achievement (n = 21).  

Table 18 further reveals that both teachers and administrators believe that for 

school principals to be seen to be accountable they should be able to: hold everyone 

with responsibilities to high standards of performance; be responsive to students, 

parents, and community; display transparent and open management; have a sense of 

responsibility; provide a democratic environment; provide accurate information to 
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superiors; shape the school environment to make it conducive for learning; organize 

resources to improve teaching and learning; and make good decisions about 

personnel, professional development and other issues that affect the quality of 

instruction and student achievement. 

When they were asked to state further what they meant with these views, 

teachers and administrators expressed a common view that “effective principals know 

that they cannot go it alone.” They are not the “lonely-at-the-top, hero-principal who 

has become a fixture of popular culture.” Instead, they “make good use of all the 

skills and knowledge on the faculty and among others, encouraging the many capable 

members of the staff who make up a school community, including students and 

support staff, to step into leadership roles and responsibilities.”  

They observed that “the more open a principal is to spreading leadership 

around, the better it is for student learning.” According to them, “effective principals 

do not only shape school buildings characterized by the basics such as safety and 

orderliness, but they also see to it that schools create an atmosphere in which 

students feel supported and responded to. For teachers, too, principals set a tone 

(pitch/key) as in music.”  

These views are consistent with a recently published Wallace Perspective 

report (The Wallace Foundation, 2012) that takes a look back at the foundation’s 

research and field experiences. The report cited five practices in particular that seem 

central to effective school leadership namely: shaping a vision of academic success 

for all students, one based on high standards; creating a climate hospitable to 

education in order that safety, a cooperative spirit, and other foundations of fruitful 

interaction prevail; cultivating leadership in others so that teachers and other adults 

assume their part in realizing the school vision; improving instruction to enable 
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teachers to teach at their best and students to learn at their utmost; and managing 

people, data and processes to foster school improvement.  

There is also an emergence of research that has found an empirical link 

between school leadership and student achievement. A seminal study, How 

Leadership Influences Student Learning, asserted that leadership was the second most 

important school-based factor in children’s academic achievement and noted that 

there were few, if any, cases of troubled schools turning around without effective 

leaders (Leithwood, Louis, Anderson, & Wahlstrom, 2004).  

These views are also consistent with research by Louis et al. (2010) which 

established that “effective principals ensure that teachers do not work in isolation 

from one another, but work collaboratively, giving each other help and guidance to 

improve instructional practices.” (p. 50)  

According to Table 19, both teachers and administrators expressed that 

schools should be accountable for the physical and emotional well-being of students 

(n = 22) (n = 4), both student learning and teacher learning (n = 22) (n = 4), equity 

and access of students to learning resources (n = 22) (n = 4), and performance 

improvement (n = 22) (n = 4). 

Table 19 presents the most frequently repeated teachers’ and administrators’ 

views regarding what schools should be accountable for. Both teachers and 

administrators expressed that schools should be accountable for the physical and 

emotional well-being of students (n = 22) (n = 4), both student learning and teacher 

learning (n = 22) (n = 4), equity and access of students to learning resources (n = 4), 

and performance improvement (n =22) (n = 4). 
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Table 19 

Views Regarding What Schools Should Be Accountable For 

 Teachers Admin 

Themes f % f % 

Physical and emotional well-being of students 22 100 4 100 

Both student learning and teacher learning 22 100 4 100 

Equity and access of students to learning resources  21 95.5 4 100 

Performance improvement 22 100 4 100 

 

These findings are consistent with research findings already in literature. 

Research suggests a link between positive outcomes and school autonomy but only if 

combined with sufficient accountability (OECD, 2010; 2011). Earley and Weindling 

(2004) identify four key accountability relationships for schools. They say that 

schools have responsibilities for and have to account to: 

 Pupils and parents (moral accountability) 

 Colleagues (professional accountability) 

 Employers or government (contractual accountability) 

 The market, where clients have a choice of institution (market 

accountability) 

As presented in Table 20, the most frequently expressed views by teachers and 

administrators include: environment of trust (n = 22) (n = 4), increases in achievement 

(n = 22) (n = 4), increases in quality work (n = 22) (n = 4), peaceful and sincere 

environment (n = 22) (n = 4), prevention of problems (n = 22) (n = 4), democratic 

environment (n = 22) (n = 4), transparent environment (n = 22) (n = 4), increase in 

motivation (n = 22) (n = 4), and effective conduct of teaching and learning (n = 22)  

(n = 4). 
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Table 20 

Views Regarding the Benefits of School Principals with Accountability 

 Teachers Admin 

Themes f % f % 

Environment of trust 22 100 4 100 

Increases in achievement 22 100 4 100 

Increases in quality work 22 100 4 100 

Peaceful and sincere environment 22 100 4 100 

Prevention of problems 22 100 4 100 

Democratic environment 22 100 4 100 

Transparent environment 22 100 4 100 

Increase in motivation 22 100 4 100 

Effective conduct of teaching and learning 22 100 4 100 

 

These views suggest that in order for schools to realize equity and improved 

students’ achievement, the manager should engage principals with accountability. 

Principals with accountability bring about the benefits such as: environment of trust, 

increases in quality work, peaceful and sincere environment, prevention of problems, 

democratic environment, transparent environment, increase in motivation, and 

effective conduct of teaching and learning which eventually results in increases in 

students’ achievement. 

The views are consistent with previous research available in the literature. For 

instance, assessment of the importance of principals is echoed repeatedly by 

educators, researchers focused on leadership, and organizations concerned with 

ensuring that all students have access to high-quality schools. For example, a report 

issued by the Southern Regional Education Board suggests that “a principal can 

impact the lives of anywhere from a few hundred to a few thousand students during a 

year” (Schmidt-Davis & Bottoms, 2011, p. 2). 

However, “it is neither teachers alone nor principals alone who improve 

schools, but teachers and principals working together” (Schmidt-Davis & Bottoms, 

2011, p. 2). Principals are increasingly expected to lead their schools within a 
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framework of collaboration and shared decision-making with teachers and other staff 

members. 

When the teachers and administrators’ views regarding the concept of learner-

centered accountability are analyzed in Table 21, it is seen that the most frequently 

expressed views by teachers are: learner-driven learning (n = 22), learning which 

moves students from passive receivers of information to active participants in their 

own discovery process (n = 22), learning which is driven by each individual student’s 

needs and abilities (n = 22). 

Table 21 

Views Regarding the Concept of Learner-Centered Accountability 

 Teachers Admin 

Themes f % f % 

Teacher and learner are co-designers 18 81.8 4 100 

Learner-driven learning 22 100 4 100 

Learning which moves students from passive 

receivers of information to active participants in 

their own discovery process.  

22 100 4 100 

Learning which is driven by each individual 

student’s needs and abilities. 

22 100 4 100 

 

This is followed by the view that teacher and learner are co-designers (n = 

18). All Administrators shared the same concept of learner-centered accountability to 

mean a situation where: teacher and learner are co-designers (n = 4), learning is 

learner-driven (n = 4), learning moves students from passive receivers of information 

to active participants in their own discovery process (n = 4), and where learning is 

driven by each individual student’s needs and abilities (n = 4). 

As presented in Table 21 it is seen that teachers and administrators agree that 

learner-centered accountability involves learner-driven learning, learning which 

moves students from passive receivers of information to active participants in their 

own discovery process, learning which is driven by each individual student’s needs 
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and abilities, and that in a learner-centered accountability both teacher and learner 

are co-designers.  

These views are in line with McCombs and Whilser (1997) who state that 

learners should be included in educational decision-making processes, whether those 

decisions concern what learners focus on in their learning or what rules are 

established for the classroom; that the diverse perspectives of learners should be 

encouraged and respected during learning experiences; that the differences among 

learners cultures, abilities, styles, developmental stages, and needs should be 

accounted for and respected; and that learners should be treated as co-creators in the 

teaching and learning process, as individuals with ideas and issues that deserve 

attention and consideration (p. 7). 

Table 22 

Views Regarding Key Elements in Schools which are Truly Learner-Centered 

 Teachers Admin 

Themes f % f % 

Safety  21 95.5 4 100 

Democratic environment  21 95.5 4 100 

Engagement 20 90.0 4 100 

Connectedness  19 86.4 4 100 

Support  22 100 4 100 

Collaboration  22 100 4 100 

The ratio of teachers to students 22 100 4 100 

 

When teachers and administrators’ views regarding elements that make 

accountability in schools truly learner-centered as presented in Table 22 are analyzed, 

it is seen that the most frequently stated views by teachers and administrators are: 

support (n = 22) (n = 4), collaboration (n = 22) (n = 4), and the ratio of teachers to 

students (n = 22) (n = 4). This is followed by safety (n = 21) (n = 4), democratic 

environment (n = 21) (n = 4), engagement (n = 20), and connectedness (n = 19).  

Thus, safety, democratic environment, engagement, connectedness, support, 

collaboration, and ration of teachers to students are key elements that make 
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accountability in schools truly learner-centered. The views of teachers and 

administrators presented in Table 22 imply that active learning environment has a 

positive effect on communication and, therefore, active participation process at every 

educational level should be encouraged. These views are consistent with the findings 

of recent studies. Lena, Bergendahl, Stenlund, & Tibell (2001) for example, found out 

that university students’ motivation and communication levels are raised in the active 

learning environment; and Avcı (2001) argues that paying attention to individuals’ 

interests and needs besides the physical characteristics of the classroom, will make the 

active learning process functional. 

The views presented in Table 23 show that a class which is truly learner-

centered is characterized by: where group work is encouraged and students learn to 

collaborate and communicate with one another (n=22)(n=4); activities are designed 

to uncover the knowledge, skills, interests, attitudes, and beliefs of every learner-

activities are personally, socially, and domain relevant; a variety of learning 

models are used (n=22)(n=4); the students ask the questions, and questions are 

valued over answers (n=22)(n=4); learning is personalized by a variety of criteria 

(planning, teaching and assessment center around the needs and abilities of learners 

(n=22)(n=4); students are presented with subject-related problems or challenges 

soliciting their thoughts and ideas about how to solve the problem, and asking them to 

explain the reasons behind their thinking (n=22)(n=4); assessment is persistent, 

authentic, transparent, and never punitive (n=22)(n=4); and there are constant 

opportunities for practice (n=22)(n=4).  
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Table 23 

Views Regarding Conditions that would Exist if a Class were Truly Learner-Centered 

 Teachers Admin 

Themes f % f % 

Students are encouraged to learn independently, 

with the appropriate guidance from the teacher as it 

becomes necessary. 

21 95.5 4 100 

Both students and instructors share the focus. 

Instead of listening to the teacher exclusively, 

students and teachers interact equally.  

22 95.5 3 75 

Group work is encouraged, and students learn to 

collaborate and communicate with one another. 

22 100 4 100 

Activities are designed to uncover the knowledge, 

skills, interests, attitudes, and beliefs of every 

learner. Activities are personally, socially, and 

domain relevant. 

22 100 4 100 

A variety of learning models are used 22 100 4 100 

Availability of variety of resource materials. Ideas 

come from a divergent sources  

21 95.5 4 100 

Teachers craft instruction and apply technology in a 

way that best serves each student’s learning journey.  

21 100 4 100 

Technology use is always guided by what is 

appropriate for the task at hand how activities can 

be designed to develop higher-order thinking skills 

21 95.5 4 100 

The students ask the questions. Questions are valued 

over answers 

22 100 4 100 

Learning is personalized by a variety of criteria 

(Planning, teaching and assessment center around 

the needs and abilities of learners). 

22 100 4 100 

Learner-centered classrooms take into account 

learners’ background knowledge, interests, social 

and cultural values. 

21 95.5 4 100 

Students are presented with subject-related 

problems or challenges soliciting their thoughts and 

ideas about how to solve the 4problem, and asking 

them to explain the reasons behind their thinking. 

22 100 4 100 

Criteria for success are balanced and transparent. 21 95.5 4 100 

Learning habits are constantly monitored and 

modeled. 

21 95.5 4 100 

Assessment is persistent, authentic, transparent, and 

never punitive. 

22 100 4 100 

There are constant opportunities for practice 22 100 4 100 

Learning-centered classrooms have ‘talking walls’. 21 95.5 4 100 

 

Others include: where both students and instructors share the focus-instead of 

listening to the teacher exclusively students and teachers interact equally 

(n=22)(n=3); students are encouraged to learn independently, with the appropriate 

guidance from the teacher as it becomes necessary (n=21(n=4); availability of 

variety of resource materials; ideas come from a divergent sources (n=21)(n=4); 

teachers craft instruction and apply technology in a way that best serves each 
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student’s learning journey (n=21)(n=4); technology use is always guided by what is 

appropriate for the task at hand how activities can be designed to develop higher-

order thinking skills (n=21)(n=4); criteria for success are balanced and transparent; 

learning habits are constantly monitored and modeled (n=21)(n=4); and learning-

centered classrooms have ‘talking walls’(n=21)(n=4). 

Table 24  

Views Regarding Strategies of Learner-centered Teaching in schools 

 Teachers Admin 

Themes f % f % 

Creation of positive learning environment  22 100 4 100 

Elimination of rules and consequences  10 45.5 3 75 

Creation of ongoing projects 19 86.4 3 75 

Integration of technology 22 100 4 100 

Replacing homework with engaging in-class 

activities. 

14 64.6 4 100 

Involving students in evaluation 18 81.8 4 100 

Collaboration  22 100 4 100 

Use of various learning strategies in classrooms. 22 100 4 100 

 

According to Table 24, both teachers and administrators agree that in order to 

deliver learner-centered teaching in schools, the strategies should include: creation of 

positive learning environment, integration of technology, collaboration, and use of 

various learning strategies in classrooms, as well as creation of ongoing projects, 

involving students in evaluation, replacing homework with engaging in-class 

activities, and elimination of rules and consequences. Teachers and administrators 

mentioned that the “creation of a favorable school climate” is vital to delivering 

learner-centered teaching in schools.  

According to research, school climate refers to a number of factors that affect 

students’ experience at school, including its physical features, the academic 

environment, the quality of school relationships, and participation in school-related 

activities. Factors related to school climate include the availability of physical and 

mental health supports and services, the fairness and adequacy of disciplinary actions, 
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and the health and safety of the school setting, including the presence and use of 

alcohol and illegal drugs, bullying, harassment, and violence (U. S. Department of 

Education, 2010). Outcomes associated with a positive school climate include (a) 

fewer emotional and behavioral problems; (b) greater academic success; and (c) 

greater job satisfaction among school personnel (McEvoy & Welker, 2000)  

Table 25 

Views Regarding a Teacher’s Reasons for Placing Students in a Class 

 Teachers Admin 

Themes f % f % 

Learning activity (change classroom layout 

according to different activities) 

 

22 

 

100 

 

4 

 

100 

Behavior management (putting space between 

certain students, or moving some closer to teacher’s 

desk for close monitoring). 

 

 

22 

 

 

100 

 

 

4 

 

 

100 

Group task involving specific students  

According to abilities (grouping similar abilities) 

 

22 

 

100 

 

4 

 

100 

Students are free to choose where they sit in class 22 100 4 100 

Group task involving specific students  

According to abilities (grouping similar abilities) 

 

22 

 

100 

 

4 

 

100 

 

At the beginning of every school year, as part of classroom management, 

teachers normally face the question of how and where to seat their students. This is an 

important decision, as classroom seating arrangements influence classroom climate 

and students’ relationships with each other. Teachers determine whom students sit 

close to, whom they are exposed to, and with whom they interact during the school 

day. Unfortunately, this aspect of classroom management is hardly addressed in 

teacher trainings, even though the physical design of the classroom has shown to be 

important for both the academic and social development of students. 

When asked to state what reasons would guide teachers where their respective 

students would sit class, varied answered emerged. Some said that seating 

arrangement in class is determined by specific learning activities the learners are to be 

engaged in. Others said that sometimes classroom seating arrangement may come as a 
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behavior management strategy; where a teacher puts space between certain students, 

or move some students closer to the teacher’s desk for close monitory. Yet other 

section of teachers alluded to the idea that classroom seating arrangement depends on 

group task involving specific students or according to students’ different abilities 

where a teacher groups students according to similar abilities. Some teachers also 

stated that they give students freedom to choose where they want to sit in class at the 

beginning of each lesson. 

 These views are supported by research findings. For example, Fernandes, 

Huang and Rinaldo (2011) say it would be good for students if the learning activity 

dictated the seating. However, on the topic of giving a free choice of seats, they have 

a different view. They point out that since the learning experience for students is 

different for those at the front than for those nearer the back of the room, therefore, 

throwing it open to students to decide means some will get a better pick than others; 

and students who enter the classroom first may be in the position to select desirable 

seats first; thus, those who are unable to come first may be left with seats they do not 

desire, and this may have a negative effect to learning for them. 

 A recent study in the Netherlands also explored not only the different types of 

seating arrangements in elementary schools, but also the teachers’ considerations for 

deciding who sits where (Gremmen, Van den Berg, Segers, & Cillessen, 2016). They 

found that most frequently mentioned reason for small groups was cooperation 

between students, whereas teachers who chose rows/columns did so to create a quiet 

atmosphere in which students can work well academically.’ 

Table 26 presents teachers and administrators’ views regarding the position of 

a teacher in active learning practices. In giving their views teachers and administrators 

cited the following: providing a conducive environment for learners (n = 22) (n = 4), 
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providing supervision of the activities of the learners (n = 22) (n = 4), providing 

instructions on what learners are expected to do (n = 21) (n = 4), role model in 

spiritual, emotional, and moral values (n = 21) (n = 4), and providing guidance (n = 

12) (n = 2).  

Table 26  

Views Regarding the Teacher’s Position in Active Learning Practices 

 Teachers Admin 

Themes f % f % 

The teacher should be a guide 12 2 54.5 50 

The teacher provides a conducive environment for 

learners 

22 4 100 100 

The teacher is an instructor providing instructions 

on what learners are expected to do 

21 4 95.5 100 

The teacher is a role model in spiritual, emotional 

and moral values 

21 4 95.5 100 

The teacher supervises the activities of the learners 22 4 100 100 

 

According to the information presented in Table 26, several teachers stated 

that the teacher should be a good guide in the learning process and organize the 

learning environment. They also indicated that the teacher should be a good observer 

and attentive during in-class practices. Teachers and administrators believe that 

teachers are the ones who are responsible for creating classrooms that promote 

effective learning for all and for being familiar with the instructional techniques that 

promote effective learning for all. As counselors, teachers are concerned with 

improving both the conditions for learning (parent education, classroom environment, 

and teacher attitude) and for helping all individual learners develop to their fullest 

potential. They stated that making learners mostly engage in drama and science 

practical and offering these activities in a balanced and holistic way will support the 

active learning process.  

This view is supported by various studies (Gibson & Chase, 2002; Harton, 

Richardson, Barreras, Rocloff, & Latane, 2002; Aydede & Kesercioğlu, 2012) who 

reported that educational environments and curricula prepared by taking the active 
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learning process as a basis have a positive influence on learning. In this way, learners 

participate in the active learning process by interacting with their environments rather 

than remaining passive during learning. Moreover, learners should actively be 

included in activities such as speaking, painting, drama, project, and field trip. These 

kinds of learning processes will contribute to learner’s social and cognitive learning as 

observed by Katz (2003). 

When teachers and administrators’ views regarding the role of teachers in the 

creation of learner-centered accountability as presented in Table 27 are analyzed, it is 

seen that most of them agreed that these include: organizing appropriate relationships 

in classrooms (n = 22), valuing students’ engagement (n = 22) (n = 4), developing 

healthy relationships with learners (n = 22) (n = 4), creating an effective 

communication environment (n = 22) (n = 4), using extrinsic forms of motivation (n = 

22) (n = 4), treating students fairly (n = 22) (n = 4), establishing clear expectations 

for behavior (n = 22) (n = 4), facilitating students’ personal discovery (n = 21) (n = 

4), and involving learners in decision-making and the creation of school/class rules (n 

= 22) (n = 4). 

Table 27  

Views Regarding Teachers’ Role in the Creation of Learner-Centered Accountability 

 Teachers Admin 

Themes f % f % 

Organizing appropriate relationships in classrooms 22 100 4 100 

Facilitating students’ personal discovery. 21 95.5 4 100 

Valuing student engagement. 22 100 4 100 

Honoring student passion and interest. 20 90.1 4 100 

Developing healthy relationships with learners. 22 100 4 100 

Creating an effective communication environment. 22 100 4 100 

Involving learners in the creation of school/class 

rules.  

19 86.4 4 100 

Using extrinsic forms of motivation. 22 100 4 100 

Treating students fairly. 22 100 4 100 

Establishing clear expectations for behavior. 22 100 4 100 
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The findings are in agreement with the work of Pekin (2000) who also found 

that in the active learning model, the teacher arranges the learning environment in 

advance, and determines what he will do before the educational process. According to 

Pekin (2000), the teacher who prepares and plans the lesson goes on with the role of a 

guide. He starts the activity by informing the children, offers the related materials, and 

exposes them to a problem situation.  

Plourde and Alawiye (2003) also reported that teachers employing the active 

learning process are more successful. Stephen, Ellis and Martlew (2010) determined 

that the teachers teaching in an environment constructed based on the active learning 

process are more successful.  

Table 28 

Views Regarding Barriers to Learner-Centered Learning in Schools 

 Teachers Admin 

Themes f % f % 

Limited resources (e.g. textbooks)  22 100 4 100 

Poor teaching and learning environments 20 100 4 100 

Large class sizes for the limited resources  18 81.8 4 100 

Lack of special training on how to use some of the 

teaching and learning aids 

 

17 

 

77.3 

 

4 

 

100 

 

In giving their views in regard to the barriers to learner-centered 

accountability in schools as in Table 28, both teachers and administrators cited limited 

resources such as textbooks (n=22) (n=4), poor teaching and learning conditions 

(n=20)(n=4), large class sizes for the limited resources (n=18), and lack of special 

training on how to use some of the teaching and learning aids such as projectors 

(n=17)(n=4).  

Studies by Barrett (2007), Hardman, Abd-Kadir, Agg, Migwi, Ndambuku, 

Smith (2008), Price-Rom and Sainazarov (2009), Altinyelken (2010), and Vavrus and 

Lesley (2012) indicate that while teachers may be aware of how to use group work, 

they are normally hampered in their ability to fully implement this because of the lack 
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of resources. So even when teachers make an effort to make their own, providing 

sufficient numbers with large class sizes becomes almost impossible. 

Table 29 presents teachers and administrators’ views regarding accountability 

efforts most effective in motivating teachers.  

Table 29 

Views Regarding Accountability Efforts most Effective In Motivating Teachers 

 Teachers Admin 

Themes f % f % 

Teacher training and development opportunities 22 100 4 100 

Achievement of goals 22 100 4 100 

Expectancy-value  22 100 4 100 

Salary package and availability 22 100 4 100 

Recognition and appreciation for work well done 22 100 4 100 

Involvement in decision-making 22 100 4 100 

Reduced workload 19 86.4 3 75 

Availability of funds to facilitate teaching  22 100 4 100 

Equitable distribution of teaching and learning 

resources 

22 100 4 100 

 

When these views are analyzed, it is seen that both teachers and administrators 

believe that teachers are most motivated by the following: When they are given 

training and development opportunities (n = 22) (n = 4), when they are assisted to 

achieve set goals (n = 22) (n = 4), when there is value in what they expect to get- 

expectancy value (n = 22) (n = 4), salary package and availability (n = 22) (n = 4), 

recognition and appreciation for work well done (n = 22) (n = 4), involvement in 

decision-making (n = 22) (n = 4), availability of funds to facilitate teaching (n = 22) 

(n = 4), equitable distribution of teaching and learning resources (n = 22) (n = 4), and 

reduced workload (n = 19) (n = 3). 

These views are consistent with what is found in literature. For example, 

teacher motivation refers to reasons that emanating from individuals’ intrinsic values 

to choose to teach and sustaining teaching, and the intensity of teacher motivation 

which is indicated by effort expended on teaching as influenced by a number of 

contextual factors.  Sinclair (2008) defined in terms of attraction, retention and 
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concentration as something that determines 'what attracts individuals to teaching, how 

long they remain in their initial teacher education courses and subsequently the 

teaching profession, and the extent to which they engage with their courses and the 

teaching profession.  

According to Dörnyei and Ushioda (2011), there are two dimensions of 

teacher motivation in accordance with their conceptions of motivation, namely, the 

motivation to teach and the motivation to remain in the profession; and four 

components of teacher motivation include: prominent intrinsic motivation which is 

closely related to inherent interest of teaching; social contextual influences relating to 

the impact of external conditions and constraints; temporal dimension with emphasis 

on lifelong commitment; and demotivating factors emanating from negative 

influences. 

Table 30 

Views Regarding Advantages of Learner-Centered Accountability to Teachers 

 Teachers Admin 

Themes f % f % 

Teachers have ample time to rest and prepare 18 4 81.8 100 

Teachers’ reflective practice is supported 22 4 100 100 

Teachers’ have some remedial time to spend on 

weaker students 

21 4 95.5 100 

 

Table 30 presents teachers and administrators’ views regarding advantage of 

learner centered accountability in building the morale of teachers. According to the 

table it is seen that teachers and administrators share the same views that learner-

centered accountability has an advantage in building the morale of teachers in the 

following ways: supporting teachers’ reflective practice (n = 22) (n = 4), offering 

teachers some remedial to spend on weaker students (n = 21) (n = 4), and offering 

teachers opportunity to rest and prepare (n = 18) (n = 4). 
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Accountability for Quality Work Directly Impacting Student 

Achievement 

Management and governance accountability. All schools covered 

by this study are governed by a school Board of Management (BoM) in accordance to 

the Kenya Basic Education Act (2013) requirements. The Act clearly stipulates the 

relevant duties and functions the school Board of Management which includes the 

following: promoting the best interests of the institution and ensuring its 

development; promoting quality education for all pupils in accordance with the 

standards set under this Act or any other written law; ensuring and assuring the 

provision of proper and adequate physical facilities for the institution; manage the 

institution’s affairs in accordance with the rules and regulations governing the 

occupational safety and health; providing for the welfare and human rights and safety 

of the pupils, teachers and non-teaching staff at the institution; and encouraging a 

culture of dialogue and participatory democratic governance at the institution just to 

mention a few, and perform any other function to facilitate the implementation of its 

functions under this Act or any other written law. 

However, the functioning of these Boards is not clearly reflected in the 

manner in which school programs and activities are implemented. For example, it was 

observed and confirmed during group discussions, that there are instances when some 

principals make decisions by themselves individually or and only in consultation with 

the chairperson to the board and other BoM members hardly question such decisions.  

The researcher also observed lack of School Development Plans in most 

schools and creating an opportunity for poor planning in respect to positioning of 

infrastructure. Group discussion with teachers revealed lack of involvement of 

teachers in budget preparation. Only in a few schools are teachers involved in budget 
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preparation up to departmental levels. Information on the funds received and how it is 

eventually spent is, however, never relayed back to the teachers. It was observed and 

confirmed during group discussions that, although all the schools observed do 

generate annual financial reports for discussion at end year Board meetings, auditing 

of the funds that the schools receive every year was irregular and such audit reports if 

any are never shared with the parents, guardians or/and students. 

Classroom teaching. During each classroom observation, the researcher 

checked on the level of students’ participation in classroom, and made short notes so 

as to produce lesson profiles, which illustrated the classroom process. Observation 

data were triangulated by short interviews with a group of respective teachers 

separately at the end of each lesson observed; asking teachers to state their feelings, 

thoughts, perceived achievements and difficulties encountered during the teaching. 

The results were then reported under the following headings: 

Teaching methodology and learner participation. Most of the 

teachers observed majorly used lecture method of teaching. It was evident that they 

were “teaching to the test,” perhaps trying to cover the set syllabus in preparing the 

students for the expected exams. Only in a few classes that were observed, teachers to 

some extent practiced equity pedagogy in their classrooms. In these classes, the 

learners fairly practiced active participation which included asking questions, giving 

opinions and discussing about the related topic lectured. 

In the classes where teachers used the lecture method, the students tended to 

practice passive participation by writing notes, sitting quietly, or simply listening to 

lectures. When asked to say why they were using lecture method, their responses 

combined clearly reflected their misunderstanding of what equity pedagogy really 

entails and hence resistance to using it in class. One response which came out clearly 
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was this: “equity pedagogy is too demanding with the limited teaching-learning 

resources at our disposal.” 

Teacher-student interaction. From the discussions, it also came out 

clearly that the majority of teachers had positive perceptions towards teacher-student 

interaction taking place in classrooms in the WKUC secondary schools. The 

discussion revealed that teacher versus the whole class is the most common type of 

teacher-student interaction in the classroom. This suggests that more teacher-student 

interactions should be applied in the WKUC classrooms to help students improve 

their overall achievement.  

Classroom seating arrangement. When teachers were asked whether 

seating arrangement matters at all in influencing learning, they expressed that the 

physical setup of chairs, tables, and presentation in a classroom can significantly 

influence learning. This understanding is consistent with research finding which 

suggests that classroom arrangement should allow children to use materials actively 

Huber (2000). Harvey and Kenyon (2013) also observed that students tend to prefer 

more flexible seating arrangements.  

The seating arrangement observed in all the schools of this study was 

predominantly the traditional lecture setup typically consisting of rows of fixed 

seating with the chalkboard or white board placed on the wall right in front of the 

learners; where students face the teacher with their backs to one another. It was 

evident that this kind of arrangement supported teacher-centered instruction with 

predominantly lecture method of teaching.  

The highest communication interactions between teachers and students 

typically occur with students in the first row or along the middle of the classroom. 

Students in the back rows are more likely to be less engaged. When asked to provide 
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reasons for this kind of seating arrangement, teachers especially cited the following as 

the major reasons: it encourages individualized work and productivity; it minimizes 

disruptions and cheating during exams; it is effective for demonstrations; test taking, 

and presentations; it is easier to supervise; and that it fits well with most classroom 

general setting.  

However, when asked whether there are possible disadvantages with this kind 

of seating arrangement, the teachers unanimously highlighted several disadvantages 

which included: discouraging student-centered discussion and group work; promoting 

uneven distribution of interaction among class; it is easier for students to lose focus; 

and it is difficult for a teacher to move easily from student to student in this kind of 

seating arrangement. This is in line with Rands and Gansemer-Topf (2017) who 

observe that spaces designed in a student-centered manner, focusing on learner 

construction of knowledge, can support student learning. 

Access to information. The majority of the teachers are aware of the data 

in regards to the learners in the school and their performance. However, very few 

have any idea on the resource requirements of their schools and the management of 

resources that the schools receive. The level of awareness of some teachers in regards 

to various policies and guidelines in education service provision was also observed as 

minimal. This was attributed to lack of access to such documents at the school level; 

especially in cases where the school head teachers limit such information to 

themselves and do not share with the teachers such information in the school. 

Finances. The major part of funds for the school programs and activities 

comes from fees charged. This majorly takes care of tuition, boarding and meals. How 

much schools receive for these programs and activities is closely related to enrolment. 

That is high enrolment means more income from fees and vice-versa. In the group 
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discussions, it came out that the funds collected as fees are not sufficient for all the 

needs of the learners. 

Teacher retention and turnover rates. The researcher observed 

specific school records to establish the following: teacher turn over and retention 

rates, students’ enrolment trends, students’ entry behavior, and KCSE results analyses 

to establish performance trends of the schools of this study for a period of five (5) 

years. Data obtained were verified in consultations with respective persons in the 

schools who were authorized to provide information. From the available records it 

was established that in all the schools, especially the low performing schools, teacher 

turnover rates are very high (over 25%).  

Quit often researchers and policymakers assume that teacher turnover harms 

student learning in the sense that institutional memory is lost and resources get used 

on the hiring process. However, some organizational management literature has 

demonstrated that some turnover may in fact be beneficial. Turnover, for example, 

can result in better person job matches and infusion of new ideas into organizations. 

At this point, Jackson (2010) demonstrates that poor person-job matches predict 

migration and that teachers tend to be more productive in their new schools.  

Moreover, turnover can have institutional benefits if the less effective 

employees leave. Verification with the administrators revealed that the rate at which 

teachers leave the schools actually has significant effect on students’ performance and 

enrolment. The longer teachers stay in a given school the more consistently and 

effectively syllabus coverage is done; and this eventually leads to increased students’ 

achievement in the respective schools. 

Little research has assessed the causal effect of teacher turn over on student 

achievement (Ingersoll, 2001; Guin, 2004). Most existing research on the relationship 
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between teacher turnover and student achievement is correlational, revealing negative 

correlations (Guin, 2004). These results are consistent with other correlational 

evidence (Boyd, Lankford, Loeb, & Wyckoff, 2005). 

Enrolment trends, students’ entry behavior and KCSE results. 

From the available records it appeared that performance was higher in schools where 

students had higher entry behaviors than in schools with students with low entry 

behaviors, and there was evidence from the records that high performing schools also 

enjoyed higher and steady enrolment trends. This implies that there is a relationship 

between entry behavior and performance enrolment. This means that educators should 

be keen on students’ entry behaviors to ensure that appropriate measures are taken. 

Quality assurance and standards support. Observation of available 

records revealed that teacher performance records were lacking in most schools 

covered by this study. At the Classroom level, it was not easy to determine the extent 

to which the teachers were delivering the right content. Instead the performance of the 

teacher was left to be reflected in the performance of the learners, mostly during 

external examinations. The MoEST QASOs rarely visit most of these schools. As a 

result, the school terms in these schools often begin with the teachers not aware of the 

specific dates that the QASOs would be visiting their schools. The criterion that 

determines which schools to be visited during a particular term is also not readily 

available for these schools. In fact, some schools indicated that one calendar year ends 

without any QASO visiting their schools and as such no quality assurance support is 

received from MoE throughout the year. Only in a few of these schools, especially in 

the high performing ones, some element of internal QA & S was observed; but still 

almost all of the QA&SOs were not very clear on the kind of support teachers require 

and they too had capacity gaps.  
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During focus groups with teachers and administrators it was revealed that, 

although some feedback is given to the schools after visits have been conducted by 

MoE QASOs, the feedback never trickles down to the learners and their parents/ 

guardians. Most of the time the feedback is discussed at the teachers level while other 

actors in education service provision are left out. The feedback at times reaches the 

headquarters of MoE but there are no clear mechanisms of responding to such 

feedback until a crisis emerge, especially when results are extremely poor. 

According to teachers and administrators, feedback is an essential part of 

effective learning. It helps students understand the subject being studied and gives 

them clear guidance on how to improve their learning. Provided are students given 

opportunity to engage with feedback, it should enhance learning and improve 

assessment performance. This understanding is supported by previous studies 

contained in literature. The impact of feedback on future practice and the 

development of students’ learning were also highlighted by Eraut (2006) saying:  

When students enter higher education, the type of feedback they then receive, 

intentionally or unintentionally, will play an important part in shaping their 

learning futures. Hence we need to know much more about how their learning, 

indeed their very sense of professional identity, is shaped by the nature of the 

feedback they receive. We need more feedback on feedback. (p. 118). 

According to Ferguson (2011), feedback is considered as a vital approach to facilitate 

students’ development as independent learners in order to monitor, evaluate, and 

regulate their own learning. There is a large indication supporting the usefulness of 

feedback to promote student learning; however, diverse student surveys across the 

world have also emphasized that students are dissatisfied with the feedback they 

receive on their course works (Nicol, 2010). They (students) claim that there is lack of 
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adequate, timely feedback while their teachers claim that students fail to apply the 

advice given (Orrell, 2006). 

Proposed Framework/Model for Educational Equity 

And Improved Students’ Achievement 

Research question eight:  What framework/model can be proposed to 

attain equity and improved students’ achievement in West Kenya Union 

Conference secondary schools? 

Based on the findings of the study and review of literature, a 

framework/model was developed as presented in figure 7. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 7. Educators’ accountability for educational equity and improved students’ 

achievement model. 
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The framework illustrates how educators in WKUC secondary schools, 

working under favorable school climate which has positive and democratic learning 

environment, safety, engagement, connectedness, support, and collaboration, could 

model their classroom curriculum, pedagogy, and students’ assessment, to bring about 

educational equity and improved students’ achievement. The arrows in the framework 

show that Educators, through effective provision of well-designed classroom 

curriculum, implementation of effective pedagogy, and successful use of effective 

students’ assessment, should be able to realize educational equity and improved 

students’ achievement.  

The proposed framework is supported by numerous previous studies as 

highlighted below: 

Effective Provision of Well-designed Classroom Curriculum  

Research by UNESCO (2013) defines curriculum as what, why, how, and how 

well students should learn in a systematic and intentional way, expected learning 

outcomes define the totality of information, knowledge, understanding, attitudes, 

values, skills, competencies, or behaviors a learner should master upon the successful 

completion of the curriculum.  

According to UNESCO (2013), the curriculum framework, including the 

expected learning outcomes, communicates what teachers and learners should know 

and do; and the development, dissemination, and implementation of relevant and 

effective curriculum and expected learning outcomes can improve teaching and 

learning. To improve education quality, special efforts are needed to align the 

intended curriculum normally referred to as the official guidance, the implemented 

curriculum referred to as what teachers and learners actually do, and the attained 

curriculum referred to as what students actually learn.  
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Implementation of Effective Pedagogy  

The proposed conceptual framework borrows two pedagogical approaches 

namely: learner-centered approach and activity-based learning approach. These 

involve quality teaching that refers not merely to school, national or international 

student examinations or assessments but also to the quality of the teacher-student 

interaction in the classroom through effective pedagogy, including freedom from 

corporal punishment (Barrow K., Boyle H., Ginsburg M., Leu E, Pier D, Price-Rom 

A, Rocha V., 2007; Alexander, 2017). Although the ultimate goal of any pedagogy is 

to develop student learning, the 2005 Global Monitoring Report on quality 

(UNESCO, 2005) includes creative, emotional and social development as indicators 

of quality learning.  

Previous studies reported positively on practices characterized as learner-

centered frequently labelled them as involving one or more of the following: 

examples and questions drawing on students’ previous knowledge and experience 

(Nyaumwe & Mtetwa, 2006; Barrett, 2007; Arkorful 2012; Childs A., Tenzin W., 

Johnson D., & Ramachandran K., 2012; Epstein & Yuthas, 2012, problem solving and 

higher order thinking skills (Megahed N., Ginsburg M., Abdellah A., & Zohry A, 

2008); instructional aids (Clarke, 2003, Coffey, 2012; UNICEF, 2008; Hardman, 

Abd-Kadir, Agg, Migwi, Ndambuku, Smith, 2009); good relationships and interaction 

between teachers and students (Lefoka & Sebatane, 2003 & Blum, 2009); pair and 

group work (Hamid & Honan, 2012; Joong, 2012;  Stuart, 2002). 

Effective Students’ Assessment 

The proposed framework in Figure 7, p.181, takes cognizance of the New 

Assessment Culture (NAC) which strongly emphasizes the integration of instruction 

and assessment, in order to align learning and instruction more with assessment 
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(Segers, Dochy, & Cascallar, 2003). The way students prepare themselves for an 

assessment depends on how they perceive the assessment, before, during and after the 

assessment and these effects can have either positive or negative influences on 

learning as observed by Gielen, Dochy, & Dierick (2003).  

Barrett (2005) reports that there are ten research-based principles of 

Assessment for Learning (AFL) to guide classroom practice, that AFL should be:  

Part of effective planning of teaching and learning, focus on how students 

learn, be recognized as central to classroom practice, be regarded as a key 

professional skill for teachers, be sensitive and constructive because any 

assessment has an emotional impact, take account of the importance of, and 

foster, learner motivation, promote commitment to learning goals and a shared 

understanding of the criteria by which they are assessed, develop learners’ 

capacity for self-assessment so that they can become reflective and self-

managing, recognize the full range of achievements of all learners; and that 

earners should receive constructive guidance about how to improve. (p. 17)  

Advantages of assessment for learning. Learner-centered assessment 

involves the active engagement of students in setting goals for their learning and 

growth, monitoring their progress toward those goals, and determining how to address 

any gaps. Also called self-regulated learning, the ability to manage one’s own 

learning and growth is a key type of expertise needed for 21st-century College and 

career success (Dembo & Seli 2008).  

Classroom assessment practices such as self-assessment, peer assessment, and 

portfolio shave the potential to not only help students learn core content knowledge 

and skills, but also to develop important self-regulatory habits (Andrade, 2010). 

According to Barrett (2005), AFL is noted to increase student engagement and is 
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more about learning for further development and less about marking to standard 

expectations or meeting externally dictated accountability measures. 

Assessment experts from the Forum for Education and Democracy (Wood, 

Darling-Hammond, Neill, & Roschewski, 2007) note that ongoing formative 

assessments, including performance assessments, can be responsive to emerging 

student needs and enable fast and specific teacher response, something that 

standardized examinations with long lapses between administration and results cannot 

do. These researchers found that performance assessments can provide meaningful, 

real time information for students, teachers, parents, and administrators, and can be a 

spring- board for improving teacher practice.  They also note that as teachers use and 

evaluate tasks, they become more knowledgeable about the standards and how to 

teach them, and about what their students’ learning needs are. Thus, when teachers are 

engaged as designers of performance assessments and skilled assessors of their 

students’ performance, the impact on curriculum and instruction can be profound 

(Wood et al., 2007). 

Student learning is also enhanced during performance assessment as students 

adjust their strategies and make timely corrections in response to targeted feedback 

from their instructors. Further benefits of assessment systems with embedded 

performance assessment include greater teacher buy-in, increased teacher 

collaboration, and increased capacity to make mid-course corrections based on 

formative data (Wood, et al. 2007).  

Student-centered assessment promotes learning and growth by providing 

useful feedback to the students themselves, their teachers, and others about what the 

students need in order to progress toward the learning target. This quality of learner- 

centered assessment echoes modern conceptions of formative assessment in that 
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assessment is a moment of learning, not just grading, ranking, or sorting (Andrade & 

Cizek, 2010; Shute, 2008). 

Although many people associate being evaluated with mild to moderate 

anxiety, not motivation, and research has shown that grades can be associated with 

decreased motivation and lower achievement (Lipnevich & Smith, 2008), recent 

studies, however, have shown that formative assessment—particularly detailed, task-

specific comments on student work—can activate interest in a task (Cimpian, Arce, 

Markman, & Dweck, 2007) and result in better performance (Lipnevich & Smith, 

2008).  Impressive gains have also been reported in student achievement through the 

use of teacher-created, criterion-referenced assessments (Bambrick, 2008).  

Bambrick (2008) observes, such assessments are developed by teams of 

teachers from within and across schools in particular grades and subject areas; they 

work together to develop items that directly measure the curricula enacted in their 

classrooms. The teachers use the same assessments on an interim basis throughout the 

school year, perhaps very six weeks, get together to discuss the results at length, and 

share pedagogical approaches to helping fellow colleague’s students succeed; and the 

key to the success of these efforts is that teachers work together- normally referred to 

as collegial teaching, to develop the items, discuss the results, and then adjust their 

pedagogy accordingly when they return to their classrooms.  

According to Hattie and Timperley (2007) and Shute (2008), providing 

feedback is an ongoing process in which teachers communicate information to 

students that helps them better understand what they are to learn, what high-quality 

performance looks like, and what changes are necessary to improve their learning. 

Davidson and Feldman (2010) report that learner-centered assessment provides useful 
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information that stakeholders at all levels—including students, teachers, 

administrators, parents, districts, and states—can use to support learning.  
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CHAPTER FIVE 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

This chapter presents summary, conclusions and recommendations emanating 

from this study. The chapter is divided into five sections which include: a) summary, 

b) summary of findings, c) conclusions, d) recommendations, and e) 

recommendations for further studies. 

Summary 

This project was an exploratory study on educators’ accountability for learning 

in the areas of Classroom Curriculum Design, Pedagogy, and Students’ Assessment 

aimed at developing a learner-centered accountability framework for equity and 

improved students’ achievement.  

Although there were several studies on the issue of curriculum development 

and evaluation in English language teaching, no critical analysis had been 

encountered in the literature in relation to educators’ accountability for learning and 

equity in designing learner-centered classroom curriculum, Pedagogy and students’ 

assessment, which was the focus of this study, in the context of West Kenya Union 

Conference. This study, therefore, sought to provide educators with a learner-centered 

accountability framework for improved learning and equity that embraces classroom 

curriculum design, Pedagogy and students’ assessment techniques that will help all 

students within their jurisdiction to develop the attitude, the resourcefulness, and the 

skills necessary for them to become lifelong, strategic, and motivated learners. 

Focusing on the classroom, the study outlined how teachers can become leaders in 
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accounting for equitable learning and improved students’ achievement by using a 

four-step process of observation, reflection, synthesis, and replication of effective 

curriculum design, Pedagogy, and students’ assessment practices.  

The study was guided by three theories/models in relation to curriculum 

design, Pedagogy, and students’ assessment. First, the study was informed by the 

Taba Model of Curriculum Development which advocates that teachers, being aware 

of the students’ needs, should be the ones to develop curriculum, rather than higher 

authorities dictating the curriculum to them. Second, in order to develop pedagogy, 

this study borrowed constructivist ideas built on Information Construction (ICON) 

Model, as interpreted by Black and McClintock (1995), which shares a focus on the 

learner-centered approach and the density of the learner’s cognitive course of action 

for their learning and support needs; and the value of providing learner’s with 

opportunities to make meaning and be real dynamic contributors in the learning-

teaching experience. Third, in order to accommodate diverse students who may not 

succeed in normal classrooms, this study also made reference to Tomlinson’s 

Differentiated Instruction (DI) Model which shows that students’ readiness, interests, 

and learning profiles determine what teachers prepare.  

The study employed concurrent mixed methods design in data gathering and 

analyzing processes involving the use of quantitative and qualitative approaches 

concurrently including a combination of questionnaires, semi-structured interviews, 

focus group discussions as well as observation of actual classroom teaching, school 

programs and documents. 

Summary of Findings 

The following were the findings: 
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Research Question One: Demographic Characteristics 

The majority of the teachers in the schools are young, aged below 40 years; 

and 81.1% of the teachers who participated in this study were working on contractual 

employment basis and only 16.2% working on permanent employment. Only 12% 

had served in the schools for 6 and above years. This study revealed high teacher turn-

over rates and low completion rate (below 40%) of students in the schools covered by 

this study. (Tables 3 and 4, pp. 96 and 100) 

Research Question Two: Accountability for learning in Classroom Curriculum, 

Pedagogy, and Students’ Assessment 

The extent of educators’ accountability for learning, based on teachers’ and 

students’ responses, was average in Classroom Curriculum Design, Pedagogy and 

Students’ Assessment. (Table 11, p. 118) 

Research Question Three: Comparison of Ratings of Teachers and Students in 

High-performing and Low-performing Schools 

i. Based on Teachers’ responses (Tables 12a, 12c and 12e, pp. 120, 124 and 127. 

There was significant difference between educators’ accountability for learning in 

the high-performing and low-performing secondary schools in the area of 

Classroom Curriculum Design at p = .032 < 0.05 and Students’ Assessment at p = 

.006 < 0.05 respectively. Therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected. No 

significant difference existed between educators’ accountability for learning in the 

high-performing and low-performing secondary schools in the area of Teaching 

Pedagogy at p = .107 > 0.05. Therefore, the null hypothesis was accepted. 

ii. Based on Students’ responses (Tables 12b, 12d and 12f, pp. 122, 125 and 128). 

There was a significant difference between educators’ accountability for learning 

in the high-performing and low-performing secondary schools in Classroom 
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Curriculum Design, Pedagogy and Students’ Assessment at (p=.001 < 0.05), (p = 

.001 < 0.05), (p = .006 < 0.05) respectively. Therefore, the null hypothesis was 

rejected.  

Research Question Four: Comparison of Male and Female Educators’ 

Perception on Accountability 

There was no significant difference between male and female educators’ 

perceptions on the accountability for learning in Classroom Curriculum Design, 

Pedagogy and Students’ Assessment at (p= 0.646 > 0.05; p= 0.514 > 0.05; and p = 

0.820 > 0.05) respectively. (Table 13, p. 134) Thus, the null hypothesis was accepted. 

Research Question Five: Relationship between Educators’ Accountability and 

Demographic Characteristics 

No significant relationship existed between educators’ perceptions on the 

accountability for learning in Classroom Curriculum Design, Pedagogy and Students’ 

Assessment when grouped according to age, level of education, and years of 

experience. (Table 14, p. 136) Thus, the null hypothesis was accepted. 

Research Question Six: Relationship between Teachers’ Accountability for 

Learning in i) Classroom Curriculum Design and Teaching Pedagogy; ii) 

Classroom Curriculum Design and Students’ Assessment; and iii) Teaching 

Pedagogy and Students’ Assessment 

Significant positive and moderate relationship existed between educators’ 

perceptions of accountability for learning in Classroom Curriculum Design and 

Teaching Pedagogy, Classroom Curriculum Design and Student Assessment, and 

Teaching Pedagogy and Students’ Assessment at   (p = .000 < .01). (Table 15 p. 142) 
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Research Question Seven: Learning Practices (Tables 16 and 30, pp. 144 and 

172):- 

i. Ensuring student success in schools means holding administrators, teachers, 

students, support staff, and parents accountable for quality work directly 

impacting student learning. 

ii. The creation of a favorable school climate which includes positive and democratic 

learning environment, safety, engagement, connectedness, support, and 

collaboration is key in making accountability in schools truly learner-centered. 

Research Question Eight: Proposed Model for Attaining Equity and Improved 

Students’ Achievement in West Kenya Union Conference Secondary Schools 

(Figure 7, p. 181) 

The proposed framework illustrates how educators in WKUC secondary 

schools, if working in a favorable school climate, could model their Classroom 

Curriculum, Teaching Pedagogy, and Students’ Assessment to bring about 

Educational Equity and Improved Students’ Achievement. 

Conclusions 

1. Majority of the teachers in WKUC are young adults, work on contractual 

employment, and served the schools for less than 6 years. 

2. WKUC secondary school educators’ accountability for learning in Classroom 

Curriculum Design, Pedagogy and Students’ Assessment is average. 

3.  Educators in high-performing schools are more accountable for learning in 

Classroom Curriculum Design and Students’ Assessment than educators in low-

performing schools. However, their accountability in the area of Pedagogy is 

similar in both groups. 
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4. Male and female educators have similar perceptions on the accountability for 

learning in Classroom Curriculum Design, Pedagogy and Students’ Assessment. 

5. Educators in high-performing schools are more accountable for learning in 

Classroom Curriculum Design and Students’ Assessment than educators in low-

performing schools. However, their accountability in the area of Teaching 

Pedagogy is similar in both groups. 

6. In a normal class each student comes with different prior experiences, capacities, 

and interests, which calls for varied engaging opportunities in order to attain 

equitable student outcomes.  

7. With effective provision of well-designed Classroom Curriculum, implementation 

of effective Pedagogy, and successful use of effective Students’ Assessment, 

educators in WKUC should be able to realize educational equity and improved 

students’ achievement. 

Recommendations 

Based on the findings of this study, the following recommendations are made: 

1. Remodeling Classroom Curriculum, Pedagogy and Students’ Assessment 

for Educational Equity and Improved Students’ Achievement 

There is need for a paradigm shift to give schools at the local level 

more control of the curricula program. This calls for a remodeling of 

Classroom Curriculum, Pedagogies and Students’ Assessment for Educational 

Equity and Improved Students’ Achievement in the context of the framework 

proposed in this study as presented in Figure 7, Pg. 181. 

2. Educators’ Accountability for Learning in Classroom Curriculum Design, 

Pedagogy, And Students’ Assessment 



194 

 

i. To increase accountability for learning in the schools, educators should 

be encouraged to adopt various methods of active interactive teaching 

techniques such as problem-based learning and study group to 

stimulate active involvement of students and providing feedback that is 

instructive, timely, referenced to the actual task, and focused on what 

is correct and what is be done next. 

ii. To create conducive environments requires that teachers foster positive 

relationship with the students; and since learning is an interactive 

process which involves active participation from both the teachers and 

students in the classroom, an understanding on the behavior of the 

students in the classroom is critical as it will help the teachers identify 

the passive students and plan ways to encourage them to actively 

participate in the classroom. 

3. Achieving Teacher Retention in the Schools 

School administrators should set the tone for the entire teaching staff, 

making sure to consider implementing policies/programs and systems which 

will work to retain teachers. These may include the following: 

a. Developing Retirement Policy that may work to make teachers have a 

sense of job security and permanency in their work. This will reduce the 

number of teachers on contract. 

b. Providing teachers with specific coaching to empower the them to 

improve on specific areas they would like to work on. This system works 

for both new and experienced teachers, who are also eager to grow.  

c. Providing leadership opportunities and guarding teachers’ free time. 

Administrators should find out what their teachers are interested in 
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learning about outside of the classroom and see what possibilities are 

available for them. At the same time, administrators should do what is 

possible to ensure teachers have the time they need to rejuvenate and use 

their free time as planned.  

d. Supporting flexible arrangements. One reason teachers leave is due to 

burn outs; especially true for teachers who are also parents. Teachers are 

dedicated workers who usually feel greatly fulfilled by their work. 

However, when they are in unsupportive environments, they feel 

disrespected and burn out quickly. By giving teachers flexible working 

arrangements, administrators might find that they are less burnt out and 

more satisfied with their work. 

Areas for Further Studies 

The study results point to eight key extensions for future research.  

1. A study seeking to understand and apply specific strategies that support 

student engagement in learning both in and beyond the classroom is worth 

undertaking. 

2. A combination of quantitative and qualitative research, taking active learning 

practices as a basis, could be explored on different sample groups and 

relationships between secondary school students’ active learning processes 

and different variables. 

3. A study to establish the impact of school and National examinations on the 

pedagogic practices of teachers in comparison to when these are absent or 

there is continuous assessment to determine what levels of learning take place 

in classrooms with no school or National examinations  



196 

 

4. Further study on the inclusion of interpersonal relationships in the 

instructional setting and to what extent those relationships affect the students’ 

learning environment, thereby making a contribution to the literature. 
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APPENDICES 

APPENDIX A1 

 Questionnaire for Teachers 
 

PART I: Background Information 

These questions are about you, your education and the time you have spent in teaching.  

In responding to the questions, please mark the appropriate box. 

 

1. Gender:   Male   Female 

2. Age:             Below 40  40-49  50-59  60+ 

3. Employment status as a teacher:   Permanent  Contract 

4. Highest level of education:      Diploma     Bachelor’s  Master’s   PhD 

5. Teaching Experience:         0-1year   2-3 years  4-5 years   6+ ye 

6. Your work as a teacher in this school: 􀂆 0-1year 􀂆 2-3 years 􀂆 4-5 years 

􀂆 6 years and above 

PART II: Teachers’ perceptions about the extent to which they are accountable for 

learning regarding Classroom Curriculum Design, Pedagogy, and Students’ 

assessment? 

 

DIRECTIONS: In your opinion, to what extent do you agree or disagree with the following 

statements regarding your classroom curriculum design, Pedagogy and students’ assessment 

practices? Please mark one choice in each row 

 

KEY: 1- Strongly disagree  2- Disagree  3- Agree  4- Strongly agree 

  

 

 

CLASSROOM CURRICULUM: In designing classroom curriculum, I: RATINGS 

Believe that all students are capable of achieving at high levels, and take responsibility for 

their learning, despite the circumstances in their lives and society that can make 

achievement difficult 

1 2 3 4 

Keep track of the ways I address individual learning styles and preferences 1 2 3 4 

Recognize the importance of students’ active participation and engagement in the learning 

process 

1 2 3 4 

Provide students with options and choices regarding how they are going to learn and how 

they are going to show their learning whenever possible   

1 2 3 4 

Use cooperative learning and grouping strategies to increase student participation  1 2 3 4 

Construct tasks at different levels of difficulty  1 2 3 4 

Make the task more or less familiar based on the proficiency of the learners’ experiences or 

skills for the task  

1 2 3 4 
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PEDAGOGY: In presenting my class lessons, I always: RATINGS 

Vary direct instruction by small group needs  1 2 3 4 

Vary the learning process depending upon how students learn  1 2 3 4 

Provide graphic organizers to support note-taking 1 2 3 4 

Vary the length of time a student may take to complete a task in order to provide additional 

support for  struggling learners 

1 2 3 4 

Present information through both whole-to-part and part-to-whole 1 2 3 4 

Provide a variety of avenues for student exploration of a topic or expression of learning 1 2 3 4 

Provide broad access to a wide range of materials and technologies  1 2 3 4 

Offer a choice of tasks, including student-designed options 1 2 3 4 

Encourage investigation or application of key concepts and principles in student interest 

areas 

1 2 3 4 

Try to uncover student learning profiles 1 2 3 4 

Balance presentations and learning experiences according to students’ learning profiles 1 2 3 4 

Encourage students to explore information and ideas through auditory, visual and 

kinesthetic modes 

1 2 3 4 

Balance varied perspectives on an issue or topic 1 2 3 4 

Provide a safe learning environment that invites risk taking, encourages learning from 

mistakes, enables focused goal setting, and supports thoughtful learning 

1 2 3 4 

Arrange my classroom and structure lessons to increase student motivation 1 2 3 4 

Create a learning environment with flexible spaces and learning options  1 2 3 4 

Make sure there are places in the room to work quietly and without distraction as well as 

places that invite student collaboration 

1 2 3 4 

Set out clear guidelines for independent work that matches individual needs 1 2 3 4 

STUDENTS’ ASSESSMENT: When assessing students’ achievement, I always: RATINGS 

Use pre-assessment to determine where students need to begin, and then match students 

with appropriate activities  

1 2 3 4 

Vary the ways in which student’s learning is assessed (e.g. using a wide variety of 

assessments) 

1 2 3 4 

Create assessments that respond to different learning modes 1 2 3 4 

Give choices about how students express their understanding  1 2 3 4 

Provide challenge, variety and choice 1 2 3 4 

Encourage students to express what they have learned in varied ways 1 2 3 4 

Encourage students’ participation in self-assessment, goal setting and monitoring of their 

progress toward mastery of learning objectives 

1 2 3 4 

Allow for varied working arrangements – alone or with a group 1 2 3 4 

Provide assignments at varying degrees of difficulty to match student readiness 1 2 3 4 

Work with students to develop rubrics that match and extend students’ varied skill levels 1 2 3 4 

Use a continuum: (For example, simple to complex, less independent to more independent) 1 2 3 4 

On different levels with adjusted challenges  1 2 3 4 

Active learning for all students  1 2 3 4 

Engaging at all levels 1 2 3 4 

Aligned to objectives and goals  1 2 3 4 

 

This is the end. Thank you for taking your time and effort to complete this survey.  
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APPENDIX A2 

Questionnaire for Students 
 

PART I: Background Information 
 

These questions are about you, your education and the time you have spent in this school.  

In responding to the questions, please mark the appropriate box. 

 

1. Gender  Male  Female 

2. Age  Below15  15-16    17-18        19-20 

3. Grade level  Form one  Form two  Form three   Form four 

4. Length of time in this school   Under one year  1-2 years  2-3 years   

             3-4 years  

PART II: Students’ perceptions about the extent to which teachers are accountable for 

learning regarding classroom curriculum, Pedagogy, and students’ assessment. 

 

DIRECTIONS: In your opinion, to what extent do you agree or disagree with the following 

statements regarding classroom curriculum, teaching methods, and students’ assessment? 

Please mark one choice in each row. 

 

KEY: 1- Strongly Disagree  2- Disagree  3- Agree  4- Strongly agree 

 

CURRICULUM DESIGN: In this school, teachers always: RATINGS 

Adjust classroom curriculum to reflect national standards 1 2 3 4 

Arrange curriculum in line with subject objectives and goals 1 2 3 4 

Vary curriculum to present essential facts, skills and attitudes 1 2 3 4 

Vary classroom curriculum based on students’ level of achievement  1 2 3 4 

Ensure that curriculum is appropriate to students from diverse backgrounds 1 2 3 4 

Provide tasks and learning choices at different levels of difficulty 1 2 3 4 

Provide a variety of avenues for students’ exploration of a topic and expression of 

learning 

1 2 3 4 

Provide broad access to a wide range of teaching and learning materials   1 2 3 4 

PEDAGOGY: In this school, teachers always: RATINGS 

Hold workshops for students to create their own ideas and questions on a topic 1 2 3 4 

Offer choice of tasks  including student-designed options 1 2 3 4 

Create effective student discussion groups that have students of the same abilities 1 2 3 4 

Encourage students to “think out loud” when answering questions in class to help 

them reflect on how they arrived at answers 

1 2 3 4 

Ask questions of varying difficulty from simple factual recall to more analysis and 

synthesis 

1 2 3 4 

Encourage investigation or application of key concepts and principles in student 

interest areas 

1 2 3 4 

Connect content with students’ cultures, experiences, and talents 1 2 3 4 

Use centers of interest, interest groups, specialty groups/expert groups; Teachers 

always choices within an area of study or topic 

1 2 3 4 

Work to uncover student diverse learning profiles and balance presentations and 

learning experiences 

1 2 3 4 
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Create a learning environment with flexible spaces and learning options  1 2 3 4 

Encourage students to explore information and ideas through visual, auditory, and 

kinesthetic (VAK) modes 

1 2 3 4 

Allow students to demonstrate what they have learned in creative ways (posters, 

drawings, diagrams, mind-maps, poems, etc.) 

1 2 3 4 

Show students how to take notes by using guided notes for them to model 1 2 3 4 

Foster a cooperative learning environment that is meant to benefit students from 

diverse ethnic/cultural backgrounds 

1 2 3 4 

Create problem-based learning environments in the classroom allowing students to 

explore the problem, find solutions, and share their conclusions 

1 2 3 4 

Ensure a choice of competitive, cooperative and independent learning experiences 1 2 3 4 

Balance varied perspectives on an issue or topic 1 2 3 4 

Provide authentic learning opportunities in various intelligence or talent areas 1 2 3 4 

STUDENTS’ ASSESSMENT: In this school: RATINGS 

Teachers are always engaged as designers of performance assessments and skilled 

assessors of students’ performance 

1 2 3 4 

Assessment for learning is always ongoing 1 2 3 4 

Teachers always allow learners to do self-assessment during the learning and receive 

specific, descriptive feedback about their learning  

1 2 3 4 

Teachers always use performance assessments that are responsive to emerging 

student needs 

1 2 3 4 

Instruction is continually adjusted and revised on the basis of assessment results 1 2 3 4 

Students are always given opportunity to adjust their learning strategies and make 

timely corrections in response to targeted feedback from their teachers 

1 2 3 4 

Students’ assessment always leads to increased teacher collaboration, and increased 

capacity to make mid-term corrections based on constructive data 

1 2 3 4 

Teachers usually adjust instruction for individual students based on need 1 2 3 4 

Teachers usually analyze which students need more practice 1 2 3 4 

Teachers always reflect on the effectiveness of their teaching practices 1 2 3 4 

Teachers always confer with students regarding their own assessment might 1 2 3 4 

Students are always given opportunity to determine the qualities of good 

performance 

1 2 3 4 

Teachers always share their teaching-learning intentions with their students 1 2 3 4 

Assessments are always developed by teams of teachers of particular classes and 

subject areas 

1 2 3 4 

Teachers ensure rich involvement of the learners in monitoring on-going learning, 

collecting and presenting evidence of them learning 

    

Students receive constructive timely feedback and corrective explanation on their 

mistakes from the teachers  

1 2 3 4 

 

This is the end of the questionnaire. Thank you very much for your cooperation! 
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APPENDIX B1 

Interview Schedule (Guide) for Teachers and Administrators 
 

EDUCATORS’ ACCOUNTABILITY FOR LEARNING: A FRAMEWORK 

FOR EQUITY AND IMPROVED STUDENTS’ ACHIEVEMENT IN WEST 

KENYA UNION CONFERENCE SECONDARY SCHOOLS 

 

Confidentiality: All information that is collected in this study will be treated 

confidentially. While results will be made available by conference and by type of 

school within a conference, you are guaranteed that neither you nor this school nor 

any of its personnel will be identified in any report of the results of the study.  

 

Accountability Defined: For this study the researcher has embraced a definition of 

accountability which states, "A personal choice to rise above one's circumstances and 

demonstrate the ownership necessary for achieving desired results—to See It, Own It, 

Solve It, and Do It." (https://www.asme.org/career-education/articles/management-

professional-practice/how-to-create-a-culture-of-accountability).  

 

Accountability Indicators: The accountability indicators in this study will include: 

academic achievement as measured by students reaching proficiency in nationally 

examinable subjects; academic progress as measured by individual student growth or 

another way of measuring student learning; high school graduation rates; measures of 

postsecondary readiness; student engagement; chronic absenteeism; and discipline 

rates. 

 

Q1. Teachers and Administrators’ views regarding the concept of educators’ 

accountability in the areas of classroom curriculum, Pedagogy, and students’ 

assessment:  

What do you understand with the concept of accountability?  

Who should be held accountable in schools?  

What does accountability of school principals involve?  

What should school principals be accountable for?  

What should schools be accountable for?  

Q2. Teachers and Administrators’ views regarding the concept of learner-

centered accountability:  

What do you understand with the concept of learner-centered accountability?  
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What are the key elements that make accountability in schools truly learner-centered? 

What conditions would exist if a class were truly learner-centered?  

What specific strategies can contribute to the delivery of learner-centered teaching in 

schools?  

Q4. Teachers and Administrators’ views regarding the teacher’s position in 

active learning practices:  

What is your view about the teacher’s position in active learning practices?  

What role do teachers play in the creation of learner-centered accountability?  

Which accountability efforts are most effective in motivating teachers?  

What advantage does learner-centered accountability have in building the morale of 

teachers? 
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APPENDIX B2 

Matrix for interview guide 

Research Question Interview questions Key Concepts 

How can accountability for 

learning practices be 

entrenched into the 

administration, teaching, 

and learning activities for 

equity and improved 

students’ achievement? 

 

 What do you understand with 

the concept of accountability?  

 Who should be held 
accountable in schools?  

 What does accountability of 
school principals involve?  

 What should school 

principals be accountable for?  

 What should schools be 
accountable for?  

 What is your view regarding 
the benefits of school 

principals with 

accountability? 

 

Accountability Concept  

 

 

 

 In your view, what are the: 

 Key elements that make 
accountability in schools truly 

learner-centered? 

 Conditions that would exist if 
a class were truly learner-

centered? 

 Strategies which contribute to 

the delivery of learner-

centered teaching in schools 

 The barriers to learner-
centered learning in schools 

The concept of learner-

centered accountability  

 

 In your view what are: 

 The teacher’s reasons for 

choosing where he/she places 

his/her students in a class 

 The teacher’s position in 
active learning practices 

 The role of teachers in the 
creation of learner-centered 

accountability 

 Accountability efforts most 

effective in motivating 

teachers 

Advantages of learner-

centered accountability in 

The Role of teachers 

in the creation of 

learner-centered 

accountability 
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building the morale of 
teachers 
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APPENDIX C1 

OBSERVATION GUIDE (Checklist)  

Part I: Classroom Curriculum Design 

Observe classroom curriculum content, process, product, and learning environment to 

see if they reflect national standards and present essential facts, skills and attitudes. 

Part II: Observing Instruction: Effective Teaching Practices (Observe classroom 

teaching methodology, learner participation, teacher’s use of resources, classroom 

seating arrangement, assessment of students’ work,  and feedback : Explain how the 

teacher made lesson objectives clear to students; Describe instructional strategies the 

teacher uses that you found effective; Do all students participate in the lesson? 

Explain how the teacher gives directions to the class; How does the teacher assess 

student learning during a lesson? What success-building strategies does the teacher 

use? How does the teacher close a lesson? Describe the teacher’s use of resources; 

Give examples of how the teacher praises and encourages students; Observe and 

record some examples of how the teacher talks to the students and how the students 

talk to the teacher and to each other; Give examples of feedback the teacher gives 

students; How does the teacher respond to disruptive behavior? How does the teacher 

demonstrate high expectations for student learning? Identify the strategies the teacher 

uses to develop and promote positive relationships with students, among classmates, 

and with parents; What strategies does the teacher use to develop students’ social 

skills? Describe any problem-solving or decision-making skills students display; Does 

the teacher regularly hold a class meeting? When and how is it conducted? Does the 

teacher schedule reflection time? How does the teacher reflect on classroom and 

student problems, situations, and experiences?) 
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Part III: Observing Students’ Assessment Practices (e.g. Describe the teacher’s 

grading scheme; Does the teacher issue progress reports? Do students have 

opportunities to impact their grades? Does the teacher use the computer to record 

grades?) 

PART IV: Observing Relevant Documents (e.g. Management and Governance 

records, Quality Assurance and Standards records, School Financial records, School 

Development plans, Communication protocol (Access to information), Students’ entry 

behavior trends for the last five years, Enrollment Trends for the last five years, 

Assessment records, Schemes of Work and Lesson plans, KCSE Results Analysis for 

the last five years). 
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APPENDIX C2 

Matrix for observation guide on school programs/activities 

Observable Features Signal/Observable 

Behaviors 

Notes 

School vision  A shared vision of what 

a high-performing 

school is and does 

It is this shared vision that 

drives every facet of school 

change. It is the one that 

drives constant 

improvement in the school. 

Everyone knows what the 

plan is and the vision is 

posted at every important 

point and evidenced by 

actions. 

Role of the Principal in 

the School 

The principal has the 

responsibility and 

authority to hold the 

school-improvement 

enterprise together, 

including day-to-day 

know-how, coordination, 

strategic planning, and 

communication 

Lines of leadership for the 

school's improvement 

efforts are clear. The school 

leadership team has the 

responsibility to make 

things happen. The 

principal makes sure that 

assignments are completed. 

Leadership is shared, 

distributed, and sustained, 

and it is this that propels the 

school forward and 

preserves its institutional 

memory and purpose. 

The School Community The school is a 

community of practice in 

which learning, 

experimentation, and 

time and opportunity for 

reflection are the norm 

School leadership fosters 

and supports interdependent 

collaboration. Expectations 

of continuous improvement 

permeate the school culture 

and everyone's job is to 

learn. 

 The school includes 

families and community 

members in setting and 

supporting the school's 

path toward high 

performance 

The administrators and 

teachers inform families 

and community members 

about the school’s goals for 

student success and the 

students' responsibility for 

meeting those goals 

 

This is done through school 

programs such as class 

conferences with parents 

and guardians. The 

administrators and teachers 
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engage all stakeholders in 

ongoing and reflective 

conversation, consensus 

building, and decision 

making about governance 

to promote school 

improvement done during 

forums such as (Parents-

Teachers’ Association) 

PTA meetings. 

The School and Its 

Constituency 

The school and 

constituency devote 

resources to content-rich 

professional 

development, which is 

connected to reaching 

and sustaining the school 

vision and increasing 

student achievement 

 

The School Staff The school staff holds 

itself accountable for the 

students’ success 

The school staff collects, 

analyzes, and uses data as a 

basis for making decisions. 

The administrators and 

faculty grapple with school-

generated evaluation data to 

identify areas for more 

extensive and intensive 

improvement. The school 

staff regularly, intentionally 

and explicitly reconsiders 

its vision and practices 

when data call them into 

question. 

  Professional development is 

intensive, of high quality, 

ongoing, and relevant 

secondary education. 

 

Teachers get professional 

support to improve 

instructional practice such 

as classroom visitations, 

peer coaching, 

demonstrations, lessons, 

and so on. These 

opportunities for learning 

increase knowledge and 

skills, challenge outmoded 

beliefs and practices, as 

well as provide support in 
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the classroom. 

 School staffs possess 

and cultivate the 

collective will to 

persevere; believing it is 

their business to produce 

increased achievement 

and enhanced 

development of all 

students 

The educators in the high 

performing schools “see 

barriers as challenges not 

problems” as mentioned in 

one of the group 

discussions with 

administrators from the 

high-performing schools 

 The school staffs work 

with colleagues and 

universities to recruit, 

prepare, and mentor 

novice and experienced 

teachers 

Principal insists on having 

teachers who promote 

students' intellectual, social, 

emotional, physical, 

spiritual and ethical growth. 

Expectations on Students’ 

Academic Performance 

All students are expected 

to meet high academic 

standards 

Expectations are clear for 

students and parents. Prior 

to students beginning an 

assignment, teachers supply 

students with exemplars of 

high quality work that meet 

the performance standard or 

level (setting targets). 

Students know what high-

quality work should be like. 

Students revise their work 

based on meaningful 

feedback until they meet or 

exceed the performance 

standard or level. 

Curriculum, Instruction, 

and  Assessment  

Curriculum, instruction, 

and  assessment, and 

appropriate academic 

interventions are aligned 

with high standards 

Teachers provide a coherent 

vision for what students 

should know and be able to 

do. Students, teachers and 

families understand what 

students are learning and 

why. In any class and at any 

time, students can explain 

the importance of what they 

are learning. The 

curriculum is rigorous, non-

repetitive, and moves 

forward substantially. Work 

is demanding and steadily 

progresses. 

 The curriculum 

emphasizes deep 

understanding of 

important concepts and 

Teachers make connections 

across the disciplines to 

reinforce important 

concepts and assist students 
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the development of 

essential skills 

in thinking critically and 

applying what they have 

learned to solve real-world 

problems. All teachers 

incorporate academic and 

informational literacy into 

their course work (reading, 

writing, note taking, 

researching, listening, and 

speaking). 

 Instructional strategies 

include a variety of 

challenging and 

engaging activities that 

are clearly related to the 

grade-level standards, 

concepts, and skills 

being taught 

To reach students, all 

teachers draw from a 

common subset of 

instructional strategies and 

activities such as direct 

instruction, cooperative 

learning, project-based 

learning, simulations, 

hands-on learning, and 

integrated technology 

 Teachers use a variety of 

methods to assess and 

monitor the progress of 

student learning (tests, 

quizzes, assignments, 

exhibitions, projects, 

performance tasks, 

portfolios). 

All teachers use frequent 

assessments to benchmark 

key concepts and the 

achievement of their 

students. Students learn 

how to assess their own and 

others' work against the 

performance standards, 

expectations, or levels. 

 The teachers are 

provided time and 

frequent opportunities to 

enhance student 

achievement by working 

with colleagues to 

deepen their knowledge 

and to improve their 

standards-based practice 

Teachers collaborate in 

analyzing student 

achievement data and 

making decisions about 

rigorous curriculum, 

standards-based assessment 

practice, effective 

instructional methods, and 

evaluation of student work. 

The professional learning 

community employs 

coaching, mentoring, and 

peer observation as a means 

of continuous instructional 

improvement. 

Master Timetable The teachers and master 

timetable provide 

students time to meet 

rigorous academic 

standards 

Students are provided more 

time to learn the content, 

concepts or skills if needed. 

Flexible scheduling enables 

students to engage in 

academic interventions, 



247 

 

extended projects, hands-on 

experiences, and inquiry-

based learning. 

Remedial Support To 

Students 

Teachers know what 

each student has learned 

and still needs to learn 

Students are provided the 

support they need to meet 

rigorous academic 

standards. Students have 

multiple opportunities to 

succeed and receive extra 

help as needed, such as: co-

teaching or collaborative 

resource model, support and 

intervention classes, before- 

and after-school tutoring, 

and homework centers. 

Syllabus Coverage Timely syllabus 

coverage is a mandatory 

strategy 

Timely syllabus coverage is 

a mandatory venture. The 

administrators in the high 

performing schools argued 

that “students feel 

motivated when they 

approach examination 

period clear mind that they 

have adequately covered 

the syllabus.” 

Seating Position Level of students’ 

Participation 

Signal/Notes 

Front High Active teacher-student 

interaction 

Middle Moderate Reduced interaction 

Back Low  Passive students’ 

participation 
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APPENDIX C3  

Sample syllabus coverage strategy from one of the high performing schools 
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APPENDIX D 

RELIABILITY COEFFICIENTS 

TEACHERS’ QUESTIONNAIRE 

Reliability (Classroom Curriculum) 

Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach's 
Alpha N of Items 

.947 7 

 

Item-Total Statistics 

 

Scale Mean if 

Item Deleted 

Scale Variance 

if Item Deleted 

Corrected Item-
Total 

Correlation 

Cronbach's 
Alpha if Item 

Deleted 

Believe that all students are 
capable of achieving at high 

levels, and take 
responsibility for their 
learning, despite the 

circumstances in their lives 
and society that can make 
achievement difficult 

10.53 26.390 .499 .963 

Keep track of the ways I 
address individual learning 

styles and preferences 

10.59 22.507 .916 .930 

Recognize the importance 
of students’ active 

participation and 
engagement in the learning 
process 

10.88 23.110 .894 .932 

Provide students with 
options and choices 

regarding how they are 
going to learn and how they 
are going to show their 

learning whenever possible 

10.18 23.154 .821 .938 

Use cooperative learning 
and grouping strategies to 

increase student 
participation 

10.71 22.346 .842 .937 

Construct tasks at different 
levels of difficulty 

10.35 22.118 .913 .930 

Make the task more or less 

familiar based on the 
proficiency of the learners’ 
experiences or skills for the 

task 

10.53 23.015 .867 .934 

 

Scale Statistics 

Mean Variance Std. Deviation N of Items 

12.29 31.346 5.599 7 
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Reliability (Pedagogy) 

 

Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach's Alpha N of Items 

.952 18 

 

Item-Total Statistics 

 

Scale Mean 

if Item 

Deleted 

Scale 

Variance if 

Item Deleted 

Corrected 

Item-Total 

Correlation 

Cronbach's 

Alpha if Item 

Deleted 

Vary direct instruction by small group 

needs 
31.29 148.346 .597 .951 

Vary the learning process depending upon 

how students learn 
31.76 146.191 .828 .947 

Provide graphic organisers to support note-

taking 
31.18 146.654 .792 .948 

Vary the length of time a student may take 

to complete a task in order to provide 

additional support for  struggling learners 

31.29 145.971 .618 .951 

Present information through both whole-to-

part and part-to-whole 
31.59 142.632 .838 .946 

Provide a variety of avenues for student 

exploration of a topic or expression of 

learning 

31.65 142.493 .832 .947 

Provide broad access to a wide range of 

materials and technologies 
31.35 146.493 .652 .950 

Offer a choice of tasks, including student-

designed options 
31.29 149.096 .566 .951 

Encourage investigation or application of 

key concepts and principles in student 

interest areas 

31.59 146.757 .709 .949 

Try to uncover student learning profiles 31.65 153.868 .464 .953 

Balance presentations and learning 

experiences according to students’ learning 

profiles 

31.59 147.257 .687 .949 

Encourage students to explore information 

and ideas through auditory, visual and 

kinesthetic modes 

31.41 149.007 .663 .950 

Balance varied perspectives on an issue or 

topic 
31.41 147.257 .818 .947 

Provide a safe learning environment that 

invites risk taking, encourages learning 

from mistakes, enables focused goal 

setting, and supports thoughtful learning 

31.76 145.066 .814 .947 

Arrange my classroom and structure 

lessons to increase student motivation 
31.76 146.441 .815 .947 

Create a learning environment with flexible 

spaces and learning options 
31.59 146.507 .720 .949 

Make sure there are places in the room to 

work quietly and without distraction as well 

as places that invite student collaboration 

31.29 150.721 .581 .951 

Set out clear guidelines for independent 

work that matches individual needs 
31.53 145.765 .771 .948 

 

Scale Statistics 

Mean Variance Std. Deviation N of Items 

33.35 164.368 12.821 18 
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Reliability (Students’ Assessment) 

 

Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach's 

Alpha N of Items 

.939 15 

 

Item-Total Statistics 

 

Scale Mean 

if Item 

Deleted 

Scale 

Variance if 

Item Deleted 

Corrected 

Item-Total 

Correlation 

Cronbach's 

Alpha if Item 

Deleted 

Use pre-assessment to determine 

where students need to begin, and 

then match students with appropriate 

activities 

25.71 93.471 .582 .938 

Vary the ways in which student’s 

learning is assessed (e.g. using a 

wide variety of assessments) 

26.00 94.750 .691 .935 

Create assessments that respond to 

different learning modes 
25.88 90.985 .829 .931 

Give choices about how students 

express their understanding 
25.65 90.118 .744 .933 

Provide challenge, variety and 

choice 
25.94 91.309 .787 .932 

Encourage students to express what 

they have learned in varied ways 
25.82 91.279 .836 .931 

Encourage students’ participation in 

self-assessment, goal setting and 

monitoring of their progress toward 

mastery of learning objectives 

26.18 93.029 .781 .933 

Allow for varied working 

arrangements – alone or with a 

group 

26.06 93.684 .573 .938 

Provide assignments at varying 

degrees of difficulty to match 

student readiness 

25.76 94.691 .498 .940 

Work with students to develop 

rubrics that match and extend 

students’ varied skill levels 

25.71 94.346 .632 .936 

Use a continuum: (For example, 

simple to complex, less independent 

to more independent) 

25.82 94.029 .602 .937 

On different levels with adjusted 

challenges 
25.65 91.118 .741 .934 

Active learning for all students 25.76 93.316 .614 .937 

Engaging at all levels 25.94 90.184 .792 .932 

Aligned to objectives and goals 26.00 91.125 .724 .934 

Scale Statistics 

Mean Variance Std. Deviation N of Items 

27.71 105.721 10.282 15 
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STUDENTS’ QUESTIONNAIRE 

 
Reliability (Classroom Curriculum) 
 

Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach's Alpha N of Items 

.773 8 

 

Item-Total Statistics 

 

Scale Mean if 

Item Deleted 

Scale Variance if 

Item Deleted 

Corrected Item-

Total Correlation 

Cronbach's 

Alpha if Item 

Deleted 

Adjust classroom curriculum 

to reflect national standards 
20.10 22.804 .476 .748 

Arrange curriculum in line 

with subject objectives and 

goals 

19.87 22.922 .568 .735 

Vary curriculum to present 

essential facts, skills and 

attitudes 

20.28 23.069 .487 .746 

Vary classroom curriculum 

based on students’ level of 

achievement 

20.35 23.462 .401 .761 

Ensure that curriculum is 

appropriate to students from 

diverse backgrounds 

20.15 23.320 .410 .760 

Provide tasks and learning 

choices at different levels of 

difficulty 

20.24 23.422 .436 .755 

Provide a variety of avenues 

for students’ exploration of a 

topic and expression of 

learning 

20.16 22.646 .513 .742 

Provide broad access to a 

wide range of teaching and 

learning materials 

20.31 21.668 .514 .742 

 

 

Scale Statistics 

Mean Variance Std. Deviation N of Items 

23.07 28.988 5.384 8 
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Reliability (Students’ Assessment) 

 

Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach's Alpha N of Items 

.848 18 

 
Item-Total Statistics 

 

Scale 
Mean if 

Item 
Deleted 

Scale 
Variance if 

Item 
Deleted 

Corrected 
Item-Total 
Correlation 

Cronbach's 
Alpha if Item 

Deleted 

Hold workshops for students to create their own 
ideas and questions on a topic 

46.57 91.929 .420 .842 

Offer choice of tasks  including student-designed 
options 

46.71 93.011 .463 .840 

Create effective student discussion groups that 
have students of the same abilities 

46.48 98.795 .118 .857 

Encourage students to “think out loud” when 
answering questions in class to help them reflect 
on how they arrived at answers 

45.80 93.786 .415 .842 

Ask questions of varying difficulty from simple 
factual recall to more analysis and synthesis 

45.87 95.010 .387 .843 

Encourage investigation or application of key 
concepts and principles in student interest areas 

46.07 91.751 .494 .838 

Connect content with students’ cultures, 
experiences, and talents 

46.59 89.898 .498 .838 

Use centers of interest, interest groups, specialty 
groups/expert groups; Teachers always choices 
within an area of study or topic 

46.45 94.428 .364 .844 

Work to uncover student diverse learning profiles 
and balance presentations and learning 
experiences 

46.26 93.433 .441 .841 

Create a learning environment with flexible 
spaces and learning options 

46.07 90.444 .552 .835 

Encourage students to explore information and 
ideas through visual, auditory, and kinesthetic 
(VAK) modes 

46.61 90.921 .493 .838 

Allow students to demonstrate what they have 
learned in creative ways (posters, drawings, 
diagrams, mind-maps, poems, etc.) 

46.41 89.691 .502 .838 

Show students how to take notes by using 
guided notes for them to model 

45.99 92.855 .440 .841 

Foster a cooperative learning environment that is 
meant to benefit students from diverse 
ethnic/cultural backgrounds 

46.20 91.293 .520 .837 

Create problem-based learning environments in 
the classroom allowing students to explore the 
problem, find solutions, and share their 
conclusions 

46.07 91.475 .501 .838 

Ensure a choice of competitive, cooperative and 
independent learning experiences 

46.03 93.592 .437 .841 

Balance varied perspectives on an issue or topic 46.08 93.953 .508 .839 
Provide authentic learning opportunities in 
various intelligence or talent areas 

46.63 90.137 .537 .836 

 

Scale Statistics 

Mean Variance Std. Deviation N of Items 

48.99 102.869 10.142 18 
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Reliability (Pedagogy) 

 

Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach's Alpha N of Items 

.875 16 

 
Item-Total Statistics 

 

Scale 
Mean if 

Item 
Deleted 

Scale 
Variance if 

Item 
Deleted 

Corrected 
Item-Total 
Correlatio

n 

Cronbach's 
Alpha if 

Item 
Deleted 

Teachers are always engaged as designers of 
performance assessments and skilled assessors of 
students’ performance 

42.68 81.907 .469 .869 

Assessment for learning is always ongoing 42.43 82.140 .520 .867 
Teachers always allow learners to do self-
assessment during the learning and receive specific, 
descriptive feedback about their learning 

42.90 81.186 .510 .867 

Teachers always use performance assessments that 
are responsive to emerging student needs 

42.95 80.661 .531 .867 

Instruction is continually adjusted and revised on the 
basis of assessment results 

42.69 82.559 .470 .869 

Students are always given opportunity to adjust their 
learning strategies and make timely corrections in 
response to targeted feedback from their teachers 

42.77 78.889 .604 .863 

Students’ assessment always leads to increased 
teacher collaboration, and increased capacity to 
make mid-term corrections based on constructive 
data 

42.92 79.967 .553 .866 

Teachers usually adjust instruction for individual 
students based on need 

42.86 81.755 .440 .871 

Teachers usually analyze which students need more 
practice 

42.71 80.899 .491 .868 

Teachers always reflect on the effectiveness of their 
teaching practices 

42.77 80.994 .530 .867 

Teachers always confer with students regarding 
their own assessment might 

43.03 82.468 .476 .869 

Students are always given opportunity to determine 
the qualities of good performance 

42.70 79.533 .555 .865 

Teachers always share their teaching-learning 
intentions with their students 

42.73 81.427 .486 .869 

Assessments are always developed by teams of 
teachers of particular classes and subject areas 

42.76 81.437 .461 .870 

Teachers ensure rich involvement of the learners in 
monitoring on-going learning, collecting and 
presenting evidence of them learning 

42.85 80.152 .554 .866 

Students receive constructive timely feedback and 
corrective explanation on their mistakes from the 
teachers 

42.78 78.579 .568 .865 

 

Scale Statistics 

Mean Variance Std. Deviation N of Items 

45.63 91.294 9.555 16 
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APPENDIX E 

LETTER FOR PILOT STUDY 
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APPENDIX F 

ETHHICS CLEARANCE LETTER 
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APPENDIX G 

INSTITUTIONAL INTRODUCTION LETTER 
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RESEARCH AUTHORIZATION LICENCE 
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APPENDIX H 

RESEARCH AUTHORIZATION LICENCE 
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APPENDIX I 

RESEARCH AUTHORIZATION LETTERS 
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APPENDIX J 

LETTERS FOR DATA GATHERING 
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