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Abstract

Constructive alignment of instruction, Learning Outcomess{l..@nd assessment has become a hallmark
of assuring the quality of student learning at all levels. ®datily at HEIs, proper alignment of the three
guarantees students’ mastery of the required competencies. The purpose of this study was, therefore, to
examine the extent to which learning outcomes and leawmutigities were aligned with instruction, and
assessment practices. The study employed a quantitativeaelppidata were collected using two sorts of
guestionnaires from 72 teachers and 94 students at two pyrpeksited Ethiopian universities. The results
have shown that the expected alignment was to a litene Specifically, the level of: 1) guiding teaching-
learning by a clearly articulated LOs; 2) aligning LO, teag/instruction, and assessment; 3) guaranteeing
learners' awarded grades signify learning outcomes; and 4) glitirérassessed tasks (knowledge, skills, and
attitude) to a clearly articulated LOs for the leveladfievement were not to the required level-implytmg t
very little conscious efforts were made to construgfivadign LOs, instruction, and assessment to bring
quality learning. It has, therefore, been recommended thagrihent parties should make determined efforts
to guarantee proper alignment of LOs, instruction, and stesed to result in quality learning of students.

Keywords. Alignment, Learning outcomes, Instruction, Assessmentlit@@&udent Learning

1. I ntroductory and Theoretical Background of the study

The current accountability landscape calls for " newdiffdrent thinking about assessment and learning,
the identities of teachersidstudents, and what is involved in using and creating new knowledge” (Wyatt-
Smith, Klenowski, & Calbert, 2014: ii). Within such a calssessment is a vital element as it reveals how
well learners have achieved what teachers and/or cesintrant them to achieve, while the instructional
process ensures that they have achieved the requireseémist in curricula. This then demands guaranteeing
alignment of learning outcomes, instruction, and assegsimea way they reinforce one another towards
achieving the required competencies, that is, measutgevaments in terms of vocational, job specific, and
inquiry skills.

In the context of laying the foundation for competency edorcaPace and Worthen (2014:5) argue that
educabrs need new skills to “[a]lign instruction to the explicit, measurable, transferable learning objectives”.
HCPS (nd. P.1) also has the view that instructional expertise should align “curriculum, instructional strategies
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and assessments” for the purpose of ensuring student mastery of the required competenciesef@tahdards.
Bloxham, and Boyd (2007, citing Biggs 1996) have also indicatedtlteanotion of matching course
objectives with assessment underpins the concept of construmlignment, basing on course design
methodology, and emphasizing the centrality of intendmmning outcomes, in a way teaching and
assessment are compatible and act to support one another.
Moreover, Cunningham, Key, and Capron (2016:13) have the view that “[a]ligning the learning activities
to the competencies, objectives, and assessments is essential”. Along this, clearly defined competencies need
to be linked to assessments, and assessments needlitdkddl to external measures like career-relevant
learning outcomes, which some sources consider as cumielignment.
Curriculum alignment for SUFSD (nd. P.2) “is the agreement and degree to which the written, the taught,
and the assessed curricula are aligned”. SUFSD asserts that “adherence to a tightly aligned curriculum will
result in higher student achievement and that the linkage$dprdirected instructional focus. As the same
source further indicates,
Curriculum principles are to be translated in documentsruational practices, and
student assessments through the development of an aligiteshwaught, and assessed
curriculum system. A comprehensive system provides fetrang directional focus for
instruction to facilitate the design, delivery, and assessment of the curriculum.... (P.1).

As to SUFSD (nd. P.2), an articulated and aligned cutmcgxists when teachers are teaching the
written curriculum; when assessments are aligned towtlitten and taught curriculum; and the written
curriculum is used to guide decisions about materials, testisprofessional development.

By implication, constructive alignment of written, taugimd tested curriculum guarantees effective
student learning. Written curriculum deals with defining the intdridarning outcomes (aligned to common
core learning standards) that students are to achieve asitete are to teach. Taught curriculum deals with
the delivery of the written curriculum, including the unibé study, lesson plans, and/or suggested
instructional approaches for teaching the written cumiigland tested curriculum deals with evaluating the
written and taught curriculum to ascertain students’ mastery of the pre-defined and stated LOs.

The notion of curriculum alignment, though differently tedmby different educators, deals with
proper conformation of the intended LOs, instruction, assessment to bring apposite quality Assessment
for Learning (AfL) wherein interactions, and identificatiasfsareas for learning improvement become real-
world cultures of the entire education system.

Assessment for learningvhich is built on the foundations of formative assessment, is “the process
of seeking and interpreting evidence for use by learmatsteir teachers to decide where the learners are in
their learning, where they need to go and how best to get there” (ARG, 2002, cited in Wyatt-Smith,
Klenowski & Calbert, 2014:50).

AfL, therefore, capitalies the formative assessment intent that builds students’ “learning to learn”
skills by: 1) placing emphasis on the process of teadmidglearning, and actively involving students in that
process; 2) building students’ skills for peer- and self-assessment; 3) helping students understamdvirei
learning; and developing appropriate strategies for learnitgpta (CERI, 2008:2). Consequently, AfL has
been accepted universally as a crucial strategy to enliz@cpiality of student learning. As to Wyatt-Smith,
Klenowski, and Calbert (2014:23, citing Willis, 2011), AfL has #issumption that when learners know what
they are learning, how well they are learning it and tewnprove their learning, they will develop identities
as autonomous learners by negotiating through the dynameiactivity of the curriculum, pedagogy and
assessment message systems. In AfL, understanding paartigberspectives is essential in expediting
interactions and supporting teachers who areisgek develop learner agency, that is ‘the sociocultural
mediated capacity to act” (Ahern 2001, cited in Wyatt-Smith, Klenowski, & Calbert, 2014).

Consequently, AfL has become a hallmark for the consiri@lignment of learning outcomes,
instruction and assessment. Though the case may differ from country to country, “the notion of constructive
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alignment between learning outcomes and assessment” is at the heart of the UK Quality Assurance Agency
(QAA, 2006) (Bloxham, & Boyd, 2007:4-5).

When it comes to the Ethiopian context, curriculum standarelset, assessment modalities are put
in place in which expected learning outcomes are pre-deéind stated in national and institutional curricula.
Higher learning institutions in Ethiopia have, theref@ien a serious consideration to competency-based
learning and assessment related to LOs (AAU, 2014a; 2014kudioss in Ethiopian Higher education
Institutions (HEIs) are, therefore, acquainted with compgtbased learning and assessment, and
modularizatiori through Higher Diploma Program (HDP). HDP is a practiceefatraining program for
teacher educators at higher education institutions irofithni Basically, HDP has one year duration whereby
teachers attend 2 hours discussion classes for 2 daysees; supplemented with additional classroom
observations and secondary school visits for a wedlvar Recently, Addis Ababa University (AAU) has
customized the Program to its context by reducing theidartd a maximum of intensive four months by
integrating different competencies, truncating redundamgtc$, and arranging intensive schedules.
Assessment is an integral part in both cases (themgtiramework and that of Addis Ababa University).
Whereas the Nationalafiework on HDP has four modules dealing with ‘Reflective Teacher Educator,’
‘Developing Active Learning,” ‘Improving Assessment,” and ‘Action Research, Making a Difference’ (MoE,
2006); that of AAU has five modules dealing with Understandinghéti Education, Modularization and
Modular Curriculum, Managing Learning and Assessment, Subject Peaehing, and Action Research and
Field-based Learning (AAU, 2014a).

Particularly, Module three on Managing Learning and Assedsqmeesents basic elements of
assessment with assessment rationales, principleBpdsetimportance and grading procedures. Instructors
are, therefore, aware of assessment practices a@td te
AAU (2014a:58) suggests that a variety of assessment methodkl ¢ie designed to satisfy all sOIn
designing or redesigning modules, it is, therefore, vitatlentify and reach a consensus by instructors and
academic leadership on appropriate parameters of assésamerdecide which can be left to individual
teachers or subject coordinators. Concerning the generédiprs on examinations, AAU (2019: 78 [Article
82, No. 821]) indicates that:

Student learning shall be assessed in a variety of waysfoonot assessment in the

form of tests, assignments, presentations, etc. wrdigte the final grade earned. This

shall account for 50% of the total module/course grade. rfémaining 50% shall be

allotted for a final exam conducted at the end of moduledeodelivery. Instructors

shall monitor the student’s academic performance by keeping track of records.

The same document (No. 82.4) further indicates that:
A module...as a matter of routine, shall include information on components of continuous
assessment providing the distribution of grade points withedormance assessment
criterion among various types of exams and other workgrioentage terms. A copy of the
module/course outline shall be submitted to the acadenticamierned at the beginning of
each course and shall be distributed to students upon apbydie department.

In the same vein, AAU (2014 a: 35-36) presents the followingtpaioncerning the assessment of the
modular curriculum:

* A processes of designing and implementing a module which is a specific and self-contained learning resource, a
specific unit of study or block of learning which is separately assessed (AAU, 2014a).
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1) performance of learners in a module should be evaluated atiorelto the achievement of the
modular-objectives (criterion-referenced) rather thancompetitive basis (norm-referenced) and
normal distributions;

2) the old system of using the normal curve for determining egashould be replaced by initial
planning of correspondence between number-grades and tptheles while determining the latter;

3) failing grades for a module can be determined by legragiormance below 60 percent of the total. it
is suggested, however, that each instructor withctmsultation of his/her department can modify the
suggested grading scale;

4) assessment of student work should be continuous, valid etiatile; and

5) there should be a meaningful and effective system of evatyatvising, up- grading or phasing out
academic programs (AAU, 2014 a: 35-36).

Overall, many of the available national and institogilo curricula documents and/or guidelines
advocate that students achieve the requirements set oriteirion-referenced assessment modalities, and
master the LOs which are inherent within the modalities] achieve learning with understanding. These in
turn call for the alignment of competency-based outcoares learning activities with assessment; and
intentionally designing curricula around competencith explicit, measurable, transferable LOs and
integrating it with instruction, and assessment. The nfgedbe said alignment, design and integration have
come with the growing body of research into highdwoation assessment on which academics, leaders and
policy makers can begin to build robust policy and practessions (Bloxham & Boyd, 2007:15). Equally,
we are witnessing that universities are becoming adablenfor the quality of their assessed graduates.
Universities can no longer exist in a state of prgdle seclusion/separation from the society it servescamd
no longer be regarded as a safe haven wherein instabtautonomy and academic freedom obscure
accountability for inefficiencies including poor assesstrpractices. By implication, alignment of learning
outcomes, instruction, and assessment have been talgrests for ensuring quality of student learning at
HEls in the country.

Our age is witnessing the need for quality learning wherebgests achieve learning with
understanding by mastering the requirements set out itemvrdurricula through proper instruction and
asessment. The prevailing practices, nonetheless, show that “very little conscious efforts were made to align
competencybased outcomes and learning activities with assessment in Ethiopian HEIs” (Author, 2021:12).

As a result, there is no assurance whether the writieicula are authentically taught, are used to guide
decisions about materials, tests, and professionallateuent (SUFSD, nd.). The prevalent practices,
therefore, result in a backwash effect wherein justsassent determines what and how students learn more
than the curriculum does. Similarly, a poorly aligned andtagnated system-where the test does not reflect
the learning outcomes set out will result in inappropriatéase learning (Biggs, 2003; Brown & Knight,
1994).

Equally, assessment tasks may not be assessing whatr¢hgupposed to assess. They may be assessing
lower-level understanding of the material, and may b&épilo assess the stated outcomes of a program of
study. Similarly, anxiety-provoking assessment is assatiaith a surface approach to learning by students
(Bloxham & Boyd, 2007).

Moreover, each of the different purposes of assessment emphasize different principles and is
hindered by others. Consequently, there are dilemmas andntetisat the different purposes of assessment
create, needing resolutions. Bloxham and Boyd (2007) highlightahiiats that accrue from the varying
purposes of assessment leading to juggling the differenttios of assessment, concentrating on some
purposes over others-all of which can distort the valuesafsasment in universities.

Inherent within the foregoing discussions is the faet there is a conflicting nature of established
principles underlying sound assessment practices and conigqgsessment problerhsven’t gone away.
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By implication, there is a dire need to examine integnakevel of curricula, instruction, and assessment to
promote learning with understanding; and the way item quality fair distribution are assured as per
difficulty levels in assessment practices in Ethiopiavensities.

Paradoxically, nonetheless, the concerns about thesassais system are not widely shared among
stakeholders. As a result, “assessment is still not the high-profile issue which it should be, given the arguimen
that is assessment arrangements which determine the curriculum in action” (Brown & Knight, 1994:46).

It is, therefore, my conviction that assessmentareseserves as a basis for enhancement of assessment
practices. Enhanced assessment practices in turn heigh¢éegsality and amount of learning achieved by
students, and serves as intrinsically motivating factor students and lead to better retention of the
competencies which they can apply in other settingsxfi8lm & Boyd, 2007). The need for the study was,
therefore, born out of the intuited doubts on the aligitmef the required elements set out in competency-
based learning and criterion-referenced assessment nmexitdittnhance learning with understanding.

With the purpose to gauge whether students actually achiestery of the required competences
(measured achievements) for the levels within univessitiings, the study aimed at examining the extent to
which learning outcomes and learning activities werenatigwith instruction, and assessment practices. The
study employed a quantitative approach.

2. The Research Methodol ogy

Quantitative dafawere collected using two sorts of questionnaires fromsliijects (72 teachers and
94 students) at two purposively selected Ethiopian universki@sthe sake of anonymity, the universities
have been labeled as Ul, and U2. Whereas Ul was sebexted on its age and productivity in offering
postgraduate programs, U2 was selected for a converpemgese. The data were generated both from the
teachers and students using close-ended questions of theomueistis. All the returned copies of the
guestionnaires were numbered as: TR1-TR72 and SR1-SR94 erdjirggespectively teacher respondents
and student respondents. They were entered into the iSthtiBackage for the Social Sciences (SPSS)
software version 23; and presented, analyzed, interpaetddjiscussed.

3. Resultsand Discussions

Whereas 190 copies of the questionnaires were dispatctiedtaio universities, just 166 subjects (72
teachers and 94 students) were returned. Forty-ninenemthtthree of the teachers were respectively from
U1 and U2. Similarly, 53 and 41 of the student respondentsrespectively from Ul and U 2.

Of the 53 student respondents from U1, 5 were PhD studentsotther universities studying at the
University; and two of them indicated that they wertaroployees of any university.

3.1.Biodate of the Respondents
Student- and teacher- respondents were requested redpeotineicate their study programs and

qualifications. Whereas 85 of the students and 71 of #uhées properly filled and returned, respectively 9
and 1 were missing systems as can be seen from Table 1.

T The data for this article is part of an extended study, from which another article on another theme has been published.
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Table 1: The students’ study programs or levels and Teachers’ Qualification

Students’ study programs Teachers’ Qualification
Frequency % Frequency %
Valid MA 52 61 19 27
PhD 33 39 52 73
Total 85 100 71 100
Missing = System 9 1
Total 94 100 72 100

Table 1 shows that 52(61%) and 33(39%) of the students weretiesheattending MA and PhD
programs. It can further be seen from the Table thantijerity (73%) of the teacher respondents had a PhD
qualification followed by 27% master’s degree holders. Five copies of the student questionnaires,
nevertheless, were jettisoned as they were not gyofileed. In analyzing the data, therefore, 161 (72 from
teachers and 89 from students) of the properly filled cagigise questionnaires have been used.

Requested to indicate their teaching/research experiémogsars, all the teachers and 85 of the
students responded properly whereas 4 was a missing dysterthat of the students.

Table 2: Respondents’ teaching/research experience in years

Experience Frequency Valid Percent

Valid Under 3 14 9

3-6 Years 21 13

7-10 Years 26 17

Above 10 Years 96 61

Total 157 100.0
Missing System 4
Total 161

Table 2 shows that the majority of the respondeadstbaching/research experiences of above 10 years.
As can be seen from the Table, 96 (61%) of them haditegicdsearch experience of above 10 years. A
further separate frequency analysis for the same has shHwtnalt those who had under 3 years of
teaching/research experiences were student respondents. o8¢ thho had above 10 years of
teaching/research experience, 85% and 43% respectivelyteaeteers and students.

Teacher respondents were also requested to indgiteréspective ranks and the results have been
shown in Table 3.

Table 3: Teacher respondents’ Ranks

Rank Frequency Valid Percent
Associate Professor 13 18

Assistant Professor 41 57

Senior Lecturer 4 6

Lecturer 13 18

Assistant Lecturer 1 1

Total 72 100

Table 3 shows that the majority (57%) of the respondemtshearank of assistant professorship, followed by
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18% associate professorship and equally lecturer.

3.2. Alignment Level of LOs, Instruction, and Assessment

The issue of alignment of learning outcomes, instructiod, assessmenwas explored using 9
closed items of the questionnaires (for teachers andtddersts). The Cronbach's Alpha reliability of the
items is .905. This is very high from a statistical pahview. The reliability for each of the items, i€in
deleted, falls between .887 and .916. All the items ingthestionnaires are, therefore, highly correlated and
are internally consistent for generating dependable evidence.

Eight of the questions requested the respondents to iadiczt level of agreement or disagreement
by circling “1” for Very little, “2” for a Little, “3” for medium, “4” for Greatly and “5” for Very greatly
against the statements on alignment of learning outcomstsiiction, and assessment. Whereas 6 were a
missing system, the results from 155 respondents have fr@sented in Table 4 for frequenciesdan
descriptive statistics.

Table 4: Alignment level of LO, Instruction, and assesgrtesks

No ' The extent to which: 1 2 3 4 5 Overall
Cnt % Cnt % Cnt % Cnt % Cnt % Y SD
1 | Teaching-learning i< 2 13 65 419 62 400 26 168 O 0 2.72 0.752
guided by clearly
articulated learning
outcomes?

2 | Teaching/Instruction an( 2 1.3 58 374 53 342 42 271 O 0 2.87 0.827
assessment are aligned’

3  Subject assessment @2 13 14 90 55 355 59 381 25 161 3.59 0.91
integrated into an overa
plan for course
assessment?

4 | Learning activities are 3 19 36 231 8 571 28 179 O 0 2.91 0.694
aligned with assessment

5 Learners' awarded gradc 5 32 45 290 8 568 15 9.7 2 1.3 | 2.77 0.719

signify learning
outcomes?

6 Assessment 5 3.2 37 23.7 56 35.9 53 34.0 5 32 31 0.91
tasks/contents ar

embedded in the teachir
learning process?

7 Assessment 3 19 49 314 57 365 43 276 4 2.6 2.97 0.88
tasks/contents ar
aligned with learning
outcomes?

8 Assessment 2 1.3 33 21.2 86 55.1 34 218 1 0.6 299 0.714

tasks/contents clearl
measure the require
learning domain(s)?
Overall average 3 194 42 27 68 44 37 25 |5 3 3 1.94

X —Mean Average, SD=Standard Deviation
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Table 4 presents a combined frequency and Descriptatest®s on the level of alignment of LO,
Instruction, and assessment tasks. The overall meailseaicept one item fall in between little and medium.
The only exception is the extent to which subject @ssest is integrated into an overall plan for course
assessment was rated 3.59% with SD, that is, closeeédygrPredominantly, the extent to which teaching-
learning is guided by clearly articulated learning outcomes,lesrters’ awarded grades signify learning
outcomes were rated low with the average mean of 2.72% &nt2nd SD 0.752 and 0.719 respectively.
The Table further shows results of the frequencies thah8%8 of the respondents respectively indicated the
extent to which teaching-learning was guided by clearly (datied learning outcomes, and
teaching/instruction and assessment were aligned tdeadittent. The majority of the respondents, however,
rated the alignment level of LO, Instruction, and assessrhashks to be to a medium extent. More
specifically, 89, 88, 86, 57, and 56 of the respondents aglgcindicated that alignment of learning
activities with assessment, learning outcomes significatid learners' awarded grades, assessment
tasks’/contents’ level of clearly measuring the required learning domain(s), alignment of assessment
tasks/contents with learning outcomes, and embedmensedsasent tasks/contents in the teaching learning
process were to a medium extent. On the other hand, 59 péshendents rated the extent to which subject
assessment is integrated into an overall plan for emssessment as to a greater extent.

A critical look at the Table shows that an insignificaumber of the respondents rated the alignment of LO,
Instruction, and assessment tasks to the required Iev&tort, alignment of LO, Instruction, and assessment
tasks was not made greatly, and very greatly.

Overall, the majority 68(44%) of the respondents rated thenraéigt of LO, Instruction, and
assessment tasks to a medium level, followed by 42 (27%) iitleaextent; and just 37 (25%) and 5(3%)
respectively rated as greatly and very greatly.

Furthermore, the extent to which assessed tasks (knowleHiljs, and attitude) are aligned to
clearly articulate learning outcomes for the levels of eahhent was explored using alternatives ranging
from Very little to Very Greatly. Whereas 30 was assing system, the results from 131 respondents have
been presented in Table 5.

Table 5: Alignment of the assessed tasks (knowledge, shilld,attitude) to clearly articulated learning

outcomes
Frequency Percent Valid Percent

To what extent are the assessed  Valid Very little 4 2.5 3.1
tasks (knowledge, skills, and attitud Little 23 14.3 17.6
aligned to clearly articulated learnin Medium @ 64 39.8 48.9
outcomes (if at all) for levels of Greatly 40 24.8 30.5
achievement? Total 131 81.4  100.0

Missing System 30 18.6

Total 161 100.0

As can be seen from Table 5, the majority (64) of the refgds rated the extent to which
assessment tasks (knowledge, skills, and attitude) wigmeedlto clearly articulate learning outcomes for
levels of achievement as medium, followed by 40 and 23 resptndespectively rated as greatly and little.
Whereas the respondents who rated very little, no oad estvery greatly.

In both cases that is Table 4 and Table 5, alignmehOofInstruction, and assessment tasks; and
alignment of assessed tasks (knowledge, skills, andds]jito a clearly articulated learning outcomes for the
levels of achievement were not to the required levigisboth cases, an insignificant number of the
respondents rated the highness of the said alignmentsaghthe majority rated the lowness of the case.
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4. Conclusions

The fact that the majority of the respondents had abowedfs of teaching/research experiences,
reasonable qualification, and rank shows that they ar@pipgie to sensibly judge the level of alignment of
LO, instruction, and assessment. Equally, the vegi heliability of the items with the Cronbach's Alpbfa
.905 indicates that all the items in the questionnairesighdy correlated and are internally consistent for
generating dependable evidence on the level of thekgiaments.

The alignment level of LO, instruction, and assessment m@stheless, majorly to a little extent
and to a medium extent. There were shortfalls to g@dehing-learning by a clearly articulated learning
outcomes; to guarantee learners’ awarded grades signify learnitgpmes; to greatly align
teaching/instruction and assessment, and the assessed(kasWledge, skills, and attitude) to a clearly
articulated learning outcomes for the levels of achiewmand to embed assessment tasks/contents in
curricula design, in the teaching learning process.

The observed states of the level of alignments wereoiriravention to the supposed need for
“connecting teaching, learning and curriculum” (Wyatt-Smith, Klenowski, & Calbert, 2014:23) for ensuring
high quality learning of students. Wyatt-Smith, Klenowskid Calbert, (2014:25, citing Moss 2008), have
the view that “curriculum, pedagogy and assessment practices can both expand or close down the possibilities
of belonging within and becoming a competent and valued fearne

Learning in this view is “understood as participation rather than purely cognitive acquisition,
conceptions of what couns evidenceof learning alsochanges” (Wyatt-Smith, Klenowski, & Calbert,
2014:25). Participatory learning comes when assessmentaesksonsciously embeddé the learning
process, and when sustained efforts are made by factdtiesview their assessment practices (James,
Mcinnis, & Devlin, 2002). In such an environment, the “the grades awarded.. to studentson their
achievement make a direct link between the intended tegpmitcomes anstudents’ actual performancen
assessmentasks” (James, Mcinnis, & Devlin, 2002:18). Evidently, therefore, the environment stands
supportive for bringing constructive alignments of the elets, and for putting in place inbuilt accountability
(vertically as well as horizontally) for checking whethiesponsibilities have been discharged to bring a
positive effecton student achievement (Wyatith, Klenowski, & Calbert, 2014:74). Whereas vertical’
accountability deals with upward answerability to institudl hierarchies, horizontal accountability deals
with colleagues’ or peers’ working in teams and being accountable to each other with a vested interest of
improving their knowledge, attitudes and skills so as tanmhdo a greater differentiation of instructions
thereby yielding higher student performance levels (Wyatith, Klenowski, & Calbert, 2014:83).

In principle, teaching-learning should be momentarily guided learly articulated learning
outcomes; learners' awarded grades should undoubtedly sigaifying outcomes; and assessed tasks
(knowledge, skills, and attitude) should certainly be aligiwedlearly articulate learning outcomes for the
levels of achievement. This implies a need for constei@lignment of written curriculum, LOs, taught
contents, and assessed LOs as can be depicted frore Eigur
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Learning
Outcomes
(LOs)

Written

Curriculum

Assessed
LOs

Taught
Contents

Figure 1: Alignment of LOs, taught contents, and assessed LOs

Figure 1 shows that the written curriculum bears LOgtests to be taught, and implies that the
taught contents are assessed to guarantee effective ledhitng elements in the Figure affect one another
as a result of which the arrows are back and forth.

Instigating a high level of alignment of LOs, taught corsteanhd assessed LOs has become one of
the crucial mandates of universities. Consequently, univessitin no longer exist in a state of privileged
seclusion/separation from the students’ lives outside classrooms, and can no longer be regarded as a safe
haven wherein institutional autonomy and academic freeddscure accountability for inefficiencies
including poor assessment practices. By implication, alignmieh©s, instruction, and assessment has been
taken as a quest for ensuring quality of student learning atiflEle country.

The observed state of the affairs were, nonethelasspntrast to the need for embedding the
elements, the supposed patrticipatory learning environmentthenespoused accountability setups so as to
guarantee proper alignment of LO, instruction, and assesdanesffective learning.

5. Recommendations

The results have shown that very little conscious &ffeere made to properly align LO, instruction, and
assessment to bring quality student learning. It has, theydfeen recommended that:

1) The Ministry of Education along with the universities, wdoput in place vertical and horizontal
accountability setups to consciously embed learning assassasks within the overall education system
so that proper alignment of LO, instruction, and assesspan be a shared responsibility of all pertinent
stakeholders.

2) Teachers also should act sensibly to assess whattehelr and what they value by aligning LOs,
instruction, and assessment tasks to bring enhancedyaqfadtudent learning.

3) Students should feel accountable, be motivated, and pqusgss views of learning wherein they are
active and interactive within the learning process cagriinf the importance of consciously connecting
LO, instruction, and assessment rather than viewing learegggsment solely as a product of teaching.
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