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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of this study was to examine the TTl instructors effectiveness in 
implementing the general objectives of the pedagogics syllabus. Among the many 
characteristics of teacher effectiveness which are necessary for implementing the objectives of 
a syllabus, due emphasis was given here for instructors' preparation of lesson plans, formulation 
of objectives, making the trainees aware of each lesson objective, and correspondence of the 
instructional activities of the instructors and trainees to the intended lesson objectives. 

To this end, all the pedagogics instructors (11 in number), the directors, the deputy 
directors, and a total of 550 trainees (50 trainees for each instructor) in the three TTls of Region 
Three - Debre Birhan, Dessie, and Gondar- were the sources of information. The data 
collection instruments used in the study were questionnaire, interview, classroom observation, 
and documentary analysis. And, the data collected were analysed using percentages, averages, 
One-Way Analysis of Variance (ANOV A), Tukey Honestly Significant Difference (HSD) 
method, and Pearson Product-Moment Correlation. 

The results of the study revealed that all the instructors did not prepare consecutive 
lesson plans but use the lesson plans prepared by their colleagues in every instruction. It was 
ascertained that the majority of the instructors prepared five lesson plans once for a week in 
every month. Most of the objectives of the prepared lesson plans were specific, and consisted 
of both behaviour and content. However, an insignificant num ber of objectives of the lessons 
included behaviour, content, testing condition, and standard of performance simultaneously. 
In addition, the prepared lesson plans were observed as highly dominated by lower level 
cognitive objectives- knowledge and comprehension. In the actual classroom instruction, 
instructors were also observed in making effort for the attairullent of lower level cognitive 
objectives more often than affective and higher level cognitive objectives- though the latter , 
groups of objectives were given a considerable degree of emphasis by the instructors when they 
teach than they plan. All the lesson objectives have been found to be encompassed in the unit 
and general objectives of the syllabus, but a considerable number of unit objectives of the 
syllabus were not described by the lesson objectives. Instructors did not also make their 
trainees aware of the intended lesson objectives. Although most of the instructional activities 
ofthe instructors and the trainees were aimed at the attairunent of the lesson objectives, there 
were some (instructors' and trainees') instructional activities which do not correspond with the 
written lesson objectives. Hence, instructors effectiveness in implementing the general 
objectives of the pedagogics syllabus was not as much as it should be. Based on these findings, 
appropriate recommendations were also forwarded. 



CHAPTER ONE 

1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 BACKGROUND OF THE PROBLEM 

Any program is expected to have a certain goal. And, the success or failure of a 

program is assessed by checking whether or not its goals are achieved. This is, usually, done 

during and/or after the program is implemented. Besides, most of the factors which determine 

the success or failure of a program are closely connected with those things which occur at the 

implementation stage. In fact, this statement does not neglect those decisive factors associated 

with the planning or developmental stages of a program that affect the attainment of the goals 

of the program itself. 

In connection with this, like any planned activity, a curriculum has to be implemented 

in actual classrooms in the form of its different component courses or subjects. In other words, 

the implementation of a curriculum is assured when, among other things,the courses or s'l\l?,iects 

which constitutes the curriculum are implemented in actual classrooms, almost,~they were 

intended or planned. And, at this stage, the teacher plays the most important role. It seems to 

emphasize this decisive role of the teacher that Douglas (1964), as mentioned in Nacino-Brown, 

Oke, and Brown (1989:6), said: "The greatest single factor in the teaching process is the 

teacher. No technique, no method, no device, no gadget can guarantee success - only the 

teacher can do this." Hook (1971) also supported Douglas's view by saying "Everyone who 

remembers his own educational experience remembers teachers, not methods and techniques. 

The teacher is the kingpin of the educational situation. He makes or breaks programmes." 

(Ibid.: 12). Hence, teacher effectiveness; that is, the ability of a teacher to apply a curricular 

guide successfully which in turn fac ilitates the accomplishment of desired goals, is the major 
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factor which can affect the curriculum implementation - the attainment of the objectives of the 

curriculum. Bargar (1974:59) also said that what teachers perceive, what they value, what they 

decide and how they act are critical, and all of these issues make them key decision makers for 

what actually happens in the classroom. 

The general statements made by Adams (1884), as cited in Fullan and Pomfret 

(1977:335), which says: "No matter what sort of bill you have, everything depends upon the 

men who, so to speak, are inside of it, and who are to make it work. In the hands of the right 

men, any bill would produce the desired result .... " also explicitly supports the above idea - the 

decisive role of the teacher in curriculum implementation. When the statements of Adams are 

interpreted in the context of curriculum studies, it can be said that though the nature - its 

importance, objectivity, and the like - of a curriculum plays a crucial role on the success of the 

program, a curriculum which was, at first, considered as relevant and worthy may not achieve 

its objectives unless effective personnel (particularly teachers) are involved in the 

implementation process. 

Curriculum planners develop a curriculum on the assumption that, as Fullan and 

Pomfret (1977: 337) described, the curriculum would be implemented at the classroom level 

more or less as planned. That is, the actual outcomes would eventually correspond to platmed 

or intended ones. However, this assumption badl y requires effective teachers - among other 

things. The fi ndings of a study carried out by Hess and Buckholdt, as mentioned by Fullan and 

Pomfret (1977 : 349-350), also substantiate this view. In the study~ students in classes of 

effective teachers showed greater acquisition of objectives of their lessons; that is, students in 

classes of effective teachers attained l11atly of the objectives of their lessons better than students 

in classes of teachers who were not considered as effective. In other words, as Cull ingford 

(1995: 1) atld Medley (1979: 11) said, the effect of an educational program on the individual 
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learner depends to a considerable extent on who his teacher is. Cullingford (1995: 186) said 

further that "We know why some schools are more effective than others. It all depends on the 

teachers and how they perform together." One can, then, conclude that since students' learning 

is most often influenced, guided, and facilitated by teachers, the latter should be effective 

enough to obtain the desired result. 

As Davies (1981: 24); Borich (1988: 7); Good and Brophy (1987: 3); Nacino-Brown, 

Oke, and Brown (1989 : 7-8); Bellon, Bellon, and Blank (1992: 11) remarked, teachers 

effectiveness in curriculum implementation includes many characteristics. Among these 

characteristics, the major ones are: having a deep knowledge of the objectives and contents of 

the subjects teachers teach, developing positive attitudes toward the subjects and the students 

as well as using appropriate teachjng method, instructional materials, and evaluation techniques. 

Though the concept of teachers effectiveness in curriculum implementation sigmfies the above 

broad and major characteristics, and many other ones, due emphasis was given in this paper for 

instructors effectiveness in specifically defining and implementing the general objectives of the 

pedagogi~syllabus in TTls. 

When the implementation of the objectives of a course at the TTl level is considered, 

the role and responsibility of the instructor will be crucial and high because the instructor is 

intended to train the would-be teachers. In so doing, the instructor is supposed to equip the 

trainees with the necessary knowledge and skills on-and attitudes towards - teaching. To this 

effect, he/she, primarily, needs to have a clear understanding of the curricular objectives. In 

line with this, Brandt (1988), as cited in Bellon, Bellon, and Blank (1992: 55), remarked that 

teachers' personal preferences or differences in their conceptions about curriculum are major 

platming influences which in turn affect the implementation of the curriculum. Hence, 

misunderstanding the objectives and other main concepts of the curriculum, and/or fa ilure to 
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apply the knowledge teachers possess result fai lure in the attairunent of the objectives of the 

program. 

Instructors effectiveness in defining and implementing the objectives of a course begins 

from their planning because instructors planning, as Clark (1988) - mentioned in Bellon, 

Bellon, and Blank (Ibid.) - remarked, is the thread that links the curriculum and instruction. In 

other words, it is at the planning stage that instructors can formulate specific instructional 

objectives based on the general objectives of a course. In connection to this, Perrott (1986: 13) 

pointed out that instructors should formulate instructional objectives which state what the 

instructors expect the trainees to acquire as a result of their lesson, and should describe how the 

trainees will show what they have learned. 

It is also remarked by Gronl und and Linn (1990: 23) that defining the desired 

instructional objectives is the first step in good teaching and learning because properly stated 

instructional objectives serve as guides for both teaching and learning, communicate the intent 

of the instruction to others and provide guidelines for evaluating student learning. In 

formulating instructional objectives for lessons or units of a course, as Gronlund and Linn 

(1990: 43), and Mehrens and Lehmarul (1991: 43) stated, the instructors should make an effort 

to include all important outcomes of the course. That is, objectives in the area of 

understanding, thinking ski ll s, attitudes, and the like should be considered. 

In other words, while instructors are specifically defining instructional objectives, they should 

not only focus on knowledge outcomes (lower level objectives) but also deal with the 

development of intellectual abilities, and skills and desired attitudes (more of higher level 

objectives). 

However, writing specific, and behavioural instructional objectives is not an end by 

itself. The written objectives should also be put into practice in the classrooms. As Ryburn 
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and Forge (1969: 17), Deter1ine (1973: 2), and Perrott (1986: 14) said , the first step which 

instructors should follow in implementing their instructional objectives is to make their 

trainees aware of the intended objectives of their lessons at the beginning of each period. 

In other words, trainees should be told what is expected of them after completion of a 

certain learning activity. Particularly Deterline (1973: 3) mentioned that if trainees are told 

precisely what the objectives of their lessons are, in the form of descriptions of at least 

minimum performance requirements, and are given sample criterion questions, the entire 

learning task suddenly breaks through the murk of over abundant, disorganized information 

so that definable goals and directions for trainees' activity are clearly visible. 

Now, it is clear that one of the many aspects of teachers effectiveness in curriculum 

implementation is the teachers' ability in putting the general objectives of a course into 

practice in a classroom as it was intended. This aspect of teachers effectiveness encompasses 

the teachers' ability in preparing lesson plans which have specific and behavioral objectives; 

considering both lower and higher level objectives; formulating specific objectives which are 

relevant to the corresponding general objectives of the course; and making their students 

aware of the intended objectives of the lessons. Above all, their lessons should be directed 

towards the attainment of the objectives. That is, the teachers ' and students' instructional 

activities should correspond with the intended objectives. It was this need- the need to have 

effective teachers in defining and implementing the objectives of a curriculum- that has 

initiated the investigator to study about instructors effectiveness in specifically defining and 

implementing the general objectives of the pedagogics syllabus in TTIs. Here, the 

investigator began his work on the basic assumption that the objectives of the pedagogics 

syllabus are in line with the New Education and Training Policy. Of Course, it is believed 

that objectives of a course are derived from the broad statements of the Educational Policy 

of a country in which the course is intended to be offered. 
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1.2 STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 

Selection of instructors in Ethiopian TTIs is usually done on the basis of the 

qualification of the candidates. But, does this criterion alone assure that the candidates will be 

effective instructors ? For instance, Leithwood (1978), as cited in Fullan (1981: 313), made a 

research on a group of professional teachers in New York and found that the teachers are aware 

of the objectives of the curriculum and use the proposed materials at quite a high level, but that 

their use of teaching strategies and especially their use of designated assessment tools and 

procedures are quite low. This finding indicates that qualification is not a sufficient condition 

for being an effecti ve teacher. 

A couple of studies conducted in Ethiopia may also illustrate the issue. A study made 

by Hailu (1991: 132-135) on the assessment of teachers' performances in curriculum 

implementation in selected secondary schools of Illubabor showed that the teachers properly 

select, structure and reorganize the contents of the subject they teach. On the other hand, 

Hailu's study indicated that the teachers are not effective in the use of appropriate teaching 

techniques, instructional materials, and in assisting the students. Another study made by 

Getachew (1992: 88-92) on the evaluation ofteaching skills of pedagogical course instructors 

in TTI, which was limited on the instructors' skills in planning, structuring instructional process, 

initiating trainees participation, and reacting to trainees' responses, found more than fifty 

percent of instructors (in the sanlple of the study) who are ranked less adequate in view of the 

indicated skills. In addition, a study made by another Getachew (1994: 124-125) on an 

evaluation of the implementation of the lower primary schools Social Studies in North Shewa 

Administrative Zone indicated that a considerable number of teachers of Social Studies have 

no interest on the subject they are assigned to teach. Getachew's study also showed that the 
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Social Studies teachers do not use the instructional guide-lines set in the syllabus effectively 

in the classrooms. 

All of the above studies show the presence of a problem in some aspects of teachers 

effectiveness. But, no study was carried out on teachers effectiveness in defining and 

implementing the objectives of a curriculum as far as this investigator is concerned. 

Nevertheless, for the effective implementation of a curriculum and that of a course, as indicated 

earlier, it is imperative that teachers should write the objectives of their lesson in specific and 

behavioral terms. It is also necessary to translate these specifically defined objectives into 

practice in actual classrooms. Hence, the purpose of this study was to examine whether or not 

ITl instructors possess some of the essential characteristics of teachers effectiveness to put the 

objectives of the pedagogics syllabus into practice. More specifically, it focused on: 

investigating whether or not instructors prepare lesson plans which have 

specific and behavioral objectives; 

assessing the extent to which instructors aim at the attainment of lower and 

higher level objectives in their various lessons which are in harmony with the 

general objectives of the syllabus; 

investigating whether or not instructors make their trainees aware of the 

specific objectives of the lessons at the beginning of each period; and 

examining the extent to which instructors' and trainees' instructional activities 

match with the desired objectives of their lessons. 

To this end, the study attempted to answer the fo llowing basic questions: 

1. Do instructors prepare lesson plans always? 

2. Do the prepared lesson plans have specific and 

objectives? 

behavioral 
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3. Do instructors include higher level objectives in their various lessons? 

4. Are the specific objectives of the lessons in harmony with the general 

objectives of the pedagogics syllabus? 

5. Do instructors make their trainees aware of the intended objectives of 

the lessons at the beginning of each lesson? 

6. Do the major instructional activities of the instructors and their trainees 

correspond to the intended objectives of their lessons? 

1.3 SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY 

Instructors effectiveness is one of the major criteria for the success of TTl curriculum 

implementation. Thus, this study is important for the following reasons: 

I. By identifying some of the strengths and weaknesses of the instructors in 

implementing the objectives of the pedagogics syllabus, the study helps the 

instructors to improve their short-comings and to keep up with their strong 

points which in tum maximizes the degree ofthe implementation of the course. 

2. The study gives some hints for the officials who are involved in the recruitment 

of TTl instructors to select the instructors by considering their previous work 

efficiency or ability in implementing the objectives of an instruction in 

particular, and by using the different criteria of teachers effectiveness in general. 

3. Moreover, by sorting out the conunon weaknesses of most of the instructors, the 

findings of the study are expected to help concerned persOimel in the program 

of teacher education at College level to improve the program thereby producing 
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effective teachers who are equipped not only with knowledge of a subject matter 

but also with the necessary skills in planning in general, and in defining and 

implementing objectives of a course in particular. 

4. Finally, the findings of the study are expected to serve as reference for further 

broad and detailed investigations. 

1.4 DELIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY 

The study was concerned with the investigation of the major characteristics of 

instructors effectiveness in defining and implementing the objectives of the pedagogics syllabus 

rather than with the overall effect of all the factors in the teaching situation. In other words, the 

scope of the study was defined to exclude the assessment of instructors' attitudes toward 

teaching and their trainees. The study was not also concerned with the evaluation of the content 

aspect of the syllabus, the trainees' academic and social background, the physical facilities of 

the classrooms, and the investigation of other factors affecting instructors effectiveness. 

The study, generally, was delimited to deal with the instructors' ability in specifically 

defining and translating the general objectives of the pedagogics syllabus into practice in actual 

classrooms. This included the assessment of instructors' abilities in preparing lesson plans 

which have specific and behavioral objectives; formulating lower and higher level objectives 

which are in line with the general objectives of the syllabus; making the trainees aware of the 

intended objectives; and directing the instructional activities toward the attainment of the 

intended objectives. To make the study manageable, the analysis of the lesson objectives was 

limited on those lesson plans prepared from October to December ( three months) of the 

1995/96 academic year. 
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Moreover, pedagogics was purposely selected because it is a major course in TTl and 

it is intended to shape the trainees toward effective teachers- provided that the trainees have the 

basic knowledge of the subjects taught in primary schools. Pedagogics is also a new course for 

the trainees so that due emphasis should be given for it. 

1.5 LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY 

While the study was on progress, the investigator encountered some major problems. 

The first was lack of appropriate and up-to-date literatures, particularly research works, related 

to the study. Secondly, in the lesson plans, the instructional activities of instructors and 

trainees were not written in detail. This problem obliged the investigator to depend only on the 

instructors' and trainees' instructional activities of the actual classroom observation. If all the 

instructional activities were written in detail in the lesson plans, it was possible to see the 

correspondence of these instructional activities and the intended objectives in the three months 

duration. 

1.6 DEFINITION OF IMPORTANT TERMS 

1. General Objectives: 

2. Implementing Objectives: 

3. Instructors Effectiveness: 

intended or desirable outcomes of an instruction which 

have been stated in general or broad enough terms to 

include a set of specific learning outcomes. 

putting or translating the intended objectives into 

practice in the actual classrooms. 

It is a measure ofthe extent to which instructors realize 

their responsibilities, that is, the instructors' abilities in 



4. Specific Objectives: 

II 

performing their intended activities or duties (what is 

expected of them) successfully. 

intended or desirable outcomes of a lesson or a unit 

which have been stated in tenns of definite/specific/ and 

observable student performance, and written by using 

action verbs. 



CHAPTER TWO 

2. REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

2.1 TEACHER EFFECTIVENESS 

Teacher effectiveness is a broad concept and includes many elements. Due to its 

broadness, various scholars gave it different interpretations. For instance, Biddle (1964: 20) 

defined teacher effectiveness as "the ability of a teacher to produce agreed-upon educational 

effects in a given situation or context".The "agreed-upon educational effects" are educational 

outcomes which a teacher produces especially in students, school operations, and school 

community relationships (Gage and Ore1eans, 1952: 296). In this sense, a teacher is effective, 

for example, with respect to students in sofar as their behaviour is changed because of things 

the teacher does directly or indirectly (Ibid.). 

However, in any given situation, there are always many variables like students' learning 

behaviour and classroom environment that are out of the control of the teacher but which can 

affect the attaimnent of the "agreed-upon educational effects". Hence, it seems unfair to judge 

the effectiveness of a teacher by the educational outcomes he is intended to produce, for 

example, in students. 

Gage and Orleans (1952: 296-297) have also described teacher effectiveness as having 

a variety of patterns of behaviour. Nevertheless, these patterns of behaviour, as Davies (198 1: 

22) explained, are aimed at assessing whether or not a teacher is doing the right things. In other 

words, teacher effectiveness is a measure of the degree to which a teacher realizes hi s 

responsibilities. TillS defillltion of teacher effectiveness focuses on whether or not the teacher 

satisfactorily accomplishes his duties. But. this does not necessari ly imply that the teacher can 
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attain educational outcomes- the "agreed- upon educational effects". Here, the effectiveness 

of a teacher is judged by what he is doing. For instance, since an effective teacher is expected 

to be punctual, energetic and enthusiastic, and well prepared in all of his/her lessons (Farrant, 

1968:253-254), the teacher can be judged with respect to these perspectives and many others. 

As one of his many responsibilities, a teacher, to be truly effective, should be aware of 

the context of his work, especially the conditions that influence teaching and learning (Bellon, 

Bellon and Blank, 1992: 7). Hence, to be effective, a teacher should be sensitive to the needs 

of the learning task and to the needs of the students. The teacher, for instance, should have a 

deep knowledge of the subject he is teaching. He should also know the interest and prior 

learning experiences of hi s students. 

An effective teacher plans his instructional activities carefully thereby determining what 

has to be done in each instructional sessions. Moreover, an effective teacher uses appropriate 

instructional methods and materials for each stage of a lesson (Davies, 1981: 24). A teacher 

should also be well grounded in pedagogy so that he can make the most appropriate decisions 

about instructional organization and delivery. Farrant (1968: 395) summarized all the above 

points of teacher effectiveness by saying: "Teachers must possess the knowledge and skill of 

the scientist but apply their knowledge with the sensitiveness and feeling of the artist." Above 

all , dedication and skill on teaching is required on the part of an effective teacher. That is, a 

teacher should have a positive attitude towards teaching as well as towards his students to be 

effective. He should also have the proper training and experience required to teach the subj ect 

he is teaching. 

Borich (1988: 7- I I) has also enumerated five "key behaviours" which contribute for 

teacher effectiveness. These are clarity, variety, task orientation, engagement in the learning 

process, and moderate-to-high success rate. Clarity is concerned with how clear and 



14 

understandable a teacher's presentation is to the students. Variety deals with a teacher's ability 

to use different instructional methods and techniques as required. Task orientation refers to the 

extent to which a teacher is achievement oriented with respect to his/her students; that is, the 

degree to which he/she is directing the students toward the attainment of the objectives of the 

instruction. Engagement in the learning process applies to a teacher's ability to draw the 

attention of students toward the instruction. In other words, this "key behaviour" refers to the 

amount of effort a teacher exerts to increase the time students are actually engaged in learning 

a material. This seeks the teacher's prior knowledge of the abilities and interests of the students 

as well as his ability of motivating the students. The last one, moderate-to-high success rate, 

deals with a teacher's ability to produce students within partial and full understanding of a task; 

that is, the teacher's attempt to produce students with a moderate-to- high success rates in an 

instructional program. 

It is clear from the above presentation that the concept of teacher effectiveness 

encompasses many aspects, that are called "right things" by Davies (1981: 22), which the 

teacher is expected to do. It is, hence, on the bases of these "right things" and other similar 

ones- which will be discussed latter in this chapter- that the effectiveness of a teacher should 

be judged. 

Although it is not easy to measure human behaviour, different types of measurement 

techniques can be used for the assessment of teacher effectiveness. Among the techniques, 

ratings by various persons, direct observation of behaviour, and objective instruments are the 

major ones (Biddle, 1964: 21). There are ratings filled by students, teachers, parents, 

supervisors, researchers, or others which are aimed at the assessment of the effectiveness of a 

teacher. Rating forms can be presented to the rater in the form of a questionnaire- to be filled 

by using his prior knowledge about the teacher, or by using a direct classroom observation. 
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While employing an observation technique, an investigator can use a variety of categorical 

checklists and electronic recordings of behaviour like sound-tape recordings of classroom 

interaction. Objective instruments also include the use of achievement tests, ability inventories, 

questiormaires, and interviews (Ibid.: 21 - 25). 

2.2 GENERAL AND SPECIFIC OBJECTIVES 

In education, objectives are "statements which indicate the kinds of behaviour a society 

wishes its youth to acquire through schooling .. . " (Abebe, 1974: 26). In other words, 

educational objectives are what it is expected students will learn as a result of instruction; that 

is, what students are hoped to accomplish after a certain instructional program. With this 

notion, objectives can range from the very general to the very specific results of learning. 

2.2.1 General Objectives: They are broad statements that describe what a 

student will be able to do after a given learning process has been successfully completed. 

General objectives are intended outcomes of instruction which are usually written in broad 

enough terms so that they can encompass other more specific learning outcomes (Salia-Bao, 

1989: 26; and Gronlund and Linn, 1990: 24). These broad statements of learning results are 

stated by using the general terms such as: know, understand, comprehend, appreciate, and so 

on (Payne, 1968: 12; and Nacino-Brown, Oke, and Brown, 1989: 143). 

General objectives are mainly applied to a specific course and formulated on a semester 

or annual basis (Borich, 1988 : 51). They can be also applied to a unit of a course (Clark and 

Starr, 1986: 54-55). Since general objectives are set to indicate the intended broad concepts, 

ski lls, attitudes, appreciations, and the like that wi ll be attained by a student in an instructional 
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process, they are excellent sources for the daily lessons' objectives (Perrott, 1986: 13; and 

Nacino-Brown, Oke, and Brown, 1989: 143). It is when the general objectives of a course are 

broken down into more specific outcomes that lesson objectives can be found. This indicates 

the importance of general objectives, which are at a unit and/or course level, to formulate 

specific outcomes of a lesson. In support of this argument, Callahan and Clark (1988: 38) have 

concluded that general objectives are bases for specifying objectives at a lesson level. 

General objectives of a course are also useful for connecting the curriculum and the 

daily lessons of the course. This statement is derived from the assertion that course objectives 

are part of a larger set of curricular objectives. For instance, since the objectives of the ninth 

grade mathematics are necessarily expected to be part of the broader objectives of mathematics 

of the high school curricul um, the specific learning outcomes of each lesson of the ninth grade 

mathematics- which are derived from the general objectives of this subject in the specified 

grade level- will be directly interlinked with their corresponding curricular objectives. This 

relationship, in tum, helps the teacher know what to expect from his students when they enter 

a class at the beginning of each successive grade levels. 

2.2.2. Specific Objectives: They are precise statements that describe what a 

student wi ll be able to do at the end of a certain instructional process. They are intended 

outcomes of instruction which have been stated in terms of specific and observable student 

performance (Gagne~ Briggs, and Wager, 1988: 121). 

The main difference between general and specific objectives lies on tlle verbs which are 

used to express the statements. As mentioned above, general objectives are often stated by 

using general terms such as: know, understand, appreciate, and the li ke. These verbs are vague 

and subject to many interpretations. Moreover, the verbs do not show observable or measurable 
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students perfonnance. For instance, if we say: "The student will know a mathematics 

principle" , this general objective does not indicate how the student is to demonstrate the 

suggested"knowledge" - the learning of the mathematical principle. That is, one cannot 

observe directly how well the student has achieved the objective. But the action verbs which 

are used to express specific objectives such as tell, wTite. solve, discriminate, use, and so on 

indicate the intended tenninal behaviour of the students. For instance, in the specific objective: 

"The student will use the mathematical relation called transitivity" , it is easy to observe a 

student while he is using the transitivity relation in a given mathematical problem. 

Hence, the aforementioned action verbs that constitute specific objectives help to observe and 

measure directly how well the student has achieved the objectives. 

2.2.2 .1 Writing Specific Behavioral Objectives: Tyler (1949 : 46-47), one of the 

prominent educators who made significant studies on educational objectives, wrote that "The 

most useful fonn for stating objectives is to express them intenns which identi fy both the kind 

of behaviour to be deve loped in the student and the content or area of life in which this 

behaviour is to operate." This is to mean that objectives should clarify what do the students are 

expected to perform (the behaviour) after they accomplished a certain instructional task (the 

content or area oflife). 

Tyler (1949: 45), Taba (1962: 200), and Abebe (1973: 66-67) strongly argue that if 

objectives are expressed only in tenns of content coverage, then it is difficult to detennine 

whether this content is intended to be recalled, thought about, or demonstrated by the student. 

That is, it does not clearly show the kind of student's behaviour to be developed by means of 

thi s content. This type of objective also gives the teacher li tt le base for measuring students' 

performance. 
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On the other hand, Tyler (1949: 46), Taba (1962: 201), and Abebe (1992: 192) 

described that if objectives are written only in terms of the behaviour which the student is 

expected to demonstrate, then this objective, " ... too , must be considered incomplete because 

it has not suggested the kind of content in which this behaviour is to operate" (Abebe,. 

Ibid.). Hence, as to the above educators, while writing objectives, one should include the 

behaviour and the content in which the student is intended to show the performance. 

When we see the actual practice of Ethiopia in the above context, a study made by 

Abebe (1986: 50) shows that: 

... all the objectives of Amharic (100%) at both levels of schooling 
(Primary and Secondary), and (66.7%) of the mathematics objectives 
at the primary school level are expressed in terms of content only 
without suggesting what kinds of behaviour must be cultivated as 
a result of learning the contents of Amharic and mathematics. 
Therefore there is a need for clearly determining why students are 
learning the contents. 

As it is shown in the above study, since all of the objectives of Amharic at primary 

and secondary school levels and most of the objectives of mathematics at the primary school 

level are written in terms of content coverage alone, the respective subject teachers will face 

a major problem of measuring the students' performance. This statement is evident because 

of the fact that the given objectives do not clarify what the students are going to do with the 

indicated contents. 

Moreover, Abebe's study indicates that: 

... most of the objectives in three secondary school subjects: 
English (85.7%), History (60%), and Physics (81.3%) and in two 
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Elementary school subjects: English (60%) and Elementary Science 
(66.6%) are formulated in terms of behaviour only; thereby 
making them inadequate because they have not suggested the kind of 
contents in which the sets of behaviour are to operate (Ibid.) . 

Here, again, since most of the objectives of the aforementioned subjects (in the study) 

are stated in terms of behaviour alone, the respective subject teachers will face a problem in 

determining the contents in which the students are expected to demonstrate the indicated 

behaviour. The study also shows that: " --- the objectives in three secondary school subjects: 

Geography (100%), Biology (61.7%), and Chemistry (59%), and only in one elementary school 

subject: Social Studies (100%) are stated in the correct form" (Abebe, 1986: 51); that is, 

containing both content and behaviour. 

A more elaborated way of writing specific behavioral objectives is also proposed by 

many educators (e.g. , Arends, 1991: 56; Borich, 1988: 84 - 89; Callahan and Clark, 1988: 41 ; 

Clark and Starr, 1986: 143 - 144; Kibler and Others, 1981: 52; Mager, 1984: 23; Nacino -

Brown, Oke and Brown, 1989: 144 - 145; Payne, 1968: 23 - 24; and Shepherd and Ragan, 1982: 

136). These scholars explained that writing specific objectives in behavioral terms should also 

include: 

(i) describing the important conditions under which the performance is to occur, 

that is the conditions under which the behaviour will be performed. These 

conditions may encompass certain information about the instructional materials 

that the stndents should or should not use; restrictions oftime and place; and the 

like. For instance, in the specific objective: "Given the letters of the English 

Alphabet, the stndent will be able to differentiate the vowels from consonants", 

the phrase 'Given the letters of the English Alphabet' is the available 
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information (or condition) under which the student is expected to perform the 

indicated behaviour; and 

(ii) specifying the standard of performance expected; that is, determining the 

criterion of acceptable performance by describing how well the student should 

perform in order to be considered acceptable. The criterion, which is the 

characteristic of the performance, can be expressed in the form of an acceptable 

minimum number as: at least three reasons; per cent or proportion as: with 95 

per cent accuracy or in three of four cases; and so on. For example, in the 

specific objective: "Given the letters of the English Alphabet, the student will 

be able to differentiate the vowels from consonants with 100 per cent accuracy" , 

the phrase 'with 100 per cent accuracy' shows the acceptable standard of 

performance expected of the student. The objective in the last example is a 

specific behavioral objective which fulfils both criteria of writing specific 

behavioral objectives; that is, behaviour and content, condition, and standard of 

performance. 

2.2.2.2. The Importance of Writing Objectives in Specific Behavioral Terms: 

In a research made by Clayman (1980: 36) on the importance and attainment of objectives of 

"a link course" in the secondary school students of Australia, the study demonstrated the need 

for clearly stating objectives. As to thi s study, if objectives are broadly stated, their importance 

will be obscured and their attainment will be in question. Here, the study concluded that 

writing objectives in specific behavioral terms is a precondition for their attainment. 

One of the major reasons for greater specificity of behavioral obj ectives is to have an 

accurate information about the particular type of learning outcomes that are desired (Gagne', 
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Briggs, and Wager, 1988: 123). That is, specific behavioral objectives communicate the 

teacher's instructional intention better than general objectives by describing the students' 

intended performance clearly enough thereby preventing misinterpretation. This, in turn, helps 

the teacher in measuring student attainments of the specified objectives. In other words, 

specifically defined behavioral objectives determine the teacher's particular means of 

assessment- the assessment technique used to check whether the expected outcomes are 

achieved or not. 

The research findings which were made by Block (1971); Block and Anderson (1975); 

and Duchastel and Merill (1973) as cited by Kibler and others (1981: 7) have also supported 

the view that "Students are more likely to achieve clearly stated objectives than ambiguous 

ones. " Mager (1984: 6) and Popham (1981 : 18 - 19) are also in favour of this finding. 

Moreover, a recent research finding made by Serafin (1990: 16) has shown that more explicit 

objectives represent greater amount of information that can be better processed in the learning 

situation. Again, this finding indicated that the changes introduced to a course syllabus from 

general to specific objectives did affect the final grade performance of students positively. That 

is, students who were taught on the basis of certain specific objectives of a course improved 

their grade results when compared with students who were taught on the basis of the general 

objectives of the same course. 

Clearly defined behavioral objectives have also an important role in gui~in.$.-tea'Cl1er's 

activ ities in the classroom (Tyler, 1949: 44; Popham, 1981: 25; Kibler and Others, 1981: 4; 

Nacino-Brown, Oke, and Brown, 1989: 145; and Callahan and Clark, 1988: 32). They are the 

basis for the selection and designing of instructional materials and teaching strategies (Tyler, 

1949: I; and Mager, 1984: 5). Specific behavioral objectives, then, give clear direction for 

teaching, and prevent U1mecessary wastage of time in the classroom. Supporting the above 



22 

statements, Bellon, Bellon, and Blank (1992: 54) have said that "When the objectives are not 

clear or have not been made explicit, it is very difficult for teachers to make decisions about the 

most appropriate classroom activities." Therefore, general or vague objectives at the classroom 

level do not help the teacher to lead his instructional activities properly because they do not tell 

the precise intended behaviour to be performed. 

It was also because of the presence of too general objectives in the English textbooks 

of Jordan that the textbooks were blamed and considered as the cause for the failure of English 

instruction (Zughoul, 1986: 19). After a conference on compulsory education in Amann, a 

proposal is offered for the new text series which states that the textbooks should be constructed 

according to the form of specific behavioural objectives. This actual experience of Jordan 

indicates the failure of general objectives to meet specific instructional activities. That is why 

it is believed by many educators (example: Borich, 1988: 85; Bellon, Bellon, and Blank, 1992: 

54; Kibler and others, 1981: 4; Mager, 1984: 5-6; Nacino-Brown, Oke, and Brown, 1989: 145; 

and Popham, 1981 : 25) that specific behavioural objectives are more helpful than general 

objectives in directing detailed classroom instructional activities. 

Abebe's study on the specificity and generality of the objectives of the Ethiopian 

primary and secondary school subjects also indicates that: 

The objectives of five secondary school subjects,out of the eight, and 
of three elementary school subjects, out of the five, are formulated at 
a level of high generality and broadness. These subjects include 
Amharic (80%), English (71.4%), History(80%), Mathematics (100%) 
and Physics (87.5%) at the secondary school level; and English (60%), 
Mathematics (100%), and Elementary Science (83.3%) at the primary 
school level (Abebe, 1986: 54 - 55). 

The above findings show that since most of the objectives of the aforementioned eight 

subjects are too general to give clear direction for teaching, improvement should be made on 
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these objectives so that a better attainment of the objectives will be possible. Moreover, this 

study shows that: 

The objectives of three secondary school subjects: 
Geography(87.1 %), Chemistry (68.2%), and Biology (52.4%), 
and two elementary school subjects: Amharic (62.5%) and 
SocialStudies (85%) are expressed with clarity but not a high 
degree of specificity or broadness. Elementary English is the 
only subject whose objectives (40%) are stated at a rather high 
degree of precision and measurability (Ibid.: 55). 

It is the objectives of the aforesaid (in the last paragraph) subjects- those objectives 

which are stated with clarity but not with high generality- that are helpful for classroom 

instruction. However, there are also some educators like Stenhouse (1991: 72); Atkin (1969) 

as cited by Stenhouse (Ibid.); and Eisner (1967) as cited by Kibler and others (1981: 7) who 

are disappointed with writing behavioural objectives in specific terms. Their major objection 

is that the important results of learning will be ignored while trying to express the learning 

in specific behavioral objectives because "trivial learning behaviors" are the easiest to attain. 

But the educators such as Popham (1981: 10) who are in favour of defining behavioral 

objectives in specific terms gave a counter response for the above objection by saying: " ... 

explicit objectives make it (learning) far easier for educators to attend to important 

instructional outcomes than ignoring them." Popham (Ibid.) has also remarked that an 

important learning outcome which seems difficult to attain at the classroom level will be .. 

much easier when it is interpreted and described in many very specific behavioral objectives. 

Hence, as to Popham (Ibid.) and his supporters, it is the weakness of some teachers that they 

focus on trivial learning outcomes but this is not the inherent limitation of specific 

behavioral objectives. Generally, as to the investigator, the aforementioned merits of 

specifically defined objectives surpass their limitations. 
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2.3 CLASSIFICATION OF BEHAVIORAL OBJECTIVES 

Different educators developed their own ways of classification of behavioral objectives 

in various categories from the least to the most complex levels of learning outcomes. Among 

these educators, the prominent ones are Benjamin S. Bloom and David R. Krathwohl. In their 

book: "Taxonomy of Educational Objectives, The classification of Educational Goals, 

Handbook II : Affective Domain", Krathwohl , Bloom, and Masia (1964: 6-7) categorized 

objectives into three major domains ; namely, "cognitive, affective, and psychomotor." 

The cognitive objectives range from simple recognition and recall of information to 

highly creative way of synthesizing new ideas and judging the worth of a material. Thus, this 

domain encompasses six categories which are an'anged in order from simple to complex. The 

categories are: knowledge- the recognition and recall of a material ; comprehension- the 

understanding of the meaning of the material; application- the ability to use the material; 

analysis- the ability to break down the material into its component parts and examine their 

relationships; synthesis-the abi lity to put the parts together to form new ideas; and evaluation­

the ability to judge the worth of an idea. Each category in this domain is again classified into 

other subcategories (Ibid.). 

The affective objectives range from the lowest level of simply being aware of an 

affective stimulus to the highest level of acceptance of the affective stimulus and incorporating 

it into one's personality as part of one's pattern of behaviour. This domain also encompasses 

five categories which are arranged in order from the simple to complex effort required to 

assimilate the affective behaviour. The categories are: receiving or attention- awareness of an 

affective stimulus and the beginning of favourable feelings toward it; responding-having an 

interest in the stimulus and viewing it favourab ly; valuing- tentative belief in the value of the 
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affective stimulus becomes commitment to it; organization- organization of values into a 

system of dominant and supporting values; and characterization by a value or value complex­

determination of one's beliefs and character or philosophy of life. Here, again, each category 

is subdivided into other subcategories (Ibid.) . 

The psychomotor objectives focus on muscular or motor skill , some manipulation of 

materials, or actionSwhich require a neuromuscular coordination; and they range simply from 

unskilful to most skilful. In this domain, several persons have constructed different categories. 

Among them is the fo llowing hierarchy developed by lS.Simpson in 1972: perception­

becoming aware of objects, qualities or relations by way of the sense organs; set- a preparatory 

adjustment of readiness for a particular kind of action or experience; guided response- the ovett 

behavioral act of an individual under the guidance of the instructor; mechanism-achieving a 

certain confidence and degree of proficiency in the performance of an act; complex overt 

response- carrying out a complex motor act smoothly and efficiently; that is, with minimum 

expenditure of time and energy; adaptation- altering motor activities to meet the demands of 

new problematic situations requiring a physical response; and origination- creating new motor 

act or ways of manipulating materials out of previously developed abilities and skills. Like the 

above two domains, each category of the psychomotor domain is also classified into other 

subcategories (Simpson, 198 1: 103- 109). 

In their classification of objectives, Bloom, Krathwohl, and Masia (1964: 6-7); and 

Simpson (198 1: 104) put knowledge, receiving, and perception as the lowest levels of the 

cognitive, affective, and psychomotor domains respectively. This implies that knowledge 

requires a lower mental effort or a lower energy of intellectual skill when compared with the 

rest categories of the cognitive domain; receiving seeks a lower energy fee lings and attitudes 

than the other categories of the affective domain; and perception requires a lower skill of 
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sensory and muscular coordination than the rest categories of the psychomotor domain 

(Shephered and Ragan, 1982: 139-140). 

The highest levels of the cognitive, affective, and psychomotor domains, in this 

classification, are evaluation, characterization by a value or value complex, and origination 

respectively. Thus, evaluation requires a higher mental effort or a higher energy of intellectual 

skill than the rest categories of the cognitive domain; characterization by a value or value 

complex needs a higher energy feelings and attitudes than the other categories of the affective 

domain; and origination seeks a higher skill of neuromuscular coordination than the other 

·He 
categories o~sychomotor domain (Ibid.). In general , the classification of the categories within 

each domain is made in hierarchical order- from simple to complex. But this does not mean 

that the lower levels such as knowledge and comprehension are not as important as the more 

complex levels snch as synthesis and evaluation in the cognitive domain (Arends; 1991 :48). 

This is also trae in the other two domains. 

Another classification of objectives is also made by Gagne', Briggs, and Wager (1988: 

43-48). Here, five "principal categories of learning outcomes" are proposed. They are: 

intellectual skills- which enable a person to deal with the environment symbolically; cognitive 

strategies- they are skills of self management governing the process of attending, learning and 

thinking; verbal information- or knowledge which ranges from knowledge of individual facts 

to comprehension of complex concepts; motor skills- a kind of capability to be learned, like 

printing a letter; and attitudes- positive or negative reactions toward a person, thing or situation. 

There is, in fact, a clear interrelation between the classifications of Krathwohl, Bloom, 

and Masia (1964: 6-7); and Gagne' , Briggs, and Wager (1988: 43-48). For instance, the 

cognitive domain has a direct relation with intellectual skills and verbal information; the 

affective with attitudes; and the psychomotor with motor skills. Moreover, the behaviours 
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listed in one domain are not mutually exclusive of the behaviours listed in other domains of the 

former classification (Krathwohl, Bloom, and Masia, 1964: 45-62; and Borich, 1988: 92). 

Similarly, the behaviours that are expected to be performed in one of the "principal categories 

of learning outcomes" are not mutually exclusive of the behaviours which are anticipated to be 

observed in the other "principal categories of learning outcomes" of the latter classification. 

In support of the above idea- particularly on the interrelation between the cognitive, 

affective, and psychomotor domains- a study made by Hurst (1980: 107) indicated that 

"eognitive skills and attitudes were integrally related and built on each other, leading to mastery 

of the terminal goal." For example, putting parts together to form an idea or a material; that is, 

synthesis requires some sort of interest or positive belief on the material; that is, responding or 

valuing. Similarly, it is difficult for an individual to reach at the level of origination- the 

invention or modification of techniques to manipulate a material, the highest level of the 

psychomotor domain- without having the necessary knowledge required to operate the material 

(cognitive) as well as a favourable feeling or interest and a positive belief on the value of the 

material (affective). 

In addition, as Krathwohl, Bloom, and Masia (1964: 9-10) and Nacino-Brown, Oke, and 

Brown (1989: 146-147) remarked, each succeeding categories of the three domains includes the 

behaviours of previous categories as prerequisites. That is, the higher levels develop out of the 

lower levels, and elements of the lower levels behaviour continue to persist at the higher levels. 

For instance, understanding the meaning of a material (comprehension) requires the recognition 

and recall of the material (knowledge); and a belief in the value of an affective stimulus 

(valuing) requires an awareness of the affective stimulus and the beginning of favourable 

feelings toward it (receiving) as well as taking an interest in the stimulus and viewing it 

favourably (responding) as prerequisites. Likewise, an overt behavioral act of an individual on 
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a given material seeking the use of motor ski ll s under the guidance of an instructor (guided 

response) requires the individual's readiness to perform the activity (set) and awareness of the 

nature of the material by using his sense organs (perception) as prerequisites. It is precisely 

because of this fact that Clark and Starr (J 986:60) have remarked: "Before one can judge 

something one must know it; before one can create a value system one must have values; before 

one can play Beethoven ... one must learn to play the scales." That is, evaluation, organization, 

and complex overt response require knowledge, valuing, and guided response as prerequisites 

respectively. 

The taxonomies help the classroom teacher in that they show the different levels to 

which instruction should aim (Callahan and Clark, 1988: 51). They also permit exact inferences 

about the kinds of behaviours expected of students thereby making evaluation precise and clear 

(Krathwohl, Bloom, and Masia, 1964: 5). Moreover, the taxonomies serve as a guide in 

determining the "appropriate level of behaviour associated with a desired learning outcome and 

the extent to which objectives for a unit of instruction reflect various levels of behaviour" 

(Kibler and Others, 1981 : 55). This, in turn, helps the teacher not to overemphasize on limited 

types of behaviours- usually lower level behaviours- while formulating behavioral objectives . 

In spite of the above advantages of the taxonomies, teachers usually face a problem to 

determine the specific level of behaviour in which an objective belongs (Payne, 1968: 18). That 

is, because of the difficulty of making discrete classifications ofthe complex human behaviour, 

there is a possibility for a behavioral objective to be classified into more than one category. A 

good illustration is given by Kibler and others (1981 : 83) which clearly describes the issue at 

hand. These scholars pointed out that if we take an example of a behavioral objective: " ... be 

able to present an original five-minute speech in front of the class without exhibiting stage 

fright" , it includes the three different types oflearning outcomes. That is, psychomotor skills 
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are involved in meaningful sound production, while certain attitudes about speaking before 

others are also implied (which is an affective domain). In addition, comprehending and 

repeating information contained in the speech suggests the inclusion of relevant cognitive 

behaviours (Ibid.). However, teachers should not give up trying to use the taxonomy because 

its advantages surpass the difficulty of using it. 

2.4 IMPLEMENTING OBJECTIVES 

Implementation is the putting into practice of a program. When it is especially seen in 

a curricul urn perspective, implementation is a complex phenomenon which can be affected by 

many factors. Among these factors, the complexity of the curriculum itself, the climate of the 

school, the students' characteristics as well as financial and material resources of the school are 

the major ones- as mentioned by Husen and Postlethwaite (1985: 1210 - 1212). Above all, 

curriculum implementation requires teacher's awareness and proper use of the "major 

dimensions of implementation"; that is, the objectives, contents, instructional materials, 

teaching strategies, and assessment tools and procedures (Leithwood, 1978-as cited by Fullan, 

1981 :3 12). 

Though all of the above "dimensions of implementation"- in a curriculum context- are 

intelTelated with each other, implementing objectives is one of these major dimensions. And, 

this is mainly the duty of the classroom teacher. Then, in the process of implementing 

objectives, the teacher begins his activities from proper planning. 

2.4 .1 . Lesson Planning: planning is a teacher's activity of what and how his 

students should learn. Deciding what to teach implies selecting objectives and contents; and 
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deciding how to teach involves the selection of appropriate methods and instructional materials. 

A teacher is mainly supposed to plan for a unit and a lesson. Planning in general, and 

lesson planning in particular, helps attain the intended objectives of an instruction. Concerning 

this, Callahan and Clark (1988: 20) put that "like a good map, a good plan facilitates one's 

reaching one's goal with more confidence and with fewer wrong turns." These educators 

remarked the difficulty of alTiving at success in attaining instructional objectives without a well 

developed plan. Supporting the above educators' conception, Davies (1981: 79) and Azeb 

(1984: 71) have also remarked that a teacher who plans his lessons ahead of an instruction feels 

confidence while he is teaching. 

If a teacher enters a class with only a vague idea of what and how he is going to conduct 

a lesson, he wi ll probably leave it having caused a certain amount of confusion among the 

students (Nacino-Brown, Oke, and Brown, 1989: 10). Clark and Starr (1986: 174) have also 

said that" ... teachers are best served by carefully thought out, written lesson plans." Since the 

effectiveness of a unit, a course or a curriculum is based on the success of lessons, the daily 

lesson plan is a key element in successful teaching. Planning a lesson helps teachers master 

the material to be taught and the methods to be used while teaching. Moreover, if a teacher 

plans ahead of an instruction, teaching and learning will be meaningful, interesting, and 

purposeful. Logically presented lessons are usually the results of careful planning. 

In addition to creating a good atmosphere of learning, planning a lesson minimizes the 

students' disturbances in a classroom. That is, students' disciplinary problem in the classroom 

wi ll be limited if adequate plarming is made which clearly specifies the students' learning 

activities. Actual classroom observations made by Bellon, Bellon, and Blank (1992: 74) have 

also proved the li veliness of a properly planned instruction. These educators observed a 

mathematics teacher who has had a lesson plan with carefully structtued instructional activities, 
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and noticed that all the students arrived on time; the students were almost doing their class 

activities with very few disruptions; their classroom interaction was very high that showed high 

level of interest in the instruction; and the teacher's activities were properly sequenced and 

performed which in tum have attracted the attention of nearly all of the students. On the same 

day, in the same school, Bellon, Bellon, and Blank (Ibid.) also observed a science teacher who 

did not have plans for her lessons. Their observation as well as the teacher's response for their 

interview about her students' interest in attending her lessons indicated that "many of the 

students would be late to class, not have their textbooks with them, and would not participate 

very much in the class discussion" (Ibid.: 73). 

The above classroom observations indicate the usefulness of a well prepared lesson 

plan in attracting students' attention toward the lesson thereby facilitating the smooth ongoing 

of the instructional process. Studies carried out by Arends (1991: 56) have also proved the 

positive consequences of planning a lesson in enhancing students motivation, helping focus 

student learning, and decreasing classroom management problems. Moreover, through careful 

plalming, teachers Call minimize wastage of time (Davies, 1981: 79; and Azeb, 1984: 71). In 

other words, if teachers plall their day-to-day lessons carefully; that is, if they decide the type 

and determine the sequence oflearning activities to be performed in a classroom ahead of the 

instruction, students will have adequate time to be engaged in the appropriate learning activities 

without too much time left over, and hence, instructional time wi ll not be wasted in routine 

matters. 

As Arends (1991: 37); Bellon, Bellon, and Blank (1992: 31); and Davies (1981: 79) 

pointed out lesson plalming helps teachers guide their classroom activities alld enable them 

manage a wide range of activities so that instructional objectives can be attained successfully. 

In addition, if teachers plan their lessons in advance, the plan will provide direction and 
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guidance for substitute teachers. Hence, teachers are supposed to have lesson plans available 

if unexpected happenings occur that need someone else to cover their lessons (Bellon, Bellon, 

and Blank, 1992: 33). 

The type of lesson plan fo rmat a teacher uses does not have a significant effect on the 

instruction. But, as Arends (1991 : 56); Davies (1 981: 81-82); Nacino-Brown, Oke, and Brown 

(1989: 135); and Perrott (1986: 17) said, a good lesson plan should include these basic 

elements: specific behavioral objectives- what is to be accomplished in the lesson; an 

appropriate sequence of topics or key points of the lesson; a sequence of learning activities 

designed to attain the objectives- how is to be done; the allocated time for each major activities; 

the instructional materials; and a means of evaluating student learning. 

The primary task associated with lesson plaJming, hence, starts with the formulation of 

specific behavioral objectives (Nacino-Brown, Oke, and Brown, 1989: 135; and Sullivan, 1973: 

49). According to Kibler and others (1981 : 7) research findings support the use of specific 

behavioral objectives to enhance learning. An inability to specify behavioral objectives of an 

instruction while planning a lesson leads to the absence of a consistent structure for teaching 

and thi s in turn results in undesirable learning (Arends, 1991: 56; and Borich, 1988: 83). 

Objectives in a lesson plan should be specifically defined in such a way that they will 

be indicators of what facts, concepts, skills, aJ1Cl/or attitudes the teacher hopes the students will 

learn in the lesson. Each behavioral objective should also encompass one and only one 

learning outcome (Mehrens aJ1d Lelm1aJU1, 1991 : 42-44, and Gronlund and Lim1, 1990: 43-44). 

For instance, an objective like: "The student will tell and write the causes of the 1974 Ethiopian 

Revolution." is not recommended because it encompasses more than one learning outcome and 

is likely to lead to inconsistent measw'ement (Payne, 1968 : 23). This objective, hence should 

be rewritten into two specific behavioral objectives. 
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While formulating specific behavioral objectives of a lesson, the teacher should refer 

to the unit and annual plans. This helps him to make his lesson objectives in line with the 

objectives of the unit and the course. Bellon, Bellon, and Blank (1992: 46), who made 

intensive and various studies on teaching, found in their research that "Daily, weekly, and unit 

plans should be carefully integrated with year-long plans." This finding explicitly shows the 

care that teachers should take in planning a lesson in accordance with the weekly (if any), unit 

and annual plans. These educators remarked the impossibility of attaining unit and course 

objectives unless each specific behavioral objective of the day-to-day lessons is ingredient of 

the objectives of unit and annual plans. Moreover, the above educators pointed out the 

difficulty of using the maximum possible instructional time and other resources if lesson 

plarrning does not take into account what should be learned over the course of a semester or an 

academic year. 

Many educators (example: Salia-Bao, 1989: 26; Gronlund and Linn, 1990: 43; Mehrens 

and Lehmarrn, 1991 : 42-44; and Smith, Krouse, and Atkinson, 1964: 400) agree on the above 

concept. That is, specific behavioral objectives oflessons should be directly and appropriately 

related to the general objectives of the corresponding units and course. In other words, each 

specific behavioral objective should be relevant for and contribute to the attainment of the 

respective general objectives of the unit and course. This will be possible, as Callahan and 

Clark (1988: 37-38) mentioned, if formulation of objectives starts at the course level and 

continues downwards to the unit and lastly to the lesson levels. If this way of formulation of 

objectives is well done, then the specific behavioral objectives of the lessons will contribute 

directly to the general objectives of the unit, and the unit objectives will contribute directly to 

the more general objectives of the course. 
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Rosenshine (1983), as cited in Bellon, Bellon, and Blank (1992 : 62-63) has also 

explained that if specific objectives of lesson plans are derived from, or at least consistent 

with the course objectives, students will be engaged in the appropriate instructional activities 

of the course. Moreover, when the general objectives of a course serve as the frame of 

reference for unit and lesson plans, teachers wi ll have opportunities to evaluate the relevance 

of the course as well as how well the course meets the needs of the students. 

On the other hand, even when course guides contain helpful info rmation, experiences 

and direct classroom observations of Bellon, Bellon, and Blank (Ibid.: 44) showed that some 

teachers do not use these guides. Because teachers may not have been participated in the 

development of the guides, they do not feel committed to using them . They may not also 

have the background information required to use the guides. Moreover, most teachers think 

that" .. . the textbook is really the curriculum (or the syllabus) so their plans are based on 

getting through the material in the book" (Ibid .: 53) . Consequently, teachers usually use 

students ' text or teacher' s guide to prepare lesson plans thereby formulating lesson objectives 

based on the instructional activities proposed in the students' text or teacher' s guide. The 

teachers, hence, first decide the instructional activities to be perfo rmed in the classroom, and 

then let their lesson objectives to be determined by these activities. Yinger (1980), as cited 
• : ,."':~' •. x- -. 

by Arends (1991: I I I), also observed from his research that instructional activities which 

are outlined in textbooks are the bases for teachers' planning. This type of planning process, 

however, makes difficult to achieve the intended objectives of the course. The major reason 

for this assertion is that since instructional activities are the means to attain the ends (the 

objectives), it is the ends that should determine the means, but not the converse. 

Lesson plmming should also aim for an appropriate balance of lower and higher level 

objectives (Nacino-Brown, Oke, and Brown, 1989: 147). This is to mean, in formulating 
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specific behavioral objectives of a lesson, the teacher should not only consider lower level 

objectives such as knowledge and comprehension but also higher level objectives such as 

synthesis and evaluation of the cognitive domain. The teacher should also include specific 

behavioral objectives at the different levels of the affective and the psychomotor domains 

whenever pertinent. In other words, it is necessary to formulate an affective and/or a 

psychomotor behavioral objective in a lesson when the attainment of the corresponding general 

objective of a unit or a course needs it. The main point here is to write and achieve specific 

behavioral objectives that describe the general objective they represent. 

Callahan and Clark (1 988: 54-55); Clark and Starr (1 986: 58), and Payne (1968 : 20-21) 

have in fact mentioned the difficu lty of writing as well as attaining affective behavioral 

objectives. Nevertheless, these educators have also remarked that teachers should not give up 

trying. To minimize this problem, Callahan and Clark (1988 : 56-57) proposed different action 

verbs that can be used to write specific behavioral objectives in all the levels of the domains. 

These action verbs, then" help the teacher write the specifi c behavioral objectives of his lessons 

by including lower and higher level objectives of the three domains as required. 

Arends (1991 : 46); Borich (1988: 90-91); Furst (1981: 450-451); and Rosenshine (1983) 

as cited in Bellon, Bellon, and Blank (1992: 57) have also preferred the Bloom's and Krathwo l's 

classifications of educational objectives to be used as a guide in formulating specific behavioral 

objectives at the different levels of the domains so that education will be worthwhile. Hence, 

to make teaching most effective and to encourage optimal students learning, specific behavioral 

objectives of the different lessons ofa course should include objectives in the higher levels of 

the three domains as well as in the lower ones. 
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2.4.2. Students' Awareness of Specific Behavioral Objectives: After a teacher plans his 

lesson carefully thereby determining what and how his students should accomplish, the next 

step is info rming the students of the specific behavioral objectives; that is, communicating the 

lesson objectives to students. If students understand what they are supposed to do, they will 

pay more attention and learn more easily (Bellon, Bellon, and Blank, 1992: 64; Broich, 1988: 

123-124; Gagne', Briggs, and Wager, 1988: 183; Perrott, 1986 : 14; and Kibler and Others, 

1981 : 4) . Clear, well communicated specific behavioral objectives of a lesson, hence, are 

believed to have a positive influence on students learning. 

When teachers make their students aware of the intended objectives of each lesson at 

the beginning of each period, students emphasize on those learning activities which lead to the 

desired objectives. Mager (1984: 6); Deterline (1973: 3); and Ryburn and Forge (1969: 11) 

have also said that informing the students of lesson objectives helps them select and focus their 

attention on those parts of the instruction leading to the desired behaviour. Moreover, the above 

educators have remarked that communicating the objectives to students enhances learning and 

improves the students' motivation to learn. 

Mager (1984: 6) wrote that " ... many students spend considerable time and effort in 

learning the peculiarities of their instructors when those instructors fai l or refuse to let stude111S 

in on the secrets of what they are expected to learn." Hence, informing the students of the 

specific behavioral objectives minimizes the students' frustration and time consuming effort of 

trying to guess what the teacher expects of them because the obj ectives specifY clearl y to 

students what is to be learned; that is, what the students are expected to do and how they are 

to demonstrate learning. This also makes tests and examinations less threatening to students 

because a student entering a classroom to take an examination will feel as secure as an 

ind ividual who has somehow got a copy of the examination in advance (Deterl ine, 1973: 4). 

, 
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Deterline also wrote clearly the danger of not informing the students of the lesson 

objectives. He said that if a student is not told of the specific behavioral objectives of each 

lesson of a course, then 

... he is left with the chilling prospect of either trying to learn 
everything or concentrating on a manageable portion-hopefully the 
correct portion-and ignoring the rest. If he tries to learn everything, 
there is a better than even chance that he will know a little bit about 
everything, but not enough about anything. If he tries to 'pick his 
spots', he runs the risk of choosing the irrelevant portions for his study 
in depth (Deterline, 1973: 2). 

According to the above Deterline's explanation, if students are told precisely what the 

lesson objectives are, then their study will be more relevant and their time will be more 

fruitfully spent on appropriate learning activities. The majority of research findings (example: 

Dawley and Dawley (1974); Hauck and Thomas (1972); Housten and Warner (1977); Wolk 

(1973); and Morse and Tellman (1972)- as mentioned by Kibler and Others, 1981: 7) have also 

confirmed the view that students who know specific behavioral objectives of their day-to-day 

lessons achieve more than students unaware of the objectives. 

Moreover, Mager and McCann (1961), as mentioned by Jenkins and Deno (1973: 9), 

made a study focusing on student use of behavioral objectives, and reported that "Students who 

were given detailed statements of the instructional objectives significantly reduced ·the'time 

required for training, as much as 65 per cent, relative to students who were instructed 

normally." That is, students who were told precisely what is expected of them have attained 

the learning objectives in a relatively shorter span of time than those students whose learning 

objectives were left unspecified. 

Another study made by Duchastel and Brown (1974), as cited in Arends (1991: 37-38), 

on the effects of instructional objectives on students learning found that the students who were 

given 12 of the 24 obj ectives to focus their learning outscored other students on test items 
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associated with these 12 objectives . This, again, indicates how informing the students of the 

specific behavioral objectives activates the learning process and focuses it in the di rection that 

is most efficient and conducive to obtaining the required behavioral objectives. In general, if 

objectives are left unspecified, students will be easily confused both about what is expected of 

them and the extent to which they should be able to perform the behaviours taught. 

Borich (1 98 8: 123-1 24); and Gagne', Briggs, and Wager (1988: 184) have said that 

specific behavioral objectives of each lesson can be communicated to students orally or in 

words at the beginning of each period. This can be easily accomplished by, for instance, 

providing some examples of the behaviours that the students will be expected to perform after 

the lesson. Here, the language used to communicate behavioral objectives to students should 

be chosen with their vocabulary level so that they can readily understand. 

2.4.3 . Correspondence of Instructional Activities with Specific Behavioral 

Objectives: Instructional activities encompass a wide pattern of behaviours that characterize 

what teachers do as they teach and what students do as they engage in learning (Arends, 1991: 

53). They are the things teachers and students do, or are expected to do, in their lessons. For 

instance, a teacher's different methods of teaching; students' listening to a lecture; teacher's and 

students' questions and answers; students' individual seatwork, silent reading, group work, 

taking a test; teacher's and students' use of different instructional equipment; and so on are some 

of the instructional activities that can be performed in lessons. 

Instructional activities, in fact, require careful planning by the teacher. And, the planned 

instructional activities should be in harmony with the specific behavioral objectives of the 

lesson. In other words, while planning a lesson, the teacher should select those instructional 

activities which are suitable for attaining the specific behavioral objectives of the lesson. And, 
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every lesson objective should have certain instructional activities aimed at it Arends (1991 :53-

54); Clark and Starr (1986: 147); Davies (1981: 29); and Woodruff (1962:291-292). Hence, 

any instructional activity that is not aimed at one or more of the specific behavioral objectives 

is useless and should be discarded. Concerning this, Nacino-Brown, Oke and Brown (1989: 

136) said that "undirected activity (to the attainment of objectives) will lead to chaos and little 

or no learning." 

On the other hand, there is no rule that necessarily corresponds a single instructional 

activity with the attainment of any specific behavioral objective. In fact it is recommended to 

use different instructional activities for a single lesson objective or for several objectives. And, 

using different instructional activities; that is, maintaining variety in instructional activities, by 

itself, is a SOlt of motivation for students. Nevertheless, some instructional activities are likely 

to be much more useful than others for a given lesson objective. For instance, Clark and Starr 

(1986: 147) proposed the instructional activities such as: explanation, demonstration, and 

question and answer as useful means for attaining mastery of basic skills. 

After planning the necessary instructional activities in line with the specific behavioral 

objectives of the lesson, the teacher should follow the plan in the classroom unless there is a 

very important reason for changing it. Following the plan is the only way to do wharti~e 

teacher has intended to do. Otherwise, the teacher will easily lose sight of his lesson objectives 

(Clark and Starr, 1986: 195). Of course, this does not mean that the teacher must always stick 

to his lesson plan (Nacino-Brown, Oke, and Brown, 1989: 137-138). Occasions may arise that 

urge the teacher to abandon what he plalmed to teach. For example, when students can gain 

more from other methods, the teacher should be flexible enough to use them. But he should 

sti ll aimed at the accomplishment of his lesson objectives. 
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Neely (! 989), as mentioned in Bellon, Bellon, and Blank (! 992 : 39) has concluded from 

his study that" ... when teachers monitor the implementation of their plans, there is a positive 

effect on student learning." A teacher, therefore, should appropriately carry out his plan in the 

classroom so that the already designed instructional activities can be used to achieve the 

specific behavioral objectives of the lesson. 

Research findings of Bellon, Bellon, and Blank (! 992 : 74) have also proved the 

assertion that teachers who plan appropriate instructional activities prior to the instruction and 

who execute the plan properly in the classroom attain the intended lesson objectives 

successfully. Moreover, in their classroom observations in a sixth grade social studies class, 

Bellon, Bellon, and Blank (Ibid.) have found a teacher who was unsuccessful in using a group 

work because he has not planned this instructional activity in accordance with his lesson 

objective prior to the instruction. But, after some days, this teacher carefully plalmed a group 

work again. This time he based the instructional activities on what he wanted the students to 

learn. He also organized his students into small groups- according to his plan. And, his second 

attempt was very successful in attaining the desired lesson objectives. 

Arends (1991: 54-55) pointed out that if a teacher carefully plans instructional activities 

and executes these activities on the basis of his plan, the teacher can use the instructiona.1. time 

appropriately while performing routine activities such as taking attendance, distributing 

equipment, co llecting assignments, and the like. As Arends (Ibid.) said, teachers who do not 

plan instructional activities or who fail in carrying out their plans usually waste instructional 

time in the routine activities. TillS does not mean that the teacher should not perform the routine 

activities, rather it means the teacher should plan and allocate sufficient time for each activity 

as well as devise a means to execute routines easily,- for example, by training student helpers 

to provide assistance in carrying out routines- so that unnecessary wastage of instructional time 

wi ll be reduced. 

t 



CHAPTER THREE 

3. METHODS AND PROCEDURES OF THE STUDY 

As described earlier, the purpose. of this study was to examine the TTl instructors 

effectiveness in performing the major instructional activities that lead to the attainment of the 

general objectives of the pedagogics syllabus. Hence, the descriptive survey method was used. 

This method is usually useful for research studies of this kind that require numerous types of 

data to reach at a conclusion. 

3 .1 POPULATION AND SAMPLING PROCEDURES 

The population of this study was pedagogics instructors, trainees, deputy directors, and 

directors in Teachers Training Institutes. And, the study was carried out in all the three TTIs 

of Region Three- Debre Sirhan, Dessie, and Gondar. Since the teaching material of the 

pedagogics syllabus is prepared in such a way that it is going to be in accordance with the 
.... ,. 

~< , ... r' 

socio-cultural conditions of the region, the study of its implementation seeks,Jrom'the part of 

the investigator, a certain sort of familiarity with the region. It was mainly due to this reason 

that the three TTIs of Region Three have been chosen as the study area. In addition, the 

investigator speaks and writes better in Amharic than in any other native languages and hence 

it was easy to administer questionnaires and interview; to make a direct classroom observation; 

and to train observers in Amharic and English. The selected TTIs, conduct their training 

program in Amharic and English. 
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All the available pedagogics instructors (11) were the major sources of information. To 

increase the reliability of the information, 150 trainees in Gondar TTl and 200 trainees in each 

of Debre Birhan and Dessie TTls- according to the available number of pedagogics instructors 

in the TTls - and hence, a total of 550 out of 11 63 trainees (50 trainees for each instructor), the 

deputy di rectors (3), and the directors (3) of the three TTls were used as supplementary sources 

of info rmation. The trainees who were intended to give information about their instructors 

effectiveness were chosen by using a simple random sampling. This type of sanlpling 

technique is useful because it provides equal chance for every member of the population to be 

included in the sample. 

3.2 DATA COLLECTION INSTRUMENTS 

To obtain adequate and reliable information for the study, four types of data collection 

instt'Wllents were employed: questionnaire, interview, classroom observation, and documentary 

analysis. 

3.2 .1 Ouestionnaire: One set of questionnaire consisting of 17 items, prepared 

in English, was used to collect information from pedagogics instructors about their attempt in 
, ,.'- ,. 

carrying out the necessary instructional activiti es required to implement the objectives of the 

pedagogics syllabus. Another set of questionnaire consisting of 16 items, prepared in Amharic, 

was also used to obtain a supplementary information from trainees about their instructors 

effectiveness in implementing the objectives of the syllabus under question. The draft 

questionnaires were fi rst administered to four pedagogics instructors and fifty randomly 

se lected trai nees- who have been taught by an instructor- in Arba Minch TTl. This TTl was 

randomly selected out of the three TTls (Gambell a, Awassa, and Arba Minch) which provide 
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the pedagogics course in English - excluding the three ITIs in which the major study was 

carried out. 

To determine the content validity of the questionnaires, two open-ended items, at the 

end of each questionnaire, were given to the respondents during the tryout of the instrument. 

These items request the respondents to wri te other characteristics of teachers effectiveness 

which are helpful for the implementation of the objectives of a course and hence should be 

included in the questionnaires, and to give their comments on the items that should be improved 

or discarded. Moreover, three instructors and five graduate students in the fie ld of Curriculum 

and Instruction of the Addis Ababa University were consulted to give their comments on the 

data co llection instruments . 

After the questionnaires have been fi lled by the respondents, the internal consistency 

of each questionnaire was calculated by Split-half reliability method, and coefficients of +0.92 

and +0.96 for the questionnaires administered to students and instructors respectively were 

obtained. It is assumed that "reliability coefficients over.70, in a split-half reliability method, 

are within an acceptable range" Payne (1968: 136). And, since the obtained reliability 

coeffi cients are greater than. 70, it is possible to use the questiofmaires with a relatively high 

level of confidence. Hence, after some minor modifications by taking the comments into 

consideration, the questionnaires have been administered to the actual respondents directly by 

the investigator. 

3.2.2. Interview: A structured interview consisting of 8 items was also made 

with the deputy directors and the directors of the three ITIs (a total of6). The interview was 

main ly aimed at obtaining info rmation regarding pedagogics instructors effectiveness in 

preparing and implementing lesson plans. Since deputy directors and directors are expected to 



make continuous assessments of instructors teaching performance, it was necessary to collect 

information on pedagogics instructors effectiveness in preparing and implementing lesson plans 

when viewed by the deputy directors and the directors . 

3.2.3 Classroom Observation : A direct classroom observation of the eleven 

pedagogics instructors teaching performance was carried out in the three TTIs. For this 

purpose, an observation checklist consisting of22 items was prepared by the investigator which 

gave major emphasis for checking the correspondence of the planned and the actual classroom 

activities of the instructors. An observer (a graduate student) was, first, oriented in how to use 

the checklist; and then, the observer with the investigator have tested the checklist in Arba 

Minch TTL To ascertain the content validity of the instrument, during the try out, the observer 

was requested to write his suggestion regarding the instructional activities that help to check 

the implementation of the objectives of the course and hence should be included in the 

checklist; and to give his comments on the items of the instrument that should be improved or 

discarded. Furthermore, like the above instruments, five graduate students and three 

instructors in the field of Curriculum and Instruction of the Addis Ababa University were 

consulted to give their comments on the checklist. 

To check the reliability of the checklist, the trained observer and the investigator (both 

at a time) observed a pedagogics instructor for two consecutive classhours during the tryout of 

the study. After this, the inter raters' agreement- the correlation between scores based on 

observations made by the observers at the same time; and the intrarater's agreement-the 

correlation between scores based on observations made by the same observer at different 

lessons were calculated. As Medley and Mitzel (1965: 253-254) pointed out the reliability of 

an observation checklist can be determined by finding the above two correlation coefficients; 
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that is, by calculating both the coefficient of observers (inter raters') agreement and the stability 

coefficient (intrarater's agreement). 

The result of the correlation coefficients is summarized in Table I below. 

TABLE I 

Inter raters' and Intrarater's Reliability Coefficients 

Sessions (S) 

S, S2 S,S2 
Average 

OP2 0.93 0.95 - 0.94 

Observers( 0) 
0 ,0 , 0.88 

0 20 2 0.92 

Average 0.90 

Table I shows that the average inter raters' reliability coefficient is +0.94 and the average 

intrarater's reliability coefficient is +0.90. Since the two coefficients are relatively high, the 

checklist was used consistently by the two observers (0,02) at the same time (S, or S2) and 

by an observer (0,0, or 0P2) at different times (S,S2); that is, the checklist was reliable. 

After the checklist was tested, minor improvement was made based on the comments 

given by the observer, the five graduate students and the three instructors of Addis Ababa 

University. Lastly, the observer and the investigator (both at a time) observed each 

pedagogics instructor three times in a classroom for a duration of 45 minutes each in the 

final study; that is, the observers observed the eleven pedagogie instructors of the three TTls 

fo r thirty three classhours. This was so because of the assumption that observing an 

instructor more than twice wi ll help the investigator to see the instructor's consistency of 
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performances in his different lessons. In other words, the use of repeated observations by 

one or more observers minimizes the effect of a change in the instructor's instructional 

activities that might take place due to the presence of the observers (Bennett and Mc 

Namara, 1979: 126). Moreover, to minimize the SUbjective judgement of the observers that 

might be made on the evaluation of instructors effectiveness, an audio recording technique 

was used in the classrooms. 

3.2.4 Documentary Analysis: To check the instructors effectiveness in: 

preparing lesson plans that have specific and behavioral objectives; formulating lesson 

objectives in line with Unit and Course objectives; and including lower and higher level 

objectives of the cognitive, affective, and psychomotor domains (as required) in their 

various lessons; the investigator thoroughly analysed the objectives of pedagogics syllabus, 

the annual plans ofthe instructors which comprise the unit objectives, and the instructors 

consecutive lesson plans of three months (from October to December). The documentary 

analysis was made based on the research find ings of the majority of scholars in the literature 

review. 

3.3 METHODS OF DATA ANALYSIS 

Depending on the nature of the basic questions of the study and the data collected, 

different statistical methods were employed. The first-four basic questions were tested by a 

thorough analysis of documents; that is, lesson and annual plans as well as the pedagogics 

syllabus. Responses obtained from the interview have also contributed much to answer 

these basic questions. For this purpose, a simple percentage distribution with verbal 
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explanation was used. 

Instructors' and trainees' responses ofthe questionnaires, and resul Is of the classroom 

observation were also used to test the third and the last two basic questions. Here, the 

averages of the scores of the instructors', trainees', and observers' evaluation of instructors 

for each item were calculated. Since the obtained average scores are within the numbers 

that represent the scale of the study, analysis of the results was made on the basis of the 

verbal expression which corresponds to the obtained average score, that is, to the number in 

the scale of the study. 

In addition, a statistical test called Fisher's one-way Analysis of variance (ANOV A) 

was employed for the third basic question to check the presence of a statistically significant 

difference in the use of the various levels of objectives of the different domains with Alpha 

0.05 level of significance. Moreover, to identify the level(s) of the objectives whose 

mean(s) contributed much to the overall significance ofF, Tukey's Honestly Significant 

Difference (HSD) method of Post Hoc comparison was used with Alpha 0.05 level of 

significance. 

To this end, first, the instructors' and trainees' responses for each item were sunm1ed 

and averaged, and then, a split-half reliability test was used to check the consistency of the 

respondents' responses in the final study. This was done by taking the odd and even halves 

of each questionnaire. The statistical test showed +0.85 and +0.96 coefficients of 

correlations for the instructors and trainees questionnaires respectively. Since these 

coefficients are relatively high, they show that the questionnaires were also reliable in the 

final study. 

Furthermore, the scores of each observer for each instructor per item were summed 

and averaged, and the inter raters' as well as intrarater's agreement were calculated by using 
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the Pearson Product-Moment Correlation. The average result gave correlation coefficients 

of +0.97 and +0.98 between observers and within an observer respectively. Again, here, 

since the two coefficients are high, the check list was used consistently by the two observers 

at the same time and by an observer at different times in the final study. 



CHAPTER FOUR 

4. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

In this section, the data collected through questionnaires, interview, classroom 

observation and documentary analysis is presented with the help of tables followed by 

interpretation and discussion of the results thereby giving answers to the six basic questions 

raised in the first chapter of this study. 

4.1 RESULTS 

4.1.1 Preparation of Lesson Plans 

A documentary analysis was made to check whether or not each instructor 

consistently prepares lesson plans. To this end, lesson plans which were prepared in three 

months (from October to December) were collected and the following result was obtained. 
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TABLE II 
Instructors' Preparation of Lesson Plans Per 

Week in Three Months in each TTl , 

TEACHERS' TRAINING INSTITUTES 

DEBREBIRHAN DESSIE GONDAR 

INSTRUCTORS I I I, 13 14 II I, 13 14 I I I, 

Month Week 

1" 
OCTOBER 

v V V 

2nd 
V \/ V 

" v' V ~ ,d 

4th t/ V v' 

I " V V V 

2nd V l/' 

NOVEMBER 3,d t/ v' V' 

4th V V V 

1 ,t V V' 

DECEMBER 2nd v' V V 

3,d v' V' V 

4th v' [/ 

TOTAL 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 4 4 

Key: ".;" indicates that the instructor corresponding to this mark prepared 
lesson plans in the respective week. 

As table II shows, each instructor of Debre Birhan and Dessie TTIs prepared lesson 

plans for a week once in a month whereas each instructor of Gondar TTl prepared lesson 

plans for a week once in three weeks. However, as the responses of all the directors and 

deputy directors of the three TTIs in the interview indicated, each instructor is considered as 

he is preparing lesson plans for every day-to-day instruction. This is because of the reason 

that while the instructors are preparing the lesson plans every week turn by turn, the 

instructor- the one whose turn it is - writes the plans in sufficient copies so that each 

13 

[/ 

t/ 

V 

t/ 
4 
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instructor in a TTl will have a copy of the lesson plans for his own. It was also observed 

from the documents that an instructor prepares five lesson plans- because pedagogics has 

five credit hours per week- every Friday for the coming week. 

4.1.2 The Nature of the Prepared Lesson Objective 

To determine whether the formulated lesson objectives are behavioral or non 

behavioral as well as to check the specificity or generality of these lesson objectives, a 

thorough documentary analysis was made. Table III depicts the result of this documentary 

analysis in detail. 

NON 
BEHAVIORAL 

No. % 

4 1.9 

TABLE III 

'Classification of the formulated lesson objectives into non behavioral 

and behavioral as well as specific and general objectives. 

OBJECTIVES 

BEHAVIORAL 

Speci fic General 

only Both content Standard of Test ing content and Both 
behaviour and behaviour perform condition behaviour; content and 

-ance standard or behaviour 
perform 
-ance; and 
Test ing 
cond ition 

No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % 

I 0.5 194 93.3 7 3.4 4 1.9 2 I 9 4.3 

*To obtain a detail information, see appendix - 1. 

As Table III reveals, of the 208 lesson objectives which are formulated by the 

pedagogics instructors, 4( 1.9%) are not written in trainees' terminal behaviour. That is, 204 

t 

f 

).. 

l..<.o~O' 

I 

No. 'I. 
20S '. ~ 



Means 
of 
Eva lu a~ 

tion 

(nstrue-
tors' 

self 
Evalua-
tion 

T ra in-
ees' 
evalua-
lion of 
instruc-
tors 

Obser-
vers' 
evalua-
tion 
of 
instruc-
tors' 

Aver-
age 

54 

TABLE V 

Classification of Behavioral Objectives based on the Emphasis 

given by Instructors while teaching. 

INSTRUCTORS 

OBJEC-
TIVES 

I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Lower 
cogni- 5 4 4 5 3.5 4 5 5 5 
live 

Higher 
cogni- 3. 5 4 3.5 4 2.5 3 3 5 5 
live 

Affect- 4 4 3 4 2 4 2 4 4 
ive 

Lower 
cognit- 4.6 4.13 3. 18 4.8 4.31 2.13 4.15 2.23 4.37 
ive 

Higher 
cognit- 4.2 3.02 3.08 3.6 3.02 1.92 3.46 1.64 1. 5 
ive 

Affect- 3. 18 2.6 3.00 2.23 2.13 4.00 3.02 4.00 3.02 
ive 

Lower 
cognit- 5 4 3.25 4.83 4.75 1.25 3.75 1.83 3.17 
ive 

Higher 
cognit- 4 4 3 3.25 2.5 1.5 3.5 I 1 
ive 

Mfecl- 2 2.5 3 3 3 4 4 4 2 
ive 

Lower 
cogn it- 4.87 4 .04 3.48 4.88 4 . 19 2.46 4 .3 3.02 4 . 18 
ive 

Higher 
cognit- 3.9 3.67 3. 19 3.62 2.67 2. 14 3.32 2.55 2.5 
ive 

Affect- 3.06 3.03 3.0 3.08 2 .38 4 .00 3.0 1 4 .00 3.0 1 
ive 

10 II 

4 4.5 

5 4 

4 4 

3.47 4.58 

2. 1 3.46 

4.00 2. 13 

1.75 4.75 

1.25 2.5 

4 3 

3.07 4 .6 1 

2.78 3.32 

4.00 3.04 

Table V indicates that 7 of the 11 instructors were given, by the three groups of evaluators, 

average scores between 4 and 5 in dealing with lower level cognitive objectives. That is, 

these instructors usually encourage their trainees to memorize facts, symbols, and concepts. 

Ie lower level 

ively are greater than 

I al calculation, see 

eX e and the affective Av 
C\ ~ 

of means, that is, the 

4.4 S 
:ives as well as the 

3.8 6 ificantly different. 

3.5 5 verall significance 

3.81 
ors made by 

2.8 :)., cognitive objectives, 

3.0 3 12 which is near to 4. 

ervers, trainees, and 

J3 3.4 
cognitive objectives . 

2.5 ,f the scale of the 

3.1 If lve evaluation scores 

lelopment of trainees 
3.9 

lenotes a verbal 

3.0 b 

3.2 

1 lesson 

tructors attempt to 

lbjectives of the 



57 

syllabus. This was done, first, by examining the relation between the lesson objectives and 

the unit objectives of the syllabus. Finally, the correspondence of the lesson objectives to 

the unit and general objectives of the syllabus was investigated. The result is presented in 

Table VI. 
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TABLE VI 
Distribution of the Lesson Object ives Over the Un it and 

General Objectives of the Sy ll abus in each TTl 

LESSON OBJECTIVES 
General objectives 

Ocbre Birhan Dessie Gondar Unit objectives of the syll abus orlhc Syll abus 

·1-6 1-3 1-5 V, 

7- 13 4- 10 6- 13 V, 
G, 

14-18 11-24 14-19,2 1-24, V, 
27-3 I ,33-38,40,42-52 

- - 20,25,26,32,39,41, U, 
51 

19-23 25-30 54-63 V, 

24-30 31-34 64-69 V, 
G, 

- 70-74 V, 

3 1,32 35,36 76,77 V, 
G, 

33 - 78 V, 

34 37,40 79 Uw 

35,37 38,39,4 1-46 75,80,81 V" 

38,39 48,49 83-85 V" G, 

- 47 - V" 

- - 82 V" 

42 - 49 50 86 V" 

53 87 V" 

50 - 52 5 I ,52,54-56 88 V" 

- - V" G, 
- - 89,91-94,96-100 U" 

- - - U'" 

- - V" 

- 90,95 V" 

- - - V" 

- - - V" 

40,41 - V" 
G" 

- - U" 

- - - V" 

52 56 100 27 6 

* The numbers indicate consecutive ro ll numbers of the objectives presented in appendix E-H. This 
way of usage is a lso continued in Table V II and VII I 
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As Table VI reveals, every lesson objective of the three TTIs is within the unit and general 

objectives of the sy ll abus. Sut there are unit objectives of the syllabus such as U4, U7, U '4. 

U' 9, and U22 which do not have corresponding lesson objectives in both Debre Sirhan and 

Dessie TTIs. Similarly, U9 and U'6 have no corresponding lesson objectives in Dessie and 

Debre Sirhan TTls respectively. Instructors of Debre Sirhan and Gondar TTIs did not also 

prepare lesson objectives which describe U 13 • Moreover, instructors of all the three TTIs did 

not prepare lesson objectives which describe some of the unit objectives of the syllabus like 

U IS , U20. and U23 . In general, 14 of the unit objectives of the syllabus are not described by 

lesson objectives of Debre S irhan TTL And, instructors ofDessie TTl did not prepare 

lesson objectives which describe 14 of the unit objectives of the syllabus. There are also 9 

unit objectives of the syllabus which are not described by lesson objectives of Gondar TTL 

While exanlining the correspondence of the lesson objectives to the unit and general 

objectives ofthe syllabus, a disparity was observed in the emphasis given to the unit 

objectives of the syllabus by the instructors of the three TTls- when they formulate the 

lesson objectives. This lack of uniformity for the emphasis given to the unit objectives of 

the syllabus has something to imply for the emphasis given to the general objectives of the 

syllabus. To show this disparity vividly, the result ofthe documentary analysis is presented 

in the form of percentage distributions in Table VII. 

+ 
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higher level cognitive objectives - , and the first and the third group- the lower level 

cognitive and the affective objectives- which are 4.53 and 3.58 respectively are greater than 

the critical value of q (3,30) at {(.= 0.05, which is 3.49 (For the statistical calculation, see 

appendix L-2). This implies that the means of the higher level cognitive and the affective 

obj ectives are not significantly different. But the other two differences of means, that is, the 

means of the lower level cognitive and the higher level cognitive objectives as well as the 

means of the lower level cognitive and the affective objectives are significantly different. 

And, hence, the two differences of the means contributed much to the overall significance 

ofF. 

In addition, Table V shows that the evaluation scores of instructors made by 

observers, trainees, and instructors themselves, in attaining lower level cognitive objectives, 

are 3.48, 3.81, and 4.45 respectively. The average of these scores is 3.92 which is near to 4. 

2.5,2.82 and 3.86 are also evaluation scores of instructors made by observers, trainees, and 

instructors themselves respectively, in attempting to attain higher level cognitive objectives. 

The average of these scores is 3.06 which is a bit above the mid value of the scale of the 

study (I to 5). Again, observers, trainees, and instructors themselves gave evaluation scores 

of 3 .14, 3.03, and 3.55 respectively for instructors, in enhancing the development of trainees 

affective behaviour. Here also the average of the scores is 3.24 which denotes a verbal 

expression within sometimes and often. 

4. 1.4 Correspondence of the Specific Obj ecti ves of each lesson 

to the General Objectives of the Pedagogics Syllabus 

Documents were critically analyzed to check whether or not instructors attempt to 

create a correspondence between the lesson objectives and the general objectives of the 



57 

syllabus . This was done, first, by examining the relation between the lesson objectives and 

the unit objectives of the syllabus. Finally, the correspondence of the lesson objectives to 

the unit and general objectives of the syllabus was investigated. The result is presented in 

Table VI. 
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TABLE VI 
Distri but ion of the Lesson Objectives Over the Uni t and 

cncra Icct lves 0 t e syl a us In each TTl G I Db' f h S 11 b 

LESSON OBJECTI VES 
General obj ectives 

Ocbre B irhan Dess ie Gondar Unit objectives of the sy llabus of the Syllabus 

*\·6 1-3 1-5 U, 

1-13 4- 10 6- 13 U, 
G, 

14- 18 11 -24 14-19,2 1-24, U, 
27-31,33-38,40,42-52 

20,25,26,32,39,41, U, 
51 

19-23 25-30 54-63 U, 

24-30 3 1-34 64-69 U. 
G, 

- 70-74 U, 

3 1,32 35,36 76,77 U, 
G, 

33 - 78 U, 

34 37,40 79 U" 

35,3 7 38,39,41 -46 75,80,81 U" 

38,39 48,49 83-85 U" G, 

47 U" 

- 82 U" 

42 - 49 50 86 U" 

- 53 87 U" 

50 - 52 51,52,54-56 88 U" 

- - U" G, 
89,9 1-94,96-100 U" 

U," 

- U" 

- 90,95 U" 

- - Un 

- - - U" 

40,41 - U" 
G. 

- U" 

- Un 

52 56 100 27 6 

* The numbers indicate consecutive ro ll numbers of the object ives presented in appendix E-H . This 
way of usage is a lso cont inued in Table VII and VIII 

f--
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As Table VI reveals, every lesson objective of the three TTls is within the unit and general 

objectives of the syllabus. Sut there are unit objectives of the sy llabus such as U4, U" U". 

U ,9, and U" which do not have corresponding lesson objectives in both Debre Sirhan and 

Dessie TTIs. Similarly, U9 and U ,6 have no corresponding lesson objectives in Dessie and 

Debre Sirhan TTls respectively. Instructors of Debre Sirhan and Gondar TTIs did not also 

prepare lesson objectives which describe U l3 . Moreover, instructors of all the three TTIs did 

not prepare lesson objectives which describe some of the unit objectives of the syllabus like 

UIS, U,o. and U". In general, 14 of the unit objectives of the syllabus are not described by 

lesson objectives of Debre Sirhan TTL And, instructors of Dessie TTl did not prepare 

lesson objectives which describe 14 of the unit objectives of the syllabus. There are also 9 

unit objectives of the syllabus which are not described by lesson objectives of GondaI' TTL 

While examining the correspondence of the lesson objectives to the unit and general 

objectives of the syllabus, a disparity was observed in the emphasis given to the unit 

objectives of the syllabus by the instructors of the three TTIs- when they formulate the 

lesson objectives. This lack of uniformity for the emphasis given to the unit objectives of 

the syllabus has something to imply for the emphasis given to the general objectives of the 

syllabus. To show this disparity vividly, the result of the documentary analysis is presented 

in the form of percentage distributions in Table VI I. 
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TABLE VII 
Percentage Distribution of the Lesson Objectives over the Unit and General 
Objectives of the Syllabus in each TTL 

LESSON OBJECTIVES Unit (U) Object ives 
o r the Syllabus 

DEBREBIRHAN DESS IE GONDAR 

NO. % No. % No. % 

6 I 1.6 3 5.3 5 5 U I 

7 13 .5 7 12.5 8 8 U2 

5 9.6 14 25 33 33 U3 

- - - - 7 7 U4 

5 9.6 6 10.7 10 10 U5 

7 13.5 4 7 .1 6 6 U6 

- - - - 5 5 U7 

2 3.8 2 3.6 2 2 U8 

I 1.9 - - I I U9 

I 1.9 2 3.6 I I UIO 

3 5.8 8 14.3 3 3 U I I 

2 3.8 2 3.6 3 3 U I2 

- - I 1.8 - - U I3 

- - - - I I UI4 

8 15.4 I 1.8 I I U I5 

- - I 1. 8 I I U I6 

3 5.8 5 8.9 I I U I7 

- - - - - - U I8 

- - - - 10 10 U I9 

- - - - - - U20 

- - - - - - U2 1 

- - - - 2 2 U22 

- - - - - - U23 

- - - - - - U24 

2 3.8 - - - - U25 

- - - - - - U26 

- - - - - - U27 

52 100 56 100 100 100 27 

General (lit) 
objectives ct 
the Syllabvs 

GI 

G2 

G3 

G4 

G5 

G6 

6 
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Table VII shows the disparity of the emphasis given for each unit objective of the 

syllabus by the instructors of each TTL In connection to this, U3 is given high emphasis 

(33%) by instructors of Gondar TTl but less (9.6%) by instructors of Debre Birhan TTL 

There is also a vast difference in the emphasis given by the instructors ofthe three TTIs to 

the unit objectives: U4,U6,U7,Ull,U15,U 17, and U 19 of the syllabus. 

The correspondence of the lesson and unit objectives of instructors to the unit and 

general objectives of the syllabus implies that the instructors give due consideration for the 

latter objectives while formulating the former ones. This correspondence, in turn, has a 

considerable advantage to attain the general objectives of the syllabus. And, hence, a further 

documentary analysis was made to check the presence of the aforementioned 

correspondence. The result is presented in Table VIII . 
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TABLE VIII 
Distribution of the Lesson and Unit Objectives of the Instructors Over the Unit and 

and General Objectives of the Syllabus in each TTl tr-
LESSON OBJECTI VES INSTRUCTORS' I 

UNIT OBJECTIVES UNIT GFI'IE/I; 
OBJECTIVES OB,C£ 

ITls OEBRE OESSIE GON OAR OEBRE OFTI-IE OF ;tv. 
S IRHAN BIRHAN OESSIE GON OAR SYLLABUS SYLLA 

&~ 

1-6 1-3 1-5 I I 1-3 U I 

7-1 3 4- 10 6-13 2,3 - 4, 13 U2 

14-1 9, 2 1-24, G. 
14-1 8 11-24 27-3 1, 33-38, 40, 42-52, 3,5 6,7 U3 

- - 20,25, 26,32, 39,41, 5 1 4 ,5 5,6 U4 

19-23 25-30 54-63 6 2 8,9 U5 

24-30 3 1-34 64-69 7 - - U6 ~ 
- 70-74 - 3 10 U7 

3 1,32 35,36 76,77 8 11 ,12 U8 

G-3 33 - 78 9 4,5 U9 

34 37,40 79 - 6 14 UIO 

38,39, 
35-37 41-46 75 , 80,8 1 10, II 7,8 16 UII 

38,39 48 ,49 83·85 12 17 UI2 G", 
- 47 - 11 ,12 - 15,18 UI3 

- - 82 - - U I4 

42-49 50 86 13 9 19 U I5 

I - 53 87 13 - 20 U I6 

50-52 51,52,54-56 88 13 - 20 UI7 

- - 14 - 20 U I8 G.; 
- - 89, 9 1-94,96-1 00 13-15 - U I9 

- - - 10 - U20 

· . . U2 1 

. · 90,95 - I I . U22 

- · - 12 21 U23 

. - - 16 2 1,22 U24 

Gr; 40,41 13 23·25 U25 

17 14 25 U26 

· - - U27 

Total 52 56 100 17 14 25 27 b 

As Table VIII shows, each lesson and unit obj ectives of the instructors is comprised 

in the unit and general objectives of the syllabus. However, there are lesson objectives 
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which have no corresponding instructors' unit objective. For instance, lesson objectives 

number 4- 10, 11-24, 3 1-34, 35 , 36, 48,49,51,52,53 , and 54-56 (a total of35, that is, 

62.5%) ofDessie TTl have no corresponding instructors' unit objectives. Lesson objectives 

number 34, 40, and 41 (a total of3, that is, 5.8%) ofDebre Birhan TTl have not also 

represented any instructors' unit objective. And, lesson objectives number 64-69, 78, 82, 90, 

91-94,95, and 96-100 (a total of 19, that is, 19%) of Gondar TTI have no corresponding 

instructors' unit objective. 

On the other hand, Table VIII reveals that there are instructors' unit objectives which 

are not described by lesson objectives. For instance, instructors' unit objectives number 4, 

5,11 , 12,14,15,16, and 17 (a total of8) of Debre Birhan TTl; 3,4, 5, 10, II , 12, 13, and 

14 (a total of 8) of Dessie TTl; and 15, 18, 21, 22, and 23-25 ( a total of 7) of Gondar TTl 

have not been represented by any corresponding lesson objective. There are also unit 

objectives of the syllabus which have no corresponding instructors' unit objective. For 

instance, the syllabus unit objectives number U2, U3 , U4, U6, U8, U12, Ul3 , U14, Ul6, 

U17, U18, U19, U21 , U24, and U27 in Dessie TTl ; U7, UIO, U14, U20, U21 , U22, Un 

U25, and U26 in Debre Birhan TTI; and U6, U9, U14, Ul9, U20, U2 1, U22, and U27 in 

Gondar TTl have not been described by any instructors' unit objective. 

Referring to the unit and general objectives of a syllabus when they prepare lesson 

plans is the major duty of instructors to keep up the correspondence of the lesson objectives 

to the unit and general objectives of the syllabus. Due to this reason, instructors were asked 

to reveal the extent to which they are referring to the unit and general objectives of the 

pedagogics syllabus while preparing the lesson plans. The responses of the instructors to 

the questions are presented in Table IX. 
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TABLE IX 

Instructors' Response on to what extent they are referring to the 

Unit and General Objectives of the Syllabus while Preparing Lesson Plans 

Instructors' INSTRUCTORS 
Self 
Evaluation I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 Average 

Unit 
Objectives 5 3 5 3 2 3 1 3 4 3 5 3.36 

General 
Objectives 3 3 4 3 3 5 2 5 4 3 5 3.64 

As Table IX depicts, 4 of the 11 instructors gave evaluation scores of 4 and 5 for 

themselves in referring to the unit objectives of the syllabus while preparing lesson plans; 5 

of the instructors gave a score of 3; and the rest 2 instructors gave evaluation scores below 

3. Moreover, Table IX shows that 5 of the instructors gave evaluation scores of 4 and 5 for 

themselves in referring to the general objectives of the syllabus while preparing lesson 

plans, 5 of the instructors gave a score of3 ; and an instructor gave a score of2 for himself. 

Attainment of the general objectives of a syllabus is possible if the unit and general 

objectives of the syllabus are fully described by specific lesson objectives and if these 

specific lesson objectives are put into practice as they are planned. Concerning this, 

instructors were asked "yes" or "no" questions on whether or not they formulate lesson 

objectives, in their various lesson plans, which describe fully the unit and general objectives 

of the syllabus. Their responses are presented in Table X. 
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TABLE X 

Distribution ofInstructors' Response in Formulating 

Lesson Objectives which can fully describe each Unit and 

General Objective of the Syllabus. 

Instructors' INSTRUCTORS 
self 

Evaluation 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 Average 

Unit 
Objectives 2 2 2 2 _2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 

General 
Objectives 2 2 2 2 1 1 1 2 2 2 2 1.73 

Note: In Table X, 2 and I (responses of the instructors; that i~ the numbers 
corresponding to unit and general objectives) denote "Yes" and "No" 
respectively. 

Table X depicts that when instructors were asked whether or not they formulate 

lesson objectives - in their various lesson plans - which describe each of the unit objectives 

of the syllabus, all of them responded by saying "Yes". That is, the instructors agreed that 

they write representative lesson objectives, in their various lesson plans, for each unit 

objective of the sy llabus. In other words, there is no unit objective of the syllabus which the 

instructors did not fully express by corresponding lesson objectives - as to the instructors' 

responses. In addition, table X indicates that when instructors were asked whether or not 

they formulate lesson objectives, in their various lesson plans, which describe each of the 

general objective of the syllabus, the responses of 8 of the instructors were the same with 

the above, "yes". That is, they responded that they formulate a sufficient number of lesson 

objectives, at different times, which represent each ofthe general objective of the sy llabus. 
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4.1.5 Trainees' Awareness of the Intended Objectives 

of Each Lesson 

One of the major instructional activities which the instructors are expected to 

perform at the beginning of each session is informing the trainees about the lesson 

objectives. To examine the extent to which the instructors are performing this activity, the 

instructors and trainees were asked and direct classroom observation was carried out. The 

result of the three means of evaluation is described in Table XI. 

TABLE XI 

Evaluation Scores ofinstructors 

On their Attempt to Make their Trainees Aware of the Lesson Objectives 

Means of INSTRUCTORS II¥. 
~ 

Evaluation 
);. 

2 3 8 9 10 11 ~ J 4 5 6 7 ~ 
Instructors' 
self 
evaluation 4 J 3 4 2 3 3 2 3 3 3 ~.S; 

Trainees! 
evaluation 
of 1.16 1.06 1.04 1.10 1.04 1.13 1.19 1.10 1.10 1.04 1.06 1009 
instructors 

Observers' 
evaluation 
of 
instructors 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 .1 

Average 2.05 1.02 1.68 2.03 1.35 1.7 1 1.73 1.37 1.70 1.68 1.69 1. 6~ 

All the 11 instructors, as Table XI reveals, were given average scores below 2. 1 by 

the three groups of evaluators on their attempt to make their trainees aware of the intended 

lesson objectives. All the average scores of the instructors are, hence, below the mid score 

of the scale of the study which shows that little or no effort was made by each instructor in 
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TABLE XII 

Evaluation Scores ofInstructors on their 

Performance to Match the Instructional Activities of themselves 

and their Trainees to the Objectives of each Lesson 

INSTRUCTORS ~ 
Means of ::.: 

<Ii 
Evaluation I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 II ~ 
Instructors' 
self 

~ Evaluation 5 5 1.5 4 2 4 4 4.5 5 3 4 
r.Il 

Trainees! 
Evaluation -
of ~ 

Instructors 4.47 4.17 4.09 4.47 4.2 3.68 4.45 4.23 4.06 4.27 4.25 ~ 
Observers' 
Evaluation ~ of 
rnstructors 4.91 3.91 3.56 4.65 4.06 3.44 4.87 3. 19 3.4 1 3.30 3.09 

'"' L.;o 
0-

Average 4.79 4.36 3.05 4.37 3.42 3.71 4.44 3.9 4 .16 3.52 3.78 
, 
r'l 

The average evaluation scores of 5 of the instructors in performing instructional 

activities that correspond to the lesson objectives and in enhancing their trainees' 

instructional activities which are, again, aimed at the attainment of the lesson objectives, as 

Table XII shows, are above 4. And, the average evaluation scores of the rest 6 instructors 

are between 3 and 4. Table XII also shows almost equal average scores for instructors' self 

evaluation (3.82) and observers' evaluation of instructors (3.85). However, the average 

score of trainees' evaluation of instructors (4.21) is greater than the aforementioned average 

evaluation scores (3 .82 and 3.85). 

In addition all the six respondents of the interview said, regarding the general 

instructional process, that the instructors' and trainees' instructional activities are aimed at 
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the accomplishment of the objectives of the course. 

The instructors' firmness in following their lesson plans was also examined by 

means of questionnaires and classroom observation. Table XIII depicts the resu lt of these 

different means of evaluation. 

TABLE XIII 

Evaluation Scores ofInstructors 

in Following their Lesson Plans 

INSTRUCTORS ~ 
Means of ~ 
Evalua- I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 II ~ 
tion 4{ 

Instruc-
tors' Self "'I 
Evalua- 4,67 4.33 4 4.67 4.33 4.33 4.67 4.67 4.67 4 4.33 ~ , 
tion .;;t. 

Trainees' 
Evalua-

oj. 
ti on of VJ 
Instruc- 4.0 I 3.5 1 3. 1 3.95 3.4 3.28 3.74 3.4 1 3.32 3.59 3.59 , 
tors 

("l 

Observe-
rs' Eva lua lJ) 
tion of ~ 

Instruc- 5 4 4.83 4.08 4 2.08 5 4.92 5 5 5 :;} 
tors 

Average 4.56 3.95 3.98 4.23 3.91 3.23 4.47 4.33 4.33 4.2 4.3 " <to 

As Table XIII indicates, the average evaluation scores of 7 of the instructors, in 

fo llowing their lesson plans while teaching, are between 4 and 5. The rest 4 instructors have 

average evaluation scores between 3 and 4. Furthermore, the average scores for instructors' 

self evaluation (4.42) and observers' evaluation of instructors (4.45) are almost equal. But, 

the average score of trainees' evaluation of instructors (3 .54) is by far less than the 
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aforementioned evaluation scores (4.42 and 4.45). 

In this study, the instructors' effort in using the instructional time for the appropriate 

instructional activities, that is, their effort in shortening the instructional time that can be 

spent for routine activities was assessed by means of questionnaires and classroom 

observation. Table XIV also depicts the result of these different means of evaluation. 

TABLE XIV 

Evaluation Scores ofInstructors in Shortening 

the Instructional Time that can be Spent for Routine Activities 

Means of INSTRUCTORS 
Eva luation 

I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 Avera9 e 
Instructors' 
Self 
Evalua- 3 4 I 3 2 2 4 3 3 3 4 2.91 
tion 

Trainees' 
Evalua-
tion of 3.5 3 3.5 3 1.5 3 1.5 2 2.5 2.5 4 2.73 
Instruc-
tors 

Observers' 
Eva lua-
tion of 2.83 3.08 3 2.75 2.29 4.13 4 4.13 4 3.63 3.75 3.42 
Instruc-
tors 

Aver- 3.11 3.36 2.5 2.92 1.93 3.04 3.17 3.04 3. 17 3.04 3.92 3.02 
age 

Table XIV reveals that it is only the average evaluation score of an instructor (3.92), 

in using the instructional time appropriately for the accomplishment of objectives, which is 

near to 4 but 7 of the instructors have average evaluation scores between 3 and 3.5, and the 

rest 3 instructors were given average evaluation scores less than 3. Moreover, Table XIV 
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shows that instructors were given average evaluation scores: 2.91, 2.73, and 3.42 by 

instructors themselves, trainees, and observers respectively. 

To check the interrelation between the instructors' performance to correspond the 

instructional activities of themselves and their trainees to the intended objectives of the 

lessons; the extent to which the instructors follow their lesson plans; and the degree to 

which they minimize the instructional time that can be spent in routine matters; the Pearson 

Product - Moment correlation method was employed. The statistical result showed a 

coefficient of +0.5 between the performance of the instructors to correspond the 

instructional activities of themselves and their trainees to the objectives of the lessons; and 

the extent to which the instructors follow their lesson plans. A coefficient of + 0.46 was 

also obtained between the performance of the instructors to correspond the instructional 

activities of themselves and their trainees to the objectives of their lessons; and the extent to 

which the instructors minimize the instructional time that can be spent in routine activities. 

Moreover, a coefficient of + 0.29 was obtained between the degree to which the instructors 

follow their lesson plans; and the degree to which they minimize the instructional time that 

can be spent in routine matters. 

4.2 DISCUSSION OF THE RESULTS 

From the data gathered through questionnaires, interview, direct classroom 

observation, and documentary analysis, the necessary information were obtained regarding 

the nature of the objectives which instructors formulate in their lesson plans; the 

correspondence of the formulated lesson objectives to the course objectives; the awareness 

of the trainees about the intended lesson objectives; and the correspondence of the 
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the nature of the objectives which instructors formulate in their lesson plans; the 

correspondence of the formulated lesson objectives to the course objectives; the awareness 

of the trainees about the intended lesson objectives; and the correspondence of the 
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instructors' and trainees' instructional activities to the intended objectives of the lessons. 

This section discusses the obtained results based on the related literature. 

Concerning the instructors' consistency of preparing lesson plans, though all the 

directors and the deputy directors of the three TIls said that the instructors consistently 

prepare lesson plans, the documentary analysis showed a different result. That is, eight of 

the instructors of the two TIls, four in each TTl, prepare five lesson plans for a week once 

in a month and the rest three instructors of the third TTl prepare five lesson plans for a week 

once in three weeks. This variation occurred due to the presence of different number of 

pedagogics instructors in the first two TTls (Debre Birhan and Dessie), and the third TTl 

(Gondar) - when they prepare the lesson plans turn by turn. As it is mentioned in the first 

part of this chapter, there are four pedagogics instructors in each of Debre Birhan and Dessie 

TIls but three in Gondar TIL 

Two problems can appear in the instructors' preparation of lesson plans. The first 

problem is while preparing five lesson plans once for the coming five sessions of a week, 

one assumes that all the lesson plans will be carried out on the planned time limits. 

However, this assumption did not consider those unexpected happenings that may occur in 

the actual classroom. For instance, trainees may ask many questions in a session so that the 

session will be over by the interesting class discussion without covering the planned lesson. 

In this case, the next lesson plan should include those lesson objectives which were not 

accomplished in the preceding lesson. Not only the inclusion of objectives and instructional 

activities but also the modification of the succeeding lessons based on the preceding ones 

may sometimes be necessary. That is, an instructor may realize the benefit of some methods 

and techniques of teaching for a certain group of trainees from a lesson, and hence the need 

for applying these methods and techniques of teaching in the succeeding lessons may arise. 
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In both of the aforementioned cases, preparing five lesson plans once for the succeeding five 

sessions will be impractical or will have little value. 

The second problem which is investigated in the study of instructors' preparation of 

lesson plans is that while the instructors prepare the lesson plans turn by turn, the instructor­

the one whose turn it is- may not consider all the possible classroom conditions in which the 

other instructors teach. That is, the trainees' learning pace and the instructors' methods of 

teaching in two or more groups of trainees (sections) may not always correspond. So, the 

lesson plan, at most, can be helpful for the instructor who prepared it. Hence, a lesson plan 

prepared by an instructor is seldom helpful for two or more instructors at the same time. No 

literature is also found which is infavour of the instructors' way oflesson plan preparation. 

Though the instructors were using the lesson plans which were prepared by their colleagues­

while the investigator was observing the actual classroom instruction- this does not imply 

that the instructors are always preparing lesson plans. 

The above finding is not in line with the assertion of many educators (example: 

Arends (1991: 37); Bellon, Bellon, and Blank (1992: 31); Davies (1981: 79); and Clark and 

Starr (1986: 174). Callahan and Clark (1988: 20) have also pointed out the difficulty of 

attaining instructional objectives without a well developed plan. Moreover, the failure of 

the instructors to prepare plans ahead of each lesson for themselves, not turn by turn, is 

contrary to the findings of Bellon, Bellon, and Blank (1992: 74) which are about the 

liveliness of a properly planned instruction. 

As to the nature of the prepared lesson objectives, the result of the study showed that 

the majority of the lesson objectives (93.3%) contain both behaviour and content. These 

objectives are also specific and expressed in terms ofthe trainees terminal behaviour. These 

are good criteria for formulating lesson objectives. Many educators- example : Nacino­

Brown, Oke, and Brown (1989: 143); Payne (1968: 14); Popham (1981: 25); and Kibler and 
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Others (1981: 4)- are also in support of this way of writing objectives. Moreover, the 

findings of Serafin (1990: 16); Clayman (1980: 36); and Block (1971), Block and Anderson 

(1975), and Duchastel and Merill (1973) as cited by Kibler and Others (1981: 7) showed 

that those objectives which are expressed in clear and specific terms are more attainable by 

trainees than ambiguous ones. 

Since clearly defined objectives which contain both content and behaviour, as to 

Tyler (1949: 44) and Taba (1962: 201), are more useful for the instructor and the trainees 

than ambiguous ones, the majority of the lesson objectives, in this respect, are written in 

acceptable ways. This result- the majority of the lesson objectives contain both behaviour 

and content - is also similar with the findings of Abebe (1986: 51) in the objectives of only 

three secondary school subjects: Geography, Biology and Chemistry; and one elementary 

school subject: Social Studies, among eleven subjects in which the study was concentrated. 

Nevertheless, it is only 2 out of208 lesson objectives (nearly 1%) which contain 

content, behaviour, standard of performance, and testing conditions simultaneously. Arends 

(1991: 56); Borich (1988: 84-89); Callahan and Clark (1988: 41); Clark and Starr (1986: 

143-144); Mager (1984: 23); and Popham (1981: 18-19), among other educators, are the 

ones who advocate the idea that objectives- particularly at the lesson level- should comprise 

the above elements: content, behaviour, standard of performance, and testing condition. In 

this case, the majority of the lesson objectives failed to include the aforementioned elements 

which contribute for a considerable degree of precision and measurabi lity. 

Concerning the classification ofthe objectives of the lesson plans into the various 

categories of the three domains, the result of this study showed that most of the lesson 

objectives (94.9%) fall under the lower levels of the cognitive domain: knowledge (62.6%) 

and comprehension (32.3%). However, this finding is not in agreement with the assertion of 
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Nacino-Brown, Oke, and Brown (1989: 147). These educators and others like Callahan and 

Clark (1988: 54-55), Clark and Starr (1986: 58), and Payne (1968 : 20-2 1) advocate that 

lesson planning should aim for an appropriate balance of lower and higher level objectives. 

Of course, the inclusion of lower level objectives is a starting point for comprising higher 

level objectives because the attainment of the former is necessary for attaining the latter. 

But, giving much emphasis only for lower level objectives makes the instruction too trivial. 

Here, the development of the trainees' higher abilities, skills, and attitudes in the different 

spheres; that is, intellectual, physical, and social , will be ignored. 

In the instructors' lesson plans, only 0.5, 1.5 ... and 3 per cent of the objectives fall 

under application, analysis (of the cognitive), and affective domains respectively. In fact, it 

is mentioned by Nacino-Brown, Oke, and Brown (1989: 147) that the inclusion of 

objectives of the affective and psychomotor domains in different lesson plans of a course 

depends on the nature of the general objectives of the course. And, one of the six general 

objectives in which the lesson objectives were derived falls under the affective domain. 

Hence, ifit was seen in terms of proportion, 33 of the 195 specific behavioral objectives of 

the lesson plans (that is, 18%) should have fallen under the affective domain. On the other 

hand, since five of the six general objectives of the course are more of cognitive in nature, 

the rest ~1% of the lesson objectives are expected to be in the various categories of the 

cognitive domain- but not exclusively in the lower levels. Nevertheless, the result of this 

study showed, as explained above, that the majority of the lesson objectives are lower level 

objectives ofthe cognitive domain. That is, the instructors failed to include sufficient 

number ofthe affective and the higher level cognitive objectives in their lesson plans. 

Through the instructors' and trainees' questionnaires, and the calssroom observation, 

further information was also obtained on whether or not the instructors emphasize at the 
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attainment of the formulated lesson objectives. The average evaluation results of 7 of the 11 

instructors in dealing with lower level objectives are between 4 and 5. These numbers are 

representations of "often" and "always" (in order) in the scale of the study. Hence, this 

result shows that 7 of the 11 instructors focus more often on the attaimnent oflower level 

cognitive objectives than the higher level cognitive objectives and the affective ones. Three 

of the instructors focus more often on the attainment ofthe affective objectives than the 

lower level and the higher level cognitive objectives- each of the three instructors were 

given average scores between 4 and 5. And, one of the instructors gives almost similar 

degree of emphasis for the attainment of the aforementioned classification of objectives­

since he was given average evaluation scores: 3, 3.19, and 3.49 for his performance on the 

attainment of the affective, higher level cognitive, and lower level cognitive objectives 

respectively. Still, here, the instructor's emphasis on the attainment of lower level cognitive 

objectives is somewhat greater than the rest objectives. Generally, the average evaluation 

scores of all the instructors in attaining lower level cognitive, higher level cognitive, and 

affective objectives are 3.92, 3.06, and 3.24 respectively. This indicates the presence ofa 

certain variation in the emphasis given to the above objectives. This variation is also 

statistically significant because the computed value ofF (2,30) = 5.34 is greater than the 

critical value ofF (2,30) = 3.32 at P< 0.05 level of significance. 

Moreover, the statistical results in the Tukey's Honestly Significant Difference 

(HSD) method of Post Hoc Comparison showed the presence of a statistically significant 

difference in the use of the lower level and the higher level cognitive objectives because the 

computed value of q (3 ,30) = 4.53 is greater than the critical value of q (3 ,30) = 3.49 at P< 

0.05 level of significance. The Post Hoc Comparison also revealed the presence of a 

statistically significant difference in the use of the lower level cognitive objectives and the 
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affective objectives because the computed value of q ( 3,30) = 3.58 is greater than the 

critical value of q ( 3, 30) = 3.49 at P < 0.05 level of significance. But there was no a 

statistically significant difference in the use of the higher level cognitive objectives and the 

affective objectives since the computed value of q (3, 30) = 0.95 is less than the critical 

value of q (3 , 30) = 3.49 at P < 0.05 level of significance. 

The above statistical results depict that from the three classifications ofthe 

objectives, the use of the lower level cognitive objectives made a considerable effect on the 

significance ofF. That is, the instructors are aimed at the attainment of the lower level 

cognitive objectives more often than the higher level cognitive objectives and the affective 

ones. But, the instructors give almost equal attention to the higher level cognitive objectives 

and the affective objectives though their focus on the attainment of these objectives is not 

high. 

In this study, a certain gap is seen between the results of the documentary analysis; 

and the instructors' and the trainees' questionnaire and the classroom observation in the same 

issue-in the instructors' emphasis on the attainment of higher level cognitive objectives and 

affective objectives. That is, the result of the documentary analysis showed that the 

instructors give very little emphasis on the inclusion of higher level cognitive and affective 

objectives in their lesson plans. But, the result of the instructors' and trainees' 

questionnaires as well as the classroom observation showed that the instructors give a 

considerable degree of emphasis on the attainment ofthe higher level cognitive objectives 

and the affective objectives when they teach- though not as high as the lower level cognitive 

objectives. This gap may be observed because of the reason that the instructors may try to 

attain higher level cognitive and affective objectives which they did not express in their 

lesson plans. That is, the instructors may attempt to accomplish instructional objectives of 



79 

objectives of the syllabus which do not have corresponding lesson objectives in the TTls. 

This shows the lack of lesson objectives which should have been formulated by the 

instructors to form a many to one relationship with the unit objectives. That is, there should 

have been a considerable number of lesson objectives which can express each unit objective. 

Since attaining the general obj ectives of a syllabus is possible through attaining unit 

objectives, failure to describe some unit objectives by respective lesson objectives is a 

fai lure to attain some of the general objectives ofthe syllabus. 

In addition, there are instructors' unit objectives (a total of23 out of 56; that is 

41.07%) which have not been descri bed by lesson objectives and there are lesson objectives 

(a total of 57 out of208, that is, 27.4%) which do not have a corresponding instructors' unit 

objective in the three TTls. This clearly shows that the instructors did not take care of their 

unit objectives while formulating some of their lesson objectives. That is, the instructors 

sometimes fail to refer to their unit objectives in preparing their lesson plans. The responses 

of 7 of the instructors, in the questionnaire, in referring to unit objectives while preparing 

lesson plans were also designated by 3 and below 3 which indicate that most of the 

instructors occasionally refer to their unit objectives in preparing their lesson plans. This 

result is almost similar with the above statement which is deduced from the results of the 

documentary analysis. On the other hand, all of the instructors have also responded in the 

questionnaire that they write a considerable number of lesson objectives, in their different 

lesson plans, which can fully describe each unit objective. However, this response is not in 

harmony with the resul t of the documentary analysis and with most of the instructors' 

(themselves) responses because most of them said that they refer to the unit objectives 

sometimes in preparing lesson plans. If the instructors refer sometimes to the unit 

objectives in preparing lesson plans, they cannot describe each unit objective with a 
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performance. Even the instructors' average evaluation score ofthemselves, by itself, is not a 

satisfactory result to say that they make their trainees aware of the intended objectives of 

each lesson. 

A failure in making the trainees aware of the intended objectives of each lesson is a 

set back of attaining these objectives. This idea is also proved in the research findings of 

Duchastel and Brown (1974)- as cited in Arends (1991: 37-38)- and Dawley and Dawley 

(1974); Hauck and Thomas (1972); Housten and Warner (1977); Wolk (1973); and Morse 

and Tellman (1972)- as mentioned by Kibler and Others (1981: 7). Since the trainees are 

not informed about each lesson objective, they may face a problem of selecting and focusing 

their attention on those parts of instructional activities which lead them to the attainment of 

the desired objective. This assertion is proved in the findings of Mager and Mccann (1961) 

- as mentioned by Jenkins and Deno (1973 :9) - and supported by Mager (1984:6); 

Deterline (1973: 3); and Ryburn and Forge (1969: 11). Moreover, although informing the 

trainees about each lesson objective has a great advantage to achieve the objectives with the 

minimum possible instructional time, Mager and McCann (1961) as mentioned by Jenkins 

and Deno (1973 : 9), the result ofthis study clearly shows that the trainees are not fortunate 

to receive this benefit because of the failure of their instructors in giving due consideration 

for the issue. 

Lastly, as to the correspondence of the instructional activities of instructors and 

trainees to the intended objectives of their lessons, the result of this study shows that 5 of 

the instructors usually perform instructional activities that correspond to the lesson 

objectives and enhance thei r trainees' instructional activities towards the attainment of the 

lesson objectives- since they were given average evaluation scores between 4 and 5 that 

represent "often" and "always" respectively. The rest 6 instructors were given average 
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evaluation scores between 3 and 4 which designate "sometimes" and "often" respectively. 

Therefore, these 6 instructors do not perform instructional activities that correspond to the 

lesson objectives as often as the former 5 instructors. The 6 instructors do not also enhance 

their trainees' instructional activities towards the attainment of the lesson objectives as 

frequently as the former 5 instructors. Concerning this, Nacino-Brown, Oke, and Brown 

(1989: 136) pointed out that if instructional activities are not directed to the attainment of 

the objectives, then these activities will lead to chaos and little or no learning. Nevertheless, 

since the average evaluation score of each instructor is greater than the mid value (3) of the 

scale of the study, it is possible to say that the instructors' and trainees' instructional 

activities are not as such apart from the attainment of the lesson objectives. The difference 

lies on the degree of the emphasis given by each instructor to aim at the objectives and to 

restrict their trainees' instructional activities towards the accomplishment of the objectives. 

In dealing with instructional activities that correspond with the lesson objectives, the 

average evaluation scores of instructors given by the instructors themselves (3.82) and the 

observers (3.85) are nearly equal. The average evaluation score of instructors given by 

trainees (4.21) is in fact greater than the above average evaluation scores. But this variation 

is not as such very high. Particularly, the agreement of the average evaluation scores given 

by instructors (themselves) and observers indicates that the two groups of evaluators are 

genuine enough in giving the scores which in turn strengthens the reliability of the obtained 

result. 

For the instructors' and trainees' instructional activities to aim at the attainment of 

the lesson objectives, careful planning of the instructional activities in accordance with the 

specific behavioral objectives of the lesson is necessary on the part of the instructors. This 

concept is supported by Arends (l99 \: 53-54); Clark and Starr (1986 : 147); Davies (198\: 
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29); and Woodruff (1962: 29 1-292). Classroom observations made by Bellon, Bellon, and 

Blank (1992: 74) in a sixth grade Social Studies class have also proved the difficulty of 

reaching at success in using a certain instructional activity- particularly, here, a group work­

if the instructional activity is not plalmed in accordance with the lesson objective prior to the 

instruction. 

It was difficult, in this study, to check whether or not there is a correspondence 

between the specific objectives; and the trainees' and instructors' instructional activities in 

the lesson plans. The reason is that almost in all the lesson plans, the instructional activities 

of the instructors and trainees are expressed in very general and vague terms such as 

introducing the topic, presenting the new subject matter, stabilizing, and revising the lesson. 

Here, the specific activities the instructor intends to do whi le introducing, presenting, 

stabilizing, or revising the subject matter should have been pointed out in the lesson plans. 

However, it becomes a common practice ofthe instructors to use the aforementioned 

general terms on the column of "Instructional Activities" in the lesson plan. The only 

instructional activities which are somewhat specific- but can be used in any subj ect matter 

and were used in many of the lesson plans of which this study dealt- that the investigator 

encountered while examining the lesson plans are explaining, asking, answering, listening, 

and writing notes. And, these instructional activities were put in the lesson plans in line 

with the formulated specific behavioral objectives. However, other methods and teclmiques 

of teaching of the instructors, and the respective instructional activities of trainees are not 

written in detail in the lesson plans. 

As the result of the study revealed the majority (7) of the instructors usually follow 

their lesson plans while teaching- since their average evaluation scores are between 4 and 5. 

The rest 4 instructors were given average evaluation scores between 3 and 4 which indicates 
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that the former 7 instructors execute their lesson plans more often than the latter 4 

instructors. Three of the latter 4 instructors were also given average evaluation scores above 

3.9 that is almost 4 which shows that the instructors do not very much depart from their 

lesson plans while teaching. It is also mentioned earlier in this section that the instructors 

attempt to attain some affective and higher level cognitive objectives, when they teach, 

which they did not write in their lesson plans. And, the average of averages of the 

evaluation scores of all the instructors in following their lesson plans is 4.14. Therefore, the 

remaining 0.86 (5 - 4.14) score, which is an indicator of the instructors' instructional 

activities that are out side of their lesson plans, can be attributed to the instructors' attempt in 

attaining the aforementioned objectives. The average evaluation scores of all the instructors 

given by the observers (4.45) and the instructors themselves (4.42), in carrying out their 

lesson plans, are almost equal. Though the average evaluation score given by trainees (3 .54) 

is less than the above two scores, the agreement of the two scores (given by the observers 

and the instructors themselves) is a good indicator of the genuiness of the responses and the 

trustworthiness of the obtained result. 

It is remarked by Clark and Starr (1986: 195) that following the lesson plan is the 

only way to do what the instructors have intended to do. In this respect, the majority of the 

instructors (of this study) have a good quality and this leads them to a better position in 

attaining their lesson objectives thereby attaining the course objectives. The finding of this 

study is also similar with the findi~3s of Neely (1986), as mentioned in Bellon, Bellon, and 

Blank (1992: 39). 

On the other hand, the result of this study indicates that only an instructor was given 

an average evaluation score of3.92, which is near to 4, in the use of the instructional time 

appropriately for the attainment of the lesson objectives by minimizing the instructional 
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time that can be spent in routine activities. This indicates that the instructor does not spend 

much instructional time to do administrative tasks, routine aspects of class management, and 

those activities which can be done by trainees such as distributing and collecting 

instructional materials and assignments, cleaning the chalkboard, and the like. In this 

respect 7 of the instructors were given average evaluation scores between 3 and 3.5, and the 

rest 3 instructors were given average evaluation scores less than 3. Though the evaluation 

scores of the 7 instructors are indicators of a moderate use of the instructional time to attain 

lesson objectives, the evaluation scores of the 3 instructors are not satisfactory to say that 

the instructors use the instructional time appropriately to perform the activities that facilitate 

the accomplishment of the objectives of their lessons by minimizing the instructional time 

to be spent in routine activities. 

The average evaluation scores of all the instructors given by the observers, trainees, 

and instructors themselves, in using the instructional time appropriately to attain the lesson 

objectives, were 3.42, 2.73, and 2.9 1 respectively. Though the difference between the last 

two scores is not as such high, the first score (which is given by the observers) is by far 

greater than the rest two scores. This may be because the instructors might have 

intentionally used the instructional time appropriately to attain the lesson objectives in the 

presence of the observers. 

It is believed that those instructors who plan the main instructional activities 

according to the lesson objectives ahead of the instruction and who carry out their plan are 

in a better position to use the instructional time in attaining the lesson objectives by 

lessening the instructional time that can be spent for routine activities. Arends (1991 : 54-

55) have also supported the above concept by saying that instructors who do not plan 

instructional activities in line with the lesson objectives or who fail in carrying out their 
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plans usually waste instructional time in routine activities. However, in this study, the 

statistical result shows a low correlation (+ 0.29), that is, definite but small relationship (as 

to Guilford, 1950: 94) between the instructors' firmness in following their lesson plans, and 

their performance in using the instructional time appropriately for the accomplishment of 

the lesson objectives by minimizing the instructional time that can be spent in routine 

activities . In other words, in this study, those instructors who usually follow their lesson 

plans do not show a highly significant difference, in using the instructional time 

appropriately to accomplish the objectives of their lessons, from those instructors who 

moderately carry out their lesson plans. And, this result is inconsistent with the above 

assertion of Arends (1991 : 54-55) . The obtained low relationship- between fo llowing lesson 

plans, and using the instructional time appropriately for the attainment of lesson objectives 

by minimizing the instructional time to be spent in routine activities- may show that those 

instructors who moderately follow their lesson plans perform instructional activities (out 

side of their lesson plans) that help them for the attainment of their lesson objectives and use 

the instructional time for achieving their instructional objectives or for routine activities 

almost as equally as those instructors who usually follow their lesson plans. 

The statistical result also shows a moderate correlation (+ 0.5) , that is, a substantial 

relationship between the instructors' firmness in following their lesson plans, and the effort 

made by the instructors to correspond the instructional activities of themselves and their 

trainees to the objectives of the lessons. In other words, those instructors who usually 

follow their lesson plans also perform instructional activities in line with the objectives of 

their lessons and restrict their trainees instructional activities to aim at the accomplishment 

of the lesson objectives. Moreover, the statistical result indicates a moderate correlation 

(+ 0.46), that is, again a substantial relationship between the effort made by instructors to 
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correspond the instructional activities of themselves and their trainees to the objectives of 

their lessons; and the instructors' performance in using the instructional time appropriately 

for the accomplishment of the lesson objectives by minimizing the instructional time that 

can be spent in routine activities. 



CHAPTER FIVE 

5. SUMMARY, CONCLUSION, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

5.1 SUMMARY 

This study was intended, as repeatedly said, to examine the TTl instructors' ability in 

translating the objectives of Pedagogics syllabus into practice. To this effect, the study 

attempted to: 

check whether or not instructors prepare lesson plans for each instructional period; 

investigate whether or not the desired objectives of the prepared lesson plans are 

stated in specific and behavioral terms; 

assess the extent to which instructors are including higher level objectives in the 

various lessons ofthe course; 

examine whether or not the specific objectives prepared by the instructors are in 

harmony with the general objectives of the course; 

investigate whether or not the instructors are making their trainees aware of the 

specific objectives of the lessons at the beginning of each instructional period; and 

examine the extent to which instructors' and trainees' instructional activities 

correspond with the desired lesson objectives. 

To this end, the descriptive survey approach was employed as the method of the 

study. All the pedagogics instructors (11 in number), the deputy directors, the directors, and 

a total of 550 out of 11 63 trainees (50 trainees for each instructor) in the three TTls of 

Region Three- Debre Birhan, Dessie, and Gondar- were the sources of information. The 

I 
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trainees were selected by using simple random sampling technique. The data collection 

instruments used in the study were questionnaire, interview, classroom observation, and 

documentary analysis. And, the data collected were analysed using percentages, 

averages, one-way Analysis ofYariance (ANOYA), Tukey Honestly Significant Difference 

(HSD) Method, and Pearson Product - Moment correlation. 

On the basis of the analysis made on the data gathered through the aforementioned 

instruments, the major findings of the study are summarized as follows: 

1. All the eleven pedagogics instructors did not prepare consecutive lesson 

plans but use the lesson plans prepared by their colleagues in every 

instruction. It was ascertained that the majority of the instructors (8 out of 

11) prepare five lesson plans once for a week in every month, and the rest 3 

instructors prepare five lesson plans once for a week in every three weeks. 

2. The majority of the lesson objectives (93.3%) contain both content and 

behaviour, and are specific as well as written in terms of students' terminal 

behaviour. 

3. An insignificant number of the lesson objectives (1%) contain content, 

behaviour, testing condition, and standard of performance. 

4. Most of the lesson objectives (94.9%) are lower level cognitive type; that is, 

knowledge and comprehension. 

5. In the actual classroom instruction, instructors were also observed in making 

a significant effort towards the attainment of lower level cognitive objectives 

than the higher level cognitive objectives and affective objectives - the 

absolute computed q values of the first and the second (4.53); and the first 

and the third groups of objectives (3.58) are greater than the critical value of 
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q (3 ,30) = 3.49 at Alpha 0.05 level of significance. 

6. Instructors made more effort for the attainment of higher level cognitive 

objectives and affective objectives when they teach than they plan. 

7. All the lesson objectives are comprised in the unit and general objectives of 

the syllabus. 

8. A considerable number of unit objectives of the syllabus (51.85%; that is, 14 

out of27 in both Debre Birhan and Dessie TTIs; and 33.33%; that is 9 out of 

27 in Gondar TTl) were not described by the lesson objectives. 

9. There was a considerable degree of disparity in the emphasis given for eight 

unit objectives of the syllabus by the instructors of each TTL 

10. Some of the lesson objectives (27.4%) did not have corresponding instructor­

made unit objectives. 

II. 41.07% (23 out of 56) of the instructor-made unit objectives were not 

described by the lesson objectives. 

12. There was lack of correspondence between the instructor-made unit 

objectives and the syllabus unit objectives. 

13. Instructors sometimes did not refer to the unit and general objectives of the 

syllabus. 

14. All of the instructors did not make a significant attempt to inform their 

trainees about the lesson objectives of each instructional period. 

IS. Five of the instructors usually performed instructional activities that 

correspond to their lesson objectives and enhanced their trainees' 

instructional activities to aim at the attainment of these lesson objectives- the 

instructors' average evaluation scores were greater than 4. The rest six 
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instructors sometimes performed instructional activities that do not 

correspond to their lesson objectives, and they sometimes did not restrict 

their trainees' instructional activities to aim at the attainment of the lesson 

objectives- the average evaluation scores of these instructors were between 3 

and 4. 

16. Seven of the instructors usually followed their lesson plans when they teach 

and the rest four instructors sometimes performed instructional activities out 

side of their lesson plans. 

17. Most of the instructors (8) spent some of the instructional time by performing 

routine activities like distributing and collecting instructional materials and 

assignments, cleaning the chalkboard, managing class disturbances, and so 

on. The rest three instructors spent most of the instructional time by 

performing the aforementioned routine activities. 

18. There was a low but positive correlation (+ 0.29) between the instructors' 

firmness in following their lesson plans and their effort in using the 

instructional time appropriately for the accomplishment of the lesson 

objectives by minimizing the instructional time that can be spent in routine 

activities. 

19. There was a moderate correlation (+ 0.5) between the instructors' firmness in 

following their lesson plans and their effort to correspond the instructional 

activities of themselves and their trainees to the objectives of the lessons. 

20. There was also a moderate correlation (+ 0.46) between the instructors' effort 

to correspond the instructional activities of themselves and their trainees to 

the objectives of the lessons, and the instructors' effort in using the 
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instructional time appropriately for the accomplishment of the lesson 

objectives by minimizing the instructional time that can be spent in routine 

activities . 

5.2 CONCLUSION 

From the above findings, it can be concluded that the TTl instructors effectiveness in 

implementing the general objectives of the pedagogics syllabus was not as much as it should 

be. The failure of the instructors to prepare lesson plans ahead of each instructional session 

for themselves, their emphasis on the attainment of lower level cognitive objectives, their 

fai lure in referring consistently to the unit and course objectives as well as the absence of 

lesson objectives which correspond with some of the unit objectives of the syllabus, and the 

instructors' failure to inform the trainees about the lesson objectives of each instructional 

session have contributed for the ineffectiveness of the instructors in implementing the 

general objectives of the syllabus properly. 

On the other hand, the instructors' abi lity of formulating specific and behavioral 

lesson objectives while preparing lesson plans- though the instructors would have been in a 

better position to attain the objectives of the syllabus more easily if the lesson objectives had 

included content, behaviour, testing condition, and standard of performance simultaneously­

and the instructors' effort in performing instructional activities that correspond to their 

lesson objectives as well as in enhancing their trainees' instructional activities to aim at the 

attainment of the lesson objectives have had a positive influence on the effectiveness of the 

instructors in implementing the general objectives of the syllabus. The instructors' effort in 

fo llowing their lesson plans when they teach has, in fact, contributed much for the 
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instructors to perform instructional activities in line with the lesson objectives and to restrict 

the trainees' instructional activities to aim at the attainment ofthe objectives. However, the 

instructional time that has been spent by most of the instructors in performing routine 

activities has had a considerable negative effect on the instructors' effort to correspond the 

instructional activities of themselves and their trainees to the lesson objectives. 

5.3 RECOMMENDATIONS 

Based on the above findings and the experience of the investigator, it is 

recommended that: 

1. Instructors should prepare lesson plans, for only themselves, ahead of every 

instruction. Using a lesson plan prepared by another instructor; that is, preparing 

lesson plans turn by turn, does not help for the maximum possible attainment of the 

objectives. 

2. Instructors should formulate lesson objectives which include content, behaviour, 

testing condition, and standard of performance simultaneously. 

3. Instructors should give a considerable emphasis for the lower and higher level 

objectives of the different domains when they plan as well as they teach - which 

should be, in fact, in line with the need for the attainment of the objectives of the 

course. 

4. Instructors should always refer to their unit objectives, and to the unit and general 

objectives of the syllabus while formulating their lesson objectives so that there will 

be a sufficient degree of correspondence between the lesson, the unit, and the 

syllabus objectives. 
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5. Instructors should formulate a considerable number of lesson and unit objectives 

for each unit according to the emphasis given to the unit in the sy llabus in the 

form of period allotment. 

6. Instructors should also inform their trainees about the lesson objectives at the 

beginning of each period so that the trainees can achieve the intended objectives 

with a minimum of time and effort. 

7. Moreover, if instructors write each of the major instructional activities of 

themselves and their trainees in the lesson plans in detail, and follow the lesson 

plans as much as possible; they will be in a better position to perform 

instructional activities which correspond with the lesson objectives when they 

teach. This also helps the instructors to lead the trainees' instructional activities 

towards the attainment of the lesson objectives. 

8. Instructors should also allow the trainees to perform some of the routine activities 

so that much instructional time will not be spent by instructors in performing the 

routine activities. 

9. For the instructors to accomplish all the aforementioned duties effectively, 

concerned officials in the Ministry of Education, Regional Education BlU'eau and 

Administrative Zone Education Departments should give the appropriate technical, 

financial and professional support. For instance, Educational Seminars and 

workshops which invite all the instructors should be given in each semester so 

that the instructors will always be conscious of their instructional responsibilities. 

The necessary instructional materials which facilitate the attainment of the 

objectives of the COlU'se should also be avai lable in each TTL Here, the directors 

and deputy directors can play the major role-in fu lfilling the appropriate 

instructional materials. 
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10. While recruiting TTl instructors, officials should give due consideration for the 

instructors' previous work efficiency in preparing lesson plans consistently which 

have desirable objectives and in translating these lesson objectives into practice in 

the actual classrooms. 

II. Concerned officials in the program of teacher education at college level should 

give due emphasis to equip the would-be teachers with the skill in formulating 

lesson objectives which include both lower level and higher level objectives of the 

different domains. These officials should also equip the would-be teachers with 

the belief on the necessity of preparing lesson plans consistently ahead of every 

instruction and of informing students about the lesson objectives at the begilming 

of each instructional period. 

12. Further study should also be carried out particularly on the investigation of the 

factors which made the instructors not to perform the aforementioned duties. 
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APPENDIX - A 

DATE __________ __ 

ADDIS ABABA UNIVERSITY 

SCHOOL OF GRADUATE STUDIES 

DEPARTMENT OF CURRICULUM AND INSTRUCTION 

QUESTIONNAIRE 

(TO BE FILLED ONLY BY PEDAGOGICS INSTRUCTORS OF TTIs) 

PURPOSE: The purpose of this questiOlUlaire is to co llect information about pedagogics 

instructors effectiveness in implementing the objectives of pedagogics syllabus 

thereby forwarding valuable suggestions that faci litate the instructional process. 

Since your responses for the given questions have a paramount importance to 

reach at a right conclusion, you are kindly requested to give your honest 

responses for each question. Of course, all the responses which you provide 

will be kept confidential and used only for research purpose. 

Thank you in advance. 

Directions: - 1. No need of writing your name. 

2. Please read the following items carefully and put a tick 21 mark against one 

of the following choices that you feel appropriate . 

3. In conditions where your extended response is demanded, please write it on 

the space provided. 



101 

Section One 

I. Name of the TTl --------

2. Sex: Male I I Female! I 

3. Age: Below 26 years old __ 26-3o __ 31-35 __ _ 

4. Qualification: Diploma 12 + 3 BAlB.Ed. 

MA __ If any other, specify ____ _ 

5. Area of specialization: M~or ______ __ 
Minor (if any) ___ _ 

6. Total years of Teaching Experience _____ _ 

7. Total years of teaching experience in TTl ___ _ 

8. Years of experience in teaching this course in the TTls __ _ 

9. Number of sections you teach ____ _ 

10. Number of periods you teach per week ___ _ 

Section Two 

I. Do you ever inform your trainees of the lesson objectives at the beginning of the 

period? 

Never I I Seldom I I Sometimes I I Often I I Always I I 

2. If your response for question number" I" is not "Never", in what form are you making 

the trainees aware of the intended lesson objectives? 

By writing on the chalkboard I I 

By explaining orally I I 

By both writing on the chalkboard and explaining orally I I 

If any other, specify ______ _ 
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3. Do you ever refer to the course objectives while formulating the objectives of your 

lesson plan? 

Never / / Seldom / / Sometimes / / Often / / Always / / 

4. Do you formulate unit objectives which describe (or can represent) all the course 

objectives? 

Yes / / No / / 

5. Do you ever refer to the unit objectives of the course while formulating the objectives 

of your lesson plan? 

Never / / Seldom / / Sometimes / / Often / / Always / / 

6. Do you formulate lesson objectives, in your various lesson plans, which describe (or 

can represent) all the unit objectives? 

Yes / / No / / 

7. Do you ever follow your lesson plan strictly while teaching? 

Never / / Seldom / / Sometimes / / Often / / Always / / 

8. Do you ever come across a classroom situation, such as trainees' questions, that hinders 

the implementation of your lesson plan and enforces you to teach according to the 

immediate needs of the trainees? 

Never / / Seldom / / Sometimes / / Often / / Always / / 

9. Do you ever respond by saying "We will come-back to it" or "This is not the concern 

of our today's lesson" for some of the questions raised by your trainees? 

Never / / Seldom / / Sometimes / / Often / / Always / / 

10. Do you ever restrict your instructional activities for instance, your explanations, 

questions, answers etc. to gear directly towards the attainment of your lesson 

objectives? 

Never / / Seldom / / Sometimes / / Often / / Always / / 
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II. Do you ever restrict your trainees' instructional acitivites (for instance, trainees' 

questions, answers, etc.) to gear directly towards the attainment of your lesson 

objectives? 

Never I I Seldom I I Sometimes I I Often I I Always I I 

12. Do you ever ask your trainees - for instance, the monitor to do the routine activities 

such as taking attendance, collecting assignments, and the like? 

Never I I Seldom I I Sometimes I I Often I I Always I I 

13. Do you ever encourage your trainees to memorize the major facts of the lessons? 

Never I I Seldom I I Sometimes I I Often I I Always I I 

14. Do you ever permit your trainees to express their views freely using their own words? 

Never I I Seldom I I Sometimes I I Often I I Always I I 

15. Do you ever encourage your trainees to focus on their cognitive (knoledge) 

development? 

Never I I Seldom I I Sometimes I I Often I I Always I I 

16. Do you ever encourage your trainees to focus on their skill development? 

Never I I Seldom I I Sometimes I I Often I I Always I I 

17. Do you ever initiate the development of your trainees' affective behavior, that is, 

trainees' positive feelings, interests, attitudes, etc. in your various lessons? 

Never I I Seldom I I Sometimes I I Often I I Always I I 
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/\A 1-)/\ .e'IM _______________ _ 

3. 1''I'.t;'I·'UIf'l uo9"UC9' 111,t\oI: r~'9"uc"'" CM ;JC .I'A"·'luoP,. P't.9''f'} 

/ /\ 9" tt t\, : - (J 1 t\'l : (J 'I' ,r'1: C; uo A (): CO I/./, tTJ:"~, I .e IP t. /\. '? 

t.lJ'I° I I (JfI}9D 'r</:~' 'i'lL I I )','}.t;,},v" I I '(JII· 1.lL I I O·A'llL I I 

4. 1,C{)9' 111,t\oI: 1'~'9DOC')' CM ;JC .I'A·/'!Juop,. P't.9'':f.'} It\9D ttt\,:- uo9DOC9' 

(J"'l.,r {)l.t;(J·'" tv .e 9D {'(J . .!':') {)to (J9"~·IP"'(J"'" tTJ:,.~· I .e1P t,. t\-'? 

t.lJ'I° I I (JfI}9D '1"H' 'tILl I )','}.t;'}~ I I '(J/!. 'til, I / O·A'tlL I I 

5. {''I'.t;'l·:<[hfl'} ''''9'' uc~, W"l. "'1~.(J~. 00:',,), rrh/\·/:'} ~'9DUC')' '1'e,' '1'C; ~'r(l':f' 

t.lJ'I° I I (JfI}9" '1'</:.). 'llL I I )','}.t;'}-'V I I .(If,. 'tiL I I O·A'llL I I 

6. 1,C{)9' (JJ .e9" rh'i:A 'lJ'.'tf':f.9' (Jh'i:A (D>{)'I' 'I'.I'</! (J"'l. m.e4: (J.). 'tiL 

{''I' J;'l·:{h{) uo 9"OC 9' " .eU 'r ,1"1: (Jt\,'1 'tIL .euo /\ttA" tv.e9D "'I' .1'</![tJ-

111./\1: ~·9"UC;J·':f·') ;JC )',.e'luoJ'.·9D" '(J/\(7r /\'I'.I'</! 1J)o uoA{) ,I'Aom·(J~· </''} 
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&.lJqo I I 0''19" '1'4: '''' 'I. /~ I I hH1<fi, I I 'OIl·'I. /~ I I II-A 'l.U I I 

7. rT"I·,.,:'UII'I uo9"UCfP niH"} CM ''''9"UC:'' Ouo'h.f)· n~A tlJ·{)'I' O+~ ... M 

r:"9"Uc:" CM 'I.e '111'1 J'J'.C;JI\-? (J) .e9" hhC{)fPC; hn~A 'H'."if"1·fP ;JC 

ar.e.e:,· J'J'.C;JII·? 

&.lJ'l" I I 01'19" '1'4::" 'U~ I I }"H1f" I I ·011' 'I./~ I I IJ-.A'L/~ I I 

8. rT "I"oj{{) uo 9"UC fP hC{)fP1 tlJ.e9" rn~A "'J'."if'f fP'} h'}'<;1 J'.' {)t.fP'f1 

11\9" ... 11.:- 'r</!C "'11."1 11"'16"1'''': <j't +O?tfP'f1 lluo4l1'l1llC : rn~A tTJ.e9" 

rn.:'· ()t·fP 'f1 lluo ... ·O ... -nC; r uo ...... 11".,.1 I ?, 1 J'.' ,) .... ..;. .f J'.C;J II·? 

&.M" I I oal9" '1'4:')' 'lit I I }" 1"11 f" I I -nil' 'It I I O·A·ut I I 

9. rT"I.,.j{t/{) uo9"UCfP Ohrll1: r9":'·"'1";. '-"1 'PC; 'PC; :J''I'-'': 9"An1'-'fc; ~'I'(l"1. 

h 1 .r.: ;J-() :JiTJ· ... • .I' Ol :.h.l: "1':'\A ? 

&.M" I I 01'19" '1'4::" 'U~ I I h1"11 f." I 1'011' 'II. I I II-A'l.U I I 

10. rT"I"o}>~t/{) uo9"IJCfP hC{)fP1 (JJ.e9" rn~A "'J'.7f''ffP1 h6liJ.6J!'C 'I',f1rfP"1'1 

Ouo lIlr:" r'/''''It-"1'II-'-''1 :J'A (f!J .e9" ritt. "I h 1 J'.':'·uo A.... .I' J'.C ;JII-? 

&.lJqo I 101'19" '1'4: '''' 'I.U I I hH1f., I I -n/,. 'n I I II-A'l.U I I 

11. rT"I',.,}>~t/{) uo9"IJCfP hC{)fP1 /.tJM" rn~A "'J'."if"1·fP1 Oh t-... "1.(}. :J''I'''' 

+1Il:" U?'f I}' 0"'1]"1'11-1 O"'",/1J. h 1 J'.':'·'IAo· ,fOl;l' ;I' II·? 

&.lJ'lD I 101'19" '1'4::" ·U~ I I },,1"11fo I I '011' 'I~ I I II-A'U~ I I 

12. rT"I'I°}>~n{) uo9"IJCfP Ohr~II1' ()1I"'l. ... 1Il·:,· CM :"9"IJC:" 'r";· "I1lfn.: 

~'I'I°:"C; huo~'''' OhC{)fP 'I.e ?,'}'<;."I·OC .1'1'. C;J II·? 

&.lJ'lU I I 01'19" '1'4::" ·tlt I I }"H1ft, I I ·011' 'n I I O·A'l./I, I I 

13. rT "I',.,}>~n{) uo9D UCfP r"'l. ... lIl·fP.-,. 9""'lI.fP'f hhll1' CM :"9" IJ C:,· ;JC 

{'·/·lfuo,P,. C;,,:tn--? 

&.lJ'lD I I1l1'l9" 'r4:'-" 'Ul, / / },,1"11W I ·IlII· 'Ul, I I IJ-./!\'L/l, I I 

14. rT"I',.,}>~t/{) uo9"UCfP r"'l.lIl.e<j:fP:'· 'I'.I'1rfP"1· hhll1: CM :"9"OC:" ;JC 

r "'I.e 'I C; ~ Il'''' 'Ul, }" II? 

&.lJ'lU I IIlI'l9" '1'4::" 'U~ I I h1"11 f.,. I I -nil· 'II. I I II-A'U~ I I 



107 

15. r-t'-'l1"]>~hll qo?"IJC?J f"'l. ... m·?J'.,. fl1lJ:Ar; rn,..,. P'1r ?J ":f. 11M.'" CM 

""9"IJC-r ;JC f'/·lJqop'. r;:I~iJ). ? 

&.r)qP / / 1I1l19" '1'</:..,. 'U~ / / ),,'H,} .Ij, / / ,1111, ,It / / II·A'UL / / 

16. rT-'l1"]>~l1il qo?"IJC?J r""9"lJc-r 11lJ:1I 'UW~,} ll,}-'I,}S: M"·-'lJ'.IrT /Qt!' 

{))-il'l' qo LP& •• .,. f"'l:IIVI:al-'} / illr?J ":f.'} IIqo illr"" .em'" qo.lI;l· A ? 

&.(Jqu / / 1I1l1?" '1'</:..,. 'tIL / / )",}-'I'}r. / /'111/, 'L It / / rrA'LI/, / / 



APPENDIX - B-2 

DATE ______________ __ 

ADDIS ABABA UNIVERSITY 

SCHOOL OF GRADUATE STUDIES 

DEPARTMENT OF CURRICULUM AND INSTRUCTION 

OUESTIONNAIRE 

(TO BE FILLED ONLY BY TRAINEES) 

PURPOSE: The purpose of this questionnaire is to collect information about pedagogics 

instructors effectiveness in implementing the objectives of pedagogics syllabus 

thereby fOlwarding valuable suggestions that facilitate the instructional process. 

Since your responses for the given questions have a paramount impOltance to 

reach at a right conclusion, you are kindly requested to give your honest 

responses for each question. Of course, all the responses which you provide 

will only be read by the investigator-kept confidential-and used aruy for 

research purpose. 

Thank you in advance. 

Directions: 1. No need of writing your name. 

2. Please, read the following items carefully and put a tick /,,1/ mark against one of 

the following choices that you feel appropriate. 

3. In conditions where your extended response is demanded, please write it on the 

space provided. 

Section One 

1. Name of the TTl --------------

2. Sex: Male Female 
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3. Age: Below 18 years old / / 18-22/ / 23-27 / / 

28-32/ / Above 32 years old / / 

Section Two: 

I. Does your pedagogics instructor ever inform you of the lesson objectives at the 

begilming ofthe period? 

Never / / Seldom / / Sometimes / / Often / / Always / / 

2. If your response for question number" I" is not "Never", in what form does your 

pedagogics instructor make you aware of the intended lesson objectives? 

By writing on the chalkboard / / 

By explaining orally / / 

By both writing on the chalkboard and explaining orally / / 

If any other, specifY ________________ _ 

3. Does your pedagogics instructor ever perform instructional activities-in his 

explanations, demonstrations, questions, etc.-which are outside of the lesson topic? 

Never / / Seldom / / Sometimes / / Often / / Always / / 

4. Do you ever perform instructional activities - in your individual work, groupwork, 

questions etc. - which are out side of the lesson topic? 

Never / / Seldom / / Sometimes / / Often / / Always / / 

5. Do you ever understand the major points; that is, knowledge, skills, and values of each 

lesson (of pedagogics course)? 

Never / / Seldom / / Sometimes / / Often / / Always / / 

6. When you or your classmates ask questions, does your pedagogics instructor ever 

respond by saying "We will come-back to it" or "this is not the concern of our today's 

lesson"? 

Never / / Seldom / / Sometimes / / Often / / Always / / 
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7. Does your pedagogics instructor ever explain or discuss with you about any topic raised 

in the class which is out side of the lesson topic? 

Never / / Seldom / / Sometimes / / Often / / Always / / 

8. Does your pedagogics instructor ever ask you or your classmates to do routine activities 

such as cleaning the chalkboard, taking attendance, collecting assignments, etc.? 

Never / / Seldom / / Sometimes / / Often / / Always / / 

9. Does your pedagogics instructor ever encourage you to memorize the major facts, 

symbols, and concepts of the various lessons? 

Never / / Seldom / / Sometimes / / Often / / Always / / 

I O. Does your pedagogics instructor ever ask you questions which look for a short and 

precise response like a word, a phrase, or a symbol? 

Never / / Seldom / / Sometimes / / Often / / Always / / 

II. Does your pedagogics instructor ever initiate you to express your views freely using 

your own words? . ,..'.-

Never / / Seldom / / Sometimes / / Often / / Always / / 

12. Does your pedagogics instructor ever initiate the development of your affective 

behaviour; that is, your positive fee lings, interests, attitudes, etc. in the various lessons? 

Never / / Seldom / / Sometimes / / Often / / Always / / 

13. Do the examples, which are given by your pedagogics instructor, ever correspond with 

the lesson topic? 

Never / / Seldom / / Sometimes / / Often / / Always / / 

14. Does your pedagogics instructor ever ask you questions which do not correspond with 

the lesson topic? 

Never / / Seldom / / Sometimes / / Often / / Always / / 
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15. Do the class works and homework, which are given by your pedagogics instructor, ever 

correspond with the lesson topic? 

Never / / Seldom / / Sometimes / / Often / / Always / / 

16. ~oes your pedagogics instructor ever use the instructional time (the allocated periods) 

to do administrative tasks? 

Never / / Seldom / / Sometimes / / Often / / Always / / 
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f1ilP,.fl Mil r.~ilCIt'L· 

{' .C:,U. 9° £: -'" :j- / (J, ,)­

rI'Jth·lI9°'l t ... ,)fl:j-t-Il"ii') :j-~UC')- hl}:A 

/H'*"'I:j - CMI~-qu9°Ut-,)'1 9°h ')'A-CMI~ qu~IJt-,) 1''''l.'l'C,f1 -"'t\-qum.e:" 

I' qu m.e ' /l il""'1:- rll.u -'" t\-qu m.e:" '1''1 t,,,"'1 1'1: P,·,-j[hfl qu 9°Ut.'} {")-9°UC'/:') 

t, m-"'''.e M "'I!P 1- f1hl}:A (f).fl'I' t\qu "-C"-9° r"'L ,r f.C',.:j-,) 'I'£: .)- t\ "?tp:"c,' : t,fl&. "'L 

I'U",..)-,) r"'lm-"'t\.r u ... ·f1'1 t,fl,,·,rr·)- f1quflm'''' N'9°UC-I:') {'qua?£: O?fl ,'-"?C 'Lf.:j­

t\ "'11 A f1:j. ~(D. : : 

fJlj:A "1.f." 

1. -"'t\-qum.e-h r-tI'J'lf.f1·)· 4' ,) ________ _ 

2. r·,.*qu- fl~ _____ _ ____ ___ _ 

3. }':J. ---

hl}:A 'rt\:j-

1. f1-1'*qu- (l}.fl'l' r1:P'1-j>,·.hfl " f'I.t\f1fl " t,t\? 

2. "f'I.t\f1f'1-" 1'Jt\ qu~Ut-~· ?,,)f,:)- ~iIi- 1'°7.m</,qo.f1:j-? 

3. 1'1:P,1-]>~hfl qu~Ut-'} ilqu:J-'I?'1 ht\:J''I? h')P,.tr~ f1r~bM· h:"/'.1-'} . 

.I' I/;J j>,' t\-? 

4. qu ~Ut-~· h'''' /'. 1"} r"'l . .l' I/ ;J}f. hu'~ hCfl!Pfl .l'r. 'I':t!'I' A? 

5. h:" /'. 1-') r"'l . .l'r.t, ;/!(I)- hu'~ {' qu 9°Ut· 'r I' :j·~UC ·r il" "'I t, ~P, f.lj: t, m-"'''.e H· 

fJJ .e9° a;.j).')~ • .,. ?,')P,.u·~ {"""?t!P1-') u-t\,)-t'l'l? rlluc.e t\ t»-'r t\"'I~"I:j­

I'J";/~ 'f1-",:j- t,1'1C .rt\!p')·'} t,M',rN' fl.·,AO·A:f? 

6. I' qu 9° U t· 'r il qu :J-'I? : ht\:J-'I? 'I fir ~ bM· r "'L I/;J}f.:j- M "'I !P l ' -t f.;J ;J '" H') 

f1," qu t\h-l' .1' t\!P :j.,) t,fl ' " ,r{' ,)- 11:,AO·A 'f? 

7. 1'1: !:"-]>~hfl qu 9°Ut· ')'} {'hl}:A a.fl'l' rO?fl-t"'lC 'Lf. ,)- .e',qu "1"'1 t\-? 

8. r"'L1qu"lqo. h\Y~ t,m:l'''.e r"'lfl·'-"'IC 'lY.:J-;'!(Jl. I'M":,) {")'9°UC')- M"'I 

h"l'f1 f1"'1J'.'£:fl ".e ,r"'h-£: 1lJ.e9° ,r"-tll-£: qu\Y'r,) fl.1AO·A'f ? 



APPENDIX - C-2 

ADDIS ABABA UNIVERSITY 

SCHOOL OF GRADUATE STUDIES 

DEPARTMENT OF CURRICULUM AND INSTRUCTION 

INTERVIEW GUIDE 

(TO BE PRESENTED ONLY FOR DIRECTORS AND DEPUTY DIRECTORS OF TTIS) 

PURPOSE: The purpose of this interview is to collect information about pedagogics instructors 

effectiveness in implementing the general objectives of pedagogics syllabus thereby 

forwarding valuable suggestions that facilitate the instructional process. 

Section One 1. Date ___________ _ 

2. Name of the TTl _______ _ 

3. Sex _ __ _ 

Section Two 

1. Is there a pedagogics syllabus in the TTl? 

2. If there is a pedagogics syllabus in the TTl, how do the instructors use it? 

3. Do the pedagogics instructors prepare lesson, unit, and annual plans? 

4. If the pedagogics instructors are preparing lesson, unit, and annual plans, do you 

check it? 

5. If you are checking the plans, would you please reveal your views about the 

instructors' way offonnulating objectives in terms of specificity and generality 

as well as the usefulness of the objectives in bringing about all sided and 
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desirable behavioral changes in trainees? 

6. Would you please reveal your views about the correspondence of the objectives 

prepared by the instructors in the lesson, unit, and annual plans. 

7. Do you observe the actual classroom instructional process of the pedagogics 

instructors? 

8. If you are observing the actual classroom instructional process of the pedagogics 

instructors, would you please reveal your views about whether or not the 

instructional process is geared towards the attainment ofthe lesson objectives? 

Thank you for your cooperation. 



APPENDIX - D 

ADDIS ABABA UNIVESTITY 

SCHOOL OF GRADUATE STUDIES 

DEPARTMENT OF CURRICULUM AND INSTRUCTION 

OBSERV A nON CHECKLIST 

PURPOSE: The purpose of this observation checklist is to collect information about 

pedagogics instructors effectiveness in implementing the objectives of pedagogics syllabus 

thereby forwarding valuable suggestions that facilitate the instructional process. Since your 

responses for the given items have a paramount importance to reach at a right conclusion, you 

are kindly requested to give your honest responses for each item. Of course, all the responses 

which you provide will be kept confidential and used only for research purpose. 

Thank you in advance. 

Directions: I. No need of writing your name and the name of the observed instructor. 

2. Observe the instructor's instructional activities carefully and put an "X" mark 

against one of the following scales which you feel appropriate. 

3. In conditions where your extended response is demanded, please write it on the 

space provided. 

Section One 

1. Date _______ _ 

2. Name of the TTl -------

3. Section observed __ _ 



116 

4. Number of trainees in the observed class ___ _ 

5. Length of the observation period: form ___ a.m. (p.m.) to __ a.m. (p.m) 

6. Biodata regarding the observer: 

Sex : Male Female 

Age: Below 26 years old / / 26-30 / / 31-35 / / 

36 - 40 / / Above 40 years old / / 

Qualification: Diploma I / 12+3 / / BAlB.Ed. / / 

MA / / If any other, specify _ _ ____ _ _ 

Area of specialization: Major _____ _ 

Minor (if any) _____ _ 

Years of experience in teaching: in TTl ____ _ 

in another ___ _ 

Current Status ________ _ 

7. Biodata regarding the observed instructor: 

Sex : Male Female __ _ 

Age: Below 26 years old / / 26 - 30 / / 31 - 35 / / 

36 - 40 / / Above 40 years old / / 

Qualification: Diploma / / 12 + 3 / / BAlB.Ed. / / 

MA / / If any other, specify ____ _ _ 

Area of speciali zation: Major ____ _ 

Minor ____ _ 

Years of experience in teaching pedagogics ____ _ 

Years of experience in teaching other subjects ____ _ 
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Key: I = extremely poor; 2 = below average; 3 = average; 

4 = above average; and 5 = excellent. 

I. Informs trainees of the lesson objectives at the begitming of 

the period -------------------------------------------------------------

2. Clarifies and discusses with the trainees about the objectives 

of the lesson ---------------------------------------------------------

3. Makes an agreement between the objectives of the lesson and 

what is actually taught ---------------------------------------------

4. Uses appropriate instructional methods and techniques for 

achieving the lesson objective being taught --------------------

5. Uses appropriate instructional activities to carry out the 

desired objective ---------------------------------------------------

6. Considers the type of the lesson objective in determining the 

nature and sequence of the instructional activities ------------

7. Gives examples which are appropriate to the desired objective 

8. Asks questions which are appropriate to the desired objective 

9. Gives classworks and homework which are relevant to 

achieve the desired objective --------------------------------------

10. Follows the lesson plan strictly -----------------------------------

II. Performs instructional activities according to the lesson plan 

12. Restricts trainees' activities to be in conformity with the 

lesson 0 bj ecti ve ---------------------------------------------------

I 2 3 4 5 
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13. Enhances trainees' participation in performing the appropriate 

instructional activities ----------------------------------------------

14. Permits trainees to give short and precise responses -----------

IS. Permits trainees to express their views freely using their own 

words ------------------------------------------------------------------

16. Encourages trainees' low level cognitive learning --------------

17. Encourages trainees' high level cognitive learning -------------

18. Encourages trainees' behavioral change in knowledge, skill, 

and attitude -----------------------------------------------------------

19. Uses trainees to help with the routine aspects of class 

management such as distributing and collecting materials, 

cleaning the chalkboard, etc . ---------------------------------------

20. Permits little administrative interruptions in the classroom ---

21. Uses little amount of instructional time to complete 

administrative tasks ------------------------------------------------

22. Stops or prevents misbehaviour with a minimum of class 

disruption -------------------------------------------------------------

Total 

I 2 3 4 5 



APPENDIX-E 

GENERAL OBJECTIVES OF THE PEDAGOGICS SYLLABUS 

IN WHICH THE STUDY WAS CONCENTRATED 

1. Understand the overall historical, philosophical, and sociological foundations of 

education. 

2. Analyse the historical development, problems, and challenges of the Ethiopian 

education. 

3. Appreciate the historical development of pedagogics and its role in the teaching­

learning process. 

4. Understand concepts, developmental processes, and materials of the curriculum. 

5. Apply teaching principles, methods, and techniques that are appropriate to specific 

teaching-learning situations. 

6. Use appropriate instructional aids in promoting the student' s learning. 



APPENDIX - F 

UNIT OBJECTIVES OF THE PEDAGOGICS SYLLABUS 

IN WHICH THE STUDY WAS CONCENTRATED 

1. Defines the meaning, purpose and characteristics of education. 

2. Analyses the purpose and forms of education in various socio-economic fo rmations. 

3. Identifies major philosophical schools that influence education. 

4. Investigates the relationship or differences among the given philosophical views. 

5. Examines Ethiopian traditional education in light of both church and koran education. 

6. Investigates the introduction, problems and challenges that have faced modern 

Ethiopian education. 

7. Realizes the causes, goals, and strategies of the New Education and Training Policy. 

8. Explains the historical development of pedagogics. 

9. Realizes roles and importance of pedagogics. 

10. Defines the term "Curriculum". 

11. Conceptualizes the process of curriculum development. 

12. Contributes to the process of curriculum design, tryout, implementation evaluation and 

quality control. 

13. Understands the importance of syllabi , textbooks, teacher's guides etc. 

14. Properly uti lizes syllabi, textbooks, and teacher's guides in the process of curriculum 

implementation. 

IS. Defines the concepts of teaching and other related terms. 

16. Defines the phrase "teaching-learning principles" . 

17. Distinguishes the major characteristics of instructional principles. 

18. Uses various principles of instruction during the instructional process. 
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19. Examines the major teaching methods and techniques. 

20. Applies various teaching methods and techniques in classroom instruction. 

2 1. outlines factors affecting selection and application of teaching methods. 

22. Sorts out the advantages and limitations of the major teaching methods. 

23. Defines instructional aids . 

24. Realizes the importance of instructional aids. 

25 . Identifies various classification of instructional aids. 

26. Prepares instructional aids from local materials based on the elementary school 

curriculum (1-4). 

27. Uses appropriate instructional aids for specific topics and lessons. 



APPENDIX - G-2 

DESSIE TTl (PEDAGOGICS) INSTRUCTORS - MADE 

UNIT OBJECTIVES IN WHICH THE STUDY WAS 

CONCENTRATED 

I. Recognize the concept of education. 

2. Know when and how education began to take place in Ethiopia. 

3. Understand the aims of the NETP. 

4. Comprehend the meaning of the term pedagogics. 

5. Analyze the importance of pedagogics for teaching profession. 

6. Know the definition of curriculum. 

7. Analyze the process of curriculum development. 

8. Describe each steps in detail. 

9. Know the meaning of the term. 

10. Relate teaching principles to the practical situation. 

II . Recognize the importance and disadvantage of each method. 

12. Comprehend the meaning of the term. 

13. Analyze the difference between the two classification of teaching aids. 

14. Apply the knowledge in producing teaching aids locally. 
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20. Understand the roles and importance of teaching principles. 

21. Know the meaning and importance of teaching aids. 

22. State the function of teaching aids. 

23. IdentifY the types of teaching aids. 

24. Understand the concept of the chalkboard and two dimensional aids. 

25 . Know the locally prepared materials of teaching. 



APPENDIX-H-l 

DEBRE BIRHAN TTl (PEDAGOGICS) INSTRUCTORS - MADE 

LESSON OBJECTIVES 

1. Define the term "Education" in different ways. 

2. Discuss the points arising from the different definitions given by different educators. 

3. Identify the major purposes of education. 

4. Discuss the different concepts of education. 

s. Explain each concept with an example. 

6. Tell the differences between formal, informal and non formal education. 

7. Explain the developmental history of education. 

8. State the main evidence which serve as sources for scientific study about the past 

education system. 

9. Describe the aim, contents and methods of education during the primitive and slavery 

society. 

10. Outline the main types of schools in slavery. 

11. Describe the education system in Feudalism. 

12. Describe the education system in Capitalism. 

13. Explain the development of education during Renaissance. 

14. List the branches of Philosophy. 

15. Relate the development of education with different philosophical trends. 

16. Identify the major philosophical movement of education. 
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17. Tell the educational implications of each philosophical movement. 

18. Explain the aims, methods, and procedures used in each philosophical trend. 

19. Explain the structure of church education. 

20. Explain the aims, methods, and contents used in each (Church and Quran) education 

system. 

21. Identify the four phases ofNibab Bet. 

22. Explain in detail (1 ,2,3, and 4th) division (stages) of Church and Quran education. 

23. State the seven art of Knight. 

24. Outline (mention) factors contribute for development of new problems of education in 

Ethiopia. 

25. Identify the causes for the need of modern education in Ethiopia. 

26. Identify the objectives of each period of educational practices. 

27. Name the main problems of each period of educational practices. 

28. List the specific dates or year's on which major developments were made. 

29. Compare and contrast the objectives, methods, and structures of modern education in 

French, British, America and Germany periods. 

30. Identify the major problems of Ethiopian education in these periods. 

31. Define the term pedagogics. 

32. List down the names offounders of pedagogy. 

33 . Identify the subject areas and roles of pedagogy. 

34. Define the term curriculum in various ways. 

35. Identify the main steps of curriculum development. 

36. Discuss the approaches of curriculum development. 

37. Explain how curriculum materials are developed. 
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38. Explain the processes of curriculum tryout and implementation. 

39. Identify the concepts and types of curriculum evaluation. 

40. ClassifY instructional aids into general and specific. 

4 I. Discuss each teaching aid. 

42. Define tenns such as: teaching (imparting), Learning (acquiring), instruction, classroom 

interaction. 

43 . Name the three main functions of "Teaching". 

44. IdentifY the three areas of classroom relation. 

45. List down the four forms of cooperation within the instructional process. 

46. Define terms. 

47. Call the name ofthe three functions of teaching. 

48. IdentifY the three areas of classroom relations. 

49. Write the four forms of cooperation within instructional process. 

50. IdentifY the characteristics ofteaching principles. 

51. IdentifY the eight principles of teaching. 

52. Name the hints for implementing teaching principles. 



APPENDIX - H-2 

DESSIE TTl (PEDAGOGICS) INSTRUCTORS - MADE 

LESSON OBJECTIVES 

I. Define the term education. 

2. Explain the purpose of education. 

3. Identify the major characteristics of education 

4. Describe the purpose of education in Primitive Communal Society. 

5. Identify the aims, contents, and methods of education in Slavery System. 

6. Explain the forms of education in Feudal and Capitalist Society. 

7. Describe the educational system of the middle age. 

8. Explain the educational system of the Renaissance. 

9. Mention the major types of schools in Slavery. 

10. Compare the educational systems of the different periods. 

II. Define the term philosophy. 

12. Explain different schools of thought. 

13. Differentiate their educational stand. 

14. Identify the relation between education and philosophy. 

15. Define the educational philosophy. 

16. Identify the basic characteristics of classical realism. 

17. Explain the central idea of scientific realism. 

18. State the aims of education in realism. 

19. Describe the major elements of idealism. 
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20. Discuss the main features of existentialism. 

21. Identify aims of education for scientific realism. 

22. Describe the views of idealism. 

23. Mention fundamental principles of idealism. 

24. Explain the reason for the emergence of existentialism. 

25. Discuss sample points of traditional education in Ethiopia. 

26. Explain the history of church education. 

27. Describe the structure and contents of church education. 

28. Elaborate the origin of Mosque education. 

29. Describe the contents of Mosque education. 

30. Discuss methods of teaching in both schools. 

31. State the factors that necessitated the call for modern education in Ethiopia. 

32. Pinpoint the major features of education during the French period. 

33. Explain the causes for the slow growth of education during the British period. 

34. Describe the main characteristics of education during the American period and during 

the period of Eastern influence. 

35. Define pedagogics. 

36. Describe the historical origin of the term pedagogics. 

37. Explain what curriculum mean. 

38 . Identify components of curriculum developments. 

39. Explain the process of curriculum development. 

40. Tell why curriculum is defined differently. 

41. Describe components of curriculum development. 

42. Explain the three distinct activities in the process of curriculum development. 
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43. State the different procedures/approaches of curriculum development. 

44. Elaborate how ideal educational goals should be developed. 

45. Explain "the how" of setting objectives of a curriculwn. 

46. IdentifY what conditions affect the selection and organization of curriculum content. 

47. Identify the importance of developing curriculum materials. 

48. Define curriculum evaluation differently. 

49. Explain the concepts of evaluation. 

50. Define terms like teaching, learning, instruction, and classroom interaction. 

5!. IdentifY characteristics of teaching principles. 

52. State the main contents of teaching principles. 

53. Define what teaching principles mean. 

54. IdentifY the main characteristics of teaching principles. 

55. Explain the contents of teaching principles. 

56. Describe how teachers use teaching principles in the instruction process. 



I. 

APPENDIX - H-3 

GONDAR TTl (PEDAGOGICS) INSTRUCTORS - MADE 

LESSON OBJECTIVES 

Define the term education in different ways. 

2. List down the definition of education given by different educators. 

3. Compare one definition of education to the others. 

4. Identify the objective of education on the basis of their environment. 

5. State main ideas about the criteria of education. 

6. Compare one form of education with the others. 

7. Recall the four major sources of scientific work to study the history of education, 

without error by Wednesday. 

8. Express an opinion about the sources of information to study the development of 

education whenever discussing social issues. 

9. Listen to all of a primitive education without leaving his/her seat. 

10. Express an opinion about a primitive education whenever discussing social issues. 

11 . Listen to all of a slavery education without leaving his/her seat. 

12. Express an opinion about a slavery education whenever di scussing social issues. 

13. IdentifY the aims, contents, and methods of education in primitive communal system. 

14. Point out types of schools in slavery. 

15. describe the educational system ofthe middle age. 

16. Differentiate the characteristics of education in two distinct classes. 

17. IdentifY the effect of urbanizatiol1 fo r the development of education. 

I 
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18. Recite the movement Renaissance and its corresponding philosophy. 

19. Describe the historical development of Renaissance Humanism. 

20. Compare the spread of Renaissance and Humanism to other contents. 

21. Identify the religious movement of the ISOO's reformation. 

22. Point out the causes of reformation. 

23. Listen to all of education in early capitalism without leaving his/her seat. 

24. Express an opinion about the early capitalist education whenever discussing social 

Issues. 

2S. Discriminate between Humanism and Reformation from memory. 

26. State the main events of each movement, without error, by Tuesday. 

27. Recall the definition of philosophy. 

28. State the importance of philosophy with SO% accuracy. 

29. List down all branches of philosophy without error. 

30. List down the major events in each philosophical movement. 

31. Match each philosopher with philosophical periods, from memory, with 70% accuracy. 

32. Compare between ancient and medieval philosophy from understanding. 

33. List down the main events of medieval periods. 

34. Define the term philosophy. 

3S. Point out some uses of studying philosophy. 

36. Differentiate the meaning and the roles of the branches of philosophy. 

37. Describe the history of western phi losophy periods. 

38. Understand ancient schools of philosophy of Greece. 

39. Distinguish the differences of ancient schools of philosophy. 

40. Identify the works of medieval philosophy. 
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41. Compare the philosophical outlooks of ancient and Medieval philosophy. 

42. Point out the outcomes of Renaissance for the development of modern philosophy. 

43. Identify famous philosophers who contributed for modern philosophy. 

44. Identify the central idea of Rationalism and Empiricism. 

45. Point out the main principles of pragmatism. 

46. Describe the main ideas of Experimentalism. 

47. Illustrate the aim of education in Realists view. 

48. Identify the metaphysical assumptions of scientific Realism. 

49. Name the aims of education of Realism. 

50. Recite the central idea of idealism. 

5!. Point out aims and methods of teaching in idealism. 

52. Describe the general outlook of Existentialism. 

53. Compare methods of teaching of Existentialism to that of idealism. 

54. Demonstrate for the class an application to real life of church and Quran education on 

Monday. 

55. Discriminate between church and Quran, citing examples from the lecture and note. 

56. Match each content of church education with the most character ofthe school with 80% 

accuracy, from memory. 

57. Recall the four structure of church education without error, by Tuesday. 

58. Listen the structure ofQuran education presented by the teacher without leaving hislher 

seat. 

59. Express an opinion about Quran contents whenever discussing social issues. 

60. Express an opinion about teaching metll0d oftraditional education whenever discussing 

social issues. 
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61. Compare methods of teaching in traditional and the present ways of teaching inside 

church and Quran. 

62. List down the contents of education of the Feudal Lords. 

63. Compare the contents of education in Ethiopia during Feudalism with ancient Greek. 

64. List down the factors that promote the development of new patterns of education. 

65 . Identify the development of modern education and its phases. 

66. Understand the influence of Western Education System in our country's one. 

67. Explain the Educational process of Ethiopia from 1950-1974. 

68 . Point out the foundation of higher education in Ethiopia between 1950-1974. 

69. Differentiate the educational systems of Western and Eastern, and their outcome on our 

educational development. 

70. Identify the Rational of the New Education and Training Policy. 

71. Point out the main objectives ofNETP of Ethiopia. 

72. Understand the management and organization of education sector in NETP. 

73. Illustrate the curriculum and language in NETP. 

74. List down the proposed subjects for primary education. 

75. Explain the development of curriculum materials and the process of curriculum tryout. 

76. Identify the origin and the development of the term pedagogics. 

77. Write the meaning of pedagogicS. 

78. Explain the importance of pedagogics in the instruction. 

79. Define the term "Curriculum" in different ways. 

80. Identify the main steps or components of curriculum development. 

81. Identify the importance of content selection and organization. 

82. Point out elements of curricular materials. 
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83 . Illustrate the concept of curriculum tryout. 

84. Differentiate different types of evaluation. 

85 . Understand what quality control is. 

86. Define terms such as teaching, learning, instruction and classroom interaction. 

87. Identify some teaching principles. 

88. Point out main contents of teaching principles. 

89. Illustrate method and techniques of teaching. 

90. Differentiate the merits and demerits of lecture method. 

91. Identify the method and teclmiques of teaching. 

92. Point out steps of the lecture method. 

93. Illustrate the non traditional methods of teaching. 

94. Identify situations which require the use of group discussion method. 

95 . Differentiate merits and demerits of discussion. 

96. Understand the concepts of methods of teaching. 

97. Understand the concepts of the lecture method. 

98 . Understand the steps in carrying out the lecture. 

99. Understand the concepts of the demonstration method. 

100. Understand the concepts of the group interaction method. 



APPENDIX-I 

The classification of the Lesson Objectives of the three TTls into non-behavioral and 

behavioral as well as specific and generaIOJ:jechv-es. 

OBJECTIVES 

Bebavioral 

Non· Specific General 

behavio· 

ral Both Standard of Testing Content and Both 

TTls content and performance condition behavior, content 

behavior standard of and 

Only perfonnance, behavior 

behavior and testing 

condition 

Debre· 

Birhan - 46 1·45,47-52 - - - -

Dessie - - 1·56 - - - -

1-8, 10, 12-

- 22,24-37, 38,66, 
39-57, 59-65, 7, 26, 28, 

72,85, 
9, 11 , 23, 67-7 1,73-84, 29,31,56, 25,3 1, 

Gondar 58 86-95 57 55, 56 3 1, 56 
96-100 

Note: The number in the table indicate the consecutive roll numbers of the lesson 

objectives (of the three TTls). 



APPENDIX-J 

The di s tribut ion o f the lesson objectives of the thre e TTl s 

in the Bl oom ' s , Kra t hwoh l ' s , a n d Simp son' s Classi fi c atio ns 

of Educational Ob jectives . 

Domains Levels Teacher Training Insti tute 

Debre B i rhan Dessie Gonder 

Cogniti ve Knowledge 1,3,8- 12, 14, 1,3-5,7,9, 11 , 15, 1,2 ,4,5,7,9, 13- 15, 

16,2 1,23-28 ,30- 16, 18,19,2 1- 17-1 9,2 1,22,26-

35,39,42-52. 23,27,29 ,3 1,32, 28,30,3 1, 

34-36,38,41,43, 33-35,37,40,42-

46-48,50-54,56. 46,48-52, 

56,57,62,64,65,68,70, 

71,74,76,77,79-82,86-

88,9 1,92,94. 

Comprehensio 2,4-7,13 , 17- 2,6,8, I 0, 12, 13, 3,6,16,20,25,32,36,39 

n 20,22,29,36- 17,20,24- ,4 1, 

38,41 . 26,28,30,33 ,37, 47,53,55,6 1,63,67,69, 

39,40, 73, 

42,44,45,49,55. 75,78,83,84,89,90,93, 

95. 

Appli cation - - 54 

Analys is , S> 40 14 -

Synthesis - - -



Evaluation - - -

Affect ive Receiv ing - -

Responding - -

Valuing - - 8,10,12,24,59,60. 

Organization - - -

Characterizatio - - -

n by a va lue 

or va lue 

complex 

Psychomo Percept ion 

Set - - -
tor 

Guided - - -

response 

Mechanism - - -

Complex ove l1 - - -

response 

Adaptat ion - - -

Origination - - -
Note: T le numbers III the tahle IIldlca te the consecutive rollnumbe,"s 01 the 

lesson objectives (of the 1I11"ee TTls) 



APPENDIX-L 

statistical calculations for c h e cking the presence of a 

significant var iation o n the a ttainment of l owe r level 

cognitive, highe r l eve l cognitive , and affective objectives 

while the instructors teach. 

1. Computat ion of the Fisher; s one - way analysis of variance 

(ANOVA) 

lnst ruc I 2 3 4 5 6 7 , 9 10 " Total 
tors 

Lower 4.87 4.04 3.48 4.88 4 .1 9 2.46 4.3 .W2 4.18 ).07 4.6 1 43. 1 
level 
cogniti 
YC 

Higher 3.9 3.67 3.19 3.62 2.67 2. 14 3 . .12 2.55 2.5 2.78 3.32 33.66 
level 

cogni ti 
vo 

Affecti 4.0 4.0 3.0 J.08 2.38 4.0 3.0 1 3.06 3.0 1 3.03 3.0y. 35.61 
yo 

Grand Total (T) =43.1+33.66+35.61 = 112.37 

Number of Cells in the table (N) =11x3 =33 

Number o f Ce l ls in a group (n) = 11 Total number of 

groups (J) = 3 

The Sum of the Square of eac h Cell = 'x2 .. L- I J = (4.87) 2 

+(4 .04)2 + (3.48) 2 .. . +( 3 .0 3)2 +(3.04) 2 = 399 . 58 . 

The Sum of the quotient of the square of each TJ and n/,z.f.vll. 
J 

~ = (43 . 12) / 11 + (3 3 .66) 2/ 11 

+(35.61)2 / 11 =387 .15. 

TJ i s a represe ntation for the s um of cells in each group . 

Sum of Squa r es between groups (SSb/n) = ZT'; / n
J 

-T2 / N = 

387 .1 5 - (112.37)2 / 33 ::4-,51 

Sum of Squares Within instructors (SSw/ n) = Z x 2 .. - ZT2 / n . 
1 J J 1 
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