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ABSTRACT

Instructional clarity is an essential issue for understandable and quality teaching. To this effect, this study aimed
to examine the level of instructional clarity of English language teachers at selected secondary schools in Gamo
Zone, Ethiopia. Accordingly, the study adopted a cross-sectional descriptive research design to collect and
analyze quantitative data at one point in time about the instructional clarity of teachers. | selected 62 English
language teachers using a comprehensive sampling technique from eight public secondary schools. The study
employed a five-point Likert-scale questionnaire. | utilized a one-sample t-test to examine whether the English
language teachers' instructional clarity was statistically above the expected mean (3.00). The study concluded that
English language teachers maintained an overall instructional clarity meaningfully above average despite poor

practices and ambivalent stances on some aspects of instructional clarity.
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1. INTRODUCTION

1.1. Background and Justification of the Problem

Quality teaching is critical to producing innovative citizens that could solve societal problems.
It enhances all students learning in which they are involved and be the owners of their learning
(Postareff et al., 2008; Trigwell & Prosser, 2004). Quality teaching is related to the degree to
which teachers demonstrate instructional clarity to promote understanding (Bellens et al.,
2019; Bergem et al., 2016; Blomeke et al., 2016; Ferguson & Danielson, 2014; Neumann et al.,
2012; Wagner et al., 2016). Instructional clarity relates to a clear and comprehensive teaching
practice through setting clear learning goals, providing a summary at the end of the lesson, and

linking new and old topics (Bergem et al., 2016; Cohen & Grossman, 2016). Besides, it is the
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clarity and explicitness of the delivery and explanation of the content of the lesson
(Brekelmans et al., 2000; Maulana et al., 2016) and teacher support and respect ideas and
questions of students and encouraging classroom discussions among students (Blomeke et al.,
2016).

Studies indicated clear and intelligible instructions had the strongest association with quality
teaching, students’ understanding of contents (Brekelmans et al., 2000; Feldman, 2007; Hativa
et al., 2001), and student academic motivation, cognitive load, and achievement (Alles et al.,
2017; Bolkan et al., 2016; Schneider & Preckel, 2017; Yagan, 2021). Besides, instructional
clarity enhances learners’ engagement, maximizes their learning, and encourages active
participation in classroom activities (Chen & Lu, 2022; Demkanin, 2022). Moreover,
instructional clarity increases students’ ability to process learning information (Bolkan et al.,
2016; Wackermann et al., 2010). Furthermore, instructional clarity guarantees students’
learning opportunities and engagement in classroom activities (Chen & Lu, 2022; Demkanin,
2022; van de Pol et al., 2010).

The studies currently reviewed on instructional clarity are drawn from within and across
different disciplines, although the results could vary across disciplines (Darmaji et al., 2019;
Houichi & Sarnou, 2020; Praetorius et al., 2018). Besides, almost all the studies reviewed have
been conducted elsewhere, and the results may not be pertinent to English as a foreign
language in Ethiopia. The instructional clarity of English language teachers, where English is a
foreign language, seems scarce. Therefore, it is legitimate to examine secondary school
English language teachers’ instructional clarity at some Selected secondary schools in the

Gamo Zone, Ethiopia.
1.2. The Underlying Theories of Instructional Clarity

The information-processing model, assimilation to schema theory, and adaptive instruction
theory explain instructional clarity (Titsworth et al., 2015). The information-processing model
and the assimilation to schema theory deal with cognitive load theory (CLT) (Benton & Li,
2021). The Information-Processing Model explains the cognitive processes, or mental
activities, that enable students to represent, store, and transfer information within memory.
Instructional clarity manifests in education when the teacher provides concrete and worked

examples and explanations and applies signaling, vagueness, redundancy, and coherence (Alles
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et al., 2017; Bolkan et al., 2017). The instruction has to have clarity to reduce extraneous
cognitive load (Bolkan et al., 2017), and students are more likely to transfer the information

into long-term memory (LTM).

Assimilation-to-schema is another cognitive theory that is relevant to instructional clarity.
Students construct meaning from new material by integrating the information into existing
mental frameworks stored in LTM. Students participate in cognitive processing and construct a
meaningful representation of verbal and visual information (Benton & Li, 2021). Teachers
activate schemata through advance organizers, which are statements or explanations that
connect what students learn with what they already know about the topic. Teaching vocabulary
associated with the new subject matter can also help students create schemata to assist in
learning and assimilation of the information (Mayer & Moreno, 2003).

Adaptive instruction theory advocates that clarity of instruction is attained by modifying the
instruction following student feedback (questions, comments, and performance on
assessments) through teacher-student communication back and forth to negotiate meaning
(Civikly, 1992). Effective teacher helps students to understand that they are active learners
who draw upon information stored in LTM and integrate it into new subject matter (Bergem et
al., 2016; Cohen & Grossman, 2016). When there is a lack of clarity, students should be
encouraged to signal to teachers their need for further explanation and articulate their

misunderstanding or confusion (Benton & Li, 2021).

The information-processing model contends that teachers ought to provide concrete and
worked-out examples and explanations to maintain instructional clarity. Assimilation-to-
schema theory emphasizes the need for activating learners’ schemata to link the new
information to their prior knowledge to enhance the construction of meaning. In contrast, the
adaptive instruction theory advocates modifying the instruction following student feedback,
and negotiation for meaning can maximize the clarity of instruction. It appears that the three
theories that underpin instructional clarity are complementary. The three theories are
integrative and enhance a comprehensive understanding of instructional clarity. The current
study integrated these theories to comprehensively understand and examine the instructional

clarity of English language teachers.
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2. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

2.1. Research Design

This study aimed to investigate the level of instructional clarity of English language teachers at
selected secondary schools in Gamo Zone, Ethiopia. To this effect, the study adopted a cross-
sectional descriptive research design to collect and analyze quantitative data at one point in
time about the instructional clarity of teachers. The study employed a five-point Likert-scale
questionnaire ranging from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree and 3= un-decided as
the mid-point. The study used the mid-point (3) as the cut-off expected mean to decide the

level of instructional clarity of English language teachers.

2.2. The Study Sample

The study included 62 English language teachers drawn from eight public secondary schools
using a comprehensive sampling technique. | gathered the data in the 2023 academic year. The
sample encompassed 18 females and 44 males, with 19 having first degrees in English
language instruction. The remaining 43 had second degrees in teaching English as a foreign
language from various public universities. In terms of teaching experience, seven teachers had
less than two years, eight had three to five years, eighteen had six to ten years, and the

remaining 29 had more than eleven years.
2.3. Data Collection Tool

The researcher developed a questionnaire for instructional clarity based on the information-
processing model, assimilation to schema theory, and adaptive instruction theory (Benton & Li,
2021; Bolkan et al., 2017; Titsworth et al., 2015). Accordingly, the tool included items on
providing concrete examples and explanations of the information-processing model. Besides, it
comprised activating learners’ schemata, an aspect of the assimilation-to-schema theory, and
adapting instruction through discussion and feedback for instructional clarity. The instructional
clarity scale consists of 12 items with a 5-point Likert scale ranging from strongly disagree (1),
disagree (2), undecided (3), agree (4), and strongly agree (5).

Seven senior instructors of the College of Social Sciences and Humanities validated the tool for
content validity. Each reviewer independently rated the relevance of each item on the

questionnaire using a 4-point Likert scale (1=not relevant, 2=somewhat relevant, 3=relevant,
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4=very relevant). The researcher organized and calculated the Item-level Content Validity Index
(CVI) and The Content Validity Index for Scales (S-CVI). The result showed Item Content
Validity Index (I-CVIs) for the instructional clarity scale was between .83 and .94 while that of
S-CVI/Ave was .92. Therefore, the results of the evaluation indicated the instructional clarity

scale is valid for content and appropriate to measure the intended constructs.

The study ran Pearson Product Moment Correlations between an item score and the total score
to test the construct validity of the instructional clarity scale. The results indicated statistically
significant correlations ranging from weak (r=.34) to strong (r=.87) in magnitude, p< .01 alpha
level. Therefore, the instructional clarity scale is relevant to measure the intended construct.
Besides, the study checked the internal consistency reliability of the instructional clarity scale.
The result indicated a Cronbach’s Alpha value of .75 that implied the scale can consistently

measure the instructional clarity of the teachers.

2.4. Methods of Data Analysis

The study aimed to examine the English language teachers' level of instructional clarity. The
study employed descriptive and inferential statistics to describe and analyze data. | used mean
and standard deviation to describe the characteristics of the data. | utilized a one-sample t-test
to examine whether the English language teachers' instructional clarity, as measured through
the mean score of the scale and items, was statistically above the expected mean (3.00). In
addition, I used eta squared (n2) as a measure of effect size to describe the magnitude of the

difference.

The researcher reviewed the data for the assumptions of the descriptive and inferential
statistics used above to avoid flaws that could have resulted from violations of the
assumptions. The result showed skewness and kurtosis values between +1.3 and -1.5,
indicating normal data distributions for running descriptive and inferential statistics for data

analysis.
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3. RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

3.1. English language teachers’ level of instructional clarity

Table 1: One-sample t-test results related to instructional clarity

Items M t p

1  setclear learning goals for my instruction 359 4.18 .000
2  provide a summary at the end of the lesson 342 324 .002
3 link the new lesson with the previous lessons 3.15 1.04 .302
4 present lessons in a clear and structured manner 3.85 5.88 .000
5 explain the subject matter in simple language 3.74 538 .000
6 give several examples of each topic 356 4.36 .000
7 explain a topic again when students do not understand 391 5.87 .000
8 answer questions thoroughly 320 153 .129
9 deliver feedback flexible to an individual student’s needs 2.67 -3.20 .002
10 provide support the students need 290 -84 .403
11 provide adaptive explanations 274 -250 .013
12 encourage classroom discussions 3.24 264 .009

Sub-scale 3.33 2.83 .005

df= 61, test value or expected mean= 3.00
Table 1 indicates three categories of results concerning teachers’ level of instructional clarity.

The results showed significantly higher observed mean values than the expected mean value of
3.00 at p<.009 for questionnaire items 1, 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 12. In this view, the results disclosed
that the English language teachers set clear learning goals, provide a summary of the lesson,
present lessons in a clear and structured manner, explain the subject matter in simple language,
give several examples, explain a topic again when students do not understand, and encourage
classroom discussion above the expected average. In contrast, the results revealed significantly
lower observed mean values than the expected mean value of 3.00 at p <.013 for questionnaire
items 9 and 11. The results show that the teachers deliver flexible feedback to individual needs
and provide adaptive explanations below the expected average. However, the results show no
significant differences between the observed mean values and the expected mean value of 3.00
at p >.05 for questionnaire items 3, 8, and 10. In other words, the English language teachers are
neither delivering instruction above nor below the expected mean value with clarity for items

3, 8, and 10. Therefore, the teachers have ambivalent stances on linking the new lesson with
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the previous lessons, answering questions thoroughly, and providing the support the students

need for instructional clarity.

Despite the results in three categories, the results displayed a significant overall difference
between the expected mean and observed mean value (M = 3.33, t = 2.83, p =.005, p <.05) in
favor of the scale. The result implies that the English language teachers maintained
instructional clarity above the expected average, regardless of the differences observed in their
endeavors. The effect size at the scale level, as measured by Cohen’s d, was d = 0.42,

indicating a medium effect.
3.2. Discussion

The study aimed to examine the selected secondary school English language teachers’ level of
instructional clarity. The study revealed three categories of results about teachers’ level of
instructional clarity at the item level. Accordingly, the English language teachers have
conserved instructional clarity significantly above the expected average on some instruction
issues while maintaining it significantly below the expected average on some other aspects.
The results implied that the teachers have skills of delivering with clarity, but in some aspects,
they have done poorly. Besides, there are issues of instructional clarity on which the teachers
have taken ambivalent stances. At a scale level, however, the results disclosed that English
language teachers have maintained an overall instructional clarity significantly above the

expected average.

The current study concluded that English language teachers have maintained an overall
instructional clarity above the expected average. Instructional clarity leads to students’
understanding of the contents (Maulana et al., 2016) and ability to process learning (Bolkan et
al., 2016; Wackermann et al., 2010). Besides, instructional clarity is strongly associated with
students' achievement (Schneider & Preckel, 2017) and affective and cognitive learning
(Bolkan et al., 2016). Moreover, instructional clarity maximizes the students' engagement and
participation in classroom activities (Chen & Lu, 2022; Demkanin, 2022; van de Pol et al.,
2010). Furthermore, clear and structured instruction is an indispensable criterion of quality
teaching (Bellens et al., 2019; Bergem et al., 2016; Brekelmans et al., 2000; Feldman, 2007;
Hativa et al., 2001).
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Specific to detailed classroom instructional clarity, the present study revealed that the English
language teachers set clear learning goals, provide a summary of the lesson, deliver lessons in
a clear and structured manner, explain the subject matter in simple language, give several
examples, explain a topic again when students do not understand, and encourage classroom
discussion above the expected average. Early studies also confirmed that clear instruction has
been known through setting clear learning goals and providing a summary at the end of the
lesson (Bergem et al., 2016; Cohen & Grossman, 2016), delivering and explaining the content
of the lesson explicitly (Brekelmans et al., 2000; Maulana et al., 2016), and explaining in
simple language in response to the needs of students (Blémeke et al., 2016). In contrast to the
previous works that discovered the need for linking new and old topics (Bergem et al., 2016;
Cohen & Grossman, 2016) and responding to students questions thoroughly (Blémeke et al.,
2016), the current study results, however, disclose that the English language teachers have
shown ambivalent stances in linking the new lesson with the previous lessons, answering
questions thoroughly, and providing the support the students need instead of working toward

instructional clarity.

In addition, the current study revealed that English language teachers could not deliver flexible
feedback to individual needs and provide adaptive explanations above the expected average.
The results implied that the teachers could not provide adaptive feedback and differentiate the
instruction for clarity and cognizance of individual differences. There could be several factors
that could inhibit teachers from providing flexible feedback to individual needs and adaptive

explanations.
4. Conclusions

The study concluded that the English language teachers have maintained an overall
instructional clarity profoundly above average. Therefore, the teachers have conserved
instructional clarity meaningfully above the average on most issues, while they still poorly
practiced on some other aspects of instructional clarity. Besides, the study concluded that

teachers have shown ambivalent stances on a few aspects of instructional clarity.

Although the study concluded that English language teachers have practiced profound
instructional clarity, there are limitations they need to work on to improve instructional clarity.

For instance, the teachers took ambivalent stances on a few aspects of instructional clarity that
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implied they remained indecisive in executing their roles. Besides, the study concluded that
there are some issues with instructional clarity that the teachers have implemented poorly.
Therefore, poorly practiced aspects of instructional clarity and indecisive stances of the teacher
in executing their roles may indicate gaps they need to fill. However, | suggest further studies
from students' and teachers' perspectives on large samples with additional data collection tools

for generalization.
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