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Abstract
This study aimed to examine the level of instructional control among English language teachers in
selected secondary schools in Gamo Zone, Ethiopia. The study adopted an analytical survey
research design to address the study objective. A census was used to select 62 English language
teachers as participants. A validated five-point Likert scale questionnaire was employed to collect
guantitative data. Statistical analyses, including one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) and
Games-Howell post hoc analysis, were conducted to determine the level of instructional control
among teachers. Additionally, a one-sample t-test was conducted to compare differences between
the observed and expected mean values at both scale and subscale levels. The effect size was also
utilized to describe the magnitude of instructional control. The findings of the study revealed that
English language teachers predominantly employed strong teacher control, followed by
marginalized shared and loose control. These results suggest that teachers primarily relied on
teacher-centered direct instruction which may potentially lead to achievement gaps among
students. Based on these findings, the study recommends that the Gamo Zone Education
Department organize on-the-job training for English language teachers on instructional control to
empower them to implement varied instructional control types as required thereby promoting a

more balanced and inclusive instructional environment.

Keywords: Instructional control; Loose control; Shared control; Strong control; Student-centered;
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1. INTRODUCTION

Quality teaching is closely linked to the level of control that teachers and students have over learning
tasks (Maulana et al., 2016; Nilsen et al., 2020). This level of control directly impacts student
outcomes, including motivation, engagement, and achievement (Hattie, 2009; Moustafa et al., 2013;
Seidel & Shavelson, 2007; van de Grift, 2007). A shift has occurred from teacher-centered to student-
centered teaching approaches, which has created a more active, dynamic, and stimulating learning
environment where students take the lead in their learning (Brok, 2001; Brok et al., 2004; Postareff et
al., 2008; Trigwell & Prosser, 2004). However, this shift does not diminish the importance of teachers.
Instead, teachers play a facilitative and regulatory role in student-centered teaching, ensuring effective

guidance and regulation of the learning process.

The concept of teacher control can be understood through three main levels: strong teacher control,
shared teacher control, and loose teacher control (Brekelmans et al., 2000; Brok, 2001; Brok et al.,
2004; Maulana et al., 2016). Strong teacher control refers to a teacher-led or teacher-centered
classroom (Lewis, 2002) and direct instruction (Lamberigts & Bergen, 2000; Maulana et al., 2016). In
this level of control, the teacher assumes the roles that students would typically perform in completing
learning tasks. The teacher highlights key points, provides examples, and presents outlines (Brok et al.,
2004). Consequently, in strong teacher control, teachers take over cognitive, affective, and
metacognitive learning activities, reducing opportunities for student engagement in the learning
process. On the other end of the spectrum is loose teacher control, which focuses on students' decision-
making and allows them to work freely and independently during learning activities (Maulana, 2016).
In this type of control, teachers give students the autonomy to initiate and complete learning activities

with minimal intervention (Brekelmans et al., 2000; Brok et al., 2006; Maulana et al., 2016).

Shared control represents a third domain that promotes self-regulated learning and strikes a balance
between strong and loose control, minimizing the polarity between the two. Shared control involves
shared responsibility between teachers and students and among students themselves (Brok et al., 2002).
Some studies have distinguished between student control (student-initiated control) and teacher control
(teacher-initiated control) (Brok et al., 2002; 2004; Maulana et al., 2016). Shared control enables and

empowers students to actively guide and complete learning tasks. It is based on social constructivist
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theories, which emphasize the socially constructed nature of knowledge and the importance of
scaffolding by more capable individuals, such as teachers or peers (Vygotsky, 1978). Through social
interactions and co-regulation, self-regulated learning is fostered through modeling and internalizing
cognitive and metacognitive processes of self-regulation (Brenner, 2022; Hadwin et al., 2018;
McCaslin, 2009). This balanced approach aims to address the dichotomy between strong and loose

control and create a supportive and empowering learning environment.

A meta-analysis revealed that shared control increases academic achievement by almost half a standard
deviation (0.47) (Freeman et al., 2014). Additionally, the control orientations of EFL teachers in
learning tasks have a statistically significant effect on student outcomes (Kiany & Shayestefar, 2010).
The study further demonstrated that learners' English achievement was the lowest when teachers
exerted strong control, higher when their control was low (low teacher control), and highest under
shared control (Brok et al., 2004; Kiany & Shayestefar, 2010).

Research indicates that teachers' instructional control tends to change over time (Mainhard et al., 2011;
Maulana et al., 2010) and varies across school years in secondary school (Way et al., 2007). This issue
is dynamic and requires ongoing studies and continuous training for teachers (Maulana et al., 2016).
Furthermore, instructional control is influenced by cultural context, and its interpretation may vary
accordingly (Klassen et al., 2018). Therefore, studies conducted in different parts of the world may not
directly apply to English language teachers in the Gamo Zone of Ethiopia. Moreover, the results
regarding instructional control can differ depending on whether the study focuses on specific subjects
or interdisciplinary approaches (Darmaji et al., 2019; Houichi & Sarnou, 2020; Praetorius et al., 2018).
Findings from studies across disciplines may not be generalizable to teachers of English as a Foreign
Language. Furthermore, there is a lack of empirical studies on the instructional control of English
language teachers in Ethiopia. The existing studies on instructional control have not provided
conclusive results (Maulana et al., 2016). Despite the importance of instructional control for effective
teaching, there is a felt research gap regarding the instructional control of English language teachers in
Ethiopia. Therefore, this study aims to examine the level of instructional control among English

language teachers in selected secondary schools in the Gamo Zone, Ethiopia.
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2. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

2.1. Research Design

This study aimed to investigate the level of instructional control exerted by English language teachers
in selected secondary schools in Gamo Zone, Ethiopia. An analytical survey research design was
adopted to collect and analyze quantitative data to examine the level of instructional control among

teachers.
2.2. Study Participants

The study included a total of 62 English language teachers selected through a census from five public
secondary schools in the Gamo Zone in the 2021-22 academic years. Among the participants, 44 were
males, while the remaining 18 were females. In terms of educational levels, 19 participants held a first
degree in the English language, while 43 participants had master's degrees in teaching English as a
foreign language. Regarding teaching experience, seven teachers had less than one year of experience,
eight teachers had three to five years of experience, eighteen teachers had six to ten years of

experience, and the remaining twenty-nine teachers had more than 11 years of experience.
2.3. Data Collection Tools

Data was collected using a self-rated Likert-scale questionnaire. The purpose of the questionnaire was
to measure the level of instructional control among English language teachers. It was adapted from
previous works (Brekelmans et al., 2000; Brok et al., 2004; Brok, 2001; Lamberigts & Bergen, 2000).
The questionnaire consisted of three subscales: (a) strong control, which involves taking over or
substituting the performance of learning activities from students; (b) shared control, which entails
activating students' participation in the performance of learning activities; and (c) loose control, which
focuses on stimulating students to perform learning activities independently. The questionnaire
comprised 14 items, with five-point Likert-type scale responses ranging from strongly disagree (1) to
strongly agree (5). Previous studies have established the validity and reliability of this tool for
measuring instructional control (Brok, 2001; Brok et al., 2004, 2006; Kiany & Shayestefar, 2010;
Lamberigts & Bergen, 2000). Therefore, the tool is considered valid, reliable, and suitable for

measuring instructional control among English language teachers.
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2.4. Methods of Data Analysis

The quantitative data collected through the questionnaire were analyzed using SPSS version 21.
Descriptive statistics, such as mean values and standard deviations, were used to describe the
characteristics of the data. To determine whether there were statistically significant variations among
the dimensions of instructional control, a one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) and Games-Howell
post hoc analysis were conducted. A one-sample t-test was used to determine whether there was a
statistically significant difference between the observed means and the expected mean (3.00) at the
scale and subscale levels. The effect size, eta squared (n2), was used to describe the magnitude and

level of instructional control.

To ensure the validity of the descriptive and inferential statistics used in this study, the researcher
checked the data for the assumptions of the statistical tests before applying them. The skewness and
kurtosis values were within the acceptable range of +1.5 to -1.4, indicating normal data distributions

for the use of descriptive and inferential statistics for data analysis.
3. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

This section presents the results of the quantitative data and discussion on English Language teachers’

level of instructional control.

3. 1. Results Related to English Language teachers’ level of instructional control

Table 3.1.1: Descriptive statistics related to dimensions of instructional control

Dimensions N Mean S.D
Shared control 62 2.99 81
Strong control 62 3.49 74
Loose control 62 3.06 .58

Table 3.1.1 presents the mean and standard deviation of teachers' self-ratings for instructional control
dimensions. The standard deviation scores were below 1.00 and showed minimal variation, indicating
that the data were closely distributed around the mean values. Strong control had the highest mean
score (M = 3.49), followed by loose control (M = 3.06), while shared control (M = 2.99) had the lowest
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mean value. However, descriptive statistics alone could not enhance to detect for statistical significant
differences among the mean values. To determine the significant differences among the instructional

control means, an ANOVA test was conducted, as shown in Table 3.1.2.

Table 3.1.2: ANOVA output of teachers’ instructional control

Sum of squares  df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups  9.16 2 4.58 8.88 .000
Within Groups 94.35 183 .52
Total 103.5 185

N=62 n2=.089

The results of the one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) indicated significant mean differences
among the three instructional control dimensions [F (2, 183) = 8.88, p =.000]. This finding reveals
statistically significant variations among the instructional control dimensions. The effect size (2 =
.089) suggests medium variations among the dimensions (Cohen, 1998), indicating that teachers paid
unequal attention to the instructional control dimensions. The Games-Howell test of post hoc
comparisons, presented in Table 3.1.3, was employed to determine the dimensions to which teachers

paid more or less attention.

Table 3.1.3: Games-Howell pairwise comparisons test results on levels of instructional control

Dimensions Mean 1 2 3
1. Strong control 3.49 50** 42**
2. Shared control 2.99 .08
3. Lose control 3.06
**n<.001

The Games-Howell test for comparison of mean scores revealed a statistically significant difference
between the strong control (M = 3.49, SD = 0.73) and shared control (M = 2.99, SD = 0.82) dimensions
at p < 0.01. Similarly, a statistically significant difference was observed between the strong control (M
= 3.49, SD = 0.73) and loose control (M = 3.06, SD = 0.58) dimensions at p < 0.01. However, the
results did not indicate a statistically significant mean score difference between the shared control (M =
2.99, SD = 0.82) and loose control (M = 3.06, SD = 0.58) dimensions (p = 0.82, p > 0.05). These

findings suggest that teachers prioritized strong teacher control over the other two dimensions. Table
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3.1.4 provides information on the level of instructional control compared to the cutoff mean using

statistical significance.

Table 3.1.4: Levels of instructional control in comparison with expected mean values

Subscale/scale Observed Expected SD  t-value p n2
Mean Mean
Strong control 3.49 3.00 74 3.94 .000 .66
Shared control 2.99 3.00 81 .078 .93 012
Loose control 3.06 3.00 .58 .94 .35 10
Scale 3.16 3.00 .60 2.12 .038 27

N= 62, df= 61, test value= 3.00

The study's results indicate that teachers predominantly demonstrated strong teacher control in their
classroom instruction. Additionally, the results reveal that shared and loose control received equal
consideration after strong teacher control (Tables 3.2 and 3.3). Moreover, a statistically significant
mean difference (M = 3.49, SD = 0.74, t = 3.94) was found between the observed and expected mean
of 3.00 for strong control at p < 0.001 (Table 4). The effect size (n2 = 0.66) is large, according to
Cohen (1998). At the scale level, the study found a statistically significant difference between the scale
mean score (M = 3.16, SD = 0.60) and the expected mean value of 3.00 at the p < 0.05 alpha level. The
mean difference indicates a large effect size (n2 = 0.27). However, statistically non-significant
differences were obtained between the observed mean and expected mean for shared and loose control
dimensions, respectively, at p > 0.05. These results suggest that English teachers did not implement
shared and loose teacher control above the ideal mean. Therefore, the findings reveal that English

language teachers primarily implemented strong teacher control with limited shared and loose control.

3.2. Discussion

The present study investigated the level of instructional control demonstrated by English language
teachers in selected secondary schools when teaching English. The findings indicated that teachers
exhibited strong control over learning, with significant effect sizes. While the teachers predominantly
displayed strong control, they also made statistically insignificant attempts to incorporate shared and
loose control. Thus, the sample of English language teachers primarily employed a teacher-centered
direct instructional approach. This strong teacher control allows teachers to take charge of learning

activities, although it may come at the expense of student empowerment (Lamberigts & Bergen, 2000;
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Maulana et al., 2016). Consequently, strong teacher control enables teachers to emphasize key points,
provide examples to students, and present content outlines (Brok et al., 2004). Moreover, classrooms
characterized by strong teacher control could limit opportunities for student engagement since they
prioritize teacher-dominated knowledge transmission (Lewis, 2002). Furthermore, teacher-centered or
strong teacher-control classes may contribute to achievement gaps among students and hinder their
progress, as strong teacher-control fails to address the diverse needs of all students (Schwerdt &
Wuppermann, 2011). Correlational studies have also shown that English achievement among students
is lowest in classes with strong teacher control, higher in classes with low teacher control, and highest
in classes with shared control (Brok et al., 2004; Freeman et al., 2014; Kiany & Shayestefar, 2010).
However, Schwerdt and Wuppermann (2011) argue that strong teacher control is the most effective
way to impart information to students and is advantageous for high-achieving and more privileged

students.

Despite Ethiopia's introduction of the learner-centered teaching approach across all education levels
since 1994 (MoE, 2002), the English language teachers in the schools included in this study
predominantly adopted a teacher-centered direct instructional approach. Several factors may account
for the discrepancy between the introduced learner-centered teaching approach and the observed
teacher-centered instructional approach. Previous studies have identified factors that contribute to the
preference for a teacher-centered instructional approach over a learner-centered teaching approach.
These factors include teachers' concerns about time constraints in covering the curriculum (Kazempour,
2009; Meseret, 2012; Tamim & Grant, 2013), workload and class management in large class sizes
(Ebissa & Bhavani, 2017; Habtamu & Mendida, 2022; Kitaw, 2017; Meseret, 2012; Tamim & Grant,
2013), inadequate training (Meseret, 2012), teachers' tendency to teach the way they were taught
(Kazempour, 2009; Lewis, 2014), resistance to implementing student-centered methods (Ebissa &
Bhavani, 2017; Qhobela, 2012), and the influence of university entrance examinations (Daba et al.,
2022; Kazempour, 2009; Qhobela, 2012; Surafel, 2002; Tamim & Grant, 2013).

The prevalence of strong teacher control in English language teaching does not necessarily indicate a
complete absence of shared and loose control by teachers. Rather, the results suggest that teachers only
marginally incorporated shared and loose control and were somewhat inconsiderate of their

implementation. Loose (student-led) control allows students to have autonomy in completing learning
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activities by themselves (Brekelmans et al., 2000; Brok et al., 2006; Lamberigts & Bergen, 2000;
Maulana et al., 2016) and has been linked to higher levels of English achievement among students
(Brok et al., 2004; Freeman et al., 2014; Kiany & Shayestefar, 2010). Similarly, shared control strikes a
balance between strong (teacher-led) control and loose (student-led) control, encouraging teachers to
foster cooperation among students and between students and the teacher during learning activities
(Brok et al., 2002; 2004; Maulana et al., 2016; Vygotsky, 1978). Furthermore, shared control has been
associated with the highest levels of English achievement among students (Brok et al., 2004; Freeman
et al., 2014; Kiany & Shayestefar, 2010). Although loose and shared control offers pedagogical benefits
by promoting learner-centered classrooms and enhancing students’ communicative competence, the
present study revealed that teachers made limited use of these control behaviors. The contextual factors
mentioned earlier may have influenced teachers to adhere to a teacher-centered instructional approach

at the expense of the learner-centered teaching approach.
4. CONCLUSIONS

The study findings indicate that English language teachers predominantly employ strong teacher
control while exhibiting limited shared and loose control. Consequently, the teaching approach adopted
by these teachers revolves around a teacher-centered model, which restricts students' active
participation in their learning. Although shared and loose control possesses pedagogical advantages,
such as fostering communicative competence, learner autonomy, and cooperative learning, they have
been largely neglected. Consequently, the implementation of teacher-centered or strong teacher control
fails to cater to the diverse needs of all students, potentially leading to achievement gaps and hindered
progress at the expense of student-centered instruction. Nonetheless, various contextual factors may
explain the adherence to teacher-centered instruction, despite the Education and Training Policy and
the New Education Road Map (MoE, 2018) advocating for learner-centered teaching. Consequently,
this study recommends conducting further research to explore the factors influencing the preference for
teacher-centered instruction, while also highlighting the importance of learner-centered teaching in the
aforementioned policies. Furthermore, the study suggests that the South Ethiopia Regional State
Education Bureau should organize on-the-job training sessions for English language teachers, focusing
on teacher control and empowering them to employ shared (collaborative) control, strong control, and
loose (student-led) control as required.
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It is important to acknowledge the limitations of the present study. Firstly, the sample size of English
teachers selected from a few secondary schools was relatively small. Therefore, future research should
aim to include a larger and more diverse sample, encompassing different educational levels, to enable
more robust generalizations. Secondly, this study solely relied on questionnaires completed by
teachers. To address this gap, future research should incorporate students' viewpoints and employ

additional data collection tools for a comprehensive understanding of the topic.
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