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ABSTRACT

This research on effects of teaching methods on students’ learning outcomes was motivated by the problem of low quality education provided by higher learning institutions (HLIs) in Rwanda as expressed by various stakeholders. The purpose of the study was to assess the teaching methods used in higher learning institutions in Rwanda and to establish their effect on students’ learning outcomes. The research was conducted in 4 HLIs in Rwanda and involved 12 lecturers and 72 students. To collect data the researcher used a questionnaire, observation, documentary analysis, and interview. This research found that 10 out of 12 lecturers used only two teaching methods: transmittal lecture and questioning for recalling information, both known to bring about low quality learning outcomes. About assessment, 8 papers out of 12 tested low-order cognitive process. The analysis of students’ examination scripts revealed that 91.7 per cent of students who sat for papers judged to test low-order cognitive process adopted surface approach to learning. On the other hand, 79.2 per cent of students who sat for papers testing high-order cognitive process adopted deep approach to learning. Concerning the effect of English as a medium of instruction on the quality of teaching and learning, a lecturer made 25 mistakes of English during a lecture session of 1 hour while a student made 92 language mistakes in each paper and all this had negative effect on teaching and learning. To address these problems, HLIs together with the Higher Education Council (HEC) should ensure retraining of lecturers in teaching methods and in English and establish appropriate mechanisms of following up the teaching practices.  
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CHAPTER ONE

1.0 BACKGROUND AND STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM
1.1 Introduction of the Chapter
This chapter is divided into 8 parts. The first part consists of background to the problem; the second part is about the statement of the problem; the third part deals with the purpose and objective of the study; the fourth part is about the research questions; the fifth part shows the significance of the study, the seventh part consists of the delimitation of the study; and finally there is the conceptual framework.    
1.2 Background to the Problem

There are various teaching methods that teachers can use in higher education, but researchers claim that some teaching methods are more effective than others depending on teaching objectives, availability of teaching and learning resources and types of learners (Fry, Ketteridge, & Marshall, 2009; Nilson, 2010; Sajjad, 2011). In the same line, students adopt approaches of learning following methods used in teaching (Ramsden, 1992; Biggs & Tang, 2007; Omari, 2015). Research done at different periods in different areas on teaching and learning in higher education (Ramsden, 1992; Biggs and Tang, 2007; Nilson, 2010; Omari, 2015) has found that many lecturers continue to use inadequate teaching methods resulting in low students’ learning outcomes. 
Another factor directly related to teaching methods and which affects students’ learning outcomes is the language of instruction (Roy-Campbell, 1995; Qorro, 2006; Wilkinson, 2005; Telli, 2014). In Rwanda particularly, there has been sudden change of the language of instruction from French to English causing troubles to both lecturers and students. 
1.2.1 Teaching Methods in Higher Learning Institutions
Teaching methods at lecturers’ disposal for use in higher education are many and varied. The most commonly used are lecture, discussion, brainstorming, case study, group work, questioning, problem-based method, discovery, demonstration, role play, project, and practical/laboratory (Nilson, 2010; Balan & Metcalfe, 2012; Omari, 2015). 
The choice of a teaching method is usually influenced by the teacher’s theory of teaching. Biggs and Tang (2007) contend that every teacher consciously or unconsciously has his/her theory of teaching, that is, understanding of what teaching is and how it should be done. Many researchers (Ramsden, 1992; Fox, 1993; Biggs & Tang, 2007; Nilson, 2010) have developed teaching theories which can be grouped in two categories. The first category views teaching as transmitting information and knowledge to students, and the second considers teaching as facilitating/supporting students’ learning (Prosser & Trigwell, 2014). 
On the basis of these theories, teachers adopt also two approaches of teaching: teacher-centred approach and student-centred approach (Biggs & Tang, 2007).  The teacher-centred approach is a traditional view of teaching which places the teacher on the centre of all teaching activities (Ahmed, 2013; Mesa, Celis, & Lande, 2014). This approach considers the teacher as the source of knowledge, and on this basis, the teacher alone must determine what and how students must learn. On the other hand, the student-centred approach puts the student in the centre of all teaching and learning activities by considering the students’ needs first of all (Al-Zu’be, 2013). Zohrabi, Torabi and Baybourdiani (2012), claim that when this approach is used, students are involved in their learning, and thus they learn actively.   
According to Nilson (2010) teaching methods play a crucial role in teaching and learning process. These author further claims that teaching methods are even more important than the content, and this view is shared by Thirumaleshwar, (2015). However, Ramsden (1992) and Omari (2015) claim that in many countries there is still poor teaching due to the use of inappropriate teaching methods or resulting from using the teaching methods inadequately. 
The description of teaching practice would be incomplete if it were done without reference to assessment which, in fact, is part and parcel of the whole teaching and learning process (Van de Watering, Gijbels, Dochy, & Van der Rijt, 2008). According to Schunk (2012), assessment should be done before, during and at the end of the teaching process. Ramsden (1992) claims that assessment practices significantly influence the students’ learning approach and determine the quality of learning outcomes. 
Other researchers (Mugisha, 2010; Rwanamiza, 2011) also found that assessment determined the quality of students’ learning. Before engaging in learning activities, according to these researchers, the students begin by learning how the teachers assess their students’ learning: if the teacher likes students to reproduce learning materials, then the students resort to rote learning; if they are informed that the teacher likes students to demonstrate understanding, they study accordingly.  
1.2.2 The Role of the Language of Instruction  
Mastery of the language of instruction is critical to the adequate use of teaching methods and significantly affects the students’ learning outcomes. According to Qorro (2006), when teachers and students do not understand the language of instruction, they cannot “discuss, debate, ask and answer questions, ask for clarification and therefore construct and generate knowledge” (p.3). In this case, the teacher adopts a teaching method of merely transmitting information to students and students simply memorize the notes (Qorro, 2006; Biggs, 1990). A study conducted by Interuniversity Council for East Africa (2014) in all the countries of East African Community found low English proficiency among university students and graduates in all these countries with direct negative implications on their performance on the labour market.
1.2.3 Students’ Learning Outcomes

Students’ learning outcomes refer to the level of understanding and performance that students have achieved as a result of engaging in the teaching and learning experience (Biggs and Tang, 2007). Before the teacher starts teaching, he should develop students’ intended learning outcomes (Kizlik, 2012). Bloom taxonomy of educational objectives which hierarchically lists six levels of educational objectives comprising knowledge, comprehension, application, analysis, synthesis, and evaluation can guide the teachers in determining students’ learning outcomes (Slavin, 2012). 
Basing on Bloom’s taxonomy, the lecturer can determine a variety of learning outcomes including knowledge acquisition, skills development, critical thinking and analysis etc. To achieve these different types of learning outcomes, the lecturer must use a variety of teaching methods and assessment. When teaching methods are not properly used, they may foster only low order learning outcomes limited to knowledge acquisition (Nilson, 2010).  
The achievement of learning outcomes for students is dependent upon their approach to learning (Biggs & Tang, 2007). According to Richardson (2011), a learning approach is a way in which a student makes sense of a given learning activity. A learning activity in this context refers to anything a student does in the process of learning such as reading a book, solving a problem, doing a test, attending a lecture session etc. The two common approaches to learning are surface learning and deep learning (Schunk, 2012; Ramsden, 1992). The surface approach to learning is when a student undertakes learning just to finish an assignment or to fulfil the teacher’s requirements, while the deep approach to learning is when a student engages in a learning activity with an intention to understand (Fry, Ketteridge & Marshall, 2009). 
The surface approach to learning leads to lower order learning outcomes while the deep approach to learning brings about higher order learning outcomes (Omari, 2015). Biggs and Tang (2007) claim that the teaching methods that the teacher uses and how he uses them determine the student’s approach to learning and learning outcomes. For example, teaching methods like transmittal lecture and questioning for recalling information make students adopt surface approach to learning characterized by rote learning and result in poor learning outcomes. On the other hand, teaching methods such as interactive lecture and questioning for understanding make students adopt deep learning and bring about high learning outcomes. 
1.2.4 Teaching Methods and Students’ Learning Outcomes 

The teaching methods that a lecturer uses and how he uses them influence students’ learning approaches and learning outcomes. If a lecturer uses transmittal teaching methods such as lecture and questioning for recalling information, the majority of students adopt surface learning consisting in rote learning and resulting in low order learning outcomes (Biggs & Tang, 2007; Omari, 2015).
Mugisha (2010) shares the same view when he claims that students take a great deal of time to study the lecturer’s teaching methods and assessment practices in order to engage in learning accordingly. When students think that the lecturer wants them to understand the learning materials, they adopt a deep approach to learning. On the other side, when they think that the lecturer wants them to reproduce the lecture notes, they engage in rote learning. Unfortunately, the study conducted by Mugisha (2010) and Rwanamiza (2011) reveal that many lecturers in higher learning institutions continue to use teaching and assessment practices requiring students to reproduce the lecture notes making students mainly resort to rote learning. 
1.2.5 Contextualization of Higher Education 

 Today, all over the world, higher education is recognized as a key factor in economic development. Both developed and developing countries are increasingly viewing higher education as a major determinant of socio-economic development and are making efforts to ensure its competitiveness (Pavel, 2012). In this regard, for example, European countries, having noticed that economic competitiveness is mainly driven by the quality of higher education, initiated common policies such as Bologna Process, Lisbon Strategy, Modernization Agenda for Universities, and European Higher Education Area. The overall aim of these policies was to enhance European higher education and to promote students’ mobility in the context of internationalization of higher education (Altbach & Knight, 2012).
In the framework of globalization and considering its role in countries’ socio-economic development, higher education in Africa has not remained behind despite the many challenges it continues to face (Yizengaw, 2010; Varghese, 2013).The expansion of higher education in Africa has been supported by households, private companies, public institutions, and international cooperation. For instance, in July 2007, the Africa-US Higher Education Collaboration Initiative was established in order to “contribute more effectively to African development and transformation and to increase the competency of U.S. higher education institutions in global affairs related to Africa” (Yizengaw, 2010, p. 10). However, African higher learning institutions continue to face challenges including lack of qualified lecturers, low leadership and management capacity, limited financial means, and low quality of teaching and research among others (Yizengaw, 2010).       
In Rwanda, like in other African countries, higher education has been recognized as one of the pillars of the national socio-economic transformation for sustainable development. In Rwanda’s vision 2020 which is an overall guiding policy, emphasis is put on developing human resources in order to make the country a knowledge-based economy (Ministry of Finance and Economic Planning, 2000). This was also stressed by the Higher Education Policy which states that “Higher education is fundamental and indispensable to the social and economic transformation of our country” (Ministry of Education, 2008, p.2). 
Table 1.1: List of Public Institutions of Higher Learning before the Creation of One University of Rwanda

	N°
 
	Higher Learning Institutions
 
	Acronyms
 
	2013

	
	
	
	Males
	Females
	Total

	 
	Public Institutions
	 
	26,839
	13,892
	40,731

	1
	School of Finance and Banking
	SFB
	1,626
	1,110
	2,736

	2
	Umutara Polytechnic
	UP
	2,072
	1,374
	3,446

	3


	Higher Institute of Agriculture and Animal Husbandry
	ISAE


	1,750


	722


	2,472



	4
	Institute of Legal Practice and Development
	ILPD
	134
	72
	206

	5
	Kigali Health Institute
	KHI
	845
	530
	1,375

	6
	Kigali Institute of Education
	KIE
	5,906
	3,423
	9,329

	7
	Kigali Institute of Science and Technology
	KIST
	2,142
	781
	2,923

	8
	National University of Rwanda
	NUR
	7,727
	3,529
	11,256

	9
	Kavumu College of Education
	KCE
	454
	341
	795

	10
	Rukara College of Education
	RCE
	1,125
	545
	1,670

	11
	Kicukiro College of Technology
	KCT
	1,809
	331
	2,140

	12
	Tumba College of Technology
	TCT
	421
	126
	547

	13
	Kabgayi School of Nursing and Midwifery
	KSNM
	41
	244
	285

	14
	Rwamagana School of Nursing and Midwifery
	RSNM
	30
	246
	276

	15
	Byumba School of Nursing and Midwifery
	BSNN
	114
	166
	280

	16
	Kibungo School of Nursing and Midwifery
	KSNM
	131
	130
	261

	17
	Nyagatare School of Nursing and Midwifery
	NSNM
	146
	180
	326

	18


	Integrated Polytechnic Regional Centre South
	IPRC SOUTH
	164
	19
	183

	19
	Gishari Integrated Polytechnic
	GIP
	184
	21
	205

	20


	Kitabi College of Conservation and Environmental Management
	KCCEM


	18


	2


	20




Source: National Institute of Statistics of Rwanda (2015)
Before the 1994 genocide against Tutsis in Rwanda, higher education had not been given due attention but the new government after that period has made spectacular increase of institutions of higher learning. Between 1963 and 1994 Rwanda had only one institution of higher learning, National University of Rwanda which, in 31 years produced less than 2,000 graduates (Ministry of Education, 2008). In 2013, there were 38 institutions of higher learning among them 20 public with 40,731 students and 18 private with 43,717 students. Table 1.1 below shows the list of institutions of higher learning in Rwanda before all the public ones were merged into one University of Rwanda (National Institutes of Statistics of Rwanda, 2015). 
Table 1.2: List of Private Institutions of Learning in Rwanda
	N°
 
	Higher Learning Institutions
 
	Acronyms
 
	2013

	
	
	
	Males
	Females
	Total

	 
	Total
	 
	20,381
	23,336
	43,717

	1
	Catholic University of Rwanda
	CUR
	791
	1,442
	2,233

	2


	Protestant Institute of Arts and Social Sciences
	PIASS


	577


	425


	1,002



	3


	Institut Supérieur Pédagogique de Gitwe


	ISPG


	355


	698


	1,053



	4
	Institut Polytechnique de Byumba
	IPB
	1,117
	1,090
	2207

	5
	Kigali Independent University
	ULK
	5,702
	6,579
	12,281

	6
	Catholic Institute of Kabgayi
	CIK
	443
	869
	1,312

	7


	Institute of Agriculture Technology and Education of Kibungo
	INATEK


	2,173


	2,242


	4,415



	8


	Independent Institute of Lay Adventist of Kigali
	INILAK


	2,790


	3,685


	6,475



	9
	Kigali Institute of Management
	KIM
	542
	945
	1,487

	10
	Rwanda Tourism University College
	RTUC
	1,044
	1,260
	2,304

	11


	Institut  d’Enseignement Supérieur de Ruhengeri
	INES


	1,661


	1,738


	3,399



	12
	Adventist University of Central Africa
	AUCA
	1,268
	1,095
	2,363

	13
	Grand Séminaire de Nyakibanda
	GSN
	215
	0
	215

	14
	Mount Kenya University
	MKU
	1,332
	959
	2,291

	15
	Kibogora Polytechnic
	KP
	161
	155
	316

	16
	Carnegy Mellon University
	CMU
	18
	6
	24

	17


	St Joseph Integrated Technical College


	STJOSEPTH
	192


	20


	212



	18
	Akhilan Institute of Women
	AIW
	0
	128
	128


Source: National Institute of Statistics of Rwanda (2015)
According to the Rwanda Higher Education Policy (Ministry of Education, 2008), the mission of the higher education sector in Rwanda is: 

To provide quality higher education programmes that match the labour market and development needs of Rwanda for graduates who are capable of contributing to national economic and social needs and who can compete on the international labour market and that supports the development of the national culture, promotes lifelong learning, research, innovation and knowledge transfer (p. 17).

Some of the specific objectives to achieve this mission are (1) to widen participation to higher education by enabling greater access, (2) to improve and modernize the teaching and learning processes in higher learning institutions, (3) and to foster a culture of tolerance, critical thinking, open debate, acceptable ethical standards, and respect for human values as well as producing well-informed citizens who can provide leadership in public life, civil society and businesses among others (Ministry of Education, 2008). Together with these objectives, this policy identified one of the most important challenges lying mainly in learning and teaching methods which were judged outdated, that is to say, not student-centred and not actively engaging students with learning activities. This policy also emphasized the necessity of quality and excellence in teaching and learning. 
One of the pillars of quality education is teaching approaches and methods (Nilson, 2010; Delaney et al., 2010; Beausaert, Segers, & Wiltink, 2013). According to these authors, teaching approaches and methods greatly influence students’ attitudes to learning and thus determine learning outcomes. The common approaches to teaching are the teacher-centred approach and the learner-centred approach. The teacher-centred approach is dominated by the use of a transmittal lecture method and generally makes students adopt a surface approach to learning (Struyven, Dochy & Janssens, 2010). On the other hand, the learner-centred approach is associated with the use of active methods such as interactive lecture, discussion, group work and problem solving. The surface approach to learning results in low learning outcome while the deep approach to learning results in high learning outcomes (Biggs & Tang, 2007).
Considering recent studies on the status of higher education, institutions of higher learning in Rwanda still have a lot to do to achieve the mission and objectives of this sector. The study conducted by the Interuniversity Council for East Africa (IUCEA) (2014) revealed that, in Rwanda, only 48 per cent of employers found graduates from Rwandan institutions of higher learning well prepared for the jobs when leaving the institutions. According to Interuniversity Council for East Africa (2014, p.19), “the higher education landscape in East Africa has not been sufficiently transformed for it to be able to effectively address the socio-economic dynamics to take place in the EAC region”. 
According to this study, higher learning institutions in EAC face a problem of “producing products with quality that is acceptable by the stakeholders” (p. 30). This problem of low quality is attributable to teaching and learning practices where almost all HLIs in EAC (with exception to two institutions, one in Tanzania and another in Kenya) fail to implement high-impact learning practices in which “students are actively engaged in the educational process and where their learning goes beyond the classroom to be applied in their personal and work lives” (p. 49). This study also identified gaps in skills where employers rated some of those skills as possessed by graduates at job entry levels as not satisfactory: oral communication: 63%, written communication: 46%, and English proficiency: 49%.   
Research carried out in Rwanda in relation with the quality of education identified poor teaching and assessment practices resulting in poor learning outcomes. In a study among Rwandan students in higher education (Mugisha, 2010), students disclosed many poor practices from their lecturers likely to undermine the learning outcomes. Students complained against assessment which was not related to course objectives and rather encouraged rote learning:         

When you compare course objectives as they are usually written in most of our course compendia, and even in some of our course outlines, to the kind of questions we are at times asked in exams, you wonder whether those questions are meant to assess the achievement of course objectives or if they are assessing the extent to which a student has crammed what the teacher gave in his notes!   p. 82

Some lecturers were even accused of obviously discouraging the culture of reading and critical thinking by forcing students to always reproduce the notes. 

It is a common practice to find that when answering a question that requires more than one explanation and you give some which have not been included by the teacher in his course compendium, but which you might have read somewhere else, like on the internet or from another teacher’s notes, you do not get marks for that initiative. I consider this to be an indication that the teacher is using assessment to evaluate the achievement of his own objectives and not course objectives. p. 85

In another study carried out in one of the well-known institutions of higher education in Rwanda, Kigali Institute of Education (today’s College of Education of the University of Rwanda) (Rwanamiza, 2011), students complained against poor teaching where lecturers did not properly help them and rather taught in a way that promoted rote learning:   

In English first of all […] our lecturers consider us as if we were English-born students. So, they don’t teach us [i.e. students with French background] this language deeply so as to allow us to master it enough before assessment. A similar methodology is also used by lecturers who teach us other disciplines of study in English. They may hand out to us 20 to 30 pages of notes, only read them in class and then examine us on their content. p. 82

So, most of the time, even if some students are lazy, lecturers play a big part in there when they require them to reproduce the notes integrally to such extent that one may memorise 40 pages without being able to go in front of people … and indeed, if you investigate about people who succeed in Geography or Biology, I mean those who get higher marks, it’s people who usually need to get additional explanations from some colleagues, and paradoxically, those who supply them with those additional explanations do rather fail because they haven’t reproduced the material as it is but they have answered according to their own understanding. p. 83

Institutions of higher learning have also been criticized by both political authority and civil society for delivering low quality education. “The quality of education in Rwanda has been lost; even the President of the Republic confirmed it when he visited the National University of Rwanda, where he complained that there are students who graduate without even knowing how to write a job application letter”, wrote Christopher Kanuma in his article “Rwanda Uragana He? Ikibazo cy’Uburezi Buteye Inkeke” (Where Are You Going, Rwanda?  The Problem of Worrying Education) published in “Ijwi rya Rubanda” (The Voice of People) on 1 September 2013.
In the same line, Emmanuel Kwizera, basing on interview with Edward Munyamaliza, the chairperson of the Civil Society in Rwanda, wrote in his article “Sosiyete Sivile Iranenga Ireme ry’Uburezi mu Rwanda” [The Civil Society Is Criticizing the Quality of Education in Rwanda] published in Igihe.com on 28 May 2013: “The civil society is saying that in Rwanda there are many people who have studied, among them many graduates from university, who are unemployed, and who do not know even how to write a job application letter”. In a comment to this article, one reader of Igihe.com wrote: 

The Civil Society has said very few… Even on the job, the outcome from those graduates is very poor; when there are tasks which require specific knowledge or critical thinking, then weaknesses are evident. As a simple example, I invite you to look at the reports that they make, you will see how they are badly written. (para. 10). 

Briefly the various stakeholders of higher education, including political authority, civil society and researchers have expressed their dissatisfaction with the quality of education delivered by various institutions of higher learning in Rwanda. The political authority and civil society found graduates from higher learning institutions in Rwanda poorly performing on the labour market and studies carried out within institutions of higher learning found strong criticisms from students expressing their dissatisfaction with the teaching process.  Therefore, it is worth doing research to find out causes of these problems that HLIs are facing in Rwanda. The areas that were pointed out include teaching practices and low level of English as language of instruction which result in poor learning outcomes. 
1.3 Statement of the Problem

 Higher education is one of the pillars of national development. However, in Rwanda, in media, various stakeholders including the civil society, political authority and some citizens have expressed strong dissatisfaction with the quality of graduates from higher learning institutions (Kanuma, 2013). These criticisms were based on poor performance of graduates on the labour market, for example while doing tasks which require specific knowledge or critical thinking, and inability to write clear reports (Kwizera, 2013). 
Other criticisms were based on low employability skills resulting in high rate of joblessness (Girinema, 2015).  Many causes could be at the origin of this problem of dissatisfaction with the quality of education offered by institutions of higher learning in Rwanda. Some of the causes which were pointed out by research on the quality of education within these institutions include poor teaching methods, mainly assessment practices, and low proficiency in the language of instruction (Mugisha, 2010; Rwanamiza, 2011; Kagwesage, 2013).  

 In the same line, other studies pointed out poor learning outcomes among students in higher learning institutions in Rwanda. For example, Mbabazi (2013) investigated learning outcomes of higher learning institutions by analysing employers’ perceptions and found poor learning outcomes characterized by “noticeable skill gaps ... between the present graduates’ competences and the competences required to meet the aspirations of Vision 2020” (p. 11). Mutwarasibo, Ruterana and Anderson (2014) also analysed employers’ experiences with graduates from higher learning institutions in Rwanda and found dissatisfaction due to poor learning outcomes. 
These researchers who studied teaching methods (Mugisha, 2010; Rwanamiza, 2011) mainly questioned students on their satisfaction with teaching methods putting particular emphasis on assessment. Others (Mbabazi, 2013; Mutwarasibo, Ruterana & Anderson, 2014) investigated students’ learning outcomes questioning employers. This study will examine this problem of poor learning outcomes among students from higher learning institutions in Rwanda differently by analysing the teaching methods that lecturers use and how they use them together with learning outcomes that can be expected from those teaching methods.
1.4 Purpose and Objectives of the Study

1.4.1 Purpose of the Study

The purpose of the study was to assess the teaching methods used in higher learning institutions in Rwanda and to establish their effect on students’ learning outcomes. 
1.4.2 Objectives of the Study

This research had the following specific objectives:
1. To assess the teaching methods used in higher learning institutions in Rwanda;
2. To evaluate the types of learning outcomes that lecturers assess in higher learning institutions in Rwanda;
3. To examine the relationship between assessment practices and students’ learning outcomes in higher learning institutions in Rwanda;
4. To assess how English, as medium of instruction, affects teaching and learning in higher education.
1.5 Research Questions
This research was guided by the following research questions: 
i. What are the teaching methods used in institutions of higher learning in Rwanda? 
ii. What types of learning outcomes do lecturers assess in higher education in Rwanda?
iii. How do assessment practices affect students’ learning outcomes in institutions of higher learning in Rwanda?
iv. How does the new medium of instruction affect teaching and learning in higher education?   
1.6 Significance of the Study

Teaching and assessment practices direct students’ learning and contribute to the quality of education. Furthermore, language skills play an important role in teaching and learning process. Research on these important educational factors has generated information on their state and has elucidated their effects on the quality of students’ learning outcomes. The findings benefit the various stakeholders of higher education including educational policy makers, curriculum developers, managers of higher learning institutions, lecturers, and researchers. 
Policy makers are informed about current practices in teaching and assessment and how they affect learning. Existing policies governing these activities can be improved to address the challenges that have been identified and include best practices supported by research. Curriculum developers who have the task of improving the curriculum used to train lecturers of higher education can find the gaps in the existing curricula and fill them properly. Managers of institutions of higher learning are also informed about what is happening in the institutions they are in charge of. They can use the findings of this study to supervise the lecturers and make sure that teaching and assessment practices properly support learning. Lecturers are informed about various teaching, assessment and learning strategies and approaches and how to improve current practices and ensure quality education. Finally, researchers find new theoretical knowledge on teaching practices, including the language of instruction, and how they affect students’ learning.           
1.7 Delimitation of the Study

This research was conducted in four institutions of higher learning in Rwanda. There were 2 institutions from Southern Province and 2 from the Province of Kigali City. Two of these institutions are public and the other two are private. These institutions have different experiences and they credibly possess all the aspects that can be found in any institution of higher learning in Rwanda. The study was confined to three subjects: English, Management and Economics in level III. Only lecturers of these subjects and students were involved; academic managers were not included. The analysis of teaching approaches and methods as well as the proficiency of lecturers in English language was limited to classroom observation. To assess the effect of teaching methods on students’ learning outcomes, the research dealt only with students’ examination scripts; it did not involve the analysis of students’ results. 
1.8 Limitations of the Study

The limitations of this study are the involvement of a small number of higher learning institutions in the study and the change of behaviour for lecturers and students during classroom observation.  Only four institutions of higher learning were involved in the study which may reduce the generalization of the findings. Because this study was mainly qualitative involving observation, content analysis and interview which were time consuming, the researcher had to select a small number of higher learning institutions. To increase the chances for the generalization of the findings, higher learning institutions with different characteristics and from different areas were selected. There was a public higher learning institution from the capital city, Kigali, and another one from a small town in the south of the country. Other institutions were private, one being a profit making university owned by an individual person, and another being a non profit making belonging to a faith based organization. 
During the classroom observation, it was noticeable that the lecturers and the students changed their behaviour by avoiding the use of the national language, Kinyarwanda, but this did not affect the objective of the research. In fact, the lecturers and the students could not hide their difficulties with English language though they did not use the language as in their usual lecture sessions.  
1.9 Conceptual Framework

Miles and Huberman (1994) define a conceptual framework as a visual or written representation that “explains, either graphically or in narrative form, the main things to be studied – the key factors, concepts, or variables – and the presumed relationships among them” (p. 18). To develop the conceptual framework of this study, the Context Input Process Product (CIPP) model developed by Daniel Stufflebeam and Egon Guba (Rivera & Rivera, 2007) was used. 
Context refers to institutional parameters, or the environment in which teaching and learning take place. Elements of the context in relation with this research include national policies and language of instruction. Input that influences the quality of teaching and learning include teachers’ qualifications and experiences, types of students as well as teaching and learning materials. Process comprises elements that intervene in the implementation of teaching and learning such as the management of HLIs, teaching methods used by lecturers, regulations of assessment, and appraisal of staff. Product refers to the outcome of teaching and assessment which can be deep or surface learning. Figure 1.1 below presents the conceptual framework of this study.
     



Figure 1.1: Conceptual Framework of the Study
Source: Adapted from Rivera & Rivera, 2007
CHAPTER TWO

2.0 REVIEW OF LITERATURE
2.1 Introduction of the Chapter 
This chapter is divided into two sections. The first section focuses on theoretical review of the study including teaching theories, teaching approaches, teaching methods, assessment in teaching process, importance of language of instruction, and students’ learning outcomes. The second section deals with empirical literature based on studies done in Rwanda and elsewhere on teaching methods and students’ learning outcomes in higher learning institutions, and on the basis of these studies the knowledge gap is identified. 
2.2 Teaching Theories
To understand the teaching theories and their importance, it is necessary, first of all, to comprehend the meaning of a theory and its general function. Many authors (Holmberg, 2007; Fox, 2013; Taylor & Hamdy, 2013; Xia, 2014) provide varied definitions of a theory but they all agree that a theory is a principle, an idea or a speculation which can help to explain or predict a phenomenon or understand the reality.  Lim and Tam (2001, p.3) identify three functions of a theory: “permitting organization of descriptions, leading to explanation, and furnishing the basis for prediction of future event.” Holmberg (2007, p.430) adds an interesting point that “theories can be basically descriptive, analytical or explanatory, and to a certain degree predictive as well, and inherently prescriptive.” 
In line with the definition and function of theories as discussed above, many researchers (Ramsden, 1992; Biggs and Tang, 2007; Dennick, 2012) developed teaching theories which describe how teaching is done. These theories are similar in a number of ways. Ramsden (1992) reports three theories of teaching developed by Margaret Balla, Gloria Dall’Alba, and Elain Martin. Basing on interviews with lecturers, these researchers developed three theories of teaching. The first is teaching as telling or transmitting theory. According to this theory, many lecturers in higher education implicitly or explicitly define the task of teaching undergraduates as the transmission of authoritative content or the demonstration of procedures (Ramsden, 1992). Lecturers who use this theory of teaching typically attribute any failure to learn to faults in students. 
The second is teaching as organizing student activity theory. Under this theory, the student is the centre of activities; teaching is seen as a “supervision process involving the articulation of techniques designed to ensure that students learn” (Ramsden, 1992, p. 113). According to this theory, teaching involves dealing with students, making them busy, using a set of efficient procedures to facilitate learning. 

The third is “teaching as making learning possible” theory. While the first and second theories draw attention to the teacher and the student respectively, the third theory regards teaching and learning as absolutely connected. 
Under this theory, teaching, students, and content to be learned are connected together by an overarching framework or system. Explaining this theory Ramsden (1992) wrote: “Teaching involves finding out about students’ misunderstandings, intervening to change them, and creating a context of learning which encourages students to actively engage with the subject matter” (p. 114). 

Fox (1993) developed 4 theories of teaching which are not much different from the ones reported by Ramsden (1992). The first is the transfer theory. This theory views knowledge as a product that can be moved from one place to another. According to this theory, teaching consists in transmitting knowledge or information from the teacher to the students. Fox (1993) concludes that the lecture is a typical example of transfer theory. 

Secondly, there is the shaping theory of teaching which “views students, or at least student brains, as raw material (metal, wood or day) to be shaped, or moulded, or turned to a predetermined and often detailed specification” (Fox, 1993, p. 4). This theory describes the view of teachers who consider teaching as a process of producing or training specific types of professionals or developing particular skills among students. Teaching guided by this theory consists in showing or demonstrating something to students, for example how to solve a problem, then giving exercises to students so that they can work following examples given by teachers.  
The third is the travelling theory which views education as “a journey and the subject being studied represents one of many interesting and challenging areas of the countryside to be explored” (Fox, 1993, p.5). This theory describes the act of teaching using words such as guide, lead or point the way. The teacher is seen as a guide throughout the journey; he has already explored the terrain and knows it fairly well though the landscape keeps changing and there is always something new for him to discover together with the students whom he is guiding. The teacher is willing to share his experience with newcomers and provide any necessary support for them to progress (Bowden & Smythe, 2008). Teachers who follow this theory consider their major tasks as regularly monitoring the learners’ progress and giving them feedback on the way their knowledge and skills are improving. 
The last teaching theory according to Fox (1993) is the growing theory “which focuses more attention on the intellectual and emotional development of the learner” (p.5). Like the previous theories, this one describes the act of teaching using analogy where the teacher is compared to a gardener, students’ minds being seen as an area of ground. The fact that students come with prior knowledge and experiences because they have already met different teachers each teacher leaving some influence on those students is similar to a garden which has already been attended by many previous gardeners and in which various types of plants are growing. The current gardener is trying to encourage desired plants to the detriment of others. In the same way, a teacher following the growing theory tries to help his students to modify their understanding of things. 
Fox (1993) categorizes the four theories of teaching into simple theories and developed theories. Simple theories are transfer theory and shaping theory and developed theories are travelling theory and growing theory. The main difference between them is that in developed theories students significantly contribute to the process of their learning while in simple theory students’ learning is totally dependent on the teachers. Other interesting theories of teaching were developed by Biggs and Tang (2007). These researchers claim that every teacher consciously or unconsciously has a personal theory of teaching, that is to say, personal understanding of what teaching is and how it should be done. They develop three theories of teaching and argue that every teacher uses one of the three theories depending on experiences and understanding of what teaching entails. 
The first is “what the student is” theory of teaching (Biggs and Tang, 2007). This is level one theory according to which “teaching is transmitting information, usually by lecturing” (p.16). Teachers who are still at this level think that differences in learning result from students’ personal ability, motivation, background and other students’ personal weaknesses. Furthermore, this theory emphasizes quantitative delivery of the content to be learnt. Biggs and Tang (2007) claim that this view of teaching is widely found among university teachers and that it is the cause of unproductive teaching.
The second theory according to Biggs and Tang (2007) is “what the teacher does” theory of teaching. This is level two theory which, like level one theory, views teaching as “still based on transmission, but transmitting concepts and understandings, not just information” (p. 17). Differently from level one theory, this one claims that learning depends more on what the teacher does than on what kind of student the teacher has. According to this theory, teachers should have a number of teaching skills and use various teaching strategies to make sure that students learn. 
The third theory is “what the student does” theory (Biggs and Tang, 2007).  This is level three theory which is “a student-centred model of teaching, with teaching supporting learning” (p.19). According to this theory, teaching is effective only when learning has taken place. The teacher must resort to various teaching methods but focusing on students’ activities, and most importantly he must make sure that intended learning outcomes are well realized. This conception of effective teaching as a focus on students’ activities was also emphasized by Nilson (2010). According to her, teachers should not primarily pay attention to subjects but to students.   
All these theories of teaching can be grouped in three as they all have many similarities. The first group of theories includes those which view teaching as transmitting information: teaching as telling or transmitting theory (Ramsden, 1992), transfer theory (Fox 1993), “what the student is” theory (Biggs and Tang, 2007). The second group of similar theory focuses on what the teacher does and includes the following: teaching as organizing students’ activities theory (Ramsden, 1992), shaping theory (Fox, 1993) and “what the teacher does” theory (Biggs and Tang, 2007). The last group of theories of teaching contains developed theories and regard teaching as facilitating students’ learning. It includes the following: teaching as making learning possible theory (Ramsden, 1992), travelling theory and growing theory (Fox, 1993), and “what the student does” theory (Biggs and Tang, 2007). 
2.3  Learning Theories and Their Implications on Teaching 
Before discussing the learning theories and their implication on teaching, it is worth defining learning. Merriam, Caffarella and Baumgartner (2007) provide an interesting definition of learning: it is “a process that brings together cognitive, emotional, and environmental influences and experiences for acquiring, enhancing, or making changes in one's knowledge, skills, values, and worldviews” (p.287). According to Wilson and Peterson (2006) learning depends on many factors such as teaching strategies, student’s motivation and interest, classroom and institutional conditions, parents’ support, amount of time for learning, relations with peers and many others. These authors further claim that for teaching to be effective, the teacher should think about learning theories and all these factors and determine the teaching strategies accordingly.   
2.3.1 Orientations to Learning 
There are five orientations to learning: behaviourist, humanist, cognitive, social cognitive, and constructivist (Marquardt & Waddill, 2004).  Each of these orientations has its own view on the nature of learning. The teachers should review the theories based on these orientations in order to find out their own theories of learning and thus determine appropriate strategies to facilitate students’ learning (Merriam, Caffarella & Baumgartner, 2007). 
Behaviourist orientation to learning puts emphasis on observable changes in behaviour (Slavin, 2012). According to Merriam, Caffarella & Baumgartner (2007), behaviourists explain the learning process by three assumptions. First, learning is shown by change in behaviour instead of internal thought processes. Second, behaviour is shaped by environment, that is to say, things that are learned are determined by factors in the environment, rather than individual learner. The third assumption to explain the process of learning is the principle of contiguity, that is, the closeness in time necessary for a relationship to be formed, and reinforcement which refers to any ways of increasing possibility for an event to be repeated.   
The second orientation to learning, humanistic, insists on personal growth and  believes that learning best occurs by paying attention to students’ lives, emotions, and experiences (Johnson, 2012). Teachers with humanistic orientation claim that each student must be accepted as unique with personal feelings and ideas and that he can do thngs in his own way (Cruickshank, Jenkins, & Metcalf, 2006).
Third, cognitive orientation is based on the fact that learning is associated with mental processes (Slavin, 2012). Also known as information-processing approach, this orientation is characterized by two assumptions: “(1) that the memory system is an active organized processor of information, and (2) that prior knowledge plays an important role in learning” (Merriam, Caffarella & Baumgartner, 2007, p.4). For teachers who believe in this orientation, “meaningful learning involves the study of how new information can be most effectively organized, structured, and taught so that it might be used” (Cruickshank, Jenkins, & Metcalf, 2006, p. 75). 
The fourth orientation is social cognitive. It mixes views from both cognitive and behaviourist theories and claims that learning takes place by observing others in a social environment (Merriam, Caffarella & Baumgartner, 2007). According to (Inman, n.d.), three factors: the person, the behaviour and the environment must combine so that learning may take place. The social cognitivists believe that in order to learn, people are neither pushed by inner forces nor automatically influenced and controlled by external factors; they rather learn through a model of three elements: behaviour, cognitive and other personal factors, and environmental events, all working together as determinants of one another (Inman, n.d.).  
Finally, constructivists describe learning as aprocess of constructing meaning (Merriam, Caffarella & Baumgartner, 2007). This view of learning emphasizes the active role of the student in constructing knowledge by developing understanding and making sense of information (Cruickshank, Jenkins & Metcalf, 2006). According to Slavin (2012), “the essence of constructivist theory is the idea that learners must individually discover and transform complex information if they are to make it their own” (p. 218).      
2.3.2 Learning Theories and Teaching Methods 
According to Ramsden (1992), teachers should study how students learn, or learning theories, so that they may select appropriate teaching methods. Likewise, Biggs (1996) contends that teachers usually select teaching methods basing on learning theories. The necessity for teachers to refer to learning theories is also emphasized by Wilson and Peterson (2006) who argue that for teaching effectively, “a solid understanding of the foundational theories that drive teaching, including ideas about how students learn, what they should learn, and how teachers can enable student learning is a necessity” (p.8). 
In line with these views which purport that it is important to base teaching methods on learning theories, Cruickshank, Jenkins and Metcalf (2006) propose teaching methods to be used following one’s favourable learning theory. For example, if you like cognitive learning theory, you can use “expository teaching, authentic learning, scaffolding, reciprocal teaching, and problem solving” (p. 91). If your favourable learning theory is humanistic, you may use “cooperative learning, inviting school success, values classification, moral/character education, multiethnic education” (p.91). When you believe more in behavioural learning theory, you can use “direct instruction, programmed and computer-assisted instruction, mastery learning, precision teaching, applied behavioural analysis (p.91).  
2.4 Teaching Approaches

The commonly known teaching approaches are teacher-centred approach and student-centred approach (Gonzlez, 2012). The former teaching approach is related to the two first groups of teaching theories while the latter is related to the third group of theories as discussed above. 
The teacher-centred approach is a traditional view of teaching which places the teacher in the centre of all teaching and learning activities. With this approach of teaching, the teacher alone makes all decisions about what to be taught, how and when to teach it (Ahmed, 2013; Mesa, Celis, & Lande, 2014). The teacher is considered a source of all knowledge and expertise while the student remains a passive recipient (Al-Zu’be, 2013).  

The teacher-centred approach has many limitations. Zohrabi, Torabi and Baybourdiani (2012) claim that this approach results in passive learning and that it is unsuccessful because it prevents students from using their potentials, and it does not take into account students’ individual needs. Ahmed (2013); Mesa, Celis and Lande (2014) have a similar view on this approach of teaching and maintain that it reduces the academic performance of the students. These authors claim that, despite these weaknesses, this approach remains the most used in higher education. 

This approach of teaching has two levels: the first level regards teaching as transmitting information dominated by lecture teaching method, and the second level considers teaching as organizing students’ activities. The second one is more developed than the first and advocates the use of various teaching methods (Beausaert, Segers & Wiltink, 2013).  
The student-centred approach is based on the belief that successful teaching must put the students in the centre of focus in the teaching process. Al-Zu’be (2013) defines student-centred approach as teaching and learning that “mainly majors on the needs of the students other than those of other involved parties such as administrators and teachers in the education system” (p. 25). Ahmed (2013) adds that while working with this approach, “students are actively learning and they have greater input into what they learn, how they learn it, and when they learn it. This means that students take responsibility of their own learning and are directly involved in the learning process” (p.22). According to Zohrabi, Torabi and Baybourdiani (2012), this approach developed from a constructive theory which supports that “students learn more by doing and experiencing than by observing” and “students are initiators and architects of their own learning and knowledge making rather than ‘vessels’ who receive knowledge from expert teachers” (p. 20).  
	Relationship between Teaching Theories and Teaching Approaches

	Level 
	Focus
	Teaching Theory
	Teaching Approach

	I 
	Transmitting information
	· Teaching as telling or transmitting theory (Ramsden, 1992)
· Transfer theory (Fox 1993)

· What the student is theory (Biggs and Tang, 2007)
	Teacher-centred 

	II
	Organizing students’ activities
	· Teaching as organizing students’ activities theory (Ramsden, 1992)
· shaping theory (Fox, 1993)

· What the teacher does theory (Biggs and Tang, 2007)
	Teacher-centred

	III
	Facilitating students’ learning
	· Teaching as making learning possible theory (Ramsden, 1992)
· Travelling theory(Fox, 1993) 

· Growing theory (Fox, 1993)

· What the student does theory (Biggs and Tang, 2007)
	Student-centred


Figure 2.1: Relationship Between Teaching Theories And Teaching Approaches
This approach of teaching agrees with the third group of theories discussed in the previous section. This group of theories contains theories which advocate that teaching consists in making learning possible. For teaching to be effective, it must be centred on the needs of students and involve them in their learning as much as possible (Lameras, Levy, Paraskakis & Webber, 2011). The relationship between teaching theories and teaching approaches is summarized in Figure 2.1.
2.5 Teaching Methods in Higher Learning Institutions
There are various teaching methods that can be used in higher education. Omari (2015) identifies the following teaching methods: lecture methods, problem-centred methods, projects methods, role play / social drama, audio visuals and films, discussion methods, practical/laboratory methods, individual tasks, syndicate methods and demonstration methods. Figure 2.2 presents the teaching methods, their key characteristics and key objectives.

	Different Teaching Methods, Their Characteristics, and Objectives

	Teaching Methods
	Key Characteristics
	Key Objectives

	1. Lecture(s) methods
	Extended uninterrupted talk
	Give information, ways of thinking

	2. Problem centred methods
	Structured tasks for groups or individuals
	Application of principles and analytical thinking

	3. Projects methods
	Exercise submitted on paper or physical entities
	Development of practical skills

	4. Role play / social drama
	Given social role to dramatize
	Development of empathy, self awareness, attitudes change and relationships

	5. Audio visuals and film
	Played to whole class, groups or individuals
	Knowledge and social interaction

	6. Discussion methods
	Give real or simulated problem for the group, structured with outcomes
	Understanding of complex interrelations and application of principles

	7. Practical / Laboratory etc.
	Give materials for experimentation
	Development of observation skills and scientific thinking

	8. Individual tasks
	Give a problem to work out in class
	Active learning, problem solving skills and all involved

	9. Syndicate methods
	Groups of 6-10 persons work on same problem with guidance
	Development of skills in seeking and organizing information

	10. Demonstration   

  methods
	The lecturer performs skillful operations, students watch, take notes
	Development of observation skills and knowledge of principles


Figure 2.2: Some Teaching Methods and Their Characteristics
Source: Omari (2015)

Other researchers (Nilson, 2010; Cruickshank, Jenkins and Metcalf, 2006; Balan & Metcalfe, 2012; Sajjad, 2011) also identified the following teaching methods: lecture, discussion, brainstorming, case studies, group work, questioning, problem-based learning, and discovery learning. 

A lecture consists in informing students of certain facts, ideas, concepts, and explanations (Cruickshank, Jenkins and Metcalf, 2006). Lecturing is particularly useful and effective when presenting new topics to a large group of students (Sajjad, 2011). Lecturing has been much criticized for not being student-centred but it can be highly motivational when the lecturer is good at it. Nilson (2010) expresses the same view as follows: “An expressive, enthusiastic instructor can ignite students’ interest in the material, and a reserved, boring one can douse it” (p. 116). However, lectures have a number of shortcomings such as making students passive and likely to lose concentration after a few minutes, serving a limited number of learning outcomes mainly knowledge transmission. To address this drawback, the lecture should be made interactive or be broken with more engaging activities (Balan & Metcalfe, 2012). Such activities include pause to allow a student discussion focused on clarifying and assimilating the course content; reading some material such as a case study, an example,  a text, notes etc; brief group work sessions; having students summarize important points; writing down questions among others (Nilson, 2010).   
A discussion is a teaching session in which students and a teacher talk to share information, ideas, or opinions or work together to solve a problem. A discussion is used to review what students have learned, to encourage them to reflect on their ideas or opinions, to explore an issue, to resolve a problem, or to improve face-to-face communication skills (Dennick, 2012). Although discussions are apparently beneficial, they may be disappointing if they are poorly conceptualized, not well conducted, or when students are not ready to participate in them successfully (Cruickshank, Jenkins and Metcalf, 2006).
Brainstorming is a teaching method where students generate creative ideas. In a brainstorming activity students are asked to withhold judgment or criticism because its purpose is primarily to generate a very large number of ideas (Cruickshank, Jenkins and Metcalf, 2006). It is only after students have produced as many ideas as possible that they are evaluated. While brainstorming is useful by the fact that it enables students to adjust their previous knowledge or understanding, and to accommodate new information and increase their levels of awareness, it may be challenged by the fact that some students may be reluctant to speak in a group setting (UNSW, 2012).  
Case studies are basically used to develop critical thinking and problem-solving skills, and to expose students to real life situations. These situations may be real or imaginary and students are asked to diagnose problems and give solutions, and to give reasons and implications of action after providing both problems and solutions (Sajjad, 2011). Case studies have many advantages such as to engage students in research and reflective discussion, to encourage higher-order thinking, to facilitate creative problem solving, to allow students to develop realistic solutions to complex problems, and to enable students to apply previously acquired skills (UNSW, 2012). The disadvantage of case studies is that it is a time consuming method and sometimes does not actually provide real experience (Sajjad, 2011).   
Group work, or cooperative learning, is a method of teaching where students work together in groups. This method is useful especially in preparing students for employment because employers value persons’ ability to work cooperatively (Zhang, 2010). Group work has many benefits including allowing students to become active participants in their learning; developing skills valued by employers such as “problem solving, negotiation, conflict resolution, leadership, critical thinking, and time management; exposing students to diverse ideas and approaches; recognizing and utilizing individual strengths and expertise; helping students to articulate their ideas, to refine concepts and develop interpersonal and communication skills” (UNSW, 2012, para. 4).  Group work, however, has some disadvantages. Some members of the group who do not feel confident about their ability to communicate may have great difficulty and become anxious if forced to speak (Qing-xue & Jin-fang, 2007). 
Questioning is the oldest teaching method. Socrates who is believed to be the first to use this method believed that to teach well, an instructor must reach into a student’s prior knowledge and awareness in order to help the student reach new levels of thinking (UNSW, 2012). Sound questioning techniques enhance teaching in many ways: they launch and carry out discussion; they promote practice; they stimulate exploratory learning, and critical thinking. These techniques can engage students through a process of thinking about a topic more and more deeply in hierarchical ladder of cognitive levels of Bloom’s taxonomy from knowledge, the lowest thinking level, to evaluation, the highest level (Nilson, 2010). Nevertheless, questioning has limitations like pointless arguments, which can lead a discussion off track. Another challenge with questioning occurs when lecturers overuse particular types of questions which do not cover different cognitive levels (UNSW, 2012).
Problem-based learning and problem solving learning are different teaching and learning methods. Problem solving simply means setting problems for students to solve after the students have been taught and are now asked to apply what they have learnt to solve problems (Prince & Felder, 2006). On the other hand, in problem-based learning, the starting point for learning is a problem, a query or a puzzle that must be solved (Biggs & Tang, 2007). These researchers identified a number of goals of problem-based learning: structuring knowledge for use in working contexts, developing effective reasoning processes, developing self-directed learning skills, increasing motivation for learning, and developing group skills and working with colleagues. They also pointed out the challenge with problem-based learning, the fact that students cover only 80% of the traditional syllabus and do not perform well in standard examinations.  
The last teaching method to be discussed in this section is discovery learning. It refers to learning that occurs when students are asked to find out something for themselves (Struyven et al., 2010). This teaching method is used to achieve the following goals: to get students to think for themselves, to help them discover how knowledge is created, and to promote higher-order thinking (Cruickshank, Jenkins and Metcalf, 2006). Discovery learning includes case study, field trip and role play. A case study comprises “student centred activities based on topics that demonstrate theoretical concepts in applied setting” (Davis & Wilcock, 2003, p. 4). The benefit of the case study is that it enables students to interact with real-world issues. Another type of discovery learning is a field trip which is a short excursion to the field to observe or take part in an activity in an area of interest or in active research (Higgins, Dewhurst & Watkins, 2012). 
According to these authors, field trips help students to link theoretical knowledge acquired during lectures and in books with real life and to think critically and creatively in a way that could not be attained in classrooms. The last type of discovery learning is role play. It comprises exercises aiming at “engaging students in real-life situations or scenarios that can be stressful, unfamiliar, complex, or controversial which requires them to examine personal feelings toward others and their circumstances (Bonwell & Eison, 2011, p.47). Role play has many benefits such as motivating and engaging students, enhancing teaching strategies, providing real-world scenarios to help students learn; learning skills used in real-world situations including negotiations, debate, teamwork, cooperation, and persuasion; and providing opportunities for critical observation of peers (Northern Illinois University, n.d).  
2.5.1  Effects of Teaching Methods on Students’ Learning
As it has been discussed above, there are various teaching methods. Nilson (2010) contends that the selection of teaching methods is critical to students’ learning. According to her, teaching methods are even more important than the content in the teaching and learning process. In the same line, Thirumaleshwar (2015) argues that teaching delivery is the crucial element in the teaching process. However, Ramsden (1992) claims that mastery of teaching methods is not enough for ensuring effective students’ learning. In his view, what matters most for effective teaching is to understand how to use those teaching methods and continuously reflect on one’s teaching as he explained in the lines below: 

Much university teaching is still based on the theory that students will learn if we transmit information to them in lectures, or if we make them do things in practicals or seminars. It is therefore not surprising that improving teaching is often seen as a process of acquiring skills – how to lecture, how to run small groups, how to use computers, how to set examination papers etc. But effective teaching is not essentially about learning techniques like this. They are actually rather easily acquired; it is understanding how to use them that takes constant practice and reflection (p. 8). 
The necessity of continuously reflecting on one’s teaching for improving students’ learning is emphasized by other researchers such as Jacobsen, Eggen and Kauchak (2009). They give the following valuable piece of advice: “If teachers are to sustain a success-oriented environment by promoting student learning throughout the academic year, they must continually and thoroughly address the teaching act, which is founded on the planning and implementing of instructional activities and assessing of student performance” (p. 5). This means that teachers should continuously think about how to improve the quality of teaching, reflect on students’ learning outcomes, resources and methods that can be used to achieve those learning outcomes and regularly assess to what extent the learning outcomes are achieved and try to find out why they have not been achieved in case of difficulties (Beausaert, Segers, & Wiltink, 2013). In this context, Ramsden (1992) insists that reflection on teaching must go hand in hand with appropriate action for improvement.   
In this discussion on effects of teaching methods on students’ learning, it is worth paying particular attention to the lecture which is the most commonly used teaching method (Sajjad, 2011). Although the lecture is extensively used, numerous studies found it ineffective in promoting students’ deep learning (Nilson, 2010). However, the lecturer can increase effectiveness of the lecture by making it interactive through encouragement of students’ involvement, commitment and interest (Ramsden, 1992; Wieman, 2014). Moreover, in addition to pointing out weaknesses of the lecture, Nilson (2010) notes that the lecture can be highly effective and be used to achieve almost every type of learning outcome as described in Bloom taxonomy. For that end, the lecture can be supplemented with thought-provoking student activities by incorporating active breaks thus “transforming the traditional lecture into a series of mini-lectures” (Nilson, 2010, p. 117). 
To plan an interactive lecture, the lecturer subdivides the major topic into ten-to-fifteen minute pieces. Then he plans student engaging activities of two-to-fifteen minutes between these lecture periods. In these activities, students should be working on the materials or discussing with one another for short, controlled periods of time (Struyven, Dochy & Janssens, 2010). Nilson (2010) gives a number of strategies that can be used for effective active breaks including “pairing and comparing where students compare notes, filling in what they have missed; periodic free-recall where students put away their lecture notes and write down the most important points; reflection/reaction paragraphs where they write out their reaction to mini-lectures; solving a problem; multiple-choice item; and quick case study” (p.329). 
Omari (2015) gives useful pieces of advice for effectively using the lecture teaching method. He first identifies factors which can help memory in teaching using lecture methods, then factors for helping arousal, and last factors for enhancing motivation of students in class.  “Reflect: think of how the student might learn from your lecture,” Omari (2015, p.158) insists. 
2.6 Assessment in the Teaching Process

Assessment refers to everything a teacher does to establish the level at which students have mastered the subject matter, can perform given tasks, or display certain behaviours (Salkind, 2008). It includes the collection, analysis, and interpretation of various kinds of information likely to help in making educational decisions (Schuwirth & Van der Vleuten, 2011). Classroom assessment is important in two ways: first, it enables teachers to ascertain the effectiveness of their teaching; second, it is done during and after teaching to plan and adapt teaching to better meet students’ needs and educational objectives (Cruickshank, Jenkins & Metcalf, 2006). 
It should not be simply considered a means of assigning grades to students or finding out to what extent students have achieved intended learning outcomes but an integral part of teaching and learning process (Wiliam, 2011). This view of assessment is shared by Rwanamiza (2011) where he identifies the main purpose of assessment as being to improve and enhance learning and teaching through provision of didactic feedback to students and opportunity of self-evaluation of teaching effectiveness for teachers.    
Assessment is a process that starts and closes a period of formal education (Bennett, 2011). Schunk (2012) identifies three periods of assessment with regard to the process of teaching and learning: pre-instruction assessment, during-instruction assessment, and post-instruction assessment. Pre-instruction assessment is done at the outset of instruction in order to ascertain the level of students’ knowledge and skills so as not to overwhelm the class with too advanced instruction or bore them with too low teaching. During-instruction assessment, often referred to as formative assessment, is continuous assessment that takes place in the course of instruction. Post-instruction assessment, also called summative assessment, is done after instruction is finished aiming at documenting students’ performance, determining grades and making decisions on students’ progression. In the same context, Santrock (2011) emphasizes the necessity for teachers to determine assessment of students before, during and after teaching.  
Assessment is an integral part of teaching and is believed to direct students’ learning. Ramsden (1992) maintains that “the methods we use to assess students are one of the most critical of all influences in their learning” (p.67). Good assessment practices must be directed by intended learning outcomes or educational objectives (Tenbrink, 2011; Schuwirth & Van der Vleuten, 2011). Intended learning outcomes are usually developed basing on Bloom’s taxonomy of educational objectives: knowledge, comprehension, application, analysis, synthesis and evaluation (Cruickshank, Jenkins and Metcalf, 2006).
However, “investigations of teachers’ assessment practices revealed that teachers were not well prepared to meet the demand of classroom assessment due to inadequate training” (Zhang, 2003, p.325). Other researchers also found similar problems in assessment practices (Boud & Falchikov, 2006; Scanlan, 2011). When choosing assessment items, teachers tend to use only a few methods that are traditionally well known or by the fact that they were assessed by the same methods when they were undergraduate students themselves (Dunn, 2011). Misconception of assessment by many lecturers is also pointed out by Ramsden (1992) when he writes:

Some lecturers in higher education become stuffy and formal when the talk turns to student assessment. It is as if they measure their own worth as teachers in terms of the difficulty of the questions and the complexity of the procedures they can devise to test and grade students and to deter cheating (p. 181).   

To these lecturers who misuse assessment, Omari (2015) gives the following piece of advice: “treat your students as friends, your clients, customers, not enemies; so do not ambush them” (p.175). 
2.6.1 Effects of Assessment on Students’ Learning Outcomes 

While teachers base their teaching activities on intended learning outcomes, students base learning activities on assessment (Biggs and Tang, 2007). These authors maintain that “students learn what they think they will be tested on” (p. 169). In their research they found that students search examination past papers, guess what they think is likely to come again in the next examinations and memorize answers to those questions which results in very low learning outcomes. The way lecturers and students view assessment is illustrated in the figure below.
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Figure 2.3: Teacher and Student’s Perspectives on Assessment 
Source: Biggs and Tang (2007)

According to this figure, teachers see assessment as a final stage in the teaching process but for students it is the starting point which directs their learning activities. 
Santrock (2011) believes that assessment practices affect the way students approach learning and thus determine learning outcomes. He particularly emphasizes the way assessment motivates students and determines the types of learning outcomes: 
In thinking about how assessment and motivation are linked, ask yourself if your assessment will encourage students to become more meaningfully involved in the subject matter and more intrinsically motivated to study the topic (p. 551).

Furthermore, this author gives a useful piece of advice to lecturers on how to assess students’ learning in a way that encourages high-order learning outcomes:

Similarly, many other classroom assessment experts emphasize that if you think that motivated and active learning is an important goal of instruction, you should create alternative assessments that are quite different from traditional tests, which don’t evaluate how students construct knowledge and understanding, set and reach goals, and think critically and creatively (p.552).

Many other researchers support that assessment practices influence the way students approach learning activities and determine the quality of learning outcomes. Ramsden (1992) is one of them. He claims that students start by forming an opinion on how they will be assessed and if they “perceive that their learning will be measured in terms of reproducing facts or implementing memorized procedures and formulae, they will adopt approaches that prevent understanding from being reached” (p. 182). 
Other researchers who have a similar view on the influence of assessment practices on students’ learning outcomes are Fry, Ketteridge and Marshall (2009). They wrote: 
It is now widely accepted that assessment tends to shape much of the learning that students do, so if we want to change the way our students learn and the content of what they learn, the most effective way is to change the way we assess them (p.134).  

Like these authors mentioned above, Nilson (2010) also claims that assessment should be used to help students improve their learning skills, and thus the quality of learning outcomes. Omari (2015) insists on assessing higher-order thinking skills. According to him, teachers should give students tasks which make them “use knowledge and skills creatively in new or novel situations using novel materials and ideas” (p. 177). 
2.6.2 Effective Assessment Practices
For assessment to be effective, questions must be aligned with intended learning outcomes or educational objectives (Briggs, Long & Owens, 2011). Biggs and Tang (2007) define an intended learning outcome as “a statement describing what and how a student is expected to learn after exposure to teaching” (p. 64). To describe intended learning outcomes, Bloom’s taxonomy of educational objectives can guide lecturers (Slavin, 2012). This taxonomy describes the six learning outcomes in a hierarchical order starting from the lowest or the simplest towards the highest or the most complex. Figure 2.4 depicts those learning outcomes.  









Figure 2.4: Interrelationships among the Different Levels of Learning Outcomes
Source: Adopted from Hall and Johnson (1994)
To assess students’ learning effectively, lecturers should take time to reflect on their subject matter, identify different types of knowledge and then decide what to be assessed (Frey, Schmitt & Allen, 2012). Omari (2015) lists the following items that can be found in each discipline: “facts, concepts, principles, theories about a phenomenon such as gravity, methods of inquiry – how to investigate and explain phenomena, procedural knowledge – how to make a poem or do an experiment, meta-cognitive knowledge – the hard questions of why, how come, and how if” (p.183).  Figure 2.5 represents the concentration of elements per type of cognitive domain which can guide a teacher in constructing assessment tests and in distribution of marks following the weight of learning outcomes and the structure of the course.
	Bloom’s Cognitive Domain
	Types of Knowledge

	
	Content Knowledge
	Procedural Knowledge
	Meta-cognitive Knowledge

	
	Facts
	Concepts
	Principles
	Theories
	Methods
	
	

	Memory
	***
	***
	**
	**
	**
	*
	*

	Comprehension
	*
	***
	***
	***
	**
	*
	*

	Application
	
	***
	***
	**
	
	***
	**

	Analysis
	
	*
	*
	**
	**
	***
	*

	Synthesis
	
	
	**
	**
	*
	***
	***

	Evaluation
	*
	*
	*
	**
	**
	***
	****


* ** Indicates levels of concentration of test items
Figure 2.5:  Specification of What to test and Examine

Source: Omari (2015)

2.6.3 The Role of Bloom’s Taxonomy in the Analysis of Educational Objectives 

The well-known Bloom’s taxonomy of educational objectives is a “framework for classifying statements of what we expect or intend students to learn as a result of instruction” (Krathwohl, 2002). Dr Benjamin Bloom was Associate Director of the Board of Examinations of the University of Chicago and had an idea, in 1949, of establishing a framework that would reduce the task of setting comprehensive examinations every year.  Bloom worked with other experts in assessment from the United States and, in 1956, they published the work known as Bloom’s Taxonomy of Educational Objectives which became famous all over the world because of its practical utility in developing students’ learning outcomes and assessment of students’ learning activities.
The classification covered three domains: cognitive, affective and psychomotor (Huitt, 2011). But in this study, only the cognitive domain is considered with the purpose of exploring how the taxonomy can help in teaching and in assessing students’ works.  The benefit of this taxonomy is that it enables the teachers to arrange the intended learning outcomes or educational objectives in a hierarchical order from simple to complex and guides him in selecting the teaching methods but particularly in setting examination questions. 
Furthermore, the levels described in the taxonomy are successive in a way that the low level must be mastered before moving to the following level (Huitt, 2011). Below is a figure presenting the elements in the taxonomy with original brief explanations as provided by Bloom himself. 
	Level 
	Item 
	Explanations
	
	

	1
	Knowledge
	involves the recall of specifics and universals, the recall of methods and processes, or the recall of a pattern, structure, or setting
	
	Low order cognitive process

	2
	Comprehension
	refers to a type of understanding or comprehension such that the individual knows what is being communicated and can make use of the material or idea being communicated without necessarily relating it to other material or seeing its fullest implications.
	
	

	  3
	Application
	use of abstractions in particular and concrete situations
	
	

	4
	Analysis
	breakdown of a communication into its constituent elements or parts such that the relative hierarchy of ideas is made clear
and/or the relations between ideas expressed are made explicit
	
	High order cognitive process

	5
	Synthesis
	putting together of elements and parts so as to form a whole
	
	

	6
	Evaluation
	judgments about the value of material and methods for given purposes
	
	


Figure 2.6: Original Bloom Taxonomy
Source: Armstrong (2014.)
In 2001, a team of assessment specialists published a revised version of Bloom’s taxonomy (Armstrong, 2014). The change they made consisted in using verbs rather than nouns to describe the items and in reversing synthesis with evaluation, making synthesis, changed to creation, the highest level. Figure 2.7 below shows the original and the revised Bloom’s Taxonomy.
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Figure 2.7: Original and Revised Bloom’s Taxonomy
Source: Forehand (2005)
Bloom’s taxonomy is commonly accepted as an important tool for teachers. According to Krathwohl (2002), the taxonomy is more than a simple assessment tool, and it can help in many other educational activities serving as: 
i. common language about learning goals to facilitate communication across persons, subject matter, and grade levels;
ii. basis for determining for a particular course or curriculum the specific meaning of broad educational goals, such as those found in the currently prevalent national, state, and local standards;
iii. means for determining the congruence of educational objectives, activities, and assessments in a unit, course, or curriculum; and
iv. panorama of the range of educational possibilities against which the limited breadth and depth of any particular educational course or curriculum could be contrasted. (p. 212)
For the sake of consistency and because of familiarity with the original taxonomy, it is the one that will be used in this study to discuss the students’ learning outcomes. In the following section, each of the elements in the original taxonomy is going to be discussed. To begin with, knowledge refers to the ability to recall information (Armstrong, 2014). To develop intended learning outcomes and to set examination questions at the level of knowledge, the teacher can use some of the following verbs: define, describe, identify, know, label, list, match, name, outline, recall, recognize, reproduce, select, state, memorize, tell, repeat, reproduce etc (Huitt, 2004).
Second, comprehension refers to “a type of understanding or apprehension such that the individual knows what is being communicated and can make use of
the material or idea being communicated without necessarily relating it to other material or seeing its fullest implications” (Armstrong, 2014). In developing statements of intended learning outcomes and in writing assessment questions in relation to understanding, the teacher can use some of these verbs: comprehend, convert, defend, distinguish, estimate, explain, extend, generalize, give example, infer, interpret, paraphrase, predict, rewrite, summarise, translate, show relationship of, characterize, associate, differentiate, classify, compare (Huitt, 2004). 
Third, application is the ability to use factual information in varied contexts (Churches, 2009). To develop intended learning outcomes and to determine assessment tasks at the level of application, the teacher may use some of these verbs: apply, change, compute, construct, demonstrate, discover, manipulate, modify, operate, predict, prepare, produce, relate, solve, use, systematize, experiment, practice, exercise, utilize, organize (Huitt, 2004). 
Fourth, analysis refers to the ability to separate material or concepts into component parts so that their organizational structure may be understood (Armstrong, 2014). The verbs that the teacher can use in developing intended learning out or in preparing assessment tasks include analyse, break down, compare, contrast, diagram, deconstruct, differentiate, discriminate, distinguish, identify, illustrate, infer, outline, relate, select, separate, investigate, discover, determine, observe, examine (Huitt, 2004). Fifth, synthesis “involves putting together element s and parts so as to form a whole” (Armstrong, 2014). To develop learning outcomes and to determine assessment tasks, the teacher can use some of these verbs: categorize, combine, compile, compose, create, devise, design, explain, generate, modify, organize, plan, rearrange, reconstruct, relate, reorganize, revise, rewrite, summarise, tell, write, synthesize, imagine, conceive, conclude, invent, theorize, construct, create (Clark, 2009). 
Finally, evaluation consists in making “judgments about the value of material and methods for given purposes” (Armstrong, 2014). At this level, the teacher can use some of these verbs to develop intended learning outcomes and to prepare assessment tasks: appraise, compare, conclude, contrast, criticize, critique, defend, describe, discriminate, evaluate, explain, interpret, justify, relate, summarize, support, calculate, estimate, consult, judge, measure, decide, discuss, value, accept, reject (Clark, 2009). 
The level of the original Bloom’s taxonomy, their definitions and sample verbs that a teacher can use to develop intended learning outcome and to set assessment tasks are presented in Figure 2.8.

	Level
	Definition
	Sample Verbs

	Knowledge 
	Recall and remember
information.
	define, describe, identify, know, label, list, match, name, outline, recall, recognize, reproduce, select, state, memorize, tell, repeat, reproduce

	Comprehension 
	Understand the meaning,
translation, interpolation, and
interpretation of instructions and
problems. State a problem in
one's own words. Establish
relationships between dates,
principles, generalizations or
values
	comprehend, convert, defend, distinguish, estimate, explain, extend, generalize, give examples, infer, interpret, paraphrase,
predict, rewrite, summarize, translate, show relationship of, characterize, associate,
differentiate, classify, compare, distinguish

	Application 
	Use a concept in a new situation
or unprompted use of an
abstraction. Apply what was
learned in the classroom into
novel situations in the workplace.
Facilitate transfer of knowledge
to new or unique situations.
	apply, change, compute, construct, demonstrate, discover, manipulate, modify, operate, predict, prepare, produce, relate,
solve, use, systematize, experiment, practice, exercise, utilize, organize

	Analysis 
	Separates material or concepts
into component parts so that its
organizational structure may be
understood. Distinguishes
between facts and inferences.
	analyze, break down, compare, contrast, diagram, deconstruct, differentiate, discriminate, distinguish, identify, illustrate,
infer, outline, relate, select, separate, investigate, discover, determine, observe, examine

	Synthesis 
	Builds a structure or pattern from
diverse elements. Put parts
together to form a whole, with
emphasis on creating a new
meaning or structure. Originality
and creativity.
	categorize, combine, compile, compose, create, devise, design, explain, generate, modify, organize, plan, rearrange,
reconstruct, relate, reorganize, revise, rewrite, summarize, tell, write, synthesize, imagine, conceive, conclude, invent, theorize, construct

	Evaluation 
	Make judgments about the value
of ideas or materials.
	appraise, compare, conclude, contrast, criticize, critique, defend, describe, discriminate, evaluate, explain, interpret,
justify, relate, summarize, support, calculate, estimate, consult, judge, criticize, measure,
decide, discuss, value, decide, accept, reject


Figure 2.8: Description of Levels of Original Bloom’s Taxonomy

Source: Clark (2009)
2.6.4 Validity and Reliability of Assessment Tests

Effective assessment tests must be both valid and reliable (Topping, 2009). Validity refers to the extent to which a test measures what it was intended to measure (QAA, 2012). A valid assessment measures students’ performance or mastery of each of the major intended learning outcomes (Cruickshank, Jenkins and Metcalf, 2006). Before beginning teaching, a teacher develops instructional objectives or learning outcomes. Valid assessment should be related to those objectives or learning outcomes and give information to the teacher on students’ learning and on the success of instruction. To be valid, assessment should be related to the content covered and activities done during instruction (Topping, 2009). 

Reliability concerns the degree to which assessment procedure produces the same results if repeated (Kizlik, 2012). It is consistency that characterizes assessment practices. For example, if the teacher provides extra clarification or guidance on an assessment task to some students but not to others, the assessment will not be reliable. According to Cruickshank, Jenkins and Metcalf (2006, p. 282), “assessment that lacks reliability produces results that do not accurately reflect students’ understanding or ability due to some error in the assessment itself”.  

2.7 Effects of Language of Instruction on Students’ Learning Outcomes 

There is a good deal of research on effects of language of instruction on students’ learning outcomes and those various researchers agree that mastery of language of instruction determines the quality of students’ learning (Biggs, 1990; Roy-Campbell, 1995; Qorro, 2006; Wilkinson, 2005; Telli, 2014). A number of factors explaining how the language of instruction affects the quality of learning outcomes have been pointed out including teachers’ ability to communicate to students and use of various teaching strategies, and students’ participation and understanding. 
To illustrate the way language of instruction affects students’ learning, Qorro (2006) compares the role of the language to that of a vehicle, a pipe or a copper wire in delivering goods, water or electricity. If these channels are defective, delivery cannot be effective; likewise if the language of instruction is not well mastered by both the teacher and the students, learning is negatively affected: 

Language of instruction is a vehicle through which education is delivered. The role of language of instruction can be likened to that of pipes in carrying water from one destination to another or that of copper wires in transmitting electricity from one station to another. Just as a pipe is an important medium in carrying water, and a copper wire an important medium for transmitting electricity, the language of instruction is an indispensable medium for carrying, or transmitting education from teachers to learners and among learners (p.3).  
According  to this researcher, “only when teachers and students understand the language of instruction are they able to discuss, debate, ask and answer questions, ask for clarification and therefore construct and generate knowledge” (p.3). Language difficulties on the side of teachers, and this is widespread according to Roy-Campbell (1995) and Qorro (2006), prevent them “from articulating the subject matter clearly” (Roy-Campbell, 1995, p. 31) and limit “ability to use colloquial or familial language, make digressions, recount anecdotes, use humour, or give spontaneous examples” (Wilkinson, 2005, p. 3). EdQual (2010) concurs with these findings by stating that in the research it carried out “teachers used a wider range of teaching and learner involvement strategies when they taught lessons in African languages than in English” (p. 1).        
On the side of students, language difficulties result in low quality of learning. In this regard, Qorro (2006) confirms that because of language problems, “only a handful of students take part in active learning. The majority of students simply sit and copy notes that their teachers have written on the blackboard” (p.5). Biggs (1990) adds that students “spend much of their time memorizing the English words (p.1) and that “they develop ‘survival’ strategies, which deliberately avoid the assimilation of meaning” (p.4). Similar difficulties are reported by Telli (2014) who claims that teaching in a medium that students do not understand well “encourages rote learning that reduces the chance of life skills education” (p. 10). According to him, “learners can only actively participate in knowledge creation if they are allowed to use the language they understand very well” (p. 10). 
Roy-Campbell (1995) describes a serious situation resulting from language difficulties on the side of the students: “This plight was clearly articulated by one teacher who stated that so little knowledge is imparted through the medium of English because students cannot understand the language” p. 30. Thereafter she recommends that “if the purpose of learning is to understand what is being taught, then a language that students understand should be used as the teaching medium” (p. 30). 
Finally, the effect of the language of instruction on the quality of students’ learning was emphasized by Kinyaduka and Kiwara (2013). Figure 2.9 represents their view on this issue.
   




Figure 2.9: Effect of Language of Instruction on Students’ Academic Achievement
Source: Adapted from Kinyaduka and Kiwara (2013)
2.8 Students’ Learning Outcomes
Students’ learning outcomes refer to the level of understanding and performance that students have achieved as a result of engaging in the teaching and learning experience (Biggs & Tang, 2007). A well developed statement of learning outcome has three parts: a statement of measurable performance, a statement of conditions for the performance, and criteria and standards for assessing the performance (Nilson, 2010). Learning outcomes are described with action verbs such as “define, classify, construct, and compute” instead of verbs referring to internal states that cannot be observed like “know, learn, understand, realize, appreciate” (QAA, 2012, p. 174). Conditions for performance specify circumstances under which students’ performance will be assessed.

Before the beginning of the teaching process, teachers must write intended learning outcomes (Kizlik, 2012). Bloom’s taxonomy of educational objectives or learning outcomes (Santrock, 2011) can be useful in developing intended learning outcomes. This taxonomy comprises a hierarchy of six cognitive processes from the lowest, most concrete process of recalling stored knowledge to the highest, most abstract level of evaluation. The first level, knowledge, refers to the ability to remember and reproduce information. Verbs which can be used to define learning outcomes pertaining to knowledge include “define, describe, find, identify, label, list, match, name, quote” (p.285). 
The second level, comprehension, can be defined as the ability to grasp the meaning of material. It is described with verbs such as “compare, exemplify, conclude, demonstrate, discuss, explain, illustrate, interpret, paraphrase, predict, and report” (p.291). The third level, application, is the ability to use learned material in new and concrete situations. To describe the learning outcomes at this level, the following verbs can be used: “apply, change, choose, compute, implement, interview, prepare, produce, role play, select, use” (Wiliam, 2011, p.321). The fourth level, analysis, refers to the ability to break down the material into its component parts in order to understand its structure. 
Among verbs which can be used to describe learning outcomes at this level are: “analyse, characterize, classify, compare, contrast, debate, deduce, differentiate, examine, organize, outline, relate” (Wiliam, 2011, p.322). The fifth level, synthesis, is defined as ability to put pieces of material together to form a new whole. Learning outcomes at this level are described with verbs such as “adapt, imagine, arrange, compose, make up, develop, design, organize, formulate, and generalize” (Bennett, 2011, p.127). The last level, evaluation, is about the ability to judge the value of material for some purpose. Verbs such as agree, evaluate, argue, judge, challenge, persuade, criticize, support, validate, and verify can be used to describe learning outcomes at this level (Nilson, 2010). Biggs and Tang (2010) developed a different taxonomy known as SOLO (Structure of the Observed Learning Outcome) which can also help in developing cognitive learning outcomes. This structure provides a systematic way of describing how a student’s performance grows in complexity while mastering many academic tasks. 
The first level termed unistructural is when the focus is on one aspect only. To describe learning outcome, verbs such as “memorize, identify, recognize, count, define, draw, find, label, match, name, quote, recall, recite, order, tell, write, imitate” are used (Biggs & Tang, 2007, p.295). The second level is multistructural which puts the focus on several features but without coordinating them together. Verbs used to describe learning outcomes for this level include “classify, describe, list, report, discuss, illustrate, select, narrate, compute, sequence, outline, separate” (Biggs & Tang, 2007, p.297). 
At the third level, relational, several parts are integrated into a coherent whole, details are linked to conclusions. This level is marked by the use of verbs like “apply, integrate, analyse, explain, predict, conclude, summarize, review, argue, transfer, make a plan, characterize, compare, contrast, differentiate, organize, solve a problem” (Biggs & Tang, 2007, p. 298). The last level is extended abstract and refers to the generalization of the structure beyond the information given using higher order principles to bring in a new and broader set of issues. At this level, learning outcomes are described with verbs such as “theorize, hypothesize, generalize, reflect, generate, create, compose, invent, prove from first principles, make an original case, solve from first principles (Biggs & Tang, 2007, p.299). 
Learning outcomes guide teachers not only in choosing teaching methods but also in determining assessment strategies (Kizlik, 2012). Nilson (2010) considers learning outcomes the foundation and the ends in the teaching and learning activities. The teaching methods are considered to be the means for the achievement of the ends (Briggs, Long & Owens, 2011). Concerning assessment, it contains instruments used to measure the students’ progress towards the ends. Figure 2.10 below illustrates the relationship among learning outcomes, teaching methods and assessment.  
Appropriate Assessment of Students’ Performance on Outcomes

(the measurement of progress to the ends)


Teaching Methods and Learning Experiences to Help Students Achieve Outcomes

(the means to the ends)


Student Learning Outcomes

(the foundation, the ends)

Figure 2.10: The Model of the Perfect Fit in Course and Curriculum Design
Source: Nilson (2010)
2.9. Students’ Learning Styles and Approaches  
Salkind (2008) defines learning styles as “typical patterns individuals use to process information or approach learning situations” (p. 597). Cruickshank, Jenkins and Metcalf (2006) also offer an interesting definition of learning style: “a consistent pattern of behaviour and performance an individual uses to approach learning experiences” (p. 492). Learning styles are believed to occur naturally differently from learning approaches which are influenced by learners’ attitudes towards given assignments, individual background, motivation to learn etc (Ramsden, 1992).  
2.9.1 Categorization of Learning Styles
There are several categorizations of learning styles (Truong, 2015). Some are based on sensory input, others on processing style (Petty, 2004). Learning styles based on sensory input include visual (eyes), auditory (ears) and kinesthetic (touch or hands-on) (Gerson, 2007). The learning styles based on processing style fall into several categories. The most known are Ross Cooper’s right-and-left brain model; and Honey and Mumford’s model: reflector, theorist, pragmatist, activist (Petty, 2004).
2.9.2 Visual, Auditory and Kinesthetic (VAK) Learning Styles 
According to Pashler, McDaniel, Rohrer, and Bjork (2008), many people incorporate the three styles: visual, auditory and kinesthetic but not at the same degree. One style is usually dominant. Visual learners prefer the use of “images, photos, colours, maps, charts, and graphs; they like to use DVDs, films, to create mind maps and time line as study aids, to highlight, circle and underline the text and their notes, to read the text before lectures, to create their own symbols and drawings to illustrate key points” (Gilakjani, 2012, p.9). 
Auditory learners like “to read the text loud, to tape lectures and listen to audios, to participate in study groups in order to reinforce lessons, to sit where you can hear the lecture well, to avoid studying with disturbing noises in background, to talk problems through, to teach themselves lessons in their own words loud” (Vorhaus, 2010, p.11). Learners with kinesthetic style like “to read the text and their notes while walking around, to study in short intervals followed by brief exercise breaks, to take courses with labs and field trips, to study with others, to get their hands on what they are learning, to participate in role playing exercises, to use flashcards while moving about, to use computer to write their notes, to read and highlight to create movement and hands-on activities” (Gerson, 2007, p.34).  
2.9.3 Left and Right Brain Dominance 
Knowledge of brain functioning is important to understand learning styles. People reason with sides of their brain but not with the same strategies and one side is more influential than another (Freedman, 2014). Left-brain learners (also known as verbal sequential or serialist learners) mostly learn in sequential style, in regular steps, achieving one thing then starting another. These learners usually share the following characteristics: “a step by step approach, working in small step up to the big picture, a narrow focus, dealing with steps in order and isolation, rules and structure, logic rather than intuition, facts rather than their own experience” (Freedman, 2014, p.17). 
Right-brain learners (also visual holistic learners) prefer to look at the big picture in context (Mc Leod, 2010). They are interested in meaning, relevance and purpose of what they want to learn. Briefly, right-brain learners have the following typical traits: “seeing the big picture with a clear meaning and purpose; working from the big picture down to the detail; avoiding rules, structures and details; making links and relations between topics and seeing patterns” (Morris, 2006, p.53).   Figure 2.11 summarizes the characteristics of left brain and right brain learners.   
	Left Brain (Analytic)
	Right Brain (Global)

	Successive Hemispheric Style
	Simultaneous Hemispheric Style

	1. Verbal
	1. Visual

	2. Responds to word meaning
	2. Responds to tone of voice

	3. Sequential
	3. Random

	4. Processes information linearly
	4. Processes information in varied order

	5. Responds to logic
	5. Responds to emotion

	6. Plans ahead
	6. Impulsive

	7. Recalls people's names
	7. Recalls people's faces

	8. Speaks with few gestures
	8. Gestures when speaking

	9. Punctual
	9. Less punctual

	10. Prefers formal study design
	10. Prefers sound/music background while studying

	11. Prefers bright lights while studying
	11. Prefers frequent mobility while studying


Figure 2.11: Characteristics of Left and Right Brain Learners 
Source: Freedman (2014)
2.9.4 Activist, Reflector, Theorist, Pragmatist Learners

On the basis of Kolb’s learning cycle, Peter Honey and Alan Mumford identify four types of learning styles: activist, theorist, pragmatist, and reflector (Ramsden, 2004). Activist learners have the following common characteristics: “being in control, being given the limelight and leadership opportunities, games and simulations, visits, giving a presentation, group work, practicals, being given choice, problem solving, interviewing, working on case study etc” (Arthurs, 2007, p.48). Reflectors can be identified by the following: “thinking in retrospect; preference for time to stand back, to think and decide; paying attention to details; getting a chance to exchange views” (Arthurs, 2007, p.51). They do not like highly structured activities, or situations where they are never given time to think. 
The following activities are of interest for them: demonstrations, self-assessment, watching a role play, learning from experience, reviewing, reading, listening to a debate etc. Theorists like “theories, models, concepts, systems and other abstract thinking, searching questions, probing criticism; logical, systematic and objective approach” (Manolis, Burns, Assudani, & Chinta, 2013, p. 9). They are not interested in unstructured activities without an obvious purpose, or exploring feelings and emotions. Their favourite activities include explanations of ideas, using ideas to criticise, closed-style investigations, expressing own ideas, idea-based assignments, theoretical work, debates etc. 
Pragmatists like activities with clear vocational, academic or practical relevance such as simulations and past paper questions. They are also interested in demonstrations and practice of practical skills. They do not like theoretical lectures, and exploring abstract concepts, or similar activities which do not seem to them to have a clear real world purpose (Petty, 2004).  Figure 2.12 presents Kolb’s learning cycle from which Peter Honey and Alan Mumford developed their model of learning styles. 
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Figure 2.12: Kolb’s Learning Cycle 
Source: McLeod (2013)
2.9.5 Implication of Learning Styles in Teaching
According to Pashler, McDaniel, Rohrer, and Bjork (2008), teachers should diagnose students’ learning styles and tailor the teaching strategies to meet the learning styles of individual students. To achieve that end, teachers vary teaching methods in order to motivate every student (Truong, 2015). For example, they can use demonstration to motivate visual learners, audio recording to meet the interest of auditory learners and include practical activities for kinesthetic learners.  
2.9.6 Learning Approaches
Learning approaches refer to the way a student makes sense of a particular learning assignment (Ramsden, 1992; Richardson, 2011). In this context, assignment refers to anything in the academic learning: writing an essay on a given topic, solving a mathematical problem, doing a project, reading a book etc. The well known approaches are surface and deep learning (Schunk, 2012; Ramsden, 1992).
2.9.7 Surface and Deep Learning

Surface learning refers to the attitude of students of getting learning tasks or assignments out of the way with minimum efforts (Hay, 2007). Surface approach to learning is characterized by lower-order cognitive activities where higher-order activities are required to do the task properly (Biggs & Tang, 2007). Examples of such activities are rote learning of selected content instead of understanding it, padding an essay, listing points instead of addressing an argument. On the other hand, deep learning is characterized by an intention to understand and seek meaning, such as attempting to relate concepts to existing understanding and to each other, distinguishing between new ideas and existing knowledge, and critically evaluating and determining key themes and concepts (Fry, Ketteridge, & Marshall, 2009). Students who feel the need to know automatically try to concentrate on underlying meanings, on main ideas, principles, or successful applications (Biggs and Tang, 2007). 
It is worth noting that these approaches to learning do not describe personal characteristics of students. These are ways that students adopt to do specific tasks and they can be changed. “Approaches to learning are not something a student has: they represent what a learning task is for the learner,” affirms Ramsden (1992, p. 44). According to him, everyone is capable of adopting either approach. Omari (2015) depicts how the teaching practices encourage either surface learning or deep learning:
a. Surface approach to learning is encouraged by:
i. Assessment procedures emphasizing recall and routine applications;

ii. Assessment methods that encourage anxiety rather than confidence;

iii. Cynical and conflicting message in the classroom or examination;

iv. Poor or absent feedback from the teacher;

v. Lack of overt interest shown by the teacher in the subject;

vi. Repeat previous experiences that encourage the practice or memorization and reproduction. 

b. Deep approach to learning is encouraged by:
i. Teaching and assessment methods that foster active engagement with learning materials;

ii. Stimulating and balanced meaningful presentations;
iii. Clarity of objectives and expectations of the course;
iv. Choice in study methods – not group learning only;

v. Interest shown about the subject by the teacher;

vi. Showing previous experiences that resulted in success;

vii. Regular reward for excellence (p. 141). 
Approaches to learning considerably affect the quality and outcome of learning (Knapp, 2010). Students who take a deep approach find the material more interesting and easier to understand and usually spend more time on tasks. Those who use a surface approach spend less time in private study and often fail their exams. Ramsden (1992) notes that students’ approaches to learning are partly influenced by their previous experiences and the nature of their interest in given assignments. A well-developed base of knowledge in a given field can lead a student to use a deep approach while gaps in students’ understanding of basic concepts can make them adopt a surface approach while facing a new material related to those basic concepts. Figure 2. 13 represents the various approaches to learning.
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Approach  to Learning  

How to Learn  

Learn what and why  

   Relate  structure      Preserve large  picture      Focus on whole      Think broadly      Step by step      Ask  questions      Reflect on  task      Steady  

Holistic  Learning   Strategic  Learning   Atomistic  Learning  

Deep Learning  

   Concentrate on  parts      Distorted  knowledge      Segmented  knowledge  

   Pick on parts      Focus on words  and not meaning      Memories      Superficial      Not reflecting      Satisfy examiner      Unrelated parts  

Surface Learning  

   Focus on meaning      Understand the  demand of the test      Analytical skills      Relate to parts      Expressive   o   Relate to the  courses   o   Check evidence   o   Focus on  argument  

Figure 2.13: Approaches to Learning
Source: Omari (2015)
2.10 Empirical Literature
The subject of teaching methods and learning outcomes in higher learning institutions in Rwanda has been extensively researched from different perspectives (Rwanamiza, 2003; Mugisha, 2010; Mbabazi, 2013; Mbabazi, Fejes, and Dahlgren, 2013; Mutwarasibo, Ruterana and Anderson, 2014). Both Rwanamiza (2003) and Mugisha (2010) carried out research on teaching practices within institutions of higher education in Rwanda paying particular attention on assessment and both found weaknesses that negatively affected learning outcomes. Mbabazi (2013) mainly researched into students’ learning outcomes as perceived by employers, and students’ own understanding of quality learning and employability.  
Rwanamiza (2003) conducted a research within Kigali Institute of Education in Rwanda (today’s College of Education of University of Rwanda) by asking students and lecturers on assessment practices in teaching and learning process. In this study he used questionnaires and structured interviews. Both students and lecturers revealed poor assessment practices which impinged on students’ learning outcomes. Flaws in assessment that limited its effectiveness pertained mainly to the prevalence of summative assessment to the detriment of formative assessment, and to teachers’ poor assessment skills that promoted rote learning among students.
Mugisha (2010) conducted a study among Rwandan students in higher education focusing on how assessment practices influenced study strategies. In this study only students were involved through the use of survey, focus group discussion and structured interview. Like Rwanamiza (2003), Mugisha (2010) also found the dominance of summative assessment over formative assessment, and assessment practices that encouraged surface learning. As a result, students’ major concern was to pass examinations which led them to primarily study the teachers, that is, to collect information on the way teachers set questions and marked students’ works instead of engaging in deep learning. 
On the other hand, Mbabazi (2013) focussed on students’ learning outcomes as perceived by lecturers, students and employers. She interviewed teachers, students and employers to find out various perceptions on the quality of learning in higher education and employability of students. Teachers were asked to express their views on the quality of students’ learning outcomes and they admitted that the quality of learning outcomes was low because of a number of reasons such as students’ dependence on lecturers’ notes, insufficiency of physical and economic resources, lack of experience in deep approach to learning and lack of reading culture. 
Students were asked to give their opinions on the quality of learning outcomes in relation with the requirements of the job market and expressed dissatisfaction mainly due to irrelevance of knowledge and skills that they got from higher learning institutions. In this study, employers got the opportunity to disclose their view on quality of learning with regard to employability of graduates. Like the students, employers expressed dissatisfaction in the quality of students’ learning outcomes because the students lacked key knowledge and skills. 
Another study on students’ learning outcomes in higher learning institutions in Rwanda was done by Mbabazi, Fejes and Dahlgren (2013). In this study, they interviewed students from higher learning institutions in Rwanda with the aim of identifying how students understood the concept of quality learning. These researchers found different conceptions of learning among students such as increase in their knowledge, memorisation and reproduction of learning materials, understanding things, personal development, achievement of one’s goals, and employability. 
In Uganda, Tendo (2004) conducted a study on the relationship between teachers’ principles, teaching methods and their impact on students’ performance. This study found that very few teachers: 6 out of 20 “had the right principles and hence chose the right methods; consequently their students performed well in UCE exams” (Tendo, 2004, p. 97). These six teachers used learner centred methods (LCM) which increased the performance of their students. On the other hand, the majority of teachers used teacher centred methods (TCM) and their students performed poorly in UCE exams. On the basis of these findings, the author claims that “the teachers who employ TCM demoralize even the bright students and their performance declines while the teachers who employ LCM motivate their students and their performance improves even among the academically challenged” (p. 106).   
Another interesting study was conducted by Kinyaduka and Kiwara (2013) on the language of instruction and its impact on the quality of students’ learning in Tanzania. The researchers asked students if they understood well the subject matter while teachers presented it in English. The majority of the students (69.5%) revealed that they did not understand well the subject matter when taught in English. These researchers also asked the teachers if they thought that English as a language of instruction affected the students’ academic performance. The majority of the teachers (64.5%) claimed that the students’ linguistic competence determined their academic performance.  
The last empirical study reviewed in this research was carried out by Becker (2014) in Midwest University, United States of America. In this study, the researcher aimed at identifying teaching practices likely to improve students’ self-efficacy and performance. The researcher identified a class in which the lecturer used a lot of interaction with students during the lecture and noticed high self-efficacy and performance among the students.  In another class that the researcher observed, the lecturer used less interaction with students and a lot of lecture. In the latter class, students’ self-efficacy and performance were low.   
2.11 Knowledge Gap  
All these empirical researches as reviewed in the previous sections concur on low quality of students’ learning in higher education. They investigated some of the factors that lied behind that problem but the most direct ones have not been investigated yet. These are the actual teaching practice, mainly the various teaching methods and how they are used, together with the medium of instruction, that is, the English language. Rwanamiza (2003) and Mugisha (2010) investigated assessment practices and their effects on learning outcomes but they did not consider the entire teaching process. Assessment plays an important role in shaping students’ learning outcomes but the role of other factors especially teaching methods and the mastery of English language as a medium of instruction has not been researched in higher education in Rwanda. 
Mbabazi (2013) explored the perceptions of teachers, students and employers on the quality of learning. She analysed the problems affecting students’ learning outcome as seen by teachers especially students’ dependence on lecture notes, insufficiency of physical and economic resources, lack of experience of deep approach to learning and lack of reading culture. Other issues as mentioned above, that is, the teaching practices and the medium of instruction were not investigated. As for students and employers, in this research they expressed their opinions on quality learning but they did not describe actual teaching practices and their effects on learning outcome. 
Furthermore Mbabazi, Fejes and Dahlgren (2013) investigated students’ understanding of quality learning and identified a knowledge gap that could be researched by others. The gap consisted in knowing whether some conceptions of learning were more desirable than others and this study will fill that gap. Briefly all the empirical researches done on teaching and learning outcomes in Rwanda explored different factors that limited the quality of learning, mainly assessment practices, poor learning skills, and insufficiency of learning materials. The effects of teaching methods and the mastery of English language as a medium of instruction have not been researched yet. 

CHAPTER THREE

3.0 RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
3.1. Introduction of the Chapter
This chapter deals with the methodology used to conduct the research and analyse data. It presents the geographical location of higher learning institutions involved in this research, the research paradigm, the research design, the research population, the sample selection and size, the instrumentation for data collection, the procedure for data collection, data analysis, reliability and validity of the research instruments and ethical issues. 
3.2. Geographical Location of the Study Area
This research was conducted in four institutions of higher learning in Rwanda. There were two institutions from the Southern Province of Rwanda: University of Rwanda, College of Arts and Social Sciences (UR-CASS) located at 2.6152° S,  29.7397° E and Protestant Institute of Arts and Social Sciences (PIASS) located at 2.5937° S, 29.7486° E; and two institutions from the Province of Kigali City: Université Libre de Kigali (ULK) located at 1.9509° S, 30.0929° E and University of Rwanda, College of Education (UR-CE) located at 1.9505° S, 30.1211° E. 
These institutions of higher learning were purposively selected with the intention of involving institutions with different characteristics in order to increase the possibility of generalizing the findings. Two public institutions were selected, one from the capital city, Kigali, and another from the small city of Huye in the south of Rwanda. These institutions were established at different periods of time: the College of Arts and Social Sciences was established in colonial period, in 1963, as the National University of Rwanda; while the College of Education was established in 1999 after the genocide and was known as Kigali Institute of Education. The two private institutions involved in this study also have different characteristics. ULK, located in Kigali City, is owned by an individual while PIASS belongs to a group of faith-based organizations and is located in the small city of Huye in the south of Rwanda. 
These higher learning institutions are shown in a map of Rwanda below. 
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Figure 3.1: Location of Higher Education Institutions
Source: Designed by Ruzibiza Jean Baptiste, Gicumbi District Land Officer (2015)
3.2 Research Paradigm 
A research paradigm is a researcher’s mental and philosophical disposition on the way knowledge is acquired, on the nature of human beings as respondents in any social reality; and the paradigms can be either quantitative or qualitative (Omari, 2011). In the same line, Rossman and Rallis (2012) contend that there are four paradigms but the two primary ones are positivism, associated with quantitative research, and interpretivism, associated with qualitative research. The choice of the research paradigm enables the researcher to clarify the structure of inquiry and methodological choices. Mack (2010) simply explained the paradigm as “an overall theoretical research framework” (p.5). 
In this study, the researcher used a triangulation of both positivism and interpretivism paradigms. According to Creswell (2003, p.18), “triangulating data sources is a means for seeking convergence across qualitative and quantitative methods”. The data collection in the research combines both numeric information and text information. According to Omari (2011), triangulation enables the researcher to “fully understand a given phenomenon or social reality” (p.69). The purpose of this research being to assess the teaching methods used in higher learning institutions in Rwanda and to establish their effect on students’ learning outcomes requires of the researcher to fully understand the teaching practices and their effects on students’ learning, hence the necessity of collecting different types of data on the same issue. 
The qualitative methodology shares its philosophical basis with the interpretive paradigm. Interpretivist philosophy argues that what matters most is “to understand how people see, think and feel about the world, seeking to grasp diverse perspective in their own terms” (Hammersley, 2012, p.3). Interpretivism paradigm is sometimes also referred to as constructivism because it stresses the ability of an individual to construct meaning and was much influenced by hermeneutics and phenomology (Mack, 2010). This author explains hermeneutics as the study of meaning and interpretation in historical texts; and phenomology as the philosophical movement that advocates the necessity to consider human beings’ subjective interpretations, their perceptions of the world as the starting point in understanding social phenomena. Likewise, Hammersley (2012) supports the interpretivism arguing that:

We cannot understand why people do what they do, or why particular institutions exist and operate in characteristic ways, without grasping how those involved interpret and make sense of their world: in other words without understanding the distinctive nature of their perceptions, beliefs, attitudes, and so on (p. 22). 

Creswell (2003) identified the following two main characteristics of qualitative research paradigm: (1) it takes place in the natural setting, the researcher going to the sites of participants to conduct research; (2) the researcher is involved in a sustained and intensive experience with participants.
The qualitative paradigm was judged suitable for this study because the researcher mainly sought to understand the reason of dissatisfaction with the quality of education offered by institutions of higher education. For such understanding to be achieved, the researcher had to create sound relationship with teachers in order to effectively experience what took place in classrooms. Through effective interaction with teachers and students, the researcher gained insight into the teaching process and its effects on students’ learning outcome. 
Quantitative paradigm follows the positivism approach which uses inferences based numbers and statistics (Tichapondwa, 2013). According to Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill (2009), quantitative data “can range from simple counts such as the frequency of occurrences to more complex data such as test scores, process or rental costs” (p. 414). The quantitative paradigm was involved in this research because some qualitative data obtained by observation and content analysis had to be quantified. Moreover, demographic data on the lecturers involved in this research which was needed to understand the reasons underlying observed teaching practices had to be quantitative. 
3.3 Research Design

Research design is the conceptual arrangement which determines how research is carried out (Mbogo, Kitula, Gimbi, Ngaruko, Massomo, Kisoza… & Mtae, 2012). It makes up a blueprint for the collection, measurement and analysis of data. In this study, the survey design was used. The survey involves “questioning individuals on a topic or topics and then describing their responses” (Jackson, 2011, p.20). According to Saunders, Lewis, and Thornhill (2009) a survey “is most frequently used to answer who, what, where and how many questions” (p. 144). The survey was judged appropriate for this study because it was mainly guided by “what” questions.  
3.4 Population of the Study

The population of the study comprised lecturers and students in higher education in Rwanda. Both public and private institutions of higher learning were involved. However, only institutions offering bachelor’s degree programmes with at least one intake of graduates were involved in this study. Colleges offering diploma programmes were excluded because they tend to put particular emphasis on practical skills while a good deal of this research involved analysis of students’ written works. Institutions which have not issued graduates are still under scrutiny by the accreditation agency for being granted definitive accreditation; thus they were not included because they were considered still organizing themselves and might not be inappropriate for research purposes. The institutions of higher education in Rwanda which make up the population of this research are presented in Table 3.1.
Table 3.1: Fully Accredited HLIs Offering Bachelor’s Degree
	No
	HLI
	Status

	1
	University of Rwanda, College of Arts and Social Sciences
	Public

	2
	University of Rwanda, College of Education
	Public

	3
	University of Rwanda, College of Science and Technology
	Public

	4
	University of Rwanda, College of Business and Economics
	Public

	5
	University of Rwanda, College of Agriculture, Animal Sciences and Veterinary Medicine
	Public

	6
	UR College of Medicine and Health Sciences
	Public

	7
	Protestant Institute of Arts and Social Sciences
	Private

	8
	University of Gitwe
	Private

	9
	University of Technology and Arts of Byumba
	Private

	10
	Université Libre de Kigali 
	Private

	11
	Institut Catholique de Kabgayi
	Private

	12
	Institute of Agriculture, Technology and Education of Kibungo
	Private

	13
	Independent University of Lay Adventist of Kigali
	Private

	14
	Kigali Institute of Management
	Private

	15
	University of Tourism Technology and Business Studies
	Private

	16
	Institut d’Enseignement Supérieur de Ruhengeri
	Private

	17
	Adventist University of Central Africa
	Private


Source: Higher Education Council (2016)
3.5 Sample Selection and Sample Size

To select the sample, purposive or strategic sampling was used. This strategy “involves picking units most relevant or knowledgeable in the subject matter” (Omari, 2011, p. 76). The researcher selected four institutions of higher learning, two institutions from Southern Province and two from the Province of Kigali City. The following institutions were selected: University of Rwanda-College of Education (UR-CE) in Kigali City; Université Libre de Kigali (ULK) also from Kigali, University of Rwanda-College of Arts and Social Sciences (UR-CASS) from Southern Province, and Protestant Institute of Arts and Social Sciences (PIASS) also from Southern Province. 
The College of Education of the University of Rwanda (UR-CE) is one of the six colleges that make up the University of Rwanda. This University was created in 2013 by the merger of six different public institutions of higher education. The College of Education started teaching in 1999 as Kigali Institute of Education (KIE). The mandate of KIE which has remained unchanged after the creation of the University of Rwanda and giving the Institute the statute of College is to train lower and upper secondary school teachers. UR-CE offers various awards from undergraduate diplomas to master’s degrees in different education-related fields. It was selected for this study because it is an experienced institution (16 years of existence) and it is one of the most adequately resourced institutions.     
The second institution which was selected for the purpose of this study is ULK (Université Libre de Kigali) also known as Kigali Independent University. This private institution of higher education was founded in 1996. This university offers courses in different areas such as economics and business, social sciences, computer sciences and law. It offers a variety of awards from undergraduate certificates to master’s degrees. ULK is now well known in Rwanda for its important material and human resources with nineteen-year working experience. This was also the main reason of selecting it for this research. 
The third institution which was involved in this research is Protestant Institute of Arts and Social Sciences (PIASS). This institution was created in 1990 as the Protestant Theological Faculty of Butare (FTPB: Faculté de Théologie Protestante de Butare). It became PIASS in 2010. It has different academic programmes including theology and religious studies, education and development studies. It is a small private institution compared to ULK but it has enough academic experience and was judged relevant for this research.
The last institution involved in this study is the College of Arts and Social Sciences (UR-CASS). This is the oldest institution of higher learning in Rwanda which was known as the National University of Rwanda (NUR) before the merger of all public institutions of higher learning into University of Rwanda in 2013. It was founded in 1963 by the Government of Rwanda. Before the creation of one university of Rwanda in 2013 the National University of Rwanda delivered courses in various fields such as medicine, agriculture, arts, media and social sciences, sciences, law, economics and management, and public health. 
After the merger with other institutions, UR-CASS remained with fields of arts and social sciences but it is still the largest college with the most experienced lecturers and the most important infrastructure; it is for this reason that it was selected for this research. Table 3.2 shows Institutions of higher learning involved in this study.
Table 3.2: HLIs Involved in the Study

	No 
	Name of Institution
	Location: District and Province

	1
	University of Rwanda - College of Education (UR-CE)
	Gasabo, Kigali City

	2
	Université Libre de Kigali (ULK) 
	Gasabo, Kigali City

	3
	Protestant Institute of Arts and Social Sciences (PIASS)
	Huye District, Southern Province

	4
	University of Rwanda - College of Arts and Social Sciences (UR-CASS)
	Huye District, Southern Province


Source: researcher, 2017
The class of level III, or third year, was chosen in each institution. The choice of the class of level III was motivated by the fact that, having completed two levels, students were familiar enough with higher education, and they had not begun activities of research and internship yet. Therefore they were better suited for research on teaching process and learning outcomes. 
The study focused on three subjects: English, Economics and Management. The researcher chose these subjects because he is familiar enough with them. He holds a master’s degree of arts in English and has been teaching English in higher education for ten years. He also holds a Master’s degree in Educational Management where he studied courses of Economics and Management.  At the time of analysing students’ scripts, six copies in each subject were systematically selected: two copies among the highest grades, two among the medium grades, and two among the lowest grades. This systematic selection was useful in order to have a balanced view on the situation on students’ performance. A total of 72 students’ scripts were analysed. However, at the time of students’ interview, 2 students in each subject were randomly selected. A random sampling was judged good because any student could explain the difficulties that he and his colleagues were experiencing. The number of lecturers who were involved in classroom observation and in interview, that of students who were interviewed, and of students’ scripts are presented in Table 3.3. 
Table 3.3: Lecturers and Students Involved in the Study
	 
	Sample per institution
	Total



	Number of lecturers involved for classroom observation and interview 
	3
	12

	Number of students to be interviewed 
	6
	24

	Number of students' scripts to be analysed 
	18
	72


Source: researcher, 2017

3.6 Instrumentation and Procedure for Data Collection
To collect data the researcher used a questionnaire, checklists for observation and documentary analysis, and interview guide. To collect data by observation, two checklists were used: one to collect data on teaching methods during lecture session and another on language difficulties in the same session. About documentary analysis, three checklists were used: the first to collect data on types of learning outcomes assessed by analysing examination questions, the second on the quality of students’ learning as it could be perceived on their examination scripts and the last on language difficulties also perceived on students’ examination scripts. To collect data by interview, a semi-structured interview guide was used.   
3.6.1 Questionnaire to Collect Demographic Information

The first type of data that was needed was demographic information for lecturers and it was the only data collected with a questionnaire. This demographic information enabled the researcher to know the profile of the lecturers who were involved in the study and it played a role in determining the reasons of specific teaching practices. This questionnaire was closed ended and comprised 3 questions: the first question was about the identification of the lecturer’s discipline, the second was about the qualification, and the third was about the professional experience. For the complete questionnaire for collecting demographic information, see Annex 1. 
3.6. 2 Instrument for Capturing Teaching Methods by Classroom Observation
To achieve the first objective which was “To assess the teaching methods used in higher learning institutions in Rwanda,” a checklist was used. By attending teaching sessions, the researcher managed to identify the most used teaching methods and to establish whether those methods encouraged deep learning or surface learning. Since the possible teaching methods had been identified basing on the researcher’s personal experience of lecturing in higher education in Rwanda and on literature review, a semi-structured observation was judged appropriate to achieve the first objective of this research. 
According to Fisher (2010), the semi-structured observation can be conducted with the use of a checklist. For this research, a checklist contained the following teaching methods which are commonly used in teaching in higher education in Rwanda: transmittal lecture, interactive lecture, discussion, group work, questioning for recalling information, questioning for fostering understanding. These methods were put in a table in a vertical order while the time scale was put in a horizontal order. There were two main columns to classify teaching methods as fostering deep learning and as promoting surface learning (See Annex 2).

3.6.3 Instrument for Capturing Types of Learning Outcomes Assessed 

For the second objective, “To evaluate the types of learning outcomes that teachers assessed in higher learning institutions in Rwanda”, a checklist was used. The types of learning outcomes were determined basing on Bloom’s taxonomy of educational objectives. This taxonomy lists learning outcomes in hierarchical order from the lowest to the highest. These learning outcomes are: knowledge, comprehension, application, analysis, synthesis and evaluation. 
To determine the type of learning outcomes that the lecturer assessed through a given question, the researcher looked for key words in questions. The main key words used in asking questions to test various levels of cognitive activities identified by International Assembly for Collegiate Education (2015) were considered: 

1) Knowledge: words often used to test knowledge include define, recall, recognize, remember, list, identify, recite, review, name, reproduce, label, match, who, what, where, when. 

2) Comprehension: to test comprehension, words such as describe, compare, contrast, rephrase, put in your own words, explain the main idea, discuss, and explain are used.

3) Application: questions with words like apply, classify, use, choose, employ, write an example, solve, show, translate, make, illustrate, demonstrate, diagram/map, how many, and which permit to test application.

4) Analysis: words frequently found in analysis questions are: identify motives or causes, draw conclusions, determine evidence, support, analyse, why, order, sequence, summarize, categorize, investigate, justify. 

5) Synthesis: to set synthesis questions, words which can be used include the following: predict, produce, write, design, develop, synthesize, construct, create, imagine, hypothesize, combine, estimate, invent, how can we improve…? What would happen if…? Can you devise…? How can we solve…?

6) Evaluation: questions at this level can be set with words such as judge, argue, decide, evaluate, assess, give your opinion, which is the better solution, do you agree, verify, rate, select, recommend, conclude. 

The instrument for collecting data on types of learning outcomes assessed by lecturers in higher education institutions in Rwanda can be seen in annexes (Annex 2). 
3.6.4 Instrument for Capturing the Relationship between Assessment Practices and Students Learning Outcomes
The third objective was “To examine the relationship between assessment practices and students’ learning outcomes in higher learning institutions in Rwanda”. This was achieved by analysing students’ answers in relation to types of learning outcomes assessed by lecturers as revealed by examination questions. By examining students’ answers it was possible to ascertain whether students adopted deep learning or surface learning. The researcher used the following codes while reading students’ answers: “surface” and “deep” to mark respectively surface learning and deep learning. Surface approach is characterized by an attempt to reproduce learning materials while deep approach is characterized by an attempt to demonstrate understanding of learning materials (Ramsden, 1992). The complete instrument for capturing the relationship between assessment practices and students learning outcomes is Annex 4.
3.6.5 Instrument for Capturing How English as the Medium of Instruction Affects Teaching Process
The last objective of this study was “To assess how the new medium of instruction affects teaching and learning in higher education”. This objective was achieved by observation of teaching using a checklist to capture language difficulties on the side of lecturers and by content analysis of students’ examination scripts to capture students’ English difficulties during examinations.    
To begin with observation of teaching, semi-structured observation was used with a checklist of probable English mistakes likely to be made by lecturers (Fisher, 2010). The semi-structured observation was judged appropriate because different types of English mistakes that could occur in the classroom had been identified. The instrument contained the following categories of language mistakes: (1) pronunciation, (2) spelling, (3) plural of nouns, (4) tenses, (5) use of inappropriate term, (6) punctuation, (7) order of words, (8) use of prepositions after verbs and nouns. The instrument that was used to conduct classroom observation to capture language difficulties on the side of lecturers is Annex 5.   
3.6.6 Instrument for Capturing How English as the Medium of Instruction Affects Learning Process and Outcomes
To assess how the new medium of instruction affects learning, the researcher examined students’ examination scripts by content analysis. To conduct content analysis, the researcher first established codes corresponding to types of mistakes likely to be made by students during an examination. The mistakes that students could make while doing examinations included spelling, plural of nouns, use of tenses, use of inappropriate terms, punctuation, order of words, comparative adjectives and adverbs, prepositions. The instrument which contained the list of possible mistakes that could occur in examinations is Annex 6.
3.6.7 Interview Guide for Lecturers 

As it was noted above, the researcher decided to use a triangulation of different types of data to fully understand the teaching methods, assessment practices, students’ learning outcomes and language difficulties on the side of both lecturers and students. Therefore, after collecting data on teaching methods, on assessment practices and on language difficulties, the researcher interviewed lecturers on the same variables. The semi-structured interview was used. For conducting a semi-structured interview, the researcher had a guide “to remind him of the main issues and topics that need to be covered by the respondents” (Fisher, 2010, p. 175). 
The guide for interviewing lecturers turned around three topics: (1) teaching methods, (2) assessment, and (3) language difficulties. All this aimed at providing more information to address the first objective of this study which was to assess the teaching methods used in higher learning institutions in Rwanda, the second objective which was to evaluate the types of learning outcomes that lecturers assessed in higher learning institutions in Rwanda, and part of the fourth objective which was to assess how English, as a medium of instruction, affected teaching and learning in higher education. The interview guide for lecturers is Annex 8. 

3.6.8 Interview Guide for Students

After interviewing the lecturers, the students were also interviewed. Like in the interview with lecturers, the semi-structured interview was used. The guide turned around three topics: (1) learning approach, (2) effect of assessment on learning approach, and (3) language difficulties. These topics addressed the third objective which was to examine the relationship between assessment practices and students’ learning outcomes and the fourth which was to assess how English, as medium of instruction, affects teaching and learning in higher education. The interview guide for students is Annex 9.   
3.6.9 Validity and Reliability of Research Instruments

Validity and reliability are crucial in research (Cohen, Manion & Morrison, 2007). According to these authors, validity is “a demonstration that a particular instrument in fact measures what it purports to measure” (p. 130). Jackson (2010) identifies four types of validity: face validity which examines the appearance of an instrument to see if it looks like a good instrument to test what it is supposed to test; criterion validity which looks at the degree to which a data collection tool predicts behaviour or ability in a specific field; construct validity which establishes the degree to which a data collection tool captures data on a theoretical construct; and content validity which determines if a data collection tool covers a good deal of subject matter under scrutiny. 
To ensure validity of a data collection instrument, “researchers consult experts in the area being tested (Jackson, 2010, p. 86). In this study, validity was established through consultation with the supervisor of this thesis and by examining the results these instruments produced when they were piloted in University of Technology and Arts of Byumba (UTAB) in Rwanda. On the other hand, reliability refers to the possibility that the instrument, if used with the same group of respondents in a similar context, would produce similar results (Cohen, Manion, & Morrison, 2007).  Jackson (2011) describes reliability as follows:
Reliability refers to the consistency or stability of a measuring instrument. In other words, the measuring instrument must measure exactly the same way every time it is used. This consistency means that individuals should receive a similar score each time (p. 81).

To ensure reliability of instruments used in this research, these instruments were piloted at University of Technology and Arts of Byumba (UTAB) in Rwanda and the researcher measured inter-rater reliability which is a “measure of consistency that assesses the agreement of observation made by two or more raters or judges” (Jackson, 2011). To establish inter-rater reliability of instruments used in this study, the researcher requested another lecturer in UTAB to conduct classroom observation and do content analysis with him. Then inter-rater reliability analysis was done using Kappa statistics (Landis & Koch, 1977) with SPSS to measure consistency among raters using the instruments in classroom observation and content analysis. The following formula was used to calculate the confidence interval (CI): Estimate ± 1.96SE. 
The results below obtained in the piloting of the instruments showed that these instruments were reliable enough.

a) Instrument to Capture Teaching Methods Used in Higher Learning Institution
Analysis of inter-rater reliability for the raters during the piloting of this instrument was found to be Kappa = 0.630 (p <.0.001), 95% CI (0.554, 0.706). 
b) Instrument for Capturing Types of Learning Outcomes Assessed by Lecturers

Concerning this instrument, the analysis of inter-rater reliability in piloting it found Kappa = 0.752 (p. <.0.001), 95% CI (0.591, 0.912).
c) Instrument to Capture the Relationship between Assessment Practices and Students’ Learning Outcome
The analysis of inter-rater reliability for this instrument was found to be Kappa = 0.834 (p <.0.001), 95% CI (0.751, 0.949)
d) Instrument to Capture How English as the Medium of Instruction Affects Teaching and Learning Process
Analysis of inter-rater reliability among the raters using this instrument found Kappa = 0.896 (p <.0.001), 95% CI (0.823, 0.969). 
e) Instrument to Capture How English as the Medium of Instruction Affects Learning Process
About this last instrument, the analysis found Kappa= 0.802 (p <.0.001), 95% CI (0.722, 0.882). 
The analysis of inter-rater consistency of the instruments which were used to collect data by observation and content analysis found the instruments reliable with Kappa varying from 0.630 to 0.896. According to Landis & Koch (1977) Kappa 0.61-0.80 shows substantial agreement, 0.81-1.00 being perfect agreement. 
The data on the piloting of the instruments are in annex 7.

3.6.10 Procedures for Data Collection 

To collect data, the researcher used multiple methods with sequential procedures. According to Creswell (2003), “sequential mixed methods procedures are those in which the researcher seeks to elaborate on or expand on the findings of one method with another method” (p.12). To achieve the objectives of this study, the researcher had to look at the teaching methods, language of instruction and learning outcomes from different points of view including observation of teaching, analysis of students’ works, that is to say, examination scripts, and to interview lecturers and students involved in the study. Hence, the necessity to use sequential mixed methods. 
These procedures were conducted in two phases. In the first phase the researcher collected quantitative data on the profile of the lecturers using a questionnaire. Then he conducted classroom observations in which he collected data on teaching methods and on language difficulties, and at last he carried out content analysis where he analysed examination questions to obtain data on the types of learning outcomes assessed and students’ examination scripts to get data on the relationship between assessment practices and students’ learning outcomes and on students’ language difficulties. In the second phase, the researcher wanted to deeply understand the teaching methods used by lecturers, assessment practices, students’ learning outcomes and language difficulties paying attention to underlying causes of what he had found by observation and content analysis. The interview with lecturers and students was used to that end. 
In May 2015 the researcher visited the institutions of higher learning involved in the study to request for authorization to conduct research in those institutions. After getting permission to conduct research, he met academic managers responsible for keeping examination records and heads of academic departments to agree with them on the procedures to be followed. However, in May 2015 teaching activities were ending thus the collection of data started in October 2015 after the beginning of the new academic year.    
In the first phase, data were collected in a period of 3 weeks from 26 October 2015 to 11 November 2015. After 3 weeks, from 30 November 2015 to 3 December 2015, the researcher returned to each institution to conduct interviews in the second phase of data collection. The period of three 3 weeks between the first phase of data collection and the second one was judged not too long for the continuation of an activity. Lecturers and students still remembered the previous contacts they had had with the researcher and there had not been any change like movement or absence of some lecturers and students.
To collect data by classroom observation, the heads of departments introduced the researcher to the lecturers concerned with the study and requested the lecturers to provide any needed assistance. They were told not to worry about the presence of the researcher because the data collected would remain confidential and would be used only for research purposes. The lecturers expressed complete understanding as they also, from time to time, did research and knew that data collected on their work could not harm them in any way.
When the researcher and the lecturers arrived in the classroom, before starting teaching, the lecturers introduced the researcher to the students and invited them to participate to the lecture as usual because the presence of the researcher was for the purpose of his thesis only. The lecturers informed the students that some of them would later be interviewed again for the purpose of the research. The researcher sat in the classroom for one hour in which he filled the forms with data on teaching methods and on language mistakes made by the lecturer. 
Other data were obtained by the analysis of examination questions and students’ examination scripts. Before starting the analysis of examination questions and students’ scripts, the researcher requested the lecturers to give him the course description with intended learning outcomes together with lecture notes. This was necessary for the researcher to determine whether examination questions tested the achievement of learning outcomes and to see whether students were trying to reproduce lecture notes in their answers.
In two institutions, the examination questions and students’ scripts were found in academic departments, while two other institutions had examination offices which kept those scripts. In all the institutions, students’ examinations scripts together with examination papers were well kept and because the researcher had permission from the heads of institutions, examination officers and heads of departments allowed him to freely consult those documents in the rooms where they were kept. Two days were used in each institution to collect data by analysing the examination questions and students’ scripts.
To interview lecturers and students, all the three lecturers in each institution involved in this research were involved, while for students, the researcher randomly sampled three students from each institution, that is to say, one student from each class that had been involved in the research. 
Both lecturers and students were informed that participation in interviews was not compulsory and once again the researcher reassured them that information provided would remain confidential and would be used exclusively for research purposes. They were also informed that the interview was to be recorded and they all agreed. Figure 3.2 represents the data collection procedures.    
	Objective
	Methods Used
	Period

	To assess the teaching methods 
	· Observation of teaching in classrooms

· Interview with lecturers
	· 3-26 October 2015

· 30 Nov. – 3 Dec. 2015

	To evaluate the types of learning outcomes that lecturers assess 
	· Content analysis of examination  paper

· Interview with lecturers
	· 3-26 October 2015

· 30 Nov. – 3 Dec. 2015

	To examine the relationship between assessment practices and students’ learning outcomes 
	· Content analysis of students’ scripts

· Interview with students
	· 3-26 October 2015

· 30 Nov. – 3 Dec. 2015

	To assess how English, as medium of instruction, affects teaching and learning 
	· Observation of teaching in classroom

· Content analysis of students’ scripts

· Interview with lecturers

· Interview with students
	· 3-26 October 2015

· 30 Nov. – 3 Dec. 2015


Figure 3.2: Procedure for Data Collection
3.7 Ethical Issues 

Ethical issues refer to the way the researcher cares for the rights of individuals or institutions that are involved in the research and may be affected by it (Saunders, Lewis & Thornhill, 2009). Walliman (2011) underlined two factors in relation with ethical issues in research: the integrity with which the researcher acts at the various steps of the research and respect with which people involved in the research are treated before starting data collection, during the data collection and after the data collection. Omari (2011) highlights other important considerations in relation with ethical issues in research including seeking informed consent from participants, honest access to information, privacy and anonymity of respondents among others.  
This is a particularly sensitive research for institutions, lecturers, students and officers in charge of examination. Institutions may be worried that weaknesses that might exist within them, once disclosed, might cause harm to their reputation. Lecturers and students may also be somehow worried by information obtained on their teaching and learning practices and difficulties they face in their activities in case it is used for different purposes. Therefore, it was crucial for the researcher to be highly ethical and he made every endeavour to gain confidence of institutional managers, lecturers, students and other officers who were concerned with this research. 
Before starting the collection of data, the researcher applied for authorization to all the heads of institution of higher learning involved in this research. After getting the authorization, heads of departments, officers in charge of examination and lecturers were also contacted. Concerning lecturers, the researchers sought personal individual consent and informed them that participation to this research was voluntary and that they were free to withdraw their participation at any time if they wanted to. Students who were interviewed were also contacted in advance to seek their consent. The students were also informed that their participation in this research was voluntary and that they had the right to withdraw from the research.    
Other different measures which were taken for the purpose of ethical issues included the use of codes instead of mentioning names of institutions, lecturers and students to ensure anonymity. Letters A, B, C, D represented institutions. For lecturers, codes such as AA, AB etc (the first letter representing the institution, the second indicating the number of lecturer from A to L as there were 12 lecturers) were used. For students, codes were established like this: AA1 (the first letter represented the institution, the second letter represented the lecturer or the module that a student followed, and the figure 1 to 6 represented the students’ number as six scripts were selected in each course). 
3.8 Data Analysis Procedures
The data were collected through multiple methods and each method yielded a particular type of data which were analysed with the use of various techniques including frequency tables, coding and summarising qualitative data. The data which were captured with a questionnaire were only demographic to describe the lecturers who were involved in the research. These data were analysed by frequency tables. The data collected by observation with a checklist were quantified and also analysed with frequency Tables 3 Other data were collected with content analysis technique. To analyse these data, the researcher used coding, then identifying themes and quantifying recurring information (Chelmsky, 2009) and analysing it with frequency tables. 
About the data collected with interviews, they were transcribed then analysed with the use of coding to identify the themes, that is to say, going through them highlighting the themes and then comparing those themes from the different interviewees (Fisher, 2010) especially to crosscheck the data obtained by interviews against those obtained by observation and content analysis. Thereafter the findings were discussed quoting some of the interviewees.
CHAPTER FOUR
4.0 PRESENTATION AND INTERPRETATION OF RESEARCH FINDINGS

4.1 Introduction of the Chapter  
This chapter presents the findings of the research. The study had the following specific objectives: (1) To assess the teaching methods used in higher learning institutions in Rwanda, (2) to evaluate the types of learning outcomes that teachers assess in higher learning institutions in Rwanda, (3) to examine the relationship between teaching methods and students’ learning outcome in higher learning institutions in Rwanda, and (4) to assess how English, the medium of instruction, affects teaching and learning in higher education. But before addressing each of these objectives, the researcher describes the lecturers involved in the study. 
4.2 Profile of Lecturers Involved in the Study
The profile of lecturers involved in the research is useful for a good understanding of teaching practices. Demographic data showing the qualifications and years of experience of the lecturers involved in this study help to understand the real causes of teaching practices. For example, it is necessary to know whether the lecturers in the study are qualified to teach in higher education or not. Then it is possible to establish if the observed teaching practices are related to qualifications and teaching experience or not.     
Twelve lecturers from four institutions of higher learning were involved in this study. Two institutions were based in Kigali, the capital city of Rwanda, and other two were from Huye District in the south of Rwanda. From Kigali there were the College of Education of the University of Rwanda and Kigali Independent University, and from Huye District there were the College of Arts and Social Sciences, University of Rwanda, and the Protestant Institute of Arts and Social Sciences. 
Three subjects: English, Economics and Management were concerned. Four lecturers had Master’s degree with Postgraduate Certificate in Teaching and Learning in Higher Education (PCTLHE), while 2 had master’s degrees without PCTLHE; 3 had PhD with PCTLHE while other 3 had PhD without PCTLHE. About the teaching experience, 3 lecturers had 1-3 years of experience, 6 lecturers had 4-6 years of experience, 2 lecturers had 7-9 years of experience, and 1 lecturer had 10 years of teaching experience. Table 4.1 summarizes the profile of lecturers involved in this research. 
Table 4.1: Profile of Lecturers Involved In the Study
	Lecturers
	Subject they teach
	Qualifications
	Years of Teaching Experience

	AA
	English
	Master

PCTLHE
	3

	AB
	Economics
	PhD                          PCTLHE                           
	6

	AC
	Management
	PhD                              
	4

	BD
	English
	PhD
	7

	BE
	Economics
	Master                         PCTLHE
	4

	BF
	Management
	Master   
	3

	CG
	English
	Master                        PCTLHE
	8

	CH
	Economics
	PhD                             PCTLHE  
	2

	CI
	Management
	PhD
	4

	DJ
	English
	Master   
	4

	DK
	Economics
	Master                         PCTLHE
	5

	DL
	Management
	PhD                            PCTLHE
	10


Source: Field data
According to the data above, all the lecturers involved in this research had the minimum requirement for teaching in higher education in Rwanda which is a master’s degree. In Rwanda, it is also strongly recommended that all lecturers in institutions of higher education should have the postgraduate certificate for teaching and learning in higher education. Three lecturers with master’s degree had that certificate and other 3 with PhD also had the certificate. 
4.3 Teaching Methods in Higher Learning Institutions

The first objective of this research was to assess the teaching methods used in higher learning institutions in Rwanda. To achieve this objective, two types of data were collected: quantitative data obtained by classroom observation and qualitative data obtained by interviews with lecturers. Observation of teaching was done in twelve classrooms in four institutions of higher education, and three weeks later, the lecturers who were observed in teaching were interviewed. A number of teaching methods were found to be used and they either fostered surface learning or deep learning. During the interviews, lecturers not only confirmed teaching methods that they used but also revealed the causes that lied behind those teaching methods. 
4.3.1 Teaching Methods That Promoted Surface Learning as Found in Classroom Observations
Among the twelve classrooms in which observations of teaching were conducted, ten lecturers used teaching methods believed to promote surface learning. The dominant methods used by these lecturers were transmittal lectures and questioning for recall of information. During an entire hour, lecturers were presenting or explaining facts, concepts and information to students and asking questions to check whether students remembered information and facts or the meaning of concepts. Lectures started with an introduction in which lecturers reminded students of the topics of the previous lectures and asked a few questions to check whether students remembered the main concepts, information and facts learned in that lecture. Then they introduced the new topics, explained in details and from time to time asked questions to check whether the students remembered what had just been said. Table 4.2 summarizes the teaching methods used by ten lecturers and time for each activity.
Table 4.2: Teaching Methods Promoting Surface Learning
	No
	Lecturer
	Teaching Methods Used
	Time in minutes per 1 hour

	1
	AA
	Transmittal lecture
	48

	
	
	Questioning for recalling information
	12

	2
	AC
	Transmittal lecture
	43

	
	
	Questioning for recalling information
	17

	3
	BD
	Transmittal lecture
	46

	
	
	Questioning for recalling information
	14

	4
	BE
	Transmittal lecture
	50

	
	
	Questioning for recalling information
	10

	5
	BF
	Transmittal lecture
	47

	
	
	Questioning for recalling information
	13

	6
	CH
	Transmittal lecture
	48

	
	
	Questioning for recalling information
	12

	7
	CI
	Transmittal lecture
	44

	
	
	Questioning for recalling information
	16

	8
	DJ
	Transmittal lecture
	49

	
	
	Questioning for recalling information
	11

	9
	DK
	Transmittal lecture
	48

	
	
	Questioning for recalling information
	12

	10
	DL
	Transmittal lecture
	45

	
	
	Questioning for recalling information
	15

	Total
	Transmittal lecture
	468

	
	Questioning for recalling information
	132

	Average
	Transmittal lecture
	46.8

	
	Questioning for recalling information
	13.2


Source: Field Data
As it can be seen in the table above, the ten lecturers used two teaching methods only: transmittal lecture and questioning for recalling information. Most time was used to transmit information through lecturing. On average a lecturer used 46.8 minutes in a session of 60 minutes using transmittal lecture and the remaining 13.2 minutes were used in questioning for recalling information.
Apart from transmitting information, lecturers were concerned with checking whether students remembered what had been taught in the previous lectures or whether students were following and could remember what had just been told to them in the lecture in progress. For example, the lecturers began asking students to remind him what they had studied in the previous lecture. “Who can remind us what we studied last time?” As the lecture proceeded, the lecturer also kept checking if the students remembered what had just been said. For instance, “What are the main parts of…? What did we say this … contain?” Questions like these did not provoke students’ critical thinking but they aimed at making them remember information.   
These methods of teaching promoted surface learning because they did not engage students in high-order learning activities. All that the students did was to memorize the information and facts so that they would reproduce them during tests. After the tests, a great deal of information would be forgotten.
4.3.2 Teaching Methods That Promoted Surface Learning as Found During   Interviews

During the interviews with the lecturers, they were first asked to describe the teaching methods they used, then they talked about what motivated the choices of the methods to be used. The analysis of the transcribed interviews revealed that the same 10 lecturers who had been found to use transmittal teaching methods confirmed it in interviews in different terms. 

The first respondent (AA) emphasized two things: (1) presentation of content and        (2) asking questions to check if students remembered information or understood. These are just like the ones reported in data obtained by classroom observation. 
I usually make presentations by explaining the content. As I explain, I ask them questions to check if they remember what I have just told them or to check if they understand.

About the use of learner-centred approach, this respondent acknowledged not using this approach though he knew it on the pretext that students were not prepared for learning under this approach of teaching:
Well. .. I have been trained in teaching in higher education and I know that this [learner-centred] approach is the one we should use but we still have a challenge with our students’ background. Those learner-centred methods should be initiated from secondary school; otherwise to introduce them suddenly while students are accustomed to a different learning approach, you may have a problem with students. (Respondent AA).
The second respondent who was found to use only two teaching methods (AC) did not have the PGCTL and believed that presenting information to students was enough. Then the task of students, in his opinion, was to retain the information:

I present and explain everything to the students and they are supposed to learn because I make sure that everything is clear. The problem we have today is that students don’t concentrate and don’t retain what you teach them. You make every endeavour to help them but they leave everything in the classroom when they get out. (Respondent AC) 
Asked what he did to implement the learner-centred methods which are recommended for use in higher education in Rwanda, this respondent acknowledged that he had not been trained in those teaching methods and insisted that the presentation of information was enough:

I have never been trained in those teaching methods. But what I know is that, as long as you master your subject, it is possible to teach it. All that matters is how you explain the content to the students. (Respondent AC)
The third respondent who used only two teaching methods (BD) explained that he focused on the presentation of the content and repetition where necessary. 
I use the power point to make a presentation to students and I must explain everything to them so that they may understand and retain a good deal of the subject matter. I explain and repeat to the students so that they may catch some thing. (Respondent BD).
About his knowledge and use of the learner-centred approach, Respondent BD claimed that the students were not prepared to learn with this approach, and that this approach required learning resources which were not available.  

You know, you must adapt your teaching to the level of your students. Today we are told to teach in modular system. This system is applicable where students have sufficient learning resources. In that case you give students tasks and they study a great deal on their own. But here it is not practical. Our students don’t have computers and access to the internet. Our library is very poor. This is why we must prepare everything and have the students learn what we have prepared. (Respondent BD).
The fourth respondent (BE) explicitly recognized the use of two teaching methods: lecture and questioning for recalling information:

Once I have prepared the content to be delivered, I present it to students by lecture. I must explain to them and make sure that they understand. I ask them questions from time to time to check whether they are following. (Respondent BE)

In addition to describing the methods he used to teach, Respondent BE rejected the learner-centred approach on the grounds that it cannot work:
We must be practical. We have all been students and we know how we learnt. If I explain the subject to students they should learn. Other things are theories which cannot be easily put in practice. (Respondent BE).

The fifth respondent (BF) who was found to use only two teaching methods: transmittal lecture and questioning for recalling information declared that for him teaching methods did not matter. All he did was to present and explain the content to the students and the latter had to learn it. Furthermore, he blamed students for any failure to learn:

Frankly speaking I don’t waste time thinking about teaching methods. What matters for me is knowledge of the content to be delivered. So I must make sure that I have prepared my lecture then I present to students and they learn. The problem is that today students are very weak and they don’t make much effort. (Respondent BF)

As for the use of learner-centred approach which is recommended for use in teaching in higher education in Rwanda, this respondent (BF) rejected it under the pretext that students could not learn with it and mentioned also the inadequacy of resources:

How can you practice those methods with these students who don’t like reading? Moreover we don’t have enough resources like libraries, computers with internet… that students could use. Students should be prepared from secondary school; you can’t just introduce those methods and expect success. (Respondent BF).

The sixth respondent (CH) who used only transmittal lecture and questioning for recalling information confirmed this as follows:
Teaching methods? Well… I first of all prepare the lesson then I must present and explain to students. Later I ask them questions to check if they have understood and retained something. (Respondent CH)
About the use of learner-centred approach, this respondent rejected it insisting that one should teach the way he was taught:
What matters in teaching is the lecturer’s knowledge of the subject matter and his ability to present and explain to students. The discussion of those teaching methods is a waste of time, they are not practical. We were taught through lecture method and we learnt successfully. If students today do not learn properly, it is because we admit students who do not fit because of this system of education for all. Students today are also very lazy and tend to be distracted by many other things instead of concentrating on their studies. (Respondent CH).
The seventh respondent (CI) acknowledged the use of lecture only because it was the only one the students were accustomed to. Lack of learning resources also could not allow the use of teaching methods:
You know… The only method that can work for us is the lecture method. Other methods they talk about can’t work here because our students are accustomed to being explained everything. Furthermore we don’t have enough resources which can support learner-centred methods. (Respondent CI).
Concerning the use of the learner-centred approach, he rejected it because of inadequacy of learning resources:
Those methods work in developed countries where institutions have enough learning materials. They have rich libraries and every student has a lap top with access to the internet enabling him to access any resources he wants. But here we do not have books, students do not have lap tops; how can you ask them to go and learn about a given topic knowing well that they will not have learning resources. This is why I prefer to prepare everything and deliver it through a lecture. (Respondent CI).

The eighth respondent (DJ) admitted that he did not care about the teaching methods; for him the presentation, that is to say, lecture, is enough:
Teaching methods matter very little for me. All I do as a teacher is to prepare the lecture notes then present them to students. The most important thing is to help students to understand. (Respondent DJ).
Asked about the use of the learner-centred approach, Respondent DJ said he could not use it because of the students’ background:
I know those methods but my students are not accustomed to them. Students like to be taught, that is, they expect the lecturer to present everything and explain to them clearly. If these methods are to be initiated, the process should start earlier in secondary school. 

The ninth respondent (DK) also admitted the use of lecture only and blamed the students whom he blamed for joining institutions of higher education with a very low level:
For me what matters most is to explain the content to students. I present the materials and carefully explain them and I think my students learn successfully. The problem today lies with students who come to us with a very low level because of the new system of education for all. (Respondent DK).
About the learner-centred approach, this respondent did not think that it could work. He advocated for the use of the same methods he learnt with:

Those are mere theories. We also were students once. The problem that we have today is that we have students who don’t want to learn because of this system of education for all. (Respondent DK).
The last respondent (DL) insisted on teaching the way he had been taught:

Teaching methods are theories which are not very necessary in teaching. We must be practical. We have also studied and we know how we studied. (Respondent DL).
About the use of the learner-centred approach, he claimed that it could not work because of the students’ background and inadequacy of learning resources:

The problem lies with our students and also learning resources which are not adequate. Our students are accustomed to learning the notes that lecturers give them; if you want to change, that change should start early in secondary school. How can you ask students to learn on their own knowing well that they don’t have computers and the internet? Our library is also very poor. We know that there aren’t good books. Even those which are available are not sufficient comparing with the number of students. (Respondent DL).
All the lecturers who were found to use teaching methods promoting surface learning during classroom observation admitted it during interviews. This is the results of misconception of teaching by those lecturers who believed that teaching consisted in transmitting information to students and attributed any failure to learn to students’ weaknesses. This practice of using teaching methods likely to promote surface learning leads to poor learning outcomes on the side of students. Unfortunately, most lecturers (ten out of twelve) persistently continued to use these teaching methods.

4.3.3 Teaching Methods that Promoted Deep Learning as Found in Classroom  Observation 
During the observation of teaching, two lecturers in twelve were found to use teaching methods likely to foster deep learning. They used various teaching methods including interactive lecture, discussion, questioning for understanding and group work. For example, during a lecture in the module of Economics, after a brief explanation of the concept of cost benefit analysis, the lecturer asked students to find examples from various economic activities. Then another activity was given to students asking them to explain with concrete examples how cost benefit analysis helps in making a decision. 
Students were given a few minutes to reflect and to do the activity after which a discussion followed in which students gave answers with supporting arguments. Thereafter the topic of demand and supply was also presented. Again after explaining the concepts, the lecturer asked the students to explain the effect of increased demand of any product or service giving examples from real life experiences.    
Another example of teaching for deep learning, in a lecture on the module of English, to teach how to write a good paragraph, the lecturer explained the characteristics of an effective paragraph in a few minutes, and then gave two paragraphs to students with a task to be done in groups of three. The task consisted in comparing two paragraphs one being well written and another being badly written. The task was done in ten minutes, and then a discussion on their findings followed. After that students were asked to practice writing a paragraph. The teaching methods believed to promote deep learning with time for each activity are summarized in Table 4.3. 
Table 4.3: Teaching Methods Promoting Deep Learning
	No
	Lecturer
	Teaching Method
	Time in Minutes Per 1 hour

	1
	AB
	Interactive lecture
	34

	
	
	Questioning for understanding
	15

	
	
	Discussion
	11

	2
	CG
	Interactive lecture
	23

	
	
	Questioning for understanding
	10

	
	
	Group work
	17


Source: Field Data
In teaching believed to promote deep learning, as it can be seen in Table 4.3, lecturers used more varied methods than in the case of teaching believed to promote surface learning.  These methods are student-centred because they give more time to students to do learning activities. The lecturers took short time to present concepts and information and gave more time to students. The challenge was that very few lecturers (two out of twelve) used this teaching strategy. The majority still used the traditional method of teaching dominated by the transmission of information and questioning for recalling information. 
These were experienced lecturers. One of these two lecturers had PhD and PCTLHE with 6 years of teaching experience. Another had a master’s degree with PCTLHE and 8 years of teaching experience.
4.3.4 Teaching Methods That Promoted Deep Learning According to Interviews with Lecturers

Two lecturers who had been found to use teaching methods promoting deep learning were interviewed on the use of teaching methods and compliance with the learner-centred policy recommended in higher education. These lecturers emphasized the necessity of not having students listen only but giving them opportunities to actively engage in learning activities.
The first respondent who used teaching methods promoting deep learning explained how he decided on the teaching methods and their importance:
I must use students-centred methods or active methods which involve students in their learning instead of only lecturing which makes them only listen to me. Of course I lecture when necessary but I do it for a short time and most of the time I allow students to discuss or work with their colleagues in groups to exchange views on a concept in order to understand better instead of having them listen only and engage in rote learning. (Respondent AB).
The second respondent (CG) who was found to use teaching methods likely to promote deep learning described his teaching as follows:

While preparing my lecture, I first of all pay attention to learning outcomes. I determine the methods of delivery which are most likely to enable my students to realize those learning outcomes. I use a lecture for a short time to present the concepts to the students and then I give them activities to think on those concepts in order to understand them very well in order to use them in real life later. I use active methods or student-centred methods because they allow students to think and to actively engage in learning activities instead of having them listen to me during an entire lecture. (Respondent CG).
4.4 Types of Learning Outcomes Assessed in Higher Learning Institutions
The second objective of this research was to evaluate the types of learning outcomes that teachers assessed in higher learning institutions in Rwanda. To collect data, the researcher analysed examination questions using content analysis. The task consisted in determining the levels of cognitive process: knowledge, comprehension, application, analysis, synthesis and evaluation that the lecturers assessed. 
4.4.1 Assessment of Low-Order Cognitive Processes Perceived in Analysis of Examination Questions
The analysis of the examination questions showed that the lecturers assessed the low-order cognitive process: knowledge, comprehension and application to a high proportion. In all the papers, there were questions, usually short-answer questions, for testing whether the students knew or remembered information and facts as they could be found in the module handouts or lecture notes. 
Among 12 papers that were examined, 8 papers with 69 questions were found likely to test the lower level of cognitive process. In these 69 questions, 42 tested knowledge. These were usually short-answer questions, for testing whether the students knew or remembered information and facts as they could be found in the module handouts or lecture notes. Key words in the questions included: what, define, list, state, name, and identify.  Another level of cognitive process much assessed was comprehension with 15 questions. Questions for comprehension were characterized by the following key words: explain, discuss, describe, why, compare, and distinguish. There were also 9 questions to test application and 3 questions to test analysis. These papers did not contain any questions to test synthesis and evaluation. The data on assessment practices likely to promote surface learning are presented per institution in Table 4.4, Table 4.5, Table 4.6 and Table 4.7.
Table 4.4: Assessment of Low-Order Cognitive Process in HLI A

	Paper/Lecturer
	Learning Outcome Assessed
	Key words in questions

	
	Questions
	Types of Learning outcomes Assessed
	

	AA
	1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8
	Knowledge

Knowledge

Comprehension

Knowledge

Comprehension

Application

Knowledge

Knowledge
	What…

List….

Explain…

Name…

Discuss…

Make…

What….

What…


Source: Field Data

Table 4.5: Assessment of Low-Order Cognitive Process In HLI B

	Paper/Lecturer
	Learning Outcome Assessed
	Key words in questions

	
	Questions
	Types of Learning outcomes Assessed
	

	BD
	1

2

3

4

5

6

7
	Knowledge

Knowledge

Comprehension

Knowledge

Comprehension

Knowledge

Application
	What…

Identify…

Explain…

What….

Explain…

What….

What…..

	BE
	1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8
	Knowledge

Knowledge

Comprehension

Comprehension

Knowledge

Knowledge

Application

Analysis
	What….

Define….

Discuss…

Explain…

What…

What…..

Use…

Why…

	BF
	1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8
	Knowledge

Knowledge

Knowledge

Comprehension

Knowledge

Knowledge

Application

Knowledge
	What…

What…

List…

Discuss

What…..

What…

Use…

What….


Source: Field Data

Table 4.6: Assessment of Low-Order Cognitive Process and Learning Approach in HLI C

	Paper/Lecturer
	Learning Outcome Assessed
	Key words in questions

	
	Questions
	Types of Learning outcomes Assessed
	

	CH
	1

2

3

4

5

6
	Knowledge

Knowledge

Application

Knowledge

Comprehension

Analysis
	Define…

What….

Explain with example…

What….

Give characteristics …

Why……

	CI
	1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8
	Knowledge

Knowledge

Knowledge

Comprehension

Knowledge

Application 

Knowledge

Comprehension
	What…

List ….

Define…

Explain…

What….

Give example…

What….

Discuss…


Source: Field Data

Table 4.7: Assessment of Low-Order Cognitive Process in HLI  D

	Paper/Lecturer
	Learning Outcome Assessed
	Key words in questions

	
	Questions
	Types of Learning outcomes Assessed
	

	DJ
	1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9
	Knowledge

Knowledge

Knowledge

Comprehension

Knowledge

Knowledge

Comprehension

Application

Knowledge
	What…

Identify….

What….

Explain…

Name…

What….

Explain…

Make…

List…..

	DK
	1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8
	Knowledge

Knowledge

Comprehension

Comprehension

Application

Knowledge

Knowledge

Knowledge
	What…

Describe…

Discuss….

Discuss…

Use…

What…

What…

List….


Source: Field Data
Table 4.8: Summary of Assessment of Low-Order Cognitive Process
	Number of papers
	Questions testing knowledge
	Questions testing comprehension
	Questions testing application
	Questions testing analysis
	Questions testing synthesis
	Question testing Evaluation

	8

66.67%
	42

60.87%
	15

21.74%
	9

13.04%
	3

4.35%
	0

0%
	0

0%


Source: Field Data
According to these data, 66.67% of papers in higher learning institutions set questions testing low-order cognitive process. These papers contained questions mainly testing knowledge (60.8%) and comprehension (21.74%). 
These questions which mainly test low order cognitive process do not encourage deep learning. Before engaging in learning activities, students study the lecturer to know how he sets examination questions. When they discover that he sets questions mainly assessing low order cognitive process requiring them to reproduce lecture notes, they study accordingly, that is to say, they simply memorize the notes instead of engaging in deep learning with the purpose of understanding. 
4.4.2 Assessment of Low-Order Cognitive Processes Described by Lecturers in Interviews
After the analysis of examination questions to evaluate the types of learning outcomes assessed by lecturers, the researcher interviewed lecturers to get deeper insight into assessment practices. Eight lecturers who had been found to test low-order cognitive processes described their assessment practices as mainly consisting in checking whether the students knew or understood the content, that is to say, they tested only the first two educational objectives: knowledge and understanding.

The first respondent (AA) said that he had to consider the level of his students and set questions to test their knowledge and understanding:
Ok. While setting questions you must take into account the level of your students as you know them. You cannot ask questions which your students won’t be able to answer. 

· Do you follow any principles or guidelines?

Principles? No principles. You look at the content and then you set questions to check if the students know or understand what you taught them. (Respondent AA).
 The second respondent (BD) revealed that assessment had to be guided by the levels of the students and the content:  
You set question following the way you have taught and the objectives of the module. How can you set questions which are beyond the level of your students? You consider many factors while preparing assessment questions mainly the subject matter that students had to learn and their levels because if you set an examination and the majority of your students fail, you will be embarrassed. (Respondent BD) 

The third respondent (BE) insisted on checking students’ learning and classifying the students: 
What matters for me is that students have learnt something. When I test, I want to check if students know what I taught them. A good assessment, in my opinion, shows you the students who have learnt and those who haven’t. Isn’t that the purpose of assessment? (Respondent BE) 
The fourth respondent (BF) said that he was simply guided by the content, and assessment for him consisted in testing students’ knowledge of that content:
You know… When you have the content, it is easy to set questions to test students’ knowledge. Other principles are only theories, they don’t help.

The fifth respondent (CH) revealed that to prepare his students assessment, he only considered the content he had delivered and the level of the students: 

To prepare the examination questions, I must refer to what I have taught. What I have given students to learn, that’s what I refer to in order to see if they really learnt it. I also consider the level of my students because if you set an examination and no student passes, it is very embarrassing. (Respondent CH)  

The sixth respondent (CI) like many others said that he only looked at the content he had given to the students in order to set assessment questions.
To prepare the examination questions, I refer to the content I gave students for learning. If you ask students what you didn’t teach them, it is unfair. (Respondent CI). 

The seventh respondent (DJ) declared that he tested only knowledge and understanding of his students:   

When I prepare examination questions I want to test whether students know and understand what I taught them. I look at the content and set questions. (Respondent DJ).
The last respondent who was found to test low-order cognitive process (DK) also revealed that he tested to check how much his students had absorbed: 
Well. I test to check whether my students have studied what I taught them. You tend to waste time on theories. We also studied and we studied successfully. I tell you… the problem we have lies on those policies which don’t encourage students’ hard work. (Respondent DK).
4.4.3 Assessment of High-Order Cognitive Processes Perceived in Analysis of Examination Questions
In 12 papers examined to establish the types of learning outcomes assessed in higher learning institutions, 4 papers with 25 questions tested high level of cognitive processes. In these 4 papers, 6 questions tested analysis using key words such as why, categorize, justify and order; 5 questions tested synthesis with key words like imagine, how, develop, and write; 4 questions tested evaluation with key words like evaluate, assess, select and verify. There were also 4 questions to test comprehension and 2 questions to test knowledge. Table 4.9 below presents the data on assessment of high-order cognitive process.
Table 4.9: Assessment of High-Order Cognitive Processes
	Number of papers testing high-order cognitive process
	Questions testing knowledge
	Questions testing comprehension
	Questions testing application
	Questions testing analysis
	Questions testing synthesis
	Questions testing evaluation

	4

33.33%
	2

8%
	4

16%
	4

16%
	6

24%
	5

20%
	4

16%


Source: Analysis of examination papers
As it can be seen from Table 4.5, these 4 papers contain balanced questions with a considerable proportion of them testing high-order cognitive process. Questions testing the highest levels which are evaluation and synthesis represented 16% and 20% while they did not appear in the papers in Table 4.4 believed to test low-order cognitive process. Papers testing the high-order cognitive process were very few: they were 33.33% of all the papers. This means that the majority of lecturers, 66.67%, constructed tests to evaluate low-order cognitive process which encourage students to memorize information and facts in order to reproduce them during the tests, which is known as surface learning.     
4.4.4 Assessment of High-Order Cognitive Process Described by Lecturers in           Interviews
Four lecturers among twelve were found to set varied examination questions not limited to testing low-order cognitive process. These lecturers were also interviewed because the information from those lecturers helped to achieve the second objective of this research which was to evaluate the types of learning outcomes that lecturers assessed in higher learning institutions in Rwanda. 
The first respondent (AB) revealed that he was guided by three principles in the preparation of examination questions: (1) basing on the module learning outcomes, (2) varying the types of questions to test various levels of cognitive process, and (3) testing understanding not simply recall of information.   
To prepare examination questions, you must follow the module learning outcomes because you want to test what your students have learnt. Another principle I follow is to vary the questions so as to cover different levels of learning. I insist on checking students’ understanding rather than simply recalling what they memorized. (Respondent AB)
The second respondent (AC) emphasized reference to the course objectives, or module learning outcomes, in assessment: 
Yes. Assessment must be done systematically. You must be guided by the course objectives or module learning outcomes. The aim of assessment is to check if you have achieved the objectives established in the curriculum. (Respondent AC).

The third respondent (CG) also revealed that he followed some principles in preparing examination questions namely reference to learning outcomes and insistence on students’ understanding instead on only memory. 
Yes, I follow some principles. For example, I must refer to learning outcomes to really check the results of my teaching following the module description or the curriculum. I also insist on students’ understanding not on memory. (Respondent CG)
The last respondent in this group (DL) also insisted on module learning outcomes as a key principle guiding assessment:
Examination questions must be based on the module learning outcomes. The module learning outcomes describe what students are able to do after successfully completing the module. Therefore, assessment of students’ learning must be guided by the module learning outcomes. (Respondent DL)
4.5 Relationship between Assessment Practices and Students’ Learning Approaches

The third objective of this research was to examine the relationship between assessment practices and students’ learning outcomes. To achieve this objective, the researcher examined students’ answers to the questions by content analysis and interviewed some of those students. The analysis of students’ answers enabled the researcher to establish whether students were trying to reproduce information and facts that they had memorized or whether they tried to show understanding of materials and critical thinking. When students reproduce memorized information and facts, it is said that they adopt surface learning and when they try to show understanding of learning materials, they are believed to adopt deep learning. The interview with students was useful because it allowed students to openly talk about the influence of assessment practices on their learning approaches. 
The scripts that were analysed to achieve this objective were picked from the papers that were examined earlier to find out the types of learning outcomes assessed by the lecturers. The researcher selected papers that were found likely to test low-order cognitive processes such as knowledge, comprehension and application and examined students’ scripts dealing with those papers. Then he took papers believed to test high-order cognitive process such as synthesis, analysis and evaluation and examined students’ scripts answering those papers.  
4.5.1 Effect of Assessment of Low-Order Cognitive Process on Students’  Learning Approach as Seen in Analysis of Students’ Scripts
Eight papers out of twelve were found to assess low-order cognitive processes. Six scripts were purposively selected from the scripts of students who sat each paper, making a total of 48 scripts for this category of papers believed to test low-order cognitive processes. The researcher’s task consisted in analyzing the scripts to see whether the students tried to show understanding of learned materials or whether they tried to recall the materials and reproduce them to answer the questions. Thanks to collaboration of lecturers who taught the subjects concerned with this study, the researcher had the lecture notes or course handouts and could easily see whether a student was trying to reproduce the lecture notes or to demonstrate understanding of the subject matter by answering in own words. 
Forty-four students out of forty-eight were found to reproduce materials from course handouts or from lecture notes. Some reproduced them exactly and obtained high marks, others reproduced them partially mixing with materials from wrong sections, some others reproduced totally irrelevant materials but which appeared somewhere in their handouts or lecture notes. Such practice of memorizing learning materials in order to reproduce them during the examination is known as surface learning and results in poor learning outcomes. 
On the other hand, 4 students in 48 tried to answer the questions basing on their understanding of learning materials. They gave answers in their own words showing that when they studied they tried to understand the learning materials. The table below summarizes the data from the analysis of students’ answers in relation to examination papers likely to test the low-order cognitive process. 
Table 4.10: Relationship between Assessment of Low-Order Cognitive Process and Learning Approach
	Papers testing low-order cognitive process
	Students with surface learning approach
	Students with deep learning approach

	8

66.67%
	44

91.67%
	4

8.33%


Source: Field Data
These data proved that the types of questions that the lecturers asked during tests determined students’ learning approaches and considerably affected learning outcomes. Among 48 students who sat examination papers believed to test low-order cognitive process, 91.67% adopted surface learning approach. Only 8.33% of students who sat these papers managed to adopt a deep learning approach. Surface learning approach normally results in poor learning outcomes.  
4.5.2 Effect of Assessment of High-Order Cognitive Process on Students’ Learning Approach 

Four papers in twelve that were examined in this study were found to test high-order cognitive process as it was demonstrated by the analysis of examination questions to determine the types of learning outcomes that lecturers assessed. Purposively sampling, that is to say, picking 2 scripts among the ones with the best scores, 2 scripts among those with medium scores, and 2 scripts among those with the poorest scores, 6 scripts were selected for each paper in every institution making a total of 24 scripts. In these 24 scripts, 19 students were found to adopt deep learning approach. These students demonstrated understanding of learning materials. They gave answers using their own words, where necessary with examples from personal experiences. To find this, the researcher compared the students’ answers with lecture notes or course handouts which he had read in advance. 
In this group, 5 students demonstrated surface learning in their answers. These students tried to reproduce materials that they had memorized. They reproduced exact sentences from their course handouts or lecture notes. Some failed to reproduce materials exactly but mixed them with irrelevant ones from wrong sections or made mistakes in rewriting memorized sentences. These data are presented in T.4.11.
Table 4.11: Relationship Between Assessment of High-Order Cognitive Process and Learning Approach

	Papers testing high-order cognitive process
	Students with surface learning
	Students with deep learning

	4

33.33%
	5

20.83%
	19

79.17%


Source: Field data
These data demonstrated the effect that types of assessment had on students’ learning approach. The vast majority of students, 79.17%, adopted deep learning. In the group of students who sat the papers judged to test low-order cognitive process, only 8.33% of the students adopted the deep learning approach. These data clearly proved that when a paper assesses low-order cognitive process, the majority of students adopt surface learning and when it assesses high-order cognitive process, most students use deep learning approach. 
4.5.3 Effect of Assessment on Students’ Learning Approaches as Expressed by Students in Interviews

Almost all the students who were interviewed told concordant stories about the influence of assessment practices on their learning approaches. The students described the teaching and learning process as follows: when they start learning a new subject, they take time to learn about the lecturer by asking their colleagues from senior classes who had been taught by that lecturer. If they are told that the lecturer usually wants the students to reproduce memorized materials – and most of them did – they adopt a learning approach consisting in memorizing the lecture notes in order to reproduce them in examinations. 
The first student (SAA) directly confirmed that his learning approach consists in memorizing the lecture notes because the teacher requires the reproduction of notes in examinations:

When I prepare examination and other tests, I try to memorize what the lecturer has given us in the notes. If the notes are not huge, I sometimes manage to memorize everything because our teachers most of the time require us to reproduce everything. Very few teachers encourage us to answer in our own words. We must pay attention and know the style of every teacher. (Respondent SAA)  

How do you know that the teacher wants you to reproduce the lecture notes?

We know our teachers. Students in upper levels tell us. But we also discover the way they set questions by examining the questions they ask during the first continuous assessment tests and how they mark our works during those continuous assessment tests. (Respondent SAA)  

The second student (SAB) confirmed the fact that the first thing to do was to study how the teacher set questions. He did it by consulting the past papers that the teacher had given or through continuous assessment tests:

Before I start to prepare for exam, I must review the past questions that the lecturer gave to our senior colleagues. If you don’t know how a lecturer sets questions, you may have problems and fail the exam. You must find the past papers that the lecturer gave and study how he sets questions. You can also discover it by paying attention to the type of questions he asks during continuous assessment. (Respondent SAB).
Furthermore, this student revealed that there were few lecturers who did not require the students to memorize the lecture notes and that students knew that and studied accordingly:

I must study the way the lecturer sets questions because many lecturers require that you have memorized the notes. But there are few lecturers who want students to follow the explanations and understand the subject matter. You must know all this before you begin studying. (Respondent SAB)

The third student (SAC) said that he tried to memorize everything and that when the lecture notes were too many, he guessed and selected what might come in examination and memorized it:  

When I prepare an exam, I have to revise everything beforehand. I try to memorize everything so that I will manage to remember them and answer exam questions. (Respondent SAC)

But how can you manage to memorize everything? Don’t the lecturers give you many notes?

Yes, lecturers give a lot of notes to study. When I can’t memorize everything, I select the sections on which the lecturer often asks questions and study them. Usually the lecturers ask questions on the lecture notes. When you have memorized the notes you are sure to succeed. It may happen that by bad luck you study the sections and questions come from a different section. In that case you fail (Respondent SAC).
The fourth student (SBD), like the previous ones, said that his learning approach depended on the way the lecturers wanted the students to learn: if a lecturer wanted students to reproduce the notes, they had to do so; if he wanted them to try to understand the learning materials, they knew that and learned accordingly:   

While preparing for tests and exams, the first thing is to know how the teacher usually sets questions. Some teachers want you to give them back their notes, and they are the majority. So, if you know that the teacher expects you to memorize the notes, you try to memorize them. For very few teachers who don’t like students to reproduce the notes, you must make sure that you understand the notes, even when you haven’t memorized them you can answer in your own words and get good marks. (Respondent SBD).
The fifth student (SBE) had the same story with others: he had to study, first of all, the way the lecturer asked questions in order to adopt an ‘appropriate’ learning approach. Those who were good at memorizing got the best marks; some took the risk of selecting what to memorize and fortune made them succeed or fail. 

Most of our lecturers ask questions requiring us to reproduce the notes. If you are not good at memorizing you can’t get good marks. Of course most of the time, the content is huge, so you select what is likely to come in exam. If you are lucky he asks what you have memorized.  But it may happen that you have bad luck and the lecturer picks questions from the sections you didn’t memorize. In that case you badly fail. (Respondent SBE).
But how do you know that the lecturer wants you to memorize the lecture notes?

Well. First of all I check the questions that the lecturers asked in the past examinations and enquire from senior colleagues about how every lecturer asks questions and how he marks. (Respondent SBE).
The sixth student (SBF) believed on memory as a means of succeeding in exams:

When I prepare tests and exams, I try to review my notes and memorize the important topics. When you have memorized your notes, you can be sure that you will get good marks. (Respondent SBF)

The seventh student (SCG) gave significant details on the different learning approaches that students adopted following on how lecturers assessed them:

In order to pass any course you must know how the lecturer sets questions. Some lecturers want students to memorize the notes and reproduce everything during the examination. In that course you learn by memorizing everything. Other lecturers want you to understand and they ask questions requiring you to prove that you understand. If you reproduce the lecture notes you don’t get marks in those courses. You must show that you understand giving practical examples, and showing how you can use what you have learnt in practical situations. You must know all this and learn accordingly. (Respondent SCG) 

The eighth student (SCH) rather complained about the fact that some lecturers asked them to memorize everything:

Um.. Well. To prepare tests and exams depends on what you think the teachers like. Some want us to memorize everything, which is very challenging. Sometime, you have to guess and select what to study. If you are lucky, what you have studied comes in tests, if you are unlucky, it doesn’t come and in that case you fail. 

The ninth student (SCI) revealed another practice of studying in group but with a very poor practice of memorizing answers to past questions expecting the same questions to come again in examinations:   

Most of the time, I get together with others and we study in groups. Some who know better explain to others. We do exercises together and we answer also the past questions together. We pay attention to questions that the teachers asked in past years. We answer them in groups and memorize the answers. Many teachers ask again the same questions and when they change, they put in slight change. (Respondent SCI).  

The tenth student (SDJ) seemed to be simply accustomed to memorization of lecture notes:

Um… If you want to get good results, you must pay attention to everything. Follow the explanations of the lecturer then memorize the notes. When you have well memorized the notes you can be certain to succeed. (Respondent SDJ).
The eleventh student (SDK) insisted on memorizing as much as possible, and he even revealed his strategy for ensuring memory:
When I prepare an exam I need a lot of concentration in order to memorize as much as possible because many lecturers ask us to reproduce the notes during the exam. (Respondent SDK).
But how do you know that the lecturers want you to reproduce the notes?

Usually we know our lecturers. We know how they ask questions by reviewing the past examinations. If you want to succeed you must talk to senior students who were taught by those lecturers. They tell you how each lecturer asks questions and even give you the exams they did with him.

The last student (SDL) confirmed that the lecturers’ approach of assessment determined his learning approach:

To prepare tests and examinations, I pay attention to everything in the notes and memorize it particularly when I know that the lecturer likes students to reproduce the notes. And many lecturers do. But there are few lecturers who want you to understand the notes and you can answer in your own words. Some even require that you read books. It is necessary to know every teacher and what he likes: reproduction of notes or expressing things as you understand them. (Respondent SDL).
Briefly all the twelve students who were interviewed to ascertain the relationship between assessment practices and learning approaches described their learning approaches as mainly consisting in memorizing lecture notes. They explained that they adopted this approach after discovering that their lecturers expected them to reproduce the lecture notes in examination. These students discovered their teachers’ preferences by asking their colleagues in upper classes who had been taught by those lecturers and by studying the past papers from those lecturers. In few cases where lecturers required students to understand the learning materials and read books, students revealed that they adopted a different learning approach consisting in trying to understand the learning materials.   
4.6 Effects of English as a Medium of Instruction on Teaching and Learning

The fourth objective of this research was to assess how English as a new medium of instruction affects teaching and learning. This objective was achieved in two steps. At the first step, the researcher noted the mistakes in English language that the lecturers were making during classroom observation. Twelve lecturers were involved in this research and were visited while lecturing in order not only to analyse the teaching methods but also to examine the effect of English language as a medium of instruction on teaching and learning. 
At the second step, the researcher analysed students’ scripts paying particular attention to mistakes in English language. Language, being a tool of communication, may considerably affect the process of teaching and learning because lecturers and students cannot express their ideas properly.
4.6.1 Lecturers’ Difficulties with English Language as Perceived During Classroom Observation
To begin with lecturers, during classroom observation, the researcher noticed a number of difficulties with English language. In addition to repeated hesitations and lack of words to express their ideas leading lecturers to use Kinyarwanda, a number of mistakes were noted. Those mistakes included the wrong pronunciation of English words with an average of 25 mistakes per lecturer during the session of 60 minutes, 2 mistakes on the plural of nouns, 5 mistakes on the use of tenses, 3 mistakes on the use of articles, 2 mistakes for using wrong terms, 3 mistakes of punctuation, 2 mistakes of spelling, and 3 mistakes on the use of preposition. These mistakes were noticed in speaking or appeared in power point presentations and even in notes some wrote on black boards.
On average, a lecturer made 25 mistakes in a sixty-minute lecture session. Some lecturers made over 40 mistakes and even students could detect some of the mistakes which they corrected in murmuring or loudly when they were given opportunity to speak, answering or asking questions. The data on the mistakes detected during the classroom observation are presented in Table 4.12.     
Table 4.12: Teachers’ Language Difficulties while Lecturing

	Type   of

Difficulty

Lecturers
	Pronunciation
	Spelling
	Plural of nouns
	Use of tenses
	Use of  Wrong terms
	Punctuation
	Order of words
	Use of prepositions
	Total

	AA
	5
	0
	0
	0
	2
	0
	0
	3
	10

	AB
	8
	4
	7
	6
	4
	5
	4
	6
	44

	AC
	7
	3
	8
	5
	3
	4
	4
	5
	39

	BD
	3
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	4

	BE
	9
	5
	9
	8
	3
	5
	4
	5
	48

	BF
	8
	5
	9
	7
	4
	5
	4
	5
	47

	CG
	2
	0
	2
	0
	2
	0
	0
	1
	7

	CH
	6
	2
	5
	3
	2
	3
	2
	2
	25

	CI
	5
	2
	5
	4
	3
	2
	3
	3
	27

	DJ
	3
	0
	3
	0
	1
	1
	0
	1
	9

	DK
	5
	2
	4
	5
	3
	3
	2
	3
	27

	DL
	3
	1
	3
	3
	1
	2
	2
	2
	17

	Total
	64
	24
	55
	41
	28
	30
	25
	37
	304

	Average
	5
	2
	5
	3
	2
	3
	2
	3
	25


Source: Field data
According to the data in Table 4.12, areas of English which challenged the lecturers most were the pronunciation and the use of tenses where a lecturer made 5 mistakes on average. Pronunciation was particularly difficult because many of those lecturers had a francophone background. The use of tenses seems also a difficult area of English grammar because even some English lecturers made mistakes on this. The areas in which they made fewer mistakes were plural of nouns and choice of words. Plural of nouns is the simplest area of English grammar and the choice of words was not a big challenge because they mainly used terminologies from their areas of specialization. 
These language difficulties lead to poor teaching and low learning outcomes. When a lecturer has language difficulties, he uses a few teaching strategies and cannot explain the concepts to students properly. Being unable to discuss the content and give spontaneous examples and illustrations, the lecturer simply reads the content which makes the lecture less enjoyable.  
4.6.2 Lecturers’ Difficulties with English Language as Described in Interviews
With the exception of four teachers of English who made between 4 and 10 mistakes, other eight teachers made many mistakes varying between 17 and 48 in a sixty-minute teaching session. These lecturers in the latter group were interviewed to find out their views on how English as a medium of instruction affected teaching. They admitted that English was a challenge for them and that it caused difficulties from preparation to delivery of lectures. While preparing lectures, they spent a lot of time checking the meaning and pronunciation of new words and memorizing those words. During the delivery of lectures, they lacked words to freely express their understanding of the subjects and felt uncomfortable because of language mistakes and hesitations before the students. 
The first lecturer (AB) said that difficulties with English resulted from his background because he had studied in French. He also revealed that he wasted a lot of time preparing for teaching and that the language difficulties brought about inadequacies in lecturing.

I did my studies in French. Then I had to learn English that I must use to teach. I am not yet very comfortable with English: it takes a very long time to develop the course content because of language difficulties. I also have to learn my notes carefully so that I may not make many mistakes in the class. I can’t express freely what I have in my mind; I must memorize the terms or keep reading them while lecturing. (Respondent AB).
The second lecturer (AC) admitted that he still needed time to improve his English. He further declared that difficulties with English language limited him in teaching by preventing him from providing enough explanations to students through illustrations and examples. 
Well…  That’s true. English is still a problem for me because of my educational background. In the past we studied in French and now we must teach in English! You see, we need time to improve our English. Maybe with time we will be accustomed to English. (Respondent AC)

How does this affect the way you teach?

This very much affects the way of teaching. First of all, I use too much time and energy to prepare the lectures. Then to teach in a language you don’t know very well limits you in providing explanations. You can’t give illustrations and examples freely, you must remain bound to your lecture notes which you are obliged to read most of the time. (Respondent AC)

The third lecturer (BE) also admitted that English was a problem for him and that it hindered his lecturing leading him to use Kinyarwanda. 
Yes, English remains a problem for me. I studied in French and at the beginning of my teaching career I was allowed to teach in French. But suddenly the policy changed and we were obliged to start teaching in English. I have never been given an opportunity to learn English. For example training in an English-speaking country could help me to improve my English but I have never got such an opportunity. These difficulties hinder my lecturing and sometimes I resort to Kinyarwanda when I lack English words to express my ideas clearly. (Respondent BE) 

The fourth lecturer (BF) felt some frustration due to difficulties with English as a language he had to use in teaching. 

A lecturer should be a model even in language. But the fact that I have studied all my subjects in French and now I’m obliged to deliver in English causes many difficulties. I know I’m not fluent enough in English and thus I don’t feel at ease while teaching. I often lack words to express my idea clearly and I actually make many mistakes. I wonder what my students think of me when I make mistakes. (Respondent BF)
The fifth lecturer (CH) insisted on the sudden introduction of English as a language of instruction, and on difficulties in preparing lectures and explaining the materials to students.  
Actually that’s a serious challenge for most of us. We studied in French and we have even been teaching in French. At the beginning, lecturers were allowed to teach in the language they felt comfortable with but suddenly teaching in English was made compulsory. So we are still learning it and it actually limits us in explaining the materials to students. We also waste a lot of time to prepare our teachings. (Respondent CH)

The sixth lecturer (CI) deplored the fact that he was never given opportunity to learn English in a favourable environment. He didn’t feel comfortable in teaching because he feared that when he made mistakes, students could laugh at him.
English is a problem because we started using it as a language of instruction only recently. At the beginning we taught in French which we were familiar with. We were asked to teach in English without even being given opportunity to learn it in a favourable environment like in an English speaking country. (Respondent CI)
How does this affect the way you teach?

Of course it is a problem to teach in a language that you don’t know very well. When you make mistakes students may laugh at you because they usually expect the teacher to be a model in everything. (Respondent CI)
The seventh lecturer (DK), like the previous ones, acknowledged that English was a challenge for him and that he could not teach the way he would like to do it because of these language limitations.

Ah! Yes. English is still a challenge because of our French background. English was introduced suddenly without enough training. It actually prevents us from teaching the way we would like to do it: you may know the subject matter very well but fail to explain to students because of the language you don’t know very well. (Respondent DK)

The last lecturer (DL) who was interviewed on the difficulties with English complained about lack of training before starting teaching in a new language and revealed that he was somehow inhibited before the students because of the problem of the language of instruction:
Well. English is a challenge for me because I’m francophone. In all my education background I studied in French. When English was introduced as a language of instruction, no preparations like trainings were done. So, English remains a challenge for many of us. (Respondent DL)

How does this affect your way of teaching?

Of course I don’t teach well as I could do with French. You know… when you master your subject and the language of instruction, teaching is enjoyable. But when you are not familiar with the language of instruction, you may even be inhibited before the students. (Respondent DL) 
In short, the eight lecturers who were interviewed on the difficulties with English as a medium of instruction and how it affected their teaching practices admitted that English was a challenge and that it limited their ways of teaching. They faced many limitations in teaching including poor lecturing where the lecturers had to read the notes to students, inability to give examples from real life and illustrations, and inhibition due to fear of making language mistakes before students. 
4.6.3 Students’ Difficulties with English Language as Perceived in the Scripts
Six scripts were purposively selected from each of the twelve papers which were considered in this research making a total of 72 scripts to be examined. English language was found to be a big challenge for students because, on average, a student made 92 mistakes in answering one paper. There were many cases of incomplete sentences or meaningless sentences which made it impossible to understand the ideas of the students.
On average, a student made 12 mistakes of spelling, 4 mistakes of the plural of nouns, 12 mistakes in the use of tenses, 6 mistakes of meaningless sentences, 12 mistakes of using wrong terms, 10 mistakes of punctuation, 17 mistakes of incomplete sentences, 16 mistakes in the use of articles, and 3 mistakes in the use of prepositions. The data on students’ difficulties with English language are presented in Table 4.13.
The data on students’ difficulties with English language proved that students met serious challenges in their studies. Language is a basic tool in the teaching and learning process; therefore when students have so many language problems, learning outcomes will be of poor quality. On average a student made 92 language mistakes in one paper. The areas in which students faced more challenges are sentence structure where on average a student made 17 mistakes of incomplete sentences. The use of articles also caused many difficulties with 16 mistakes on average. 

Table 4.13: Students’ Language Difficulties Found on Examination Scripts

	                 Type   of                 

                  Difficulty

Papers
	Spelling
	Plural of nouns
	Use of tenses
	Meaningless sentences 
	Wrong term
	Punctuation
	Incomplete

sentences
	Use of articles
	Use of prepositions
	Total

	AA01
	63
	19
	68
	24
	67
	51
	76
	83
	9
	460

	AB02
	84
	23
	60
	47
	96
	72
	154
	143
	16
	695

	AC03
	75
	26
	73
	46
	94
	73
	144
	108
	12
	651

	BD04
	71
	18
	54
	29
	54
	59
	73
	68
	17
	443

	BE05
	86
	21
	83
	33
	81
	70
	125
	97
	21
	617

	BF06
	79
	25
	57
	36
	78
	67
	96
	89
	18
	545

	CG07
	82
	23
	89
	37
	75
	64
	103
	94
	22
	589

	CH08
	67
	22
	79
	23
	59
	71
	115
	95
	20
	551

	CI09
	68
	24
	81
	42
	68
	58
	89
	102
	16
	548

	DJ10
	62
	18
	75
	28
	65
	54
	79
	80
	11
	472

	DK11
	77
	21
	68
	35
	82
	63
	81
	134
	19
	580

	DL12
	65
	23
	76
	26
	69
	52
	77
	81
	13
	482

	Total
	879
	263
	863
	406
	888
	754
	1212
	1174
	194
	6633

	Average 
	12
	4
	12
	6
	12
	10
	17
	16
	3
	92


Source: Field Data

These language difficulties among students limited the learning outcomes because students could not understand the content they had to learn and were unable to effectively express their ideas. In that case, they resorted to rote learning in order to reproduce the memorized content during the examinations. Such learning practices result in poor learning outcomes.  
4.6.4 Students’ Difficulties with English Language as Expressed During Interviews

After the analysis of students’ examination scripts to assess how English affected students’ learning, the researcher interviewed twelve students randomly picked from each class in order to get more insight into the causes of language difficulties and into the effects of those difficulties on learning outcomes. The students admitted that they had difficulties with English due to their background where they studied all the subjects in French, English being taught as a subject until recently. Furthermore, English was poorly taught with inadequate learning resources. These language difficulties affected the quality of learning because students could not understand lecture notes and resorted to rote learning. 
The first student (SAA) insisted on poor teaching and inadequacy of resources as causes of difficulties with English language.  He further confessed that he had to memorize the lecture notes without understanding them because of poor English.  
Yes, that’s true. I have problems with English because of the way that language was taught in previous years. We didn’t have good teachers and even learning materials like reading books were not available in the schools where I studied secondary school. Here at university, English is not taught and once you have difficulties they persist. (Respondent SAA).

 How do those difficulties with English affect the way you learn your lessons? 

Of course difficulties with English affect the way we study. First of all, you don’t understand the notes easily. And when you don’t understand, all you can do is to memorize the notes. Even when the teacher does not require you to memorize the notes, you must do it because you can’t find sufficient words to express what you know in your own words. (Respondent SAA).
The second student (SAB), like the first one, confirmed that his educational background was the cause of his poor English and that the language difficulties made him memorize lecture notes because he could not understand them. 
In primary I studied in Kinyarwanda, I didn’t study any English. In common level of secondary school I studied everything in French. It was later in advanced level when we began to study in English. Even many of the teachers couldn’t speak English properly and we didn’t study well. 

How does your knowledge of English affect the way you learn your lessons? 

Of course it is not easy to understand what we study. When you don’t understand, you must memorize everything. Furthermore, I make a lot of mistakes in exams and this reduces the marks. (Respondent SAB).
The third student (SAC) also admitted having problems with English which affected his way of learning: he often resorted to rote learning, and if he was asked to read a book, it was a big problem.
I have a problem in English because we started learning in French and then English was introduced later. If I had started with English I think I would have few problems. English is a problem to many of us even the teachers often teach in Kinyarwanda because they can’t explain everything in English. But also we can’t well understand if lecturers don’t explain some things in Kinyarwanda. (Respondent SAC).
How does your knowledge of English affect the way you learn your lessons? 

Problems in English prevent me from understanding the lecture notes. I try to memorize things because I can’t find words to express them in my own terms in exams. Furthermore, there are teachers who ask us to read books, and this becomes very difficult because of our poor English. (Respondent SAC).
The fourth student (SBD) claimed that he received insufficient and inadequate training in English. This affected his approach to learning: he resorted to rote learning and even this was not easy to him because memorizing words without understanding them made him forget soon after.   
I have a problem in English because at the beginning, in primary and secondary school, more emphasis was put on French. We did not study much English, nor did we have good teachers of English and English books. Now the language of instruction is English while even many of our teachers don’t know it very well. (Respondent SBD)
How does your knowledge of English affect the way you learn your lessons? 

Knowledge of English affects the way we study. It is not easy to understand and even to memorize things that you don’t understand is a problem. You easily forget them.

The fifth student (SBE) pointed out his educational background as the origin of the problem with English language and noted that he was not able to properly understand what the lecturers taught him because of language problem. 
English is challenging for many students because at the beginning we learnt all the lessons in French and then they changed and asked us to study in English. We didn’t get good opportunities to learn English properly. Even many of our teachers still don’t master that language.  

How does your knowledge of English affect the way you learn your lessons? 

Mastery of language is essential for successful learning. If you don’t know the language very well, how can you understand what they teach you? (Respondent SBE).
The sixth student (SBF) deplored poor and insufficient teaching of English when he was in secondary school and confirmed rote learning because of inability to understand what was taught. 
English is still a problem to me because I didn’t get enough time and support to learn it properly. In primary and a big deal of secondary school, we studied in Kinyarwanda and French. English was introduced at the end of secondary school. Even when it was introduced as a language of instruction for all subjects, it was not well taught. We didn’t have books and even teachers of English taught it in Kinyarwanda. (Respondent SBF)  

How does your knowledge of English affect the way you learn your lessons? 

Little knowledge of English affects the way I study. When you don’t understand the language, you can’t understand what is taught. I only try to memorize the notes, but even this is not easy because of English problems. Most of the time, the notes are also too many to be memorized. (Respondent SBF)
The seventh student (SCG) confirmed what other students had said that the cause of problems with English language was inadequate training and learning resources. Poor English made it impossible to understand other subjects.
English is a problem to me and to many other students because in primary school, we studied in Kinyarwanda and when we started secondary school, we began studying in French. English was introduced later. Even then it was not well taught because of lack of books. (Respondent SCG)

How does your knowledge of English affect the way you learn your lessons? 

When you have language problems, it is not easy to understand other subjects. (Respondent SCG).
The eighth student (SCH) revealed poor quality learning because of language difficulties: he memorized the notes but forgot them even before the end of the exam or confused things.     
Um… English is still a problem because of the way it was taught in secondary school. At the beginning we studied in French and English was introduced later. (Respondent SCH).
How does your knowledge of English affect the way you learn your lessons? 

Language is the basis of learning. When you don’t know the language, you may easily fail other subjects. You try to memorize the notes without understanding them, and sometimes you may forget during the exams or confuse things. (Respondent SCH).
The ninth student (SCI) admitted having problems with English language because of insufficient training in that language and unsupportive environment. 
Ok. English is a big problem to me and many other students. This is due to the fact that English was introduced as a language of instruction only when we were about to finish secondary school. Even then we studied in English but we didn’t have other opportunities of practicing it. In our families we only speak Kinyarwanda, we didn’t even have books to read and improve our English. (Respondent SCI).
How does your knowledge of English affect the way you learn your lessons? 
Because of language problems, I didn’t study well other subjects. When you don’t understand the language, all you do is to memorize the notes and when they are too many, it is a problem. (Respondent SCI).
The tenth student (SDJ) told the same story that English was introduced late in secondary school which made it difficult for students to master it. As consequence, the way of learning was affected because the failure to understand made students only memorize the lecture notes. 
We didn’t study English properly. We started learning English only as a subject. We didn’t have adequate materials and couldn’t properly do enough practices in English. We started learning all the lessons in English without enough preparations and we are still undergoing consequences. (Respondent SDJ).
How does your knowledge of English affect the way you learn your lessons? 

Because of those problems with English language we can’t understand what they teach us in English. So we try to memorize things and reproduce them during examinations. (Respondent SDJ).
The eleventh student (SDK) admitted problems in English because of inadequate training and low quality learning consisting in rote learning.    
Yes, English is a big problem. It is a problem because we didn’t have opportunity to speak it. Our English teachers taught English in Kinyarwanda. We didn’t even have enough books to learn English when we were at secondary school. (Respondent SDK).
How does your knowledge of English affect the way you learn your lessons? 

I am not fluent enough in English so that I can find words to express what I think. Consequently I must memorize lecture notes in order to answer exam questions. It is not easy to put the ideas in my own words. (Respondent SDK) 

The last student (SDL) repeated what others had said that English was a problem to him because of educational background. He admitted that difficulties with English language drove him to rote learning in order to reproduce the lecture notes in examinations. 
English is still a problem because of educational background. When I started secondary school, all the lessons were taught in French and at the end of secondary school, the language of instruction changed to English. So far, I’m not comfortable with English language. (Respondent SDL).
How does your knowledge of English affect the way you learn your lessons? 

When you have a problem with the language, you can’t understand what is being taught. You must memorize the notes in order to manage to answer exam questions because you can’t answer in your own words. (Respondent SDL)
Briefly the twelve students who were asked to talk about the causes of difficulties with English as a language of instruction all admitted that English was challenging for them because of insufficient and inadequate training in that language. Moreover, they revealed that when they failed to understand what they had to learn because of their poor English, they resorted to rote learning in order to reproduce the lecture notes during the examinations. 
CHAPTER FIVE

5.0 ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION OF THE RESEARCH FINDINGS
5.1 Introduction of the Chapter
This research had the following four specific objectives: (1) to assess the teaching methods used in higher learning institutions in Rwanda, (2) to evaluate the types of learning outcomes that lecturers assessed in higher learning institutions in Rwanda, (3) to examine the relationship between teaching methods and students’ learning outcome in higher learning institutions in Rwanda, and (4) to assess how the English medium of instruction affected teaching and learning in higher education. These objectives were researched and the findings were presented in chapter 4. In this chapter, the findings on each objective will be analysed and discussed.
5.2 Teaching Methods Used in Higher Learning Institutions in Rwanda

The observation of teaching sessions and the interview of lecturers on their ways of teaching enabled the researcher to establish two categories of teachers. The first category comprised the majority of teachers who used only two methods of teaching: transmittal lecture and questioning for recalling information. The second category contained only four teachers, and these used a variety of teaching methods including interactive lecture, discussion, questioning for understanding, and group work with high-order learning activity. The teaching methods positively or negatively affect students’ learning outcomes and they are determined by teachers’ understanding of teaching. 
Transmittal lecture and questioning for understanding derive from the teacher-centred approach of teaching and they are used by teachers who believe that teaching involves imparting knowledge to students (Biggs & Tang, 2007) and they encourage surface learning (Ramsden, 1992). On the other hand, interactive lecture, discussion, questioning for understanding and group work in which students deal with high-order learning activity are associated with student-centred approach and foster deep learning (Ahmed, 2013). In the following sections, the two types of teaching methods, their causes and their effects on students’ learning outcomes are going to be discussed. 
5.2.1 Teaching Methods Based on Teacher-Centred Approach 
The teacher-centred approach is a traditional approach of teaching in which the teacher is considered the source of knowledge and expertise while the student is a passive recipient (Al-Zu’be, 2013).  The teaching method used by teachers who believe in this approach is transmittal lecture (Wilson & Peterson, 2006; Nilson, 2010) and this is the method that was widely used in higher learning institutions involved in this study. These methods of teaching result in low learning outcomes for students and low quality education because they address only one educational objective and limit students’ learning activities. 
The only one learning outcome that these teaching methods address is ‘knowledge’ which is the lowest educational objective according to Bloom’s taxonomy (Krathwohl, 2008).  Bloom’s taxonomy of educational objectives (Santrock, 2011) lists 6 commonly accepted domains of learning which should be addressed to ensure quality learning. These are listed in a hierarchical order: (1) knowledge, (2) comprehension, (3) application, (4) analysis, (5) synthesis and (6) evaluation. The prevalent teaching methods in institutions of higher learning in Rwanda mainly address only the first two educational objectives to the detriment of other four. 
The high-order learning objectives which promote critical thinking (Omari, 2015) are not dealt with. These teaching practices which did not foster a variety of skills among students were the causes of strong dissatisfaction expressed by employers among whom only 48% found graduates from higher education in Rwanda employable (IUCEA, 2014).  After noticing the prevalent teaching methods based on teacher-centred approach, the researcher interviewed the teachers to find out the causes of those practices. The teachers who were interviewed gave a number of reasons which made them continue to use the teacher-centred approach with teaching methods aiming only at transmitting information to students. The following reasons were identified from teachers’ responses: students’ background where students were accustomed to being given materials to memorize, lack of training in teaching methods, inadequacy of learning resources, resistance to change, and teachers’ personal beliefs.
Some teachers claimed that student-centred methods could not work for their students because they had never been taught using those methods. According to those teachers, the use of this approach should be initiated early in primary and secondary school and should be accompanied with provision of up-to-date learning resources such as good books in the library and computers with the internet. However, according to Biggs and Tang (2007), this attitude of blaming students for failure to learn properly characterizes inexperienced teachers who are guided by level I theory.
Another teacher rejected the learner-centred approach and stuck to traditional teaching methods. This teacher was resistant to change and wanted to continue teaching the way he had been taught. This was further due to the belief that teaching involved transmitting knowledge to students. The attitude of this lecturer who believed that teaching methods were not important agreed with what Ramsden (1992, p.8) reported that “much university teaching is still based on the theory that students will learn if we transmit information to them in lecture”. This view of teaching concurs with descriptions of teaching according to the transfer theory (Fox, 1993) and telling or transmitting theory (Ramsden, 1992). These theories describe teaching as consisting in transmitting information to students. Biggs and Tang (2007) claim that teachers who think that teaching consists in transmitting information to students are inexperienced ones. And the lecturer who said that it was not worth thinking about teaching methods had a master’s degree with three years of teaching experience. 
The other factor that was found to be the cause of poor teaching consisting in the prevalence of transmittal lecture was lack of training in teaching and learning in higher education. This situation concurs with the opinion of Omari (2015) that “there has been a serious misconception that bright people do not need to learn how to teach in universities and other tertiary institutions” and that “once one has a good undergraduate record and a masters or PhD degree, that was all that one needed” (p.34). Having noticed the same problem, Ramsden (1992) advised that there should be a professional approach on teaching in higher education just as there is in law, medicine, engineering etc. Furthermore, Ramsden (1992) defined professionals that are needed in teaching in higher education as people who “retain theoretical knowledge on which to base their activities” (p.8). In fact, the lecturer above (AC) holds a PhD with three years of teaching experience but had not received any training in teaching at higher education. 
In fact inexperienced lecturers relied on transmittal lecture as teaching method because it was the method they had been taught with while others stuck to it because of conservatism and lack of enthusiasm. Ramsden (1992) explained the difficulties of teaching in higher education especially for inexperienced lecturers as follows:

Teaching in higher education is a very complicated and detailed subject. It takes many years of practice to learn how to do it well… Some lecturers do not know where to start improving it; at once overwhelmed by and unwilling to admit its complexity, they ask for a set of rules that will solve all their difficulties (p.12). 

This view was shared by Biggs and Tang (2007). In their theory on teaching, they distinguished 3 levels of teaching, level 1 being that of inexperienced teachers who “see their responsibility as knowing the content well, and expounding it clearly. Thereafter, it’s up to the student to attend lectures, to listen carefully, to take notes, to read the recommended readings …” (p. 16).   Prosser and Trigwell (1999) also identified a group of teachers with a similar concept of teaching who view it as having the purpose of “transmitting information or content to the students” (p. 22).   
Another reason identified among lecturers who continued to rely only on lecture as teaching method was conservatism and lack of enthusiasm. Some lecturers had undergone a programme of Postgraduate Certificate for Teaching and Learning in Higher Education but still continued to use mainly transmittal lecture in their teaching. They explained that for them teaching theories did not work. Although they had studied many teaching theories and strategies, for them what mattered for a lecturer was the knowledge of content to be delivered through lecture and then students had to work hard memorizing that content. These teachers did not worry about improving their teaching: they lacked enthusiasm and professionalism. Ramsden (1992) noticed a similar situation and emphasized the importance of “a reflective and enquiring approach as a necessary condition for improving teaching” (p. 5). Furthermore he complained that “much university teaching is still based on the theory that students will learn if we transmit information to them in lectures” and advocated for “a professional approach to teaching in higher education” (p.8).  
Teaching methods play a determining role to achieve quality education. Nilson (2010) insisted on the importance of teaching approaches and methods. In her view, when teaching is poorly done, no learning takes place at all. She finds poor teaching as a waste of resources: “teaching can and unfortunately does occur without learning,” (p.17). The effect of poor teaching approaches and methods was also emphasized by Omari (2015) when he argued that it was necessary to “assess the quality of teaching – variety, focus, clarity and tempo” (p.26) to ensure quality education in institutions of higher education. 
According to Biggs and Tang (2007), these teaching methods aiming at transmitting information only are characteristic of lack of experience in teaching and result in surface approach to learning. Biggs and Tang (2007) developed teaching theories and termed the theory that views teaching as transmitting information ‘level I theory’. This theory, according to Biggs and Tang (2007) describes the way inexperienced lecturers understand teaching. They described it as follows: “Level 1 teaching is totally unreflective. It doesn’t occur to the teacher to ask the key generative question: ‘What else could I be doing?’ And until they do ask that, their teaching is unlikely to change” (p.17). 
Biggs and Tang deplored the lack of continual search of better teaching strategies among many lecturers who, instead, continue to rely only on transmittal methods of teaching. The necessity of constant reflection on one’s teaching seeking better teaching strategies was further emphasized by Ramsden (1993), and Omari (2015). Biggs and Tang (2007) added that such teaching practice consisting in simply transmitting information “is so widely accepted that teaching and assessment the world over are based on it” (p. 17).
Another problem with transmittal lectures is that they are dominated by lecturers’ talk aiming at giving knowledge to students instead of engaging them in more meaningful learning activities (Sajjad, 2011). The main concern for lecturers is to transmit a lot of knowledge to students. This is known as a teacher-centred approach to teaching where students are not engaged in challenging learning activities likely to promote critical thinking.  Al-Zu'be (2013) described this as an approach where students “act just like knowledge receptacles in a situation where the teachers act as the sources of knowledge” (p.25). The disadvantages of this approach were also pointed out by Salkind (2008) in these terms: “Even though a teacher may be task oriented and providing maximum content coverage, some students may be disengaged. This means they are not actively thinking about, working with, or using what is being presented” (p.323).  
This way of teaching which consists in transmitting information to students pushes them to only memorizing the content. This practice of learning by simply memorizing the information is referred to as surface learning (Biggs & Tang, 2007; Prosser & Trigwell, 1999; Ramsden, 1992). After researching on the relationship between teaching methods and students’ learning outcomes Prosser and Trigwell (1999) declared that:
…it was found that the classes of those teachers who report using more of a student-focused teaching approach contained students reporting higher quality approaches to learning, while classes of teachers using more of an information transmission / teacher-focused approach contained students who reported using more surface approaches to learning (p.22). 
Ramsden (1992) also found similar results when lecturers taught with the main intention of transmitting as much information as possible: 

The research indicates that, at least for a short period, students retain vast quantities of information. On the other hand, many of them soon seem to forget much of it, and they appear not to make good use of what they do remember (p. 31). 
Briefly this practice of using transmittal lecture with the intention of delivering a lot of information to students which was found to be prevalent in higher education in Rwanda brings about low learning outcomes as many previous researches show. This teaching method makes students memorize a lot of information but this information is either easily forgotten or not used properly.
5.2.2 Teaching Methods Based on Learner-Centred Approach

The assessment of teaching methods used in higher education institutions in Rwanda was done through observations of teaching sessions and interviews with lecturers. Two lecturers in twelve were found to use teaching methods based on learner-centred approach. These methods were interactive lecture, discussion, questioning for understanding and group work with high-order learning activity. The choice of these teaching methods derived from lecturers’ beliefs that good teaching must be focused on the students with the major concern of changing students’ understanding.  
The lecturers who used interactive lecture presented information and concepts to students for a short period of time varying between 5 and 10 minutes and brought in other activities to make students reflect on what had been presented. These activities were like discussion where the lecturer asked engaging questions leading students to relate information that had been presented to practical situations or to link it to their experiences and prior knowledge. 
These teaching methods were like the ones identified by researchers such as Nilson (2010), Prosser and Trigwell (1999), and Ramsden (1992) in order to ensure deep learning. Nilson (2010) recommended interactive lecture and discussion to foster deep learning and described them as follows:

Interactive lecture: Lecture with two-to fifteen minute breaks for student activities (such as answering a multiple-choice objective item, solving a problem, comparing and filling in lecture notes, debriefing a minicase, doing a think pair-share exercise, or a small-group discussion) every twelve to twenty minutes.
Directed discussion: Class discussion that follows a more or less orderly set of questions that the instructor has crafted to lead students to certain realizations or conclusions or to help them meet a specific learning outcome (p. 106). 
In the same line, Ramsden (1992) emphasized the necessity for a lecturer to interact with students, to ensure their involvement and interest in order for them to understand the content of the lecture and achieve deep learning. The view of Prosser and Trigwell (1999) on teaching for deep learning agrees with this practice: “… the deep and non-surface approach to study is associated with the conceptual change / student-focused and non-information transmission / teacher-focused approach to teaching” (p. 158). 
The lecturers who were found to use learner-centred methods which actively engaged students in learning activities and promoted deep learning were experienced (6-8 years of experience) and held the postgraduate certificate in teaching and learning in higher education.  The necessity of undergoing training in teaching and learning in higher education which was one the factors that contributed to the improvement of teaching for these lecturers was also underlined by Omari (2015) as important. 
The views and practices of these lecturers matched what Biggs and Tang (2007) described in level 3 theories of teaching. These theories are derived from the theories of phenomenography and constructivism. Both theories describe teaching as follows:

Teaching is a matter of changing the learner’s perspective, the way the learner sees the world and how learners represent knowledge… Both emphasize that learners construct knowledge with their own activities, building on what they already know. Teaching is not a matter of transmitting but of engaging students in active learning, building their knowledge in terms of what they already understand (p.21).   
Both the findings of this research in relation with teaching approach and methods which are likely to foster deep learning and on previous research on this issue agree on the fact that for teaching to be effective, students must be in the centre of the teaching activities. Lecturers must guide students and give them as many opportunities as possible to perform learning tasks with the purpose of constructing knowledge basing on what they already know and better understanding realities in relation with their disciplines. 
5.3 Analysis of Types of Learning Outcomes Assessed in Higher Learning Institutions
The second objective of this research was to evaluate the types of learning outcomes that lecturers assessed in higher learning institutions in Rwanda. To achieve this objective, the researcher analysed 12 examination papers identifying types of cognitive processes tested by the lecturers. The findings presented in chapter four revealed that the majority of papers (8 out of 12) tested low-order cognitive processes. This practice of assessment dominated by questions testing low-order cognitive processes, which results in low quality learning outcomes, was caused by lack of experience and training in assessment practices. 
Bloom’s taxonomy of cognitive domains (Omari, 2015) provides a framework on the basis of which assessment of learning outcomes should be done. This taxonomy comprises six cognitive domains which should be addressed in a relatively balanced way. However, the analysis of types of cognitive domains assessed in higher learning institutions in Rwanda found that in 69 questions in eight papers, 42 questions, that is to say 60.9%, tested only knowledge which is the lowest level of cognitive domains. The major cause of this practice is that while preparing assessment, the majority of lecturers looked at the content and set questions to check whether the students knew that content. In fact, most lecturers who were interviewed on how they prepared assessment questions emphasized reference to content and checking students’ knowledge. This practice of emphasizing students’ knowledge to the detriment of other skills characterizes inexperienced teachers who also lack training in teaching and learning at higher education. These are teachers who believe that teaching consists in transmitting knowledge to students and these remain the majority in higher education all over the world (Ramsden, 1992; Biggs and Tang, 2007).    
This practice of putting major emphasis on assessment of students’ knowledge to the prejudice of other skills necessary for performance of many professional tasks is the cause of dissatisfaction of employers and other stakeholders of higher education. As it was reported by Kwizera (2013), graduates from higher learning institutions practice very poorly particularly when they are dealing with tasks which require critical thinking. In the same line, the Inter-University Council for East Africa (2014) found that only 48 per cent of employers found graduates from Rwandan institutions of higher learning well prepared for the jobs when leaving the institutions. 
The findings of this study are similar to the ones reported by Ramsden (1992): “Experiences of bad teaching and bad assessment practices dominate many of the stories. Tales of the unintended and negative consequences of teaching and assessment in higher education appear with alarming regularities” (p. 64). This position was shared by other researchers like Craddock and Mathias (2009) who noted that “higher education assessment practices do not equip students well for a lifetime of learning”. They added that “assessment has been described as Achilles’ heel of quality” and that “a very narrow range of assessment methods was in use” (p. 127). 
In Rwanda, researchers like Mugisha (2010) and Rwanamiza (2011) who investigated assessment practices in higher education found similar problems with assessment practices. Mugisha (2010) interviewed students on assessment practices and they complained about their lecturers who obliged them to reproduce memorized materials: “But in most other course exams we are asked to reproduce what was given to us in our notes” (p. 84).  According to these students, their lecturers insisted on the reproduction of their notes to the point that they could not accept any idea that a student might have read elsewhere: 

It is a common practice to find that when answering a question that requires more than one explanation and you give some which have not been included by the teacher in his course compendium, but which you might have read somewhere else, like on the internet or from another teacher’s notes, you do not get marks for that initiative (p. 85).

Another student in that research expressed his bitterness on poor assessment practices in these terms: 

I can’t tolerate the current system of assessing where we are asked to reproduce the course materials. I say this because it is obvious that when you change the teacher’s words into yours, you don’t get the same marks as someone who reproduced. This makes one get higher marks (pp 90-91).

Another Rwandan researcher who found similar results is Rwanamiza (2011). According to him lecturers assessed low-level cognitive process: “Lecturers set ‘only’ routine and low-level written examinations” (p.84). On the other hand, some lecturers who had been trained in teaching and learning at higher education varied types of question in order to cover different cognitive domains and various skills. The challenge is that they were very few: only 4 out of twelve. As it can be seen in chapter four, the questions from the papers set by these lecturers covered all the cognitive domains of Bloom’s taxonomy with emphasis on high-order skills. When interviewed on assessment practices, these lecturers showed a different understanding of assessment from the other ones who assessed only one cognitive domain with low-order learning outcome. They knew that assessment had to be done systematically following a number of principles.

This situation where lecturers who underwent training in teaching and learning at higher education properly assessed their students’ learning outcomes concurs with views of Omari (2015).  According to him assessment of students’ learning outcomes occupies an important place in the functions of lecturers, hence the necessity for lecturers to improve their skills in assessment practice. Moreover, he noted that “these skills do not just come automatically because one is a university teacher. They require a lot of reflection and practice” (Omari, 2015, p. 172).   
All in all, assessment of students’ learning outcomes which plays a determining role in the teaching process is found to be poorly done by the majority of lecturers within institutions of higher learning in Rwanda. This research found that the majority of lecturers mainly tested low-order learning outcomes because of lack of experience and training in teaching and assessment. A small number of lecturers who had been trained in teaching and learning at higher education properly assessed their students’ learning outcomes.
5.4 Effects of Assessment Practices on Students’ Learning Outcomes
The third objective of this research was to examine the effects of assessment practices on students’ learning outcomes. This objective was achieved through the analysis of students’ scripts in order to see if they demonstrated understanding and analytical skills in their answers or if they simply tried to reproduce lecture notes that they had memorized. The data obtained from the analysis of students’ answers on papers testing low-order learning outcomes were compared to those obtained from papers testing high-order learning outcomes. The difference between these types of data was clear. The majority of students who answered papers testing low-order learning outcomes demonstrated surface learning while the majority of students who sat questions testing high-order learning outcomes demonstrated deep learning. 
Among students who sat papers testing low-order learning outcomes, 91.7 per cent were found to have adopted surface approach to learning while in the group of students who sat papers testing high-order learning outcomes, 79.2 per cent adopted deep approach to learning. These students were interviewed and revealed that assessment practices of their lecturers were the major causes of these differences in learning outcomes. In the interviews with these students, they revealed how assessment influenced their learning approaches. 
The students usually begin by studying the way their lecturers assess by studying the past papers that the lecturer had set or they discover it through continuous assessment tests. They also enquire from their colleagues in upper classes about the assessment preferences of each lecturer and adopt a learning approach accordingly. These strategies of students of beginning by studying the ways their lecturers assess their learning outcomes are not always negative. If they discover that a lecturer wants them to understand and critically reflect on what he teaches them, they adopt a deep approach to learning. This attitude of students of beginning to study by first of all studying the way their lecturers set assessment questions concur with views of Biggs and Tang (2007). According to these authors, “What and how students learn depends to a major extent on how they think they will be assessed. Assessment practices must send the right signals to students about what they should be learning and how they should be learning it” (p. 163).
Moreover, this practice of ‘studying the lecturer’ in order to find out his assessment practice and adopt a learning approach accordingly is similar to what Mugisha (2010) found reporting students’ revelations on what they did in order to deal with assessment: “If one considers how much effort we put into studying our teachers, so that we pass their assessment tasks and get marks …” (p. 97). Poor assessment practices which negatively affect students’ learning outcomes were also confirmed by Ramsden (1992) when he wrote:

There is a long tradition behind the idea that teaching and assessment has a weakening influence on the quality of student learning. Whitehead, for example, pointed to the ‘evil path’ in education of easy texts and unimaginative teaching which leads to rote learning of ill-understood information for examination purposes (p. 64).

To confirm the influence of assessment practices on students’ learning outcomes, Ramsden (1992) added: “It seems that a good deal of student ‘learning’ is not in fact about understanding biology or political science or engineering, but about adapting to the requirements of teachers” (p.67). The same view was shared by Van de Watering, Gijbels, Dochy, and van der Rijt (2008) who claimed that “the way students prepare themselves for an assessment depends on how they perceive the assessment (…) and these effects can have either positive or negative influence on learning” (p. 646). 
Other researchers such as Biggs and Tang (2007); Fry, Ketteridge and Marshall (2009) who had the same conviction recommended good practices on how to improve students’ learning outcomes using assessment. Biggs and Tang (2007) wrote that lecturers should “prevent students from using a surface approach by discouraging the use of low level and inappropriate learning activities … while supporting the full range of appropriate learning activities, thus encouraging a deep approach” (p.26). These authors further declared that “what and how students learn depends to a major extent on how they think they will be assessed. Assessment practices must send the right signals to students about what they should be learning and how they should be learning it (p. 163).  
In the same line, Fry, Ketteridge and Marshall (2009) gave the following advice: 
If we want to change the way our students learn and the content of what they learn, the most effective way is to change the way we assess them. … students can readily adopt a surface or a deep approach depending on how they perceive the learning context, and most crucially how they perceive the assessment task. … Helping students to achieve learning outcomes means setting assessment tasks that support learning (pp 135-136).  

The data on how assessment practices affect students’ learning outcomes clearly indicate that assessment questions testing low-order learning outcomes, mainly knowledge, make students adopt a surface approach to learning characterized by rote learning. In institutions of higher learning in Rwanda, the majority of lecturers seem to be concerned by testing knowledge of the content and thus set assessment questions that encouraged surface learning. Other researchers proved that such practice was common in higher education and advised lecturers to change assessment practices by making sure that assessment practices support students’ deep learning. 
5.5 Teachers and Students’ Difficulties Due to the Language of Instruction
The fourth objective of this research was to assess how English as a medium of instruction affected teaching and learning. To achieve this objective, the researcher investigated the language difficulties on the side of lecturers then on that of students. Concerning the lecturers, classroom observations were used to detect language mistakes that the lecturers made, and later interviews were used to find out causes of those language difficulties and their effects on teaching. On the side of students, language difficulties were analysed on their examination scripts and then they were interviewed to get insight into the causes of those language problems and their effects on learning approaches. 
With the exception of 4 lecturers of English who made 4-10 mistakes in a one-hour teaching sessions, other 8 lecturers made 17-48 mistakes in a one-hour session. In addition to these mistakes there were other language problems such as prolonged hesitations, and use of Kinyarwanda. These difficulties had strong effects on teaching. Concerning students, on average a student made 92 language mistakes on one paper. Like with teachers, language difficulties had strong negative effects on students’ learning outcomes.

5.5.1 Effects of Language Difficulties on Teaching Practices 
The eight lecturers who were interviewed on language difficulties admitted that English was a problem for them. The reason of that situation was mainly the lecturers’ educational background where they had studied all their subjects at secondary school and university in French. At the beginning of their career, they were also allowed to teach in French because, until 2010, languages of instruction in higher education were both English and French (National Council for Higher Education, 2007). In this context, lecturers with francophone background taught in French, and those with English background taught in English but they were very few and no one was involved in this study. 
Furthermore, the decision of making English the sole language of instruction in higher education was to be implemented suddenly without enough preparation and training of lecturers in English language. These language difficulties negatively affected teaching in various ways. The lecturers first faced a challenge in preparing lectures where they spent too much time. Then, the lectures were poorly delivered because the lecturers remained bound to their notes which they were often obliged to read and could not freely give illustrations and examples from real life. Other lecturers added a serious challenge of lack of confidence and inhibition in front of students while Nilson (2010, p.113) advises that a lecture should be “eloquently delivered.”  
The challenges in relation with the language of instruction expressed by lecturers in this research agree with the findings of Wilkinson (2005) that “communication becomes poorer because of weaker ability to use colloquial or familiar language, make digressions, recount anecdotes, use humour, or give spontaneous examples. With regard to lectures in English in particular, they reported them as becoming dry, technical and lacking spark” (p.3). Moreover, a similar view was expressed by EdQual (2010) that “teachers teach better in a language they speak well” (p.3). 
 5.5.2 Effects of Language Difficulties on Learning Outcomes
During interviews with students, they acknowledged that English was a problem for them because of their educational background, poor training and inadequate learning resources, and that this affected their learning outcomes. These students declared that in the beginning of their secondary education, they studied all the lessons in French and at the end of secondary school, the language of instruction changed from French to English. Thus they did not sufficiently study English and this was one of the main causes of their language difficulties. Another problem was poor training in English where some of the students complained that even their teachers did not know English very well and that learning resources were inadequate.
These language difficulties had many negative effects on the learning outcomes. Students themselves talked about how language difficulties limited their understanding of learning materials and made them resort to rote learning. Language difficulties which negatively affected the quality of learning were also found by Rwanamiza (2011) in his research conducted within an institution of higher learning in Rwanda. When he asked lecturers on the issue of language and learning, the lecturers revealed that the majority of students could not understand the language of instruction. As a consequence, the students could not take notes properly, nor could they successfully follow and understand.  
Furthermore, the findings of this research concur with views of Biggs (1990), Wilkinson (2005), Qorro (2006) and Telly (2014. Qorro (2006) described the way language of instruction affected teaching and learning as follows:
Only when teachers and students understand the language of instruction are they able to discuss, debate, ask and answer questions, ask for clarification and therefore construct and generate knowledge. These are activities that are a pre-requisite to learning and whose level determines the quality of education. Thus, the language of instruction is an important factor in determining the quality of education (p.3). 
Telly (2014) also noted that mastery of the language of instruction was a determining factor for effective learning. He claimed that learners “can only participate in knowledge creation if they are allowed to use the language they understand very well” (p. 12). Wilkinson (2005) also noted that “the quality of education may be lowered because of inadequate productive skills of both teachers and students” (p. 5).   
Briefly the sudden change from French to English as a language of instruction in higher education in Rwanda affected the learning outcomes in various ways. On one hand, a number of lecturers had difficulties to use English which affected their teaching in different ways: inability to freely express their views on the subjects, making mistakes and feeling uncomfortable before students, and using limited teaching strategies. On the other hand, students’ learning was affected by limited language skills. Students could not understand the content well and thus resorted to rote learning in order to reproduce memorized materials during examinations. These findings concur with extensive research that has been done on the effects of language of instruction on the quality of learning.   
CHAPTER SIX

6.0 SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

6.1 Introduction of the Chapter 

The purpose of this study was to assess the methods of teaching in higher learning institutions in Rwanda and to establish their effects on the quality of students’ learning outcomes. The investigation to achieve this purpose was guided by 4 specific objectives: (1) To assess the teaching methods used in higher learning institutions in Rwanda; (2) To evaluate the types of learning outcomes that lecturers assessed in higher learning institutions in Rwanda; (3) To examine the relationship between teaching methods and students’ learning outcome in higher learning institutions in Rwanda; and (4) To assess how the new medium of instruction affected teaching and learning in higher education. The study was conducted in 4 institutions of higher learning in Rwanda. It involved 12 lecturers and 60 students. Survey design was used in this research. Both qualitative and quantitative data were collected. This chapter presents the summary of the findings, the conclusions and the recommendations.
6.2 Summary of Findings

This research started with collecting demographic data of involved lecturers; then it investigated each of the 4 specific objectives. In the following sections the different types of data which were found in the research will be summarized. 
6.2.1 Summary of Demographic Information 

Twelve lecturers were involved in this study. Among these lecturers, 6 had master’s degrees, 3 among them having also PCTLHEs; 6 lecturers had PhDs, 3 among them possessing also PCTLHEs. About the teaching experience, 3 lecturers had 1-3 years of experience, 6 lecturers had 4-6 years of experience, 2 lecturers had 7-9 years of experience, and 1 lecturer had 10 years of teaching experience. All these lecturers were qualified to teach in higher education according to requirements set by Rwanda Higher Education Council. 
6.2.2 Summary of Findings on Teaching Methods Used in Higher Education Institutions

The investigation of the first objective which was to assess the teaching methods used in higher education through observation of teaching sessions and interview found that 10 lecturers among 12 used only 2 teaching methods: transmittal lecture and questioning for recalling information. Two lecturers used more varied methods including interactive lecture, questioning for understanding, discussion and group work. Transmittal lecture and questioning for recalling information which were used by the majority of lecturers are teacher-centred methods which make students rather passive and are believed to promote low quality learning known as surface learning. When interviewed on teaching methods, the lecturers who used only two teaching methods admitted it and the researcher found that they were doing so for a number of reasons such as inadequate training in active teaching methods, lack of commitment and professionalism, and resistance to change. 
Only 2 lecturers in 12 used a variety of methods known as learner-centred methods and believed to engage students in learning activities and promote deep learning. These methods included interactive lecture, discussion, questioning for understanding, and group work. These were lecturers with enough teaching experience but also committed lecturers who kept looking for ways of improving teaching and learning.
6.2.3 Findings on Types of Learning Outcomes Assessed

The second objective which aimed to evaluate the types of learning outcomes that teachers assessed in higher learning institutions in Rwanda was achieved by the analysis of examination questions and interviews with lecturers. The types of learning outcomes were determined on the basis of Bloom’s taxonomy of educational objectives. This taxonomy hierarchically presents the following six domains arranged from the lowest to the highest: knowledge, comprehension, application, analysis, synthesis, and evaluation. 
In 12 papers which were analysed, 8 papers were found to test low-order learning outcomes because they were dominated by questions testing low-order objectives while only 4 papers tested high-order learning outcomes because the majority of questions tested high-order objectives. Among the 8 papers, 60.9% tested knowledge, 21.7% tested comprehension, 13% tested application and 4% tested analysis. There were no questions testing synthesis and evaluation. During interviews with these lecturers, they revealed that for them, assessment consisted in checking students’ knowledge of the content which made them assess only low-order learning outcomes. These lecturers were not trained in teaching and learning in higher education and did not have enough teaching experience. 
The 4 remaining papers were found to test high-order learning outcomes. They tested various learning outcomes dominated by high-order ones: 24% tested analysis, 20% tested synthesis, 16% tested evaluation, 16% tested application, 16% tested comprehension and 8% tested knowledge. When interviewed on their assessment practices, these lecturers revealed that in their assessment practices, they were guided by a number of principles such as basing assessment on module learning outcomes, varying types of questions to cover different levels of cognitive process and putting emphasis more on understanding than on recall of information. 
6.2.4 Findings on Relationship between Assessment and Students Learning Outcomes

After the analysis of types of learning outcomes assessed, the examination of their effects on the quality of students’ learning as third objective followed. This was done by analysing students’ examination answers in each type of papers and interviews with students. The findings showed that the types of learning outcomes assessed determined the quality of students’ learning. Students from the classes in which lecturers assessed low-order learning outcomes tended to adopt surface approach to learning characterized by rote learning and reproduction of memorized lecture notes in examinations.  This was noticed in 91.7% of the students in this group while only 8.3% showed deep learning approach characterized by answers demonstrating students’ efforts to understand the learning materials, where they gave explanations in their own words, and personal examples from real life where necessary. 
In the classes where lecturers assessed high-order learning outcomes, a large majority of students tended to adopt deep approach to learning. The analysis of 24 examination answer scripts from these classes showed that 79.2% of the students adopted deep learning while 20.8% adopted surface learning.  
When interviewed to check whether assessment practices had any influence on learning approaches, students disclosed that when they started a module, they began by studying how the lecturers assessed in order to adopt a learning approach accordingly. The majority of lecturers asked questions that required the students to reproduce the lecture notes and thus the students had to memorize the lecture notes. Only a few lecturers required students to demonstrate understanding and the students made efforts to understand rather to simply memorize the lecture notes. 
6.2.5 Findings on How English as a Medium of Instruction Affected Teaching and Learning
The last objective sought to assess how English as a new medium of instruction affected teaching and learning. This objective was investigated through classroom observation and analysis of students’ examination answer scripts followed by interviews with lecturers and students. Classroom observation revealed that many lecturers mainly with Francophone background were experiencing difficulties with the English language and it was established that this lowered students’ learning outcomes. On average, a lecturer made 25 mistakes of English pronunciation and other uses of language in a one-hour session of lecture. When interviewed, the lecturers acknowledged that they had difficulties with English language and that these difficulties brought about poor teaching. The lecturers could not freely express their feelings on the subjects nor give illustrations and a variety of examples.   
The analysis of students’ examination scripts also revealed many difficulties with English as a medium of instruction. On average, a student made 92 language mistakes in answering one paper. During interviews, the students admitted facing many difficulties with English because of their educational background where at the beginning they had studied in French, and poor training and inadequacy of learning resources. They further revealed that these language difficulties negatively affected their learning outcomes because they failed to understand the learning materials and resorted to rote learning in order to simply reproduce the lecture notes in examinations. 
6.3 Main Conclusions Based on the Study
On the basis of the findings of this research, the following conclusions are drawn. First, the majority of lecturers continue to use a teacher-centred approach and passive teaching methods which do not actively engage students in learning activities. These teaching approach and methods widely in use in higher learning institutions in Rwanda promote surface learning approach which brings about low quality students’ learning. The major causes of the persistence of these inadequate teaching practices are lack of training in active teaching methods, lack of enthusiasm among lecturers and resistance to change. 
Second, many lecturers are not trained in up-to-date teaching methods and they are not aware of negative effects of traditional teacher-centred methods on students’ learning outcomes. Few lecturers who had undergone training in teaching and learning in higher education generally used appropriate teaching methods likely to foster students’ deep learning with high quality learning outcomes. Even if the Rwanda Higher Education Council requires that all the lecturers in higher education should be trained in teaching and learning in higher education, the heads of these institutions pay little attention to this requirement, the reason why only few lecturers are trained in that programme.   
Third, many lecturers set questions which tested low-order learning outcomes. The main intention of these lecturers in assessing students’ learning was to test knowledge of learning materials and ability to recall information. This was due to poor assessment skills because of lack of training in teaching and assessment in higher education and insufficient teaching experience. Fourth, assessment practices determined students’ learning approaches and affected the quality of learning outcomes. Before undertaking learning activities, students studied the lecturer’s assessment practice and adopted the learning approach accordingly. If they discovered that the lecturer liked to test knowledge of the content, they adopted a surface approach to learning characterized by rote learning; but on the other hand, if they discovered that the lecturer liked to test understanding, they adopted a deep approach to learning characterized by efforts to understand and make sense of learning materials.    
Fifth, English was introduced as a medium of instruction to replace French without enough preparations. Therefore, many lecturers and students experienced a lot of difficulties to work in English. Poor knowledge of the language of instruction negatively affected teaching and learning. Lecturers took much time to prepare the content that they needed for teaching, and they were limited in expressing their feelings about the subjects, and in providing examples and illustrations to students. Students, on their side, could not understand the learning materials and resorted to rote learning in order to simply reproduce the lecture notes during tests examinations.    
6.4 Recommendations Based on the Study
Basing on the conclusions above, two categories of recommendations are made. First, there are recommendations for action, and second, recommendations for further research. 
6.4.1 Recommendations for Practical Action 

i. Institutions of higher learning should raise awareness of lecturers on the necessity to abandon traditional teacher-centred approach and passive methods of teaching and adopt the student-centred approach with active teaching methods. Follow-up and control strategies should be established to guarantee the change.

ii. There should be regular programmes of training lecturers on good teaching and assessment practices within institutions of higher learning. These institutions should have units in charge of staff development with a clear mandate of planning training in teaching and learning for all lecturers. These units should also regularly trace good teaching practices and develop mechanisms for encouraging those practices while discouraging inadequate ones. 
iii. Higher Education Council which has the responsibility of supervising the quality of education should insist on better teaching and assessment practices in its activities of ensuring the quality of education. 
iv. To encourage the betterment of teaching and assessment practices, the academic staff promotion policy which, currently takes into consideration only research activities, should include also teaching and assessment practices. 

v. The teaching of foundation English should be enhanced in institutions of higher learning: adequate learning resources should be provided without forgetting retraining of language teachers to ensure that they use up-to-date language teaching methods. 
vi.  The staff development unit in every institution of higher learning should put emphasis on intensive English training programme for all the lecturers who still have difficulties with English language to ensure proficiency in English for all lecturers. 
6.4.2 Recommendations for Further Studies
The purpose of this research was to assess the teaching approaches and methods and their effects on students’ learning outcomes in higher learning institutions in Rwanda. This research was motivated by the problem of quality of education which was judged unsatisfactory by many higher education stakeholders. This study provides contribution to the understanding of this problem but other aspects of the problems still need to be investigated such as the role of teaching, assessment and learning policies, the way those policies are understood and enforced by academic managers and the role of students. 
The Higher Education Council in Rwanda has developed an interesting policy on teaching, assessment and learning in higher education. But there is a problem of knowing how the policy is understood, used and implemented in institutions of higher education. Another aspect of the problem mentioned above which could be researched in another study is the way lecturers are recruited, trained, supported and motivated. Some of the lecturers interviewed on poor practices in their teaching and assessment practices seemed to lack enthusiasm, determination and professionalism. Hence a research on the way they are selected, and on other support they get in their activities would contribute to the understanding of the problem.  
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APPENDICES
Appendix 1: Questionnaire to collect demographic information from lecturers
Dear Sir/Madam
My name is Niyonzima Eliezer. I am doing a study on Effects of Teaching Methods on Students’ Learning Outcomes in Higher Learning Institutions in Rwanda. This is a questionnaire for lecturers to collect data in the context of research for the award of PhD in Education in The Open University of Tanzania.  The information that you are kindly requested to provide will be used for the purposes of research only.  

1. Main teaching discipline:   - English





- Economics 





- Management 

2. Qualifications:  PhD                 Master’s Degree            Bachelor’s Degree

    Postgraduate Certificate/Diploma in Teaching and Learning in H.E. 

3. Professional experience in years:               (Write the number of years)

Thank you for your contribution to this research.
Appendix 2:  Instrument to capture data on teaching methods by classroom observation

Institution: (Code)

Lecturer : (Code)

	      Timing                              

Observed 

Events in 

Teaching
	Deep Learning
	Surface Learning

	
	Time in minutes
	Time in minutes

	
	0-5 
	5-10
	11-15 
	16-20 
	21-25 
	26-30
	31-35
	36-40
	41-45
	46-50
	51-55
	56-60
	0-5 
	5-10
	11-15 
	16-20 
	21-25 
	26-30
	31-35
	36-40
	41-45
	46-50
	51-55
	56-60

	Transmittal Lecture
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Interactive Lecture
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Discussion
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Questioning for Recalling Information
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Questioning for Fostering Understanding 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Group Work
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Annex 3: Instrument for capturing data on the types of learning outcomes assessed by  

                lecturers

Institution: (Code) 

Module: (Code)

	Question 
	Level of cognitive process assessed
	Comment

	
	Knowledge
	Comprehension
	Application
	Analysis
	Synthesis
	Evaluation
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Appendix 4: Instrument to capture data on the relationship between assessment practices  

                and students’ learning outcomes
Institution: (Code)

Module: (Code)

Student : (Code)

	Question 
	Surface learning
	Deep learning

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


Appendix 5: Instrument to capture data on how English as a medium of instruction affects teaching and learning during classroom observation  

Institution: (Code)

Level: (Code)

Lecturer: (Code)

	Type of language mistakes
	Time in minutes

	
	0-

5 
	6-10 
	11-15
	16-20
	21-25
	26-30
	31-35
	36-40
	41-45
	46-50
	51-55
	56-60

	Pronunciation
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Spelling
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Plural of nouns
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Use of tenses
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Wrong terms
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Punctuation
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Order of words
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Use of prepositions 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Appendix 6: Instrument to capture data on how English as a medium of instruction affects learning

Institution : (Code)

Module : (Code)

Student : (Code)

	Type of language mistakes
	Question 1
	Question 2
	Question 3
	Question 4
	Question 5
	Question 6

	Spelling
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Plural of nouns
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Use of tenses
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Meaningless sentences
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Wrong term
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Punctuation
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Incomplete sentences
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Use of articles
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Use of prepositions 
	
	
	
	
	
	


Appendix 7:  Piloting data collection instruments

I. Instrument to Capture Teaching Methods Used in Higher Education Institutions

	Teaching methods
	Rater I
	Rater II

	Transmittal lecture
	43 min
	42 min

	Interactive lecture
	
	

	Discussion
	
	

	Questioning for recalling information
	17 min
	18 min

	Questioning for fostering understanding
	
	

	Group work
	
	


	Symmetric Measures

	
	Value
	Asymp. Std. Errora
	Approx. Tb
	Approx. Sig.

	Measure of Agreement
	Kappa
	.630
	.039
	14.252
	.000

	N of Valid Cases
	137
	
	
	

	a. Not assuming the null hypothesis.

	b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis.


Kappa = 0.630 (p <.0.001), 95% CI (0.554, 0.706)

II. Instrument for Capturing Types of Learning Outcomes Assessed by Lecturers

	Type of Learning Outcome Assessed
	Rater I
	Rater II

	Knowledge
	3
	4

	Comprehension
	2
	1

	Application
	1
	1

	Analysis
	
	

	Synthesis
	
	

	Evaluation
	
	

	Total
	6
	6


	Symmetric Measures

	
	Value
	Asymp. Std. Errora
	Approx. Tb
	Approx. Sig.

	Measure of Agreement
	Kappa
	.752
	.041
	7.445
	.000

	N of Valid Cases
	38
	
	
	

	a. Not assuming the null hypothesis.

	b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis.


Kappa = 0.752 (p. <.0.001), 95% CI (0.591, 0.912).
III. Instrument to Capture the Relationship between Assessment Practices and Students’ Learning Outcomes

	Learning Outcome
	Rater I
	Rater II

	Answers Demonstrating Surface Learning
	6
	7

	Answers Demonstrating        Deep Learning
	1
	0


	Symmetric Measures

	
	Value
	Asymp. Std. Errora
	Approx. Tb
	Approx. Sig.

	Measure of Agreement
	Kappa
	.834
	.052
	8.432
	.000

	N of Valid Cases
	37
	
	
	

	a. Not assuming the null hypothesis.

	b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis.


Kappa = 0.834 (p <.0.001), 95% CI (0.751, 0.949)
IV. a) Instrument to Capture How English as the Medium of Instruction Affects    

     the Teaching Process

	Type of mistake
	Rater I
	Rater II

	Pronunciation
	13
	12

	Spelling
	2
	2

	Plural of nouns
	1
	1

	Use of tenses
	8
	7

	Wrong term
	4
	4

	Punctuation
	3
	3

	Order of words
	3
	3

	Use of preposition
	5
	6

	Total
	39
	38


	Symmetric Measures

	
	Value
	Asymp. Std. Errora
	Approx. Tb
	Approx. Sig.

	Measure of Agreement
	Kappa
	.896
	.037
	17.656
	.000

	N of Valid Cases
	83
	
	
	

	a. Not assuming the null hypothesis.

	b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis.


Kappa = 0.896 (p <.0.001), 95% CI (0.823, 0.969)

IV. b) Instrument to Capture How English as the Medium of Instruction Affects the  

     Learning Process

	Type of mistake
	Rater I
	Rater II

	Spelling
	14
	13

	Plural of nouns
	4
	5

	Use of tenses
	9
	9

	Meaningless sentence
	12
	11

	Wrong term
	11
	12

	Punctuation
	4
	5

	Incomplete sentence
	4
	3

	Use of articles
	4
	5

	Use of preposition
	6
	6

	Total
	68
	69


	Symmetric Measures

	
	Value
	Asymp. Std. Errora
	Approx. Tb
	Approx. Sig.

	Measure of Agreement
	Kappa
	.802
	.041
	18.458
	.000

	N of Valid Cases
	125
	
	
	

	a. Not assuming the null hypothesis.

	b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis.


Kappa= 0.802 (p <.0.001), 95% CI (0.722, 0.882).
Appendix 8:  Interview guide for lecturers about teaching methods, assessment and language of instruction 
Introductory guidelines 

Before starting interviewing every lecturer, the interviewee is given explanations that: 

· The interview is another phase of data collection after classroom observation and analysis of examination questions. 

· The purpose of the interview is to collect information on the same issues that have already been dealt with through classroom observation and content analysis.

I. -     Could you explain to me how you go about teaching? What methods do you use?
       How do you select them?

· The policy of teaching in higher education requires the use of student-centred approach with teaching methods likely to promote deep learning. How do you comply with this policy?

II. How do you prepare examination questions? Do you follow any principles or guidelines? What are the principles that you follow while preparing the assessment of students’ learning?

III. In the classroom observation, one could see that English language is a bit challenging for you. What are the causes of those difficulties and what effects do they have on your teaching? 

Thank you very much.

Annex 9:  Interview guide for students

Introductory guidelines

Before starting interviewing a student, he is given the following explanations:

· The interview comes after the analysis of their examination answer scripts.

· The purpose of the interview is to enable the researcher to fully understand the learning approaches that students used and language difficulties that students experienced and the causes of those difficulties.
I. -     How do you approach your studies especially while preparing tests and    

       examinations?  (Wansobanurira uburyo ukoresha wiga cyane cyane iyo utegura  

       amasuzuma anyuranye n’ibizamini?)

· How did the way lecturers set questions influence your approach to study? (Mbese uko abarimu babaza ibibazo hari icyo bikora k’uburyo nawe ukoresha wiga?
II. It seems that you have difficulties with English language. (Mpereye ku mpapuro zawe z’ibisubizo by’ ibizamini nabonye ufite utubazo mu rurimi rw’icyongeleza).

i. Why is English still a problem to you?  (Kubera iki ufite ibibazo mu rurimi rw’icyongeleza?)

ii. How does your knowledge of English affect the way you learn your lessons? (Mbese ubumenyi ufite mu rurimi rw’icyongeleza hari aho buhuriye n’uburyo wiga?) 

Thank you very much (Urakoze cyane).
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Management of HLIs


Teaching methods used by lecturers


Regulations of assessment 


Appraisal of staff
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Teaching and learning materials
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Language of instruction
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Evaluation


The ability  to evaluate


usefulness for a


purpose





Synthesis


The ability to


create  something


new





Analysis


The ability to break up information


logically





Application


The ability to


apply  learning to a new task





Comprehension


The ability to show a basic understanding








Knowledge


The ability to recall what has


been taught








Low academic achievement





Learner’s poor mastery of LI








Language of instruction (LI)





High academic achievement





Learner’s good mastery of LI
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Pick on parts
Focus on words and not meaning
Memories
Superficial
Not reflecting
Satisfy examiner
Unrelated parts
) (
Focus on meaning
Understand the demand of the test
Analytical skills
Relate to parts
Expressive
Relate to the courses
Check evidence
Focus on argument
) (
Step by step
Ask questions
Reflect on task
Steady
) (
Relate structure
Preserve large picture
Focus on whole
Think broadly
) (
Concentrate on parts
Distorted knowledge
Segmented knowledge
) (
Holistic Learning
) (
Approach to Learning
) (
Learn what and why
) (
Surface Learning
) (
Deep Learning
) (
Atomistic Learning
) (
Strategic Learning
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How to Learn
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