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Abstract. This study determined whether Seitz’s Methodological Framework could be used to evaluate the alignment between 
the intended and enacted school-based curricula of Araling Panlipunan 3 or Social Studies 3 in the Philippine setting. In the 
intended curriculum, the cognitive processes called for by the learning competencies were determined using the Delphi Method 
while for the enacted curriculum, data was gathered using classroom observations, teacher survey, lesson plans, and teacher 
interview. The results of the study showed that for the content dimension, there was 100% alignment between the intended and 
the enacted curricula, and for the cognitive process dimension, there was only 57.89% alignment between the intended and the 
enacted curricula. Through this study, the usefulness of Seitz’s Methodological Framework was examined using the following 
parameters: process, achievement of goal, and ease of use or practicality. 
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Introduction 

 
According to Porter (2002), a curriculum is divided into three parts: the intended curriculum which society decides as important 
to learn; the enacted curriculum or that which is implemented or taught in the classroom; and, the assessed curriculum which is 
what the students actually learned. This is in congruence with the three components of the curriculum proposed by English 
(1992), namely: the written, the taught, and the tested curricula which are being examined in alignment studies. The alignment or 
the extent to which the intended, the enacted, and the assessed curricula agree and work together is a crucial element in the 
achievement of curricular goals (Ananda, 2003a; Resnick, Rothman, Slattery, & Vranek, 2003; Webb, 1997b).  
 
In the Philippine setting, misalignment can occur between the intended and the enacted curricula because of the difficulties 
encountered by the teachers as they unpack the national curriculum provided by the Department of Education (DepEd) 
(Urbiztondo, 2017). The teacher’s misinterpretation of the intended curriculum can impact its implementation inside the 
classroom. However, this problem can be addressed by alignment studies since results of an alignment study might be helpful in 
identifying areas in the three components of the curriculum that need to be clarified, restructured, or changed to achieve 
alignment (Tindal, Cipoletti, & Almond, 2005). Studies on curriculum alignment between the intended and the assessed 
curricula (Moss, 1999; Webb, 2002; McGehee & Griffith, 2001), and/or between the enacted and the assessed curricula (Blank, 
Porter, & Smithson, 2001; Keohane, 2008) have already been done.  Yet, only a few alignment studies have been conducted 
between the intended and the enacted curricula because majority of recently developed alignment models focus more on 
analyzing the alignment between standards (intended) and assessments (assessed) (Näsström, 2008). 
 
In a study done by Dr. Paolina Seitz (2014, 2017), curriculum alignment among the intended, the enacted, and the assessed 
curricula in Grade 9 Mathematics in Southern Alberta, Canada was examined, focusing on the domains of content/operations 
and cognitive processes.  She used the Delphi Method to establish the cognitive levels for the intended curriculum.  On the other 
hand, she administered classroom observations, conducted teacher interviews and teacher surveys based on the Survey of the 
Enacted Curriculum (SEC) Model (Porter & Smithson, 2001), and reviewed teacher unit plans and assessments administered 
during the instructional period in order to accurately record the enacted curriculum. To examine the assessed curriculum, 
teacher’s end - of - the - unit test, teacher survey, and assessments administered during the instructional period were used. The 
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methodological framework used by Seitz provided a model for future researches on alignment among the intended curriculum, the 
enacted curriculum, and the assessed curriculum (Seitz, 2014, 2017). 
 
Since Seitz was able to evaluate the alignment of the intended, the enacted, and the assessed curricula, the researcher would like to 
find if the methodological framework she used could be employed in evaluating the alignment between the first two curriculum 
components only, which are the intended and the enacted curricula. For purposes of this study, the enacted curriculum is referred 
to as such and not as the implemented or taught curriculum, although they are actually one and the same. Therefore, this study 
aimed to contribute to the growing literature on Curriculum Studies by determining whether the methodological framework used 
by Seitz (2014, 2017) to evaluate curriculum alignment in Mathematics 9 in Southern Alberta, Canada may also be used in 
evaluating the alignment of the intended and the enacted school-based curricula of Araling Panlipunan 3 or Social Studies 3. Data 
gathering particularly for the information about the enacted curriculum, which involves classroom observations, was conducted in 
the fourth quarter of school year 2018 to 2019. Moreover, the research also aimed to examine the usefulness of Seitz’s 
Methodological Framework in investigating curriculum alignment as well as to find ways by which it can be improved. 
Specifically, this study answered the following questions:  
 
1. What is the degree of alignment of the intended and enacted curricula of the content and cognitive processes of Araling 

Panlipunan 3?  
2. What levels of cognitive processes correspond to the learning competencies of Araling Panlipunan 3? 
3. How useful is the model used by Seitz in evaluating the alignment of the intended and enacted school-based curricula? 
4. In what ways can Seitz’s Methodological Framework be improved? 
 
Method 
 
This study used Seitz’s (2014, 2017) Methodological Framework which employs a mixed-method design, particularly the 
convergent design of Cresswell & Plano Clark (2011). This involved: 1) simultaneous collection of data for the intended and the 
enacted curricula, 2) data analyses, 3) merging of results, and, 4) interpretation of merged results.  
 
Intended curriculum data collection 
 
The Delphi Method (Dalkey & Helmer, 1963) was used in this study to determine the cognitive processes (cognitive dimension) 
called for by the 19 learning competencies (content dimension) that were taught in the school where this study was conducted 
during  the 4th quarter of Araling Panlipunan 3. The learning competencies came from DepEd’s Araling Panlipunan 3 Curriculum 
Guide. Eight expert/judges matched the learning competencies to their corresponding cognitive processes using the taxonomy 
table adopted from the “Taxonomy for Learning, Teaching, and Assessing: A Revision of Bloom’s Taxonomy of Educational 
Objectives” (Anderson, Krathwohl, Airasian, Cruikshank, Mayer, Pintrich, Raths, & Wittrock, 2001).  The process was completed 
in three rounds. During the first round, each judge received the taxonomy table matrix and the Manual for the Delphi Method. 
Afterwards, the judges returned the accomplished taxonomy table matrix to the researcher who then computed for the proportion 
of judges who placed the learning competency in the same cell in the taxonomy table. The anonymous responses were combined 
and then sent back to the judges together with their initial response. Each judge was given an opportunity to see how he/she fared 
relative to the other judges. For the second and third round, each judge was provided a chance to adjust his/her previous judgment 
before returning it once again to the researcher. Upon reaching 80% to 100% consensus among the placements or judgments, the 
procedure was stopped (Seitz, 2014, 2017).  
 
Enacted curriculum data collection 
 
For this study, convenience sampling was used for classroom observations to be feasible for the researcher.  
 
The following instruments were used to gather data about the enacted curriculum: teacher survey, classroom observations recorded 
through a checklist, teacher interview, and the taxonomy table. 
 
There were 4 sections in Grade 3, with one teacher handling  Araling Panlipunan 3 in all sections. This teacher was observed in all 
classes each day she taught during the fourth quarter. The teacher also provided lesson plans to the researcher. A checklist was 
used during the observations which allowed the observers to check off the learning competencies that were observed and the 
cognitive processes taught by the teacher during instruction. Daily observations for each class were done for the entire duration of 
the fourth quarter. The initial visit was a warm-up observation for the students to get used to the idea of having a visitor inside the 
classroom. The rest of the visits were used for classroom observations (Seitz, 2014, 2017). The main observer in this study was the 
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researcher assisted by 3 on-call classroom observers who were Araling Panlipunan teachers in grade school. The observations 
were conducted within 10 weeks from February 18 to April 26, 2019. Each section had  four 40-minute sessions per week. A total 
of 140 observations were done for the entire fourth quarter.  
After the observation period, the teacher answered a teacher survey. The teacher survey was divided into 3 parts. In Part I, the 
teacher indicated the following for each learning competency: whether she has provided the students an opportunity to learn the 
specified learning competency, and the highest possible cognitive process that is called for by the learning competency.  In Part II, 
the teacher answered questions pertaining to her planning and teaching practices. For Part III, the teacher answered questions 
about teacher characteristics. A teacher interview was also conducted after the the survey to discuss some information that needed  
to be clarified. 
 
Results and Discussion 
 
The Porter Alignment Index was used to compute for the degree of alignment between the intended and the enacted curricula. The 
Araling Panlipunan Content Index is the ratio of the total number of sections where the teacher taught the learning competency to 
the total number of learning competencies in the unit examined. Moreover, the Araling Panlipunan Cognitive Process Index is the 
ratio of the total number of sections where the teacher taught the intended cognitive process for the learning competency to the 
total number of learning competencies in the unit examined. An index close to or equal to 1.00 indicates  full curriculum 
alignment for both the content and cognitive process indices. 
 
The intended curriculum 
 
For the fourth quarter, there were 19 learning competencies which were supposed to be covered for Araling Panlipunan 3 in the 
school where the study was conducted. These learning competencies which were taken from the K-12 Curriculum Guide provided 
by the Department of Education made up the intended curriculum. But since the judges commented that four of the learning 
competencies belong to the affective dimension and that they could not match them to a cognitive process indicated in the 
taxonomy table, these learning competencies were transformed so that matching each of them with a cognitive process could be 
possible.  
 
The intended curriculum was made up of two dimensions – the content dimension and the cognitive dimension. The content 
dimension was stated as learning competencies while the cognitive dimension was the cognitive processes (remember, understand, 
apply, analyze, evaluate, or create) a student was expected to engage in while learning the competency required. However, since 
the cognitive processes were not explicitly stated in the K-12 Curriculum Guide from DepEd, they were determined by judges or a 
panel of experts who reached a consensus through the use of the Delphi Method. 
 
The Delphi Process was completed in three rounds and took three months and 24 days from March 18 to July 9, 2019. On the third 
round, seven learning competencies reached 100% consensus while ten reached 87.5% consensus. However, two learning 
competencies reached only 75% consensus . Hence, out of the 19 learning competencies, only 17 reached consensus that was 
above 80%. The Delphi Process was stopped after the third round since some of the judges had  already expressed that they would 
not be changing their answers anymore. 
 
The enacted curriculum 
 
The following results came from the data gathered about the enacted curriculum.  
 
Classroom Observation (Content and Cognitive Process). For each of the 4 sections in Grade 3, the teacher taught a total of 16 
learning competencies out of the 19 learning competencies she was supposed to teach for the fourth quarter. It was noted that the 
cognitive processes taught for each learning competency were the same across all four sections in Grade 3. Nevertheless, the 
length of time spent on teaching the cognitive processes was not exactly the same since it depended on how fast the students in 
each section were able to master what was being taught. 
 
Teacher Survey and Teacher Interview. The teacher indicated that she has provided the students an opportunity to learn 16 out 
of 19 learning competencies for the fourth quarter, which was the same with the number of learning competencies the observers 
saw being taught in the class. 
 
During the interview, the teacher’s curriculum unpacking practices came to light. She mentioned that she used the Araling 
Panlipunan 3 Curriculum Guide from DepEd when she planned what she was going to do in the fourth quarter. First, she looked 
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into the verbs used in the learning competencies to know the skills her students should be able to acquire. Second, she included 
other learning competencies aside from those indicated in the curriculum guide with the permission of her subject coordinator. 
Third, she went through all the learning competencies and combined those that could be merged in order to maximize time. 
Fourth, she looked at the available references. Fifth, she proceeded to come  up with her motivation activity before focusing on the 
discussion part of the lesson plan, putting into consideration the students’ background. Sixth, she planned how to go about with the 
discussion, making sure to use the simplest words to teach in the simplest way possible by giving examples. She used several 
activities in the fourth quarter such as: historical re-enactment, speech choir, and film/video showing. Lastly, she chose the 
assessment she would use in order to measure student learning. However, the teacher mentioned that due to time constraint, she 
did not really focus on ensuring curriculum alignment, assuming that alignment should already exist because the learning 
competencies she taught in class came from the curriculum guide, and she made sure to cover as much of them as possible.  
When asked what she knows about curriculum alignment, the teacher mentioned that in one of her master’s (MA) classes, she 
learned that curriculum is a broad concept which involves curriculum design, content/topic, what students should possess at the 
end of each grade level, and teaching strategies. She said that curriculum alignment is a higher level of curriculum study and that 
when you say “aligned”, you are making sure that what you teach is what you are really supposed to teach. When you have 
evaluated alignment and you found out it is not aligned, she said that the teacher has to make some adjustments in order to reach 
the level of what she is expected to teach. However, she maintained that she could not remember attending any class, training, or 
workshop about curriculum alignment in the past. 
 
Findings 
 
At the end of the study, the results revealed that there was  100% curriculum alignment between the intended and the enacted 
curricula of Araling Panlipunan 3 for the content dimension and a 57.89% curriculum alignment for the cognitive process 
dimension. Moreover, fifteen out of the nineteen learning competencies included in this study required cognitive processes that 
belong to low - level thinking skills (remember and understand) while only four learning competencies required cognitive 
processes that belong to higher - order thinking skills (apply, analyze, and create).  Also, it was found that Seitz’s Methodological 
Framework is useful in evaluating the alignment of the intended and enacted curricula in terms of process and achievement of 
goals. On the other hand, in terms of ease of use or practicality, it was deemed time-consuming due to the length of time spent on 
classroom observations and the Delphi Procedure. It was also costly in terms of the manpower needed if the observation is to be 
done for one school year. In addition , the teacher’s knowledge of what each cognitive process actually means has an impact on 
the validity of his/her answers in the teacher survey. The Framework may be improved by doing the following: allow a lower 
number of experts (less than 10) to serve as judges; include additional verbs in the taxonomy table for judges and observers to 
easily identify the cognitive processes that best fit each learning competency; have classroom observers whose sole purpose in the 
school is to measure curriculum alignment; and, orient teacher/s observed about what each cognitive process means prior to the 
accomplishment of the teacher survey. Lastly, it can be said that the teacher observed was  indeed following the learning 
competencies prescribed by DepEd, however, the cognitive processes called for by the learning competencies were not all taught 
to the students.   
 
Conclusions and Recommendations 
 
After using Seitz’s Methodological Framework in evaluating the alignment between the intended and enacted school-based 
curricula of Araling Panlipunan 3, it can be concluded that curriculum alignment between the intended and the enacted school-
based curricula of Araling Panlipunan 3 in terms of the content dimension was 100%; but, only 57.89% curriculum alignment was 
found in terms of the cognitive process dimension. These show that the teacher indeed taught the learning competencies of the 
intended curriculum but failed to teach all the cognitive processes called for by these learning competencies. Next, out of 19 
learning competencies, fifteen called for low - level thinking skills while only four called for higher- order thinking skills. Also, 
Seitz’s Methodological Framework is useful in evaluating the alignment between the intended and the enacted school-based 
curricula of Araling Panlipunan 3 in the Philippine setting in terms of process and achievement of goals. The use of Cresswell & 
Plano Clark’s (2011) convergent design which is a mixed method design showed that the framework used by Seitz has a clear 
process of data collection, analysis, merging of results, and interpretation of merged results. Similarly, the Delphi Method has 
shown a clear process of how consensus can be achieved among judges through several rounds in the collection of data for the 
intended curriculum. Also, it was able to compute for the content and cognitive process alignment indices  because the taxonomy 
table and the Delphi Method allowed for reaching consensus in terms of which cognitive processes were called for by the learning 
competencies in the intended curriculum while classroom observations permitted the observers to really see what was being taught 
by the teacher. On the other hand, in terms of ease of use or practicality, the framework was  deemed challenging to use because of 
the following reasons: the length of time consumed in classroom observations as well as in the Delphi Procedure; difficulty in 
reaching 80% to 100% consensus in all of the learning competencies as shown in the results of this study wherein only 17 out of 
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the 19 learning competencies reached 87.5% to 100% consensus while two  learning competencies reached only 75% consensus; 
added cost of hiring a teacher who will conduct classroom observation; and, dependence on teacher knowledge of cognitive 
processes for validity of the survey. Lastly, there are certain areas of the framework that may still be improved through: allowing a 
lower number of experts (less than 10) to serve as judges; including additional verbs in the taxonomy table for judges and 
observers to easily identify the cognitive processes that best fit each learning competency; having classroom observers whose sole 
purpose in the school is to measure curriculum alignment; and, orienting teacher/s observed about the cognitive processes in the 
teacher survey. 
 
Based on the results of the study, the following recommendations are deemed important by the researchers not only to improve 
Seitz’s Methodological Framework but also to enhance curriculum alignment in both private and public schools in order to 
positively impact teacher training or education and student learning. First, all teachers must undergo trainings on curriculum 
alignment to help them understand the need for alignment and to have enough knowledge on how to ensure that the intended, 
enacted, and assessed curricula are indeed in congruence with one another. Second, to better evaluate curriculum alignment in 
schools, the school officials may consider: having a department that solely focuses on monitoring horizontal and vertical 
alignment of the entire school-based curriculum to improve student learning (Gamoran, Porter, Smithson, & White, 1997); and/or 
empowering subject coordinators through curriculum alignment trainings or workshops. Third, the DepEd has to clearly establish 
or indicate the cognitive processes called for by the learning competencies. Fourth, the learning competencies in the curriculum 
guide must be clearly stated by using verbs that are specific and measurable. Fifth, DepEd may work on improving the learning 
competencies by ensuring that these target higher - order thinking skills instead of simply focusing on remembering and 
understanding. And lastly, the results of this study may be used as a basis for other curriculum alignment studies in the future. 
However, the results of this study cannot be generalized for other school-based curricula or other subject areas since the context 
and locale surrounding this research are specific to the school where the study was conducted.   
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