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ABSTRACT 

The instrument was grounded in the model of classroom teaching, students’ evaluations of teaching effectiveness 

research, principles of effective teaching and adult learning. Exploratory factor analysis was conducted to uncover 

factors that represented the data.  The principle axis factoring extraction method and promax rotation procedure 

resulted in seven factor structures.  Some of the factors were not well defined, thus the instrument was revised.  Test-

retest correlations were high (r ≥ 70) and internal consistency analysis indicated that students responded consistently 

to its eight sub-scales and items.   Results of the correlational analysis suggested that all LISET’s scales contributed 

significantly to students’ perceptions of learning.  The best predictors of students’ learning were Rapport with 

Students (β =.354 and Sig. = .000), Speaking Skills (β = 0.331 and Sig.= .000) and Clarity of Presentation and Explanation 

(β = 0.265 and Sig.= .002).  Results of this study suggested that the LISET survey instrument has acceptable 

psychometric properties and it captures eight dimensions of teaching components namely, “Self-rated Learning 

Outcomes”, “Rapport With Students”, “Clarity of Presentation and Explanation”, “Organization of the Lessons”, 

“Stimulation of Student Interest”, “Effective Speaking”, “Questioning Skills” and “Lecturer Support for Student 

Assessment”.  Some of the significant conclusions reached in the study were: (1) the results confirmed the multi-

dimensionality of student evaluation of teaching, (2) the LISET instrument has reasonable content, construct and 

criterion validities, and (3) the LISET instrument can be used by teacher educators with reasonable degree of reliability. 
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INTRODUCTION

Students' perceptions of the teaching and learning 

context shape their approaches to study and ultimately 

the quality of the learning outcomes (Prosser & 

Trigwell, 1999).  This understanding recognizes that 

the outcomes of learning belong to students and, while 

influenced by the teaching input, are ultimately 

determined by the students.  Teachers can only 

explicitly influence some components of the learning 

process before it passes into the hand (heads) of 

students (Sezen-Barrie, 2018). Using students’ 

perceptions to evaluate the classroom teaching as 

propagated in this study is not about judging whether 

lecturers’ teaching is of “high or low quality”, rather it 

is about understanding students’ judgment regarding 

the quality of teaching from their points of view 

(Ramsden & Durkin, 2020).  Students possess “self-

insight’ into how to make overall evaluations of 

teaching effectiveness (Harrison et al., 2016).  Self-

insight is a form of meta-cognition in that it reflects 

peoples’ awareness of the nature and processes 

involved in their own understanding (Harrison et al., 

2016).  The population for this study was adults 

graduated students.  It is assumed that after 11 or more 

years in the educational system, interacting with 

dozens of teachers and university lecturers and 

experiencing thousands of hours of instructions, 

students are reasonably reliable and accurate judges of 

lecturers’ teaching performance.  This assumption was 

supported by research findings of Hare et al. (2018).  

The Postgraduate Science students in her study gave 

high ratings on several aspects of classroom teaching.  

These aspects were (1) the clarity of lessons taught, (2) 

the effort directed to relate theory to practices as well 

as to encourage reflection during their lessons and (3) 

the lecturers' assistance in preparing students for 

classroom experience.  However, students gave low 

ratings to (1) the lecturers' lesson plans, and (2) the 

choice of teaching methods and materials.  Hare et al. 

(2018) cross-validated the students' assessment by 

observing the lecturers' lessons in the classroom.  She 

found that it was indeed apparent that most of the 

lecturers presented clear and well-structured lessons 

and were often mindful in helping students to relate 

what had been taught to classroom realities.  It was 

also evident that trainers taught using a limited range 

of teaching aids.  The teaching materials such as books 

and lecture notes were often dull and not motivating. 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

 “Good teaching starts from the student’s 

perspectives” (Wimsatt et al., 2016).  The term 

“perspective” refers to a view or a particular way of 

thinking about something (Kharuddin & Ismail, 2017).  

The term “perceive” also carries the same meaning 

that is to understand or think of something in a 

particular way (Kharuddin et al., 2019).  Another term 

that is closely related to the terms “perceive” and 

“perspective” is “perception”, which signify an idea, a 

belief or an image you have as a result of how you see 

or understand something (Sezen-Barrie, 2018) or an 

insight gained by perceiving or an awareness of 

something (Kharuddin et al., 2017).  According to the 

Information-Processing theory, “perception” is the 

most important element in the process of learning 

because it is the first mechanism that receives 
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information or stimuli from human senses before it is 

stored, processed and retrieved (Slavin, 2003).  What 

and how much information is registered and processed 

depends on how important and significant one 

perceives the information to be.  According to this 

theory, perception of stimuli is not as straightforward 

as reception of stimuli; “rather, it involves mental 

interpretation and is influenced by our mental stage, 

past experience, knowledge, motivation and many 

other factors” (Slavin, 2003).   

Prosser and Trigwell (2016) present another 

perspective on the importance of “perception” in the 

teaching-learning process.  In their Presage-Process-

Product model of student learning as depicted in 

Figure 1, “perception” is seen as an important element 

in affecting students’ learning outcomes (Prosser & 

Triqwell, 2016).  The model indicates that Students’ 

perceptions are seen to be an interaction between 

their prior experiences of teaching and learning, and 

the present teaching and learning context itself.  The 

model indicates that what affects students’ learning 

most directly are students’ perceptions of the 

teaching-learning context, rather than the teaching 

methods themselves (Ramsden & Durkin, 2012; Prosser 

& Trigwell, 2016; Kharuddin et al., 2020). Parallel with 

the Information Processing Theory, this model points 

out that students’ perceptions are the most vital 

element in the teaching-learning process because they 

are the filter to all input (Barrie, 2001). Students' 

perceptions of the teaching and learning context 

shape their approaches to study and ultimately the 

quality of the learning outcomes (Prosser & Trigwell, 

2016).  This understanding recognizes that the 

outcomes of learning belong to students and, while 

influenced by the teaching input, are ultimately 

determined by the students.  Teachers can only 

explicitly influence some components of the learning 

process before it passes into the hand (heads) of 

students (Barrie t al., 2015).  

Using students’ perceptions to evaluate the classroom 

teaching as propagated in this study is not about 

judging whether lecturers’ teaching is of “high or low 

quality”, rather it is about understanding students’ 

judgment regarding the quality of teaching from their 

points of view (Ramsden & Durkin, 2012).  Students 

possess “self-insight’ into how to make overall 

evaluations of teaching effectiveness (Harrison et al., 

1996).  Self-insight is a form of meta-cognition in that it 

reflects peoples’ awareness of the nature and 

processes involved in their own understanding (Sezen-

Barrie, 2018).  The population for this study was adults 

graduated students.  It is assumed that after 11 or more 

years in the educational system, interacting with 

dozens of teachers and university lecturers and 

experiencing thousands of hours of instructions, 

students are reasonably reliable and accurate judges of 

lecturers’ teaching performance. 
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Figure 1: Presage-Process-Product Model of Student Learning 
 

METHODOLOGY 

This study attempted to develop a valid and reliable 

student evaluation of teaching questionnaire for 

student evaluation of classroom teaching. This study 

involved the exploration, description and explanation 

of students’ perceptions of teaching performance in 

teacher training institutions.  Data were needed from a 

relatively large number of students at one point of time 

in instrument development and validation (Kharuddin 

et al., 2020).  The researcher needed to obtain the 

results from the data analyses relatively quickly, so the 

instrument can be developed and validated according 

to the predetermined stages.  Therefore, this study 

employed survey research method using cross-

sectional survey design (Babbie (1998) to develop and 

assess the validity and reliability of the instrument.  

Surveys are the preferred approach for collecting data 

from large numbers of students about their college 

experiences (Ouimet, Bunnage, Carini, Kuh & Kennedy, 

2004).  No attempt had been made to investigate the 

changes in students’ perceptions of classroom 

teaching after several years that need longitudinal 

survey design.  Nor does it attempt to investigate the 

effectiveness of students’ feedback on lecturers 

teaching performance that need experimental 

interventions. As such, the researcher perceived the 

cross-sectional survey design was more practical than 

other methods for conducting this study.  This study 

was developed and implemented through three 

phases over the course of a three-year period: (1) Phase 

I: development of instrument blueprint, (2) Phase II: 

administration of the instrument to a development 

sample and refinement of the final instrument, and (4) 

Phase III: further assessment of validity and reliability 

of scores obtained from the final instrument.  The 

research framework that illustrates the 

implementation of the research activities is 

summarized in Figure 2. 
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Figure 2: Research Framework: The Implementation of the Research Activities 

 

Reviewers are asked to rate each item based on its 

importance to evaluate lecturers’ teaching 

effectiveness.  Table 1 (see next page) presents the 

mean and standard deviations of each item as rated by 

the reviewers. The table shows that five items are 

rated by the lecturers as “not important” and “not at 

all important” to evaluate their teaching effectiveness 

in the classroom. The mean of these items is in the 

range of 1.60 to 2.40 and the standard deviation of the 

items are relatively low (.65 and below) indicating the 

agreement among the respondents of the irrelevance 

of these items in providing information about their 

teaching performance. Thus, these items are dropped 

from the instrument blueprint. Several items exhibited 

high standard deviation (more than 1.0), indicating the 

disagreement among the respondents of the relevance 

of these items to provide information about their 

teaching performance.  The items are: 

1. Provides handouts on important topics (item 

27), 

2. Uses media effectively (item 51), 

3. Stresses important points (item 53), 

4. Uses graphs or diagrams to facilitate 

explanation (item 55), 

5. Incorporates personal teaching experience in 

his lesson (item 61). 

6. Gives constructive feedback on work in 

progress (item 71). 
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The mean of these items are in range of 2.80 to 3.52, 

indicating that as a group, respondents perceived 

these items are of moderate importance in providing 

information about their teaching performance.  At this 

point, these items are retained for items review 

process. Compared to lecturers, students gave higher 

ratings to all items in the instrument blueprint.  These 

findings indicate that students perceived all items are 

of “moderately importance” to “very important” to 

evaluate lecturers’ teaching performance.  However, 

the mean did not reflect group consensus on several 

items since the values of standard deviation of the 

items are huge (more than 1.00).   Items that have high 

means and high standard deviations are: 

1. I have learned something valuable from this 

course (item 3), 

2. I did extra reading to follow up points raised in 

the classroom (item 5), 

3. I have learned and understood the subject 

materials of this course (item 6), 

4. Answers questions satisfactorily (item 21),  

5. States objectives of each lecture (item 38), and 

6. Uses appropriate examples/ analogies to 

explain the content of the subject (item 49). 
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Table 1: Means and Standard Deviations of Items Based on Its Importance and Students Ability to Rate Criteria 
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CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION 

The respondents of this study are adult learners 

(Haynes & Knowles, 1984).  Results indicate that the 

majority of them are in the age range of 28 – 31 years 

old.  According to Piaget’s Stages of Intellectual 

Development, this is the stage where a person passes 

through the stages of “abstract thinking” (formal 

operational stage) and this is the stage where the mind 

is capable of dealing with the mastery of thought 

(Piaget, 1972).  As mature students they possess “self-

insight’ into how to make overall evaluations of 

teaching effectiveness (Harrisone et al., 1996) thus, 

making them good judges about the intangible 

products of the classroom: teaching and learning 

process (McKeachie, 1991; Marsh & Roche, 1997).   

Results also indicated that 481 or 37 percent of the 

respondents are married and 686 or 52.8% of them 

brought with them teaching and working experience 

to the classroom.  As adults they have different 

learning preferences and needs than younger students 

(Houser, 2004).  They also have different perceptions 

and expectations of effective teaching from traditional 

students (Day et al., 2011). Using student evaluation of 

teaching survey as propagated in this study, can 

provide lecturers with information about the learning 

needs and preferences of this group of students as 

adult learners.  The information can assist lecturers 

plan class sessions to include several different types of 

teaching methods and learning activities to reinforce 

and enhance adults’ learning. 

The majority of the respondents are females.  Past 

research studies on teaching effectiveness 

documented that there was a difference between 

student evaluations of teaching based on gender 

(McKeachie, 1991).  For example Harrisone et al. (1996) 

found “a gender of student and gender of instructor” 

interaction, that is female students rated female 

instructors higher and male students rated male 

instructors higher (Marsh & Roche, 1997).  Relatively 

similar findings were reported by Bachen, McLoughlin 

and Garcia (1999) who found that female students 

rated female faculty especially high across five 

teaching dimensions and male faculty comparatively 

lower, whereas male students did not evaluate male 

and female professors as significantly different.   

Another recent study conducted by Houser (2004) 

found students’ perceptions of lecturers’ 

expressiveness (such as warmth, enthusiasm, and 

extroversion) differ by gender and age.  However, male 

and female lecturers could be effective with students 

of both genders by studying their feedback about their 

classroom learning experience using multidimensional 

SETs instrument as proposed in this study.  The 

information might stimulate dialogue between the 

lecturer and their students about the best practice that 

could be effective with students of both genders. 

The LISET instrument was not discipline specific.  It was 

developed based on data collected from respondents 

specializing in six academic disciplines in the 

Postgraduate Diploma in Teaching Course for primary 

school.  Thus, the instrument has general applicability 

for students’ evaluation of teaching of all subjects of 

specializations in this course. The systematic approach 

in developing the LISET instrument provides evidence 

of validity based on content.  A logical process of 

statistical testing utilizing exploratory factor analysis 

resulted in the identification of eight factors: “Self-

rated Learning Accomplishment”, “Rapport With 

Students”, “Clarity of Presentation and Explanation”, 

“Organization of the Lessons”, “Stimulation of 

Student Interest”, “Effective Speaking”, “Questioning 

Skills” and “Lecturer Support for Student 

Assessment”.   The eight dimensions included in the 

LISET instrument were considered appropriate for 

student evaluation of classroom teaching because they 
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were bound by limit of meaningfulness (these 

dimensions provide useful information that will help 

teachers understand their performance and target 

improvement) and appropriateness (the extent to 

which students can realistically provide information 

about their teachers’ teaching performance). 

Reliability analyses suggest that LISET’s items and 

scales were internally consistent and stable over a 

short period time (approximately three weeks 

interval).  The internal consistencies and intra-class 

reliabilities of the eight LISET dimensions were 

respectable and well within acceptable limits for scales 

measuring psychological constructs.   This finding 

indicates that the LISET instrument measures several 

different dimensions of teaching, which can be rated 

with reasonable degree of reliability.  These findings 

were paralleled with a number of factor analytic 

studies (Murray,1983; Marsh and Roche, 1994; Jackson 

et al., 1996; Barosi et al., 1998) in the following areas: 

multidimensionality, validity and reliability of SETs 

instrument in providing information about classroom 

teaching. Results of this study suggested that the 

LISET instrument has acceptable psychometric 

properties and it captures eight dimensions of teaching 

components namely, “Self-rated Learning Outcomes”, 

“Rapport with Students”, “Clarity of Presentation and 

Explanation”, “Organization of the Lessons”, 

“Stimulation of Student Interest”, “Effective 

Speaking”, “Questioning Skills” and “Lecturer Support 

for Student Assessment”.  These scales were key 

findings in this study because they have important 

characteristics that could assist in defining quality 

teaching from students’ perceptions.  It can be 

concluded that LISET is a multidimensional instrument 

that has reasonable content, construct and criterion 

validities.  It can be used by lecturers with reasonable 

degree of reliability.  The implication is this instrument 

can be used by lecturers to collect students’ feedback 

on their teaching for self-reflection and self-

improvement.  It could also be used by the 

administrators to evaluate the effectiveness of the 

teaching force in teacher training institutions for 

planning staff development activities or refreshment 

course.  However, further refinement and testing are 

needed before this instrument can be accepted as a 

“standard” evaluation tool that can be used by 

lecturers to gather student feedback about teaching.   
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