Short Research Article

The Quality of Classroom instructions from student’s perspectives

Abstract

This research examined students’ perceptions of education quality among middle and higher
secondary schools in Bhutan. Student evaluation of education quality facilitates data-driven
decision making in a number of ways. Based on a cross-sectional survey design, a one-time data
was collected from 312 students studying in class nine to class 12. Both descriptive and
inferential statistics were used to analyse the data. Results indicated that the participants had a
favourable view of education quality, and that there were no significant differences when the data
was disaggregated by gender, except for two sub-scales among the seven. However, when
disaggregated by the marks obtained during the last examinations, the majority of the sub-scales
revealed significant differences. It is argued that cultural dispositions may have come into effect,

when the students evaluated their teachers. Directions for further research are provided.
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Introduction

Students’ evaluations of teaching (SET) are activities in which students evaluate teachers'
teaching effectiveness and quality. Most educational institutions employ SET to improve
teaching performance [1, 2]. Student ratings are an efficient method of assessing teaching
effectiveness since they can provide: 1) formative input to improve teaching quality; 2)
evaluation of teaching effectiveness for promotion choices; and 3) information to students

concerning course and instructor selection [3]. Student evaluations of teaching effectiveness are
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now widely used in many educational institutions and are included in their quality assurance
system. Educational institutions use this useful input from student ratings to evaluate teachers
and observe their teaching techniques.Student evaluations serve two main goals [4]: 1) they
provide teachers with ideas to improve their teaching performance and course delivery, and 2)

they provide administration with information to make judgements about teachers or courses.

Background

The Bhutan Professional Standards for Teachers (BPST) mandates that teachers should use
student feedback to continuously improve and personalize their teaching to suit the diversity of
students preferred ways of learning [5]. Some researchers believe that students increasingly see
themselves as 'customers' purchasing a service and, as a result, are becoming more vocal in
communicating their desires and perceptions of ‘good’ teaching to schools and individual
teachers [6, 7]. Universities have grown increasingly market-oriented as a result, since many
students aspire to 'get a degree' rather than ‘be learners’[8]. Several studies have demonstrated a
desire among teachers to gain favourable feedback from their students [9, 10], putting pressure
on teachers to respond to students' desires and preferences. However, teachers face pressure not
only from students and a personal desire to earn positive feedback but are also guided by their
curriculum and professional pride to provide students with the knowledge they need for their
future careers. Many teachers report not making changes suggested by the students if they go

against their professional judgement [10].

There appears to be a general consensus that student feedback helps to improve courses [3],
although the impact is considered small [11, 12], and the feedback is, in many cases are not taken
seriously [13]. According to Kemberet al., [14] saw no improvement in student ratings despite

the use of student questionnaires,possibly because the feedback was not used effectively. Several
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studies have shown that manyteachers have a positive view of student evaluations as a useful
tool to improve courses [15, 16, 17],with a particular interest in items regarding their interaction
with students [18]. Teachers with a positive attitude towards feedback are alsomore influenced
by it in the design of their courses [16, 19] andreceive higher feedback scores [20]. However,
otherstudies show a more negative view of the evaluation where teachers do not perceive the
feedback asvalid [21] or see it as only marginally valuable [18]. Theteachers’ main interests
relate to their own professional development, career and course improvement,rather than in

responding to feedback from the students [22].

Research objectives

The overall objective of the research is to determine students’ perceptions of educational quality.
While student feedback is mandated by policy documents and that the use of such mechanisms
have the potential to improve the teaching and learning processes, evidences relating to

improvement in Bhutanese educational setting is scarce.

Research questions

The central question guiding this research is as follows:

What are students’ perceptions of educational quality in a higher secondary school?

The sub-questions guiding the research are as follows:

1. What are the students’ perceptions about the learning outcomes and the learning
processes?
2. Are there significant differences in the perceptions about learning outcomes and

processes based on students’ gender and the marks obtained in the last examination?
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Literature review

Student evaluation of teaching (SET) is used as a measure of teaching performance in almost
every institution of higher education throughout the world [23]. Students are considered
important stakeholders in the process of gathering insight into the quality of teaching in a course,
as “the opinions of those who eat the dinner should be considered if we want to know how it
tastes” [24, p. 40]. Although SET was originally intended primarily for formative purposes, such
evaluations came into use for faculty personnel decisions in the 1970s. More recently, SET
procedures have been included as a key mechanism in internal quality-assurance processes as a

way of demonstrating an institution’s performance in accounting and auditing practices.

Student evaluation of teaching serves three purposes: (a) improving teaching quality, (b)
providing input for appraisal exercises, and (c) providing evidence for institutional accountability
[14]. In most institutions, SET is obviously used for formative purposes (e.g., as feedback for the
improvement of teaching) as well as for summative purposes (e.g., mapping teaching
competence for administrative decision-making and institutional audit [10]. These dual usages -
and the unresolved tension between them [25] - makes the use of SET fragile. On the one hand,
teachers are convinced of the value of SET as an instrument for feedback on their teaching [26].
Results obtained from SET help them to improve the quality of their teaching, as they provide
instructors with insight into the strengths and weaknesses of their teaching practice, based on
student opinions. For this reason, one can assume that many instructors welcome SET results in
order to improve their subsequent teaching. On the other hand, it has been argued that the
principal purpose of SET involves its use as a measure for quality monitoring, administrative
policymaking [27] and for determining whether teachers have achieved a required standard in

their teaching practice [4]. This justification for using SET in staff appraisals is related to an
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increasing focus on internal quality assurance and performance management in universities,
which have become subject to the demands of consumer satisfaction [6]. Student satisfaction has
come to play an important role in this managerial, based on such key concepts as accountability,
visibility, and transparency [28]. Teacher performance and the quality of teaching could thus be
defined as the extent to which student expectations are met, thus equating student opinions with
knowledge. For this reason, many faculty members have been questioning the validity and
reliability of SET results for many years [29]. Their concerns are comprehensible and

appropriate as SET results can have serious effects on a teacher’s professional career.
Research methodology

The study was guided by the principles of survey research which fall within the quantitative
research design. Survey research in its basic terms is defined as a means of gathering data or
information using a self-report questionnaire or interviews [30] (54Hutchinson, 2003). A “survey
design provides a quantitative or numeric description of trends, attitudes, or opinions of a
population by studying a sample of that population. From sample results, the researcher
generalizes or draws inferences to the population” [31, p. 135, 32].According to [33, 34, 35]
cross-sectional survey design has the advantage of collecting information on a set of variables in
a shorter period of time. Also, according to [35] the additional advantage of a survey is that data
can be gathered from a large cohort or participants which can constitute a representative sample
from the population, referred to as generalizability. Generalizability refers to the act of making
inferences about the unobserved based on the observed [36]. They assert that it is widely-

acknowledged as a quality standard in quantitative research.

Data was collected from 312 class IX to class XII students from higher secondary schools in

Trashigang district. The students were asked to respond to a structured questionnaire which
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wasbe made available online. To collect the data, Student Evaluation of Education Quality
(SEEQ) developed by Marsh (1982), was used.SEEQ is a 29-item Likert scale, which measures 9
dimensions of education quality, scored from Strongly Disagree (1) to Strongly Agree (5). The
first dimension or sub-scale is learning, which was measured using 4 Likert-items, consisting of
statements like “I have found the course intellectually challenging and stimulating ”. The second
sub-scale is enthusiasm, which was measured using 4-items, such as “The subject teacher was
enthusiastic about teaching the course”.Organization was also measured using 4-Likert items,
which included statements like “Course materials were well prepared and carefully explained .
Group interactions was measured through 4-Likert items with items such as “Students were
encouraged to participate in class discussions”. Breadth was measured with 4-Likert items and
example included “Subject teacher presented the background or origin of ideas/concepts
developed in class”. Individual rapport was measured using 4-Likert items such as Subject
teacher made students feel welcome in seeking help/advice in or outside of class ”.Examinations
was measured using 3-Likert items such as “Feedback on examinations/graded materials was
valuable.” Assignment and teacher quality was measured using two Likert items such as
“Readings, homework, laboratories contributed to appreciation and understanding of subject”
and “Compared with other instructors I have had, I would say the subject teacher is”

respectively.

Data analysis

To first determine the reliability of the instrument used, Cronbach’s alpha for all the subscales
were calculated. Cronbach’s alpha measures the internal consistency of the items in a sub-scale
and is considered to be one of the reliability measures. According toNunnally and Berstien[37],

an alpha of 0.6 and above are considered to be reliable. As shown in table 2, the Cronbach’s
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alpha value obtained for all the sub-scales were greater than 0.6. The reliability determination

was followed by both descriptive and inferential statistics.
Results

Participant’s demographic characteristics are provided in table 1. From the sample, 56.8% of the
participants were girls. During the last examinations, the majority of the students, corresponding
to 41.2% had scored between 50 and 70 percent. In terms of students’ interest in the course,
65.3% reported medium levels of interest. In terms of the difficulty of the course, 64.5% of the

participants reported that the course difficulty was average.

Table 1

Percentage of participant demographic and important variables

Demographic Descriptors %
Gender (N =312) Female 56.8
Male 43.2
Marks obtained  Below 40% 11.3
41-55% 36.3
56-70% 41.2

71-85% 9.6

More than 86% 1.6

Level of interest ~ Very low 1.0
Low 6.4
Medium 65.3
High 24.4

Very high 29

Course difficulty  Very difficult 3.6
Difficult 26.6
Average 64.5

Easy 4.9

Very easy 3
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The descriptive results of the sub-scales obtained are provided in table 2. The mean and standard
deviation of learning sub-scale (M = 3.77, SD = .56), indicate that students find the course
challenging and intellectually stimulating, and that they are learning the subjects well. Results
(M = 3.86, SD = .68) also suggest that the subject teachers were enthusiastic about teaching their
respective subjects and were able to hook and sustain students’ attention in classroom teaching.
The results of the organization sub-scale (M = 3.76, SD = .65), suggests that the teacher
organized their lessons well and used a diversity of strategies to present the subject matter to the
students. Group interactions, sharing of ideas, and participation in the classroom was encouraged
by the teachers (M = 3.94, SD = .76). Students also reported that their teachers were considerate,
approachable, and had a good rapport with the teachers (M = 4.02, SD = .63). From among the
other sub-scales, individual rapport was found to have the greatest mean. The mean and standard
deviation also suggests that the teacher adequately covers the breadth of the topics taught in the
class (M = 3.79, SD = .59). For example, participants reported that the teachers compared and
contrasted the implications of various theories taught, and provided alternative and contrasting
points of view during lessons. Examinations and assessments were conducted conforming to the
policies, rules, and regulations. The overall results suggest that students had a favourable view of
the course, teachers’ instructional practices, examinations and assignments. This further suggests

that students had a favourable view of the education quality that they receive.

Table 2

Cronbach's alpha, mean, and standard deviation of SEEQ sub-scales

N =312 Alpha Mean  Std. Dev
Learning 0.65 3.77 0.56
Enthusiasm 0.78 3.86 0.68

Organization
Group Interaction

0.80 3.76 0.65
0.88 3.94 0.76

A DB~ MDD

8 of 17



Individual rapport 0.80 4.02 0.63

4
Breadth 4 0.84 3.79 0.59
Examinations 3 0.75 3.84 0.56
Assignment 2 0.70 3.93 0.65
Teacher 2 0.86 3.67 0.61

The correlation statistics obtained between the sub-scales, provided in table 3, indicate that the
sub-scales were significantly correlated to one another. The correlation coefficients obtained
suggested that the correlations were positive, and ranged from moderate to high correlation
(Cohen et al., 2018). This indicates that the sub-scales are related to one another and that it

effectively contributed to the measurement of education quality.

Table 3

Correlation between the sub-scales in SEEQ

Learni Enthus Organi Group Individual Brea Exam Assig Teacher
ng ijasm zation  interaction rapport dth s nment
S
Learning 1
Enthusiasm 57" 1
Srga”'za“o 607" 726" 1
Group +4 o -
interaction 533 656 700 1
Individual - e sk e
rapport 462 585 612 659 1
Breadth 5957 6517 638" 593" 636" 1
Exams 448”493~ 545" 5517 5927 b7, 1
posionment gig” 406 54 5417 4707 O 577 1
Teacher 4577 620" 618 5417 5027 M 469 404 1

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted to determine if there were significant differences
in the participant’s scores based on gender. As shown in table 4, there were significant
differences between the scores of male students and female students, especially in group
interaction and individual rapport.

Table 4

ANOVA results based on gender

Female Male
M SD M SD f(1, 308) Sig
Learning 3.80 0.53 3.74 0.60 1.07 0.30
Enthusiasm 3.91 0.63 3.80 0.73 2.20 0.14
Organization 3.81 0.57 3.70 0.75 2.30 0.13
Group interaction 4.01 0.66 3.84 0.87 3.78 0.05*
Individual rapport 4.09 0.62 3.93 0.65 4.79 0.03*
Breadth 3.83 0.57 3.75 0.62 1.45 0.23
Exams 3.86 0.56 3.82 0.57 0.27 0.61
Assignments 3.98 0.61 3.87 0.70 2.20 0.14
Teacher 3.70 0.58 3.64 0.63 0.89 0.35

As shown in table 4, girls perceived that their teachers provided greater opportunities for group
interaction (M =4.01, SD = .66) compared to male students (M= 3.84, SD = .65), and that the
relationship was significant at f (1, 308) = 3.78, p =.05. In a similar manner, girls’ participants
also perceived that they had better individual rapport with their teacher (M= 4.09, SD = .62)
compared to the male students (M = 3.93, SD = .65). This difference was also significant at f(Z1,
308) =4.79, p = .03.

ANOVA was also conducted to determine if there were significant differences in the participants’
scores based on the marks obtained in the last examinations. To create two groups of participants,
the students who scored less than 55% in the last examinations was grouped into one category
and the students who scored greater than 55% were grouped into another category. The results
obtained are provided in table 5. Significant differences were obtained for all the sub-scales of
SEEQ except for breadth. The results indicate that students who scored more than 55% in the last

examinations found the course challenging but yet demonstrated greater learning (M= 3.88, SD=
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.52) compared to those whoscored below 55% (M = 3.65, SD = .58). The difference was
significant, since f(2, 309) = 7.38, p = .000.

Table 5

ANOVA results when disaggregated by marks obtained

Below 55% Above 55% f(2, 309) Sig

M SD M SD
Learning 3.65 0.58 3.88 0.52 7.38 0.00
Enthusiasm 3.73 0.67 3.98 0.66 5.23 0.01
Organization 3.67 0.66 3.85 0.64 2.94 0.05
Group interaction 3.81 0.80 4.05 0.71 3.87 0.02
Individual rapport 3.89 0.61 4.14 0.64 5.92 0.00
Breadth 3.72 0.59 3.86 0.59 2.10 0.12
Exams 3.72 0.52 3.95 0.58 7.49 0.00
Assignments 3.80 0.60 4.06 0.67 6.31 0.00
Teacher 3.49 0.64 3.83 0.53 13.57 0.00

Similarly, students who scored greater than 55% in the last examinations perceived that their
teachers were more enthusiastic about teaching them (M = 3.98, SD = .66) compared to those
students who scored less than 55% (M = 3.73, SD = .67), and that the difference was significant
at f(2, 308) = 5.23, p = .01. In a similar manner, students who scored greater than 55% perceived
that their teachers organized their lessons well (M= 3.85, SD = .64) compared to students who
scored less than 55% (M = 3.67, SD = .66). Thedifference was significant at f(2, 309) = 2.94, p
= .05. Similar differences were obtainedfor group interaction, individual rapport, examinations,

assignments, and perceptions of their teachers.
Discussions

Classroom teaching has the greatest influence on student learning [38, 39]. The results of this
research indicated that students had favourable view of the quality of education that they
received in schools. Participants reported that despite the conceptual challenges, they were able
to learn the concepts well, indicating a developmentally appropriate curricular objective.

Similarly, participants also reported that their teachers were enthusiastic about teaching and
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organized the presentation of the contents well. However, research has also established that
Eastern countries are collectivists in nature and it is against the accepted norms to challenge the
authority and the prestige of the teachers [40, 41, 42, 43]. Therefore, to what extent do the
reported scores represent the actual perceptions of the students is questionable. The results also
suggested that the teachers facilitated group interactions in their classroom and had a good
rapport with the students. Similarly, participants reported that teachers covered the breadth of the
topics taught, had a positive view of examinations and assignments, along with favourable views
of their teachers. These findings contradict the findings of previous research in Bhutan. For
example, previous research in Bhutan had determined that teaching-learning process was teacher
centered [44], examinations was detrimental to authentic student learning [45], and that student
learning was two grades below the expected level of competencies required [46]. Therefore,
conforming to previous research findings, the validity of assessing education quality based on

student assessment definitely seems questionable or lacking validity [47, 48, 49, 50].

Results also suggest that there are no gender differences in the quality of education that the
students receive except for group interaction and individual rapport. Girls had a more positive
perspective on both group interaction as well as individual rapport with the teachers. However,
disaggregating students’ performance based on the marks obtained in the previous examination,
it was also evident that even those students who scored less than 55% in the last examinations
had a positive view of the various dimensions of education quality. Therefore, these findings also

question the validity of the scores obtained.
Limitations and future research

This research used cross-sectional survey data to determine students’ perspectives of education
quality. Surveys facilitate generalizability of the findings but do not provide in-depth information
about the problems being investigated. Thus, the primary limitation of this research stems from
the lack of in-depth understanding of the problem. Future research should attempt to investigate
the research problem with qualitative or mixed-methods approach to glean more information
besides the structured interviews. Culturally, it is unacceptable for a learner to provide negative
views about your teachers in the Bhutanese context. Another area for investigation for future
research would be to determine how culture influence student evaluation of education quality

that they receive.
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Conclusion

This research found that students had a favourable view of the quality of education that they
receive. Participants reported that they were learning despite the concepts being challenging, and
that the teacher was enthusiastic about teaching and were able to organize the delivery of the
lessons well. Similarly, participants reported a positive perspective on group interaction,
individual rapport, breadth of the topics covered, examinations, assessment, and their teachers.
However, cultural influences in students scores are also evident, rendering the validity of the
scores questionable. It is recommended that further investigations be conducted to determine

participant’s authentic assessment of education quality to inform policies and practices.
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