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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 (B =.354 and Sig. =.000), Speaking Skills (§ = 0.331and Sig.=.000) and Clarity of Presentation and Explanation
(B = 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. Itis 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
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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 &
Trigwell, 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
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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. Itis 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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teaching methods,
assassment)

Figure 1: Presage-Process-Product Model of Student Learning

METHODOLOGY 2004). No attempt had been made to investigate the

changes in students’ perceptions of classroom
This study attempted to develop a valid and reliable

teaching after several years that need longitudinal
student evaluation of teaching questionnaire for

survey design. Nor does it attempt to investigate the
effectiveness of students’ feedback on lecturers
teaching performance that need experimental

student evaluation of classroom teaching. This study
involved the exploration, description and explanation
) H . .
of student%, 'per‘cep'tlorjs of teaching,performance in interventions. As such, the researcher perceived the
teacher training institutions. Data were needed from a cross-sectional survey design was more practical than
other methods for conducting this study. This study

was developed and implemented through three

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

phases over the course of a three-year period: (1) Phase
results from the data analyses relatively quickly, so the

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

instrument can be developed and validated according administration of the instrument to a development

to the predetermined stages. Therefore, this study sample and refinement of the final instrument, and (4)
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

Phase IlI: 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.
experiences (Ouimet, Bunnage, Carini, Kuh & Kennedy,
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* +
Development of Instrument Administration of the Instrument to a Development Sample and Further Assessment
Blueprint Refinement of Final Instrument of Validity and
Identification of dimensions Reliability of the Final
maigho up he domain of Administration of the initial Reassignment of items instrument
effective teaching. questionnaire to a and restructuring of 1. Rehability test:
development sample dimensions where a) Intra-class
Provide the operational i HECEEETEW anld bilty ) E:ron?ist?ncty_
. computing reliabili est-retes
definition of the constructs l analysis for all reliability.
under study. | Conducting Item Analysis dimensions.

¥ to examine the statistical l

- P properties of the instrument's
Generation of ?n item pool items and delefion of

|

Optimizing the scale

# problematic items. lenath. 2. Validity test:
- . Criterion reference

Screening the item poaol. ¢ ‘l validity (predictive)

# Performing Factor analysis to Fenaming factors

- ) verify the dimensionality of identified from the factor

_Cunstlu ction of ".’““r“e”‘ the scales and deleting analvsis
items and establishment of “problematic™ items. l
scoring procedures.

l Designing the final
form of the LISET
survey instrument.

ltem Review

|

| RESEARCH QUTCOME: LISET- A survey instrument for student evaluation of

| Item tryout classroom teaching.

Figure 2: Research Framework: The Implementation of the Research Activities

Reviewers are asked to rate each item based on its
importance  to 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

evaluate

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

Volume 04 Issue 04-2022

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, 1. | have learned something valuable from this
indicating that as a group, respondents perceived course (item 3),

these items are of moderate importance in providing 2. | did extra reading to follow up points raised in
information about their teaching performance. At this the classroom (item 5),

point, these items are retained for items review 3. | have learned and understood the subject
process. Compared to lecturers, students gave higher materials of this course (item 6),

ratings to all items in the instrument blueprint. These 4. Answers questions satisfactorily (item 21),
findings indicate that students perceived all items are 5. States objectives of each lecture (item 38), and
of “moderately importance” to “very important” to 6. Uses appropriate examples/ analogies to
evaluate lecturers’ teaching performance. However, explain the content of the subject (item 49).

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:

Lecturers Students
“Importance” “Ability to “Importance” “Ability to
Paraphrased ltems Criterion Rate” Criterion Criterion Rate”
Criterion

M sD M sD M 3D M sD

1. My interest in this subject increased. 3.44 51 448 71 458 .65 3.89 .85
2. Feel motivated to learn this subject. 4.48 51 4.44 .65 414 83 406 .86
3. Have learnt something valuable from this course. 4.04 68 416 75 464 118 389 78
4. Gained confidence to teach the subject to my students. 3.60 TG 2487 .64 419 67 217 .65
5. Did extra reading to follow up points raised in the classroom. 3.96 6% 4.08 T6 4.00 1.07* 4.06 .75
6. Have learnt and understood the subject matenals of this course. 418 54 3.88 .88 454 1.34% 383 1.0
7. Improve my presentation skills through class presentation. 316 .80 376 72 4.08 69 3084 Nl
& My knowledge level in this area is greatly increases. 4.40 50 412 .60 4.08 B0 387 .70
9. Incorporates humar in hisfher teaching. 292 81 416 75 422 T2 403 81
10. Exhibits pleasant facial expression while teaching. 3.60 76 4.00 76 436 64 411 785
11. Speaks in a dramatic or expressive way. 3.88 73 3.06 79 422 68 383 .94
12. Uses gestures with hands to emphasize his ideas. 3.92 70 3.84 75 422 .68 4.00 TG
13. Moves about while teaching. 4.44 51 3.84 .69 414 68 381 .84
14. Exhibits facial gestures or expression to stress important points, 316 1.03 388 73 411 62 382 84
15. Extends eye-contact to the whole class. 432 B3 4.00 .82 435 B9 375 .60
16. Uses variety of teaching sirategies to encourage students’ participation. 3.68 85 3.88 78 428 58 4N M
17. Accepts students’ ideas and opinions. 4.40 50 4.04 73 422 64 4.08 73
18. Invites students to share ideas and opinions. 412 B0 4.04 73 422 .68 244 123
19. Welcomes questions from studenis. 3.16 .90 3.06 73 411 62 375 .65
20. Incorporates students’ ideas in class discussion. 4.00 .64 3.92 76 414 72 450 .61
21. Answers guestions satisfactorily. 414 58 4.00 76 446 1.39% 453 .56
22 Perodically, asks questions to check students understanding. 2.40 64 3.88 73 4.64 .59 411 .62
23 Asks if students understand before proceeding to next topic. 432 Riti} 4.04 73 431 B2 422 72
24 Invites students to share their knowledge and experience. 352 96 436 76 4386 .68 483 45
25. Vares the questions to elicit ight answers when students provide incomplete or 312 83 4.00 71 417 .65 4.08 75

Wrong answers.
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Lecturers Students
Paraphrased ltems
“Importance® “Ability to “Importance” “Ability fo
Criterion Rate"” Criterion Criterion Rate”
Criterion
M SD M SD M SD M 5D
26. Provides wait time after posing a question for students to think about the answers. 428 68 4.04 T3 433 53 4869 52
27. Provides handouts on important topics. 292 145 3.84 85 403 J7T 453 .65
28. Keeps focus on the main topic or discussion. 3.84 75 3.88 83 431 58 406 .83
29 Provides explanation that is direct to the point. 428 54 3.80 87 411 75 472 51
30. Follows class schedules as specified in the Teaching Flan. 4.438 51 432 56 417 65 464 .59
31. Explains the objectives of the lessons at the beginning of the class sessions. 3.40 Nl 432 Rl 419 62 453 70
32. Ties up the lessons by summarizing important points. 372 74 428 B8 43 62 422 72
33. Starts the class sessions on time. 3.36 .64 416 R:1i] 422 J6 417 84
34. Explains the course outline at the beginning of the semester. 3.80 7 4.36 .64 422 72 481 64
35. Presents the topics in a logical sequence as specified in the syllabus. 3.56 87 432 63 428 66 4867 .63
36. Teaches at appropriate pace. 4.40 64 432 69 428 66 425 .69
37. E::;ieov:f topics covered in previous lectures at the beginning of each class 448 51 416 62 428 62 434 50
38. States objectives of each lecture, 1.70% .64* 452 59 442 134 43 NE
3% Gives lectures that facilitated taking notes. 3.20 64 444 58 438 60 442 60
40. Previews topic to be covered in the next lesson. 4.00 7 454 .66 437 T3 487 .68
41. Uses comprehensible language to explain. 2.80 87 4.08 il 4.00 T2 447 70
42 Speaks clearly in explaining the content of the subject. 3.32 8o 420 64 428 62 450 .65
43. Speaks at a rate, which allows me time to comprehend the peints made. 428 .61 428 B8 419 67  4.58 .61
44 Speaks with variety in tone of voice while teaching. 412 B7 3.84 5 403 J0 442 73
45. Speech is audible. 4.04 .68 4.04 84 433 63 458 .60

46. Speaks fluently in explaining the content of the subject without excessive pauses

ar “ums” and “ahs®. 460 .50 392 6 414 B4 458 56

47. Provides relevant examples to facilitate students’ understanding. 420 64 428 61 414 54 4.42 55

48. Demonstrates the application of theories to actual classroom situations. 2.08* 80 4.40 64 417 65 447 70

49. Uses appropriate examples/ analogies to explain the content of the subject. 428 61 428 T4 392 1200 397 74

50. Explains using simple common terms. 420 64 412 67 411 62 394 7

51. Uses media effectively. 382 1127 4.44 71 428 66 4.03 T7

52. Summarizes major points. 4.44 51 4.00 Nl 411 .62 458 .55

Lecturers Students
ltems
“Importance” “Ability to “Importance” “Ability to
Criterion Rate” Criterion Criterion Rate”
Criterion

M SD M SD M SD M SD
53. Stressed important points 328 121 4.04 73 4.28 61 4.67 53
54. Repeats difficult ideas several times. 3328 98 416 .80 428 Jo 4N ]
55. Uses graphs or diagrams to facilitate explanation. 320 119 420 J6 436 B4 431 71
56. Writes key terms on blackboard. 428 54 408 J6 419 BT 411 75
57. Periodically summarizes points previously made. 424 59 3.48 .65 428 T4 417 N
58. Defines naw unfamiliar term. 424 66 3.06 .68 417 B1 467 .48
59 Provides individual assistance in class when needed. 452 51 416 .69 4.44 56 464 .64
G0. Uses appropriate language when interacting with students. 428 61 4.04 74 419 i1 4432 73
61. Incorporates personal teaching experience in his lesson. 280 A2 4328 62 4.08 B0 442 65
62. Respects students as adult learners. 412 63 416 75 411 67 414 68
63. Praises students’ answers. 4.44 51 420 TG 3.97 .65 4.33 72
64. |z open to students’ opinion and questions. 3.80 91 416 .90 3.04 86 453 .65
65. Smiles or laughs while teaching. 4.00 .64 444 58 408 B85 431 87
66. Praises students for good ideas. 336 119 428 T4 3.89 g1 422 .68
67. Addresses individual students by name. 424 52 432 .69 3.97 B9 425 .65
68. Makes students feel welcome in seeking help/ advice in or outside class. 3.20 i} 420 41 417 J0 453 61
6%. Provides examples of assessments/ coursework with excellence as a guide. 1.92 51* 416 55 414 64 450 51
70. Explains the quality of work expected from the coursework/ assessments. 4.00 a1 4.28 61 422 B8 447 .61
71. Gives consiructive feedback on work in progress. 348 119 4.44 58 422 54 419 52
72. Explains the grading scheme clearly. 2.40 TG 4.36 J0 414 .68 453 .61
73. Gives clear directions for writing the coursework/ assessments. 3.56 71 456 58 422 88 2.3 75
74. Provides sufficient time for students to complete the course work. 3.68 .90 428 .68 425 B0 4.06 71
75. E;?:S:S@denis coursework/ assessments to enable them to assess their 174 &1 332 29 421 53 2739 73
76._ |s fair in assigning grades. 2.26* 63 244 123 4325 J9 319 65
77. Provides timely, pertinent and comprehensive feedback on work in progress. 382 82 321 68 321 B0 242 ]
78. Tells students exactly what is expected of them on assessmenis. 424 .61 3.89 q2 3N .68  3.59 5.4
79. Comments on assessments are helpful. 448 53 3.0 .39 3.95 .86 2.31* .63

* The low means and standard deviations of problematic items.

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
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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)
perceptions  of
expressiveness (such as warmth, enthusiasm, and

found  students’ lecturers’
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
This finding
indicates that the LISET instrument measures several
different dimensions of teaching, which can be rated
with reasonable degree of reliability. These findings

measuring psychological constructs.

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
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on their teaching for self-reflection and self-
It could also be used by the
administrators to evaluate the effectiveness of the

improvement.

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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