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 1 
Abstract 

 

The most fundamental factors that help students to do well in their studies and assessments 

are the quality of the lecturers to whom they are exposed and the lecturers’ skills in engaging 

with the students; capturing their interest and firing their enthusiasm and motivation. Who are 

better placed to evaluate their lecturers’ skills than the students themselves.  

This paper is particularly relevant in today’s culture of customer focus and quality assessment 

of the teaching and learning process and is an in depth and applied investigation of the 

validity of using student feedback to evaluate the quality of teaching in a Higher Education 

setting. The paper examines previous research findings into student evaluation of teaching; 

details the introduction of student evaluation of lecturers at Napier on a voluntary basis, using 

a questionnaire and feedback matrix developed in a different educational culture and setting; 

analyses the data obtained and investigates the impact of the resulting feedback on the 

teaching skills of the lecturers involved. 

It addresses the questions of whether or not a student evaluation tool remains valid and 

reliable if it is used in a different national, cultural and educational setting and whether or 

not the feedback derived from the students’ evaluation responses can be instrumental in 

improving teaching skills and hence the learning experience of the students. 
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1. Introduction  

 

1.1 Purpose of the Research 

Over the years I have developed a strong interest in student performance and in the factors 

that help students to do well in their studies and  assessments. I believe that the most 

fundamental of these factors are the quality of the lecturers to whom they are exposed and 

the lecturers’ skills in engaging with the students; capturing their interest and firing their 

enthusiasm and motivation. 

Changes in the political environment have led to an increased focus on the quality of 

teaching in the UK's Higher Education (H E) Institutions and, of particular relevance to these 

institutions is the now common place publication of 'League Tables' that can influence the 

choice of Institution by prospective students and their parents. This is of particular concern to 

Napier faced with a projected fall in the number of school leavers; increased competition from 

other HE Institutions and private education providers and a decreasing unit of resource. In a 

customer orientated climate the customers - our students - expect a quality learning 

experience and are ready to take their custom elsewhere if provision does not live up to their 

expectations. 

A major study in 1981 (Ramsden & Entwistle 1981), carried out across a range of 

disciplines; universities and polytechnics in the United Kingdom, concluded that when 

students were subjected to enthusiastic and sympathetic lecturers their performance was 

greatly improved and their learning was at a "deep" level rather than the superficial, 

memorising and regurgitating level seen elsewhere.  This need for "deep learning" to be 

actively encouraged and engendered in students was recognised nationally, as was the 

parallel need for greater personal development and recognition of ‘teaching’ staff, and led 

to the establishment and publication of various Government Committees and Reports 

including the Committee on Higher Education ( Robbins Report) (Department of Education 

& Science 1963) in the early 1960s; the White Paper on Higher Education: Meeting the 

Challenge (House of Commons 1987; the White Paper on Higher Education: A New 

Framework  (House of Commons 1991); The Dearing Report (1997) and the report from 

the Teaching Quality Enhancement Committee (TQEC)  – all of which called for 

improvements in the quality and efficiency of teaching and  the development of academic 

staff. Chapter eight of the Dearing Report called for the establishment of a professional 

Institute for Learning and Teaching in Higher Education, to be responsible for accrediting 

HE teaching staff training programmes, and recommended that all new HE full time 
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academic staff should have at least associate membership of the new institute 

for successful completion of probation. He also called for every HE institution to implement 

learning and teaching strategies to focus on the promotion of students' learning. These 

directives led to a number of initiatives: 

(1) the establishment of the Institute for Learning & Teaching in Higher Education (ILTHE) 

in October 1999 one of whose stated aims is to: 

 

"improve teaching and learning and the quality of the student experience     

in higher education" 

  [http://www.ilt.ac.uk/homepage., 2004; Homepage] 

 

(2) the requirement set by the Quality Assurance Agency (QAA) for peer assessment of 

lecturing in HE Institutions. The QAA Report on the Academic Review of Accountancy at 

Napier University in January 2002 commented that: 

 

"…the recently introduced system of peer review ---could facilitate the 

development of teaching" 

[QAA, 2001;p4] 

 

(3) the publication in January 2003 of the final report of the Teaching Quality Enhancement 

Committee (TQEC) supporting the establishment of an Academy for Advancement of 

Learning and Teaching in Higher Education and listing as one of its visions: 

 

"staff development and rewards and recognition of staff are visibly as 

responsive to excellence in teaching as they have been to the 

demands of research" 

[Higher Education Funding Council,England, 2003;p2] 

 

(4) the publication on 22 January 2003 of The Future of Higher Education White Paper (DfES 

2003) that devoted an entire section (Section 4) to ‘Teaching and Learning – delivering 

excellence.  The proposals put forward include: 

• new resources linked to strength in teaching 

• a comprehensive survey of student views 

• HR strategies that value teaching and reward good teachers 
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• the establishment of Centres of Excellence in teaching attracting substantial 

additional funding. 

 

As a result The Higher Education Academy was incorporated in October 2003. Professor 

Paul Ramsden was appointed its Chief Executive in January 2004 and in that same month 

the Academy was awarded charitable status. It's Interim Chair- Leslie Wagner-was quoted as 

saying: 

 

"The student experience is the main function of higher education.  We 

have to take that experience seriously - we need a national Body to raise 

its standing" 

[Wagner,L, 2004;The Higher Education Academy Home Page ] 

 

Given this ongoing and deepening focus on the need for high quality teaching in HE, I 

decided to investigate whether or not there would be benefits from introducing student 

evaluation of teaching at Napier University. 

 

1.2 Rationale for Choosing  Student Evaluation as a Means to Improving Teaching 

Quality. 

Attempts to evaluate university teaching have been documented since the 1920s but early 

attempts to construct instruments to assess school and University teachers covered a wide 

spread of characteristics including in class activity; personal traits; advisory skills; length of 

service; research status and involvement in professional activities (Davis, 1964 and 

Rosencrance 1962). This complex approach drove many researchers to give up any 

further attempt to evaluate teaching.  

However, the identification of agreed pre-requisites for good teaching (didactic factors) 

became easier when experts in philosophy and psychology became involved in this area 

of research - such as Ryle; Scheffler; Smith and Ennis; Marsh; de Neve; Janssen and 

Entwistle.  They reminded us of the important fact that teaching must be a two way 

process if it is to be successful - the teacher teaches the student and the student learns 

from the teacher.  If no learning takes place, the whole process has been of no value - 

therefore I would argue that the measurement of that learning must be a part of the criteria 

against which the teaching is measured.  Although there have been opposing views on the 

feasibility of developing a generic measure for evaluating teaching, (i.e. Bantock, 1961 and 
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Martin 1963) the identification of those valid and recognisable pre-requisites for good 

teaching enables any evaluation to focus not on whether or not someone is a good teacher 

but rather on whether or not that person is teaching well. If Colin Page, (1974) states that: 

 

"One of the more vexed questions that troubles life in higher education is 

how to judge teaching ability"  

[Page, C 1974:p1] 

 

a subsequent question must then be who should judge that ability - senior 

colleagues/external assessors/an internal committee? Should there be direct/indirect 

observation? While many teachers believe that external assessors brought in to view and 

assess teaching create an artificial setting for the teaching to take place,  external (or 

"impartial"?) assessment is seen to be a valuable exercise - as evidenced by its inclusion 

in Funding Council Teaching Quality Assessments and the QAA Review Scheme. Page 

argues that use should be made of those already present when the teaching takes place - 

the students themselves - as has been the case in the USA for a long time.  Several 

writers quote Aristotle:  

 

"You get a better notion of the merits of the dinner from the dinner guests 

 than you do from the cook". 

[Aristotle, BC384:322] 

 

Many researchers support Page’s view that only students observe the teaching process 

day after day and that, therefore, the information acquired through systematic collection of 

their opinion is unique. These include Riley et al. (1950 & 1969); Remmers (1939) and 

Dow and Keogh (1971) Indeed to quote Rodgers and Hammerstein: 

 

“…if you become a teacher by your pupils you'll be taught” 

[Rodgers, R & Hammerstein, O, 1956; Getting to Know You ] 

 

Bennett et a.l (1995) agree that: 
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"…it is entirely appropriate that the students themselves, as the direct 

consumers of education, should have significant involvement in such 

assessment " 

[Bennett et al. 1995; p192] 

 

I agree with this view, after all, it is the student who brings the funding and it is only right 

that, as the customer, they have the opportunity to make their views known on the 

teaching and learning experience that they have 'purchased'. 

 

2 Aims and Objectives 

My aims were to develop an evaluation tool that would enable students at Napier 

University to evaluate the effectiveness of the teaching to which they were exposed and to 

reach a conclusion as to the validity of that tool and its applicability in different educational 

cultures and settings. In addition I aimed to draw a conclusion as to whether or not the use 

of student evaluation leads to improvements in teaching technique. 

 

What makes a 'good' teacher? Most people are more willing to say what makes a 'bad' 

teacher but one quotation that sums up the essence of a good teacher is referred to by 

Watkins & Regmi (1992) when they quote one of the sayings of Adi Shankara -an Indian 

Hindu Philosopher who lived from 788AD to 820AD. When speaking about the role of 

education Shankara stated that: 

 

"…three things are the great gifts of God: (1) human body, (2) thirst after 

God and (3) a teacher who can show us the light" 

[Watkins & Regmi, 1992; p108] 

 

As supporters of the practice of student evaluation of lecturers, Beard and Hartley (1984) 

saw the prime value of student evaluation to be a mechanism for alerting lecturers to their 

strengths and weaknesses thus helping them to help themselves.  They endorsed the 

findings of Marsh (1982a and 1982b) that a good lecturer, in the eyes of their students, 

holds their interest; explains everything in a clear and relevant manner and is enthusiastic 

about their subject. A research project conducted in 1974 (Sheffield 1974) involving 7000 

students confirmed that, in the eyes of the students, a good teacher had subject expertise; 
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was well prepared for lectures using relevant, topical examples; displayed an 

enthusiasm for their subject and a willingness to enter into debate with their students.  

Entwistle (1995) referred to a survey of students, teaching staff and administrators carried 

out in 1993 (Williams & Loader 1993) that had identified as weaknesses in teaching a lack 

of enthusiasm for their subject; insufficient encouragement of active participation; 

insufficiently detailed and prompt feedback and not being seen to put good teaching 

principles into practice. At institutional level weaknesses were seen to be insufficient 

opportunity for staff to discuss good teaching practice; no recognition of teaching skills and 

a lack of encouragement of teaching innovation.  Entwistle stresses the importance of 

deep level learning (not merely the regurgitation of  lecture notes and handouts)  and is 

convinced that deep learning--and therefore real satisfaction -can take place only when 

students are exposed to a positive; interactive; integrated and well structured learning 

experience - in other words good teaching in a supportive educational institution. Gordon 

(1992) expressed the view that you cannot motivate someone to continue self 

development if there is no tangible reward.  A definition of good teaching attributed to The 

University of Sydney states that: 

 

"Good teaching is teaching which helps students to learn…it encourages 

high quality student learning. It discourages the superficial approach to 

learning and encourages active engagement with the subject matter" 

[Education Development Unit, Napier University, 1997; p2] 

 

From my own experience of being a student I fully support the arguments that state that 

interaction, enthusiasm, debating and questioning lead to the development of skills of 

problem solving and critical thinking and give students the confidence to make their own 

decisions - all of which lead to deep learning; improved performance and a greater feeling 

of satisfaction. 

So far as the evaluation of teaching is concerned, as Universities become more 

accountable to their government, taxpayers, employers and students the need to find a 

reliable evaluative system becomes greater. Barbara Falk and Kwong Lee Dow (1971) 

stressed that two pre-requisites for reliable evaluation of teaching are the  

identification of (1)  the criteria of good teaching against which assessment can be 

measured and (2) a tool that can measure the extent to which that teaching measures up 

to the stated criterion. Given the wealth of research into what the criteria of good teaching 
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are it is not my intention to re-open that debate and the findings of these researchers 

will be taken as read. Therefore, this paper addresses the second issue- the identification 

of a tool that can measure the extent to which that teaching measures up to the stated 

criterion and to apply that tool from a student's perspective. 

 

3. Review of Previous Research 

I carried out an extensive review of previous research focusing mainly on research into 

accusations of bias when students evaluate their lecturers and into the construction of 

teaching evaluation tools. I have summarised that review here but the full review can be 

made available to anyone who is interested. 

 

3.1 Summary of Research into Bias 

Research into bias includes that carried out by Remmers (1949); Voeks & French (1960); 

Anderson & Hunka (1963); Falk & Dow (1971); Hildebrand,Wilson & Dienst (1971); 

Holmes (1972);  Page (1974) Snyder & Clair (1976); Feldman (1976a); Powell (1977); 

Palmer, Carliner & Romer (1978); McKeachie (1979); Howard & Maxwell (1980 & 1982); 

Cohen (1981); Marsh & Overall (1981); and Marsh (1982a & 1984). The overall consensus 

in the published work is that suspected sources of bias to student ratings - such as 

personality; gender; race; interest in the subject; difficulty of the subject; prior knowledge of 

it or correlation between marks and ratings - have little effect; that student evaluations 

show moderate correlations with student learning and that, overall, the chances of any or 

all of the identified factors  affecting the validity of evaluations made by a whole class of 

students are negligible. I would agree that, overall, any bias will be 'neutralised' by the 

wide variety of backgrounds of students in any class group--mixed by gender; race; 

culture; age; background and nurturing. Furthermore, if some bias does exist in some 

responses not only will that bias be 'neutralised' but also any residual effect it might have 

will be diluted by the overall factor analysis of all of the responses received.  

Therefore it is my view that student evaluation does not suffer from the effects of bias and  

that evaluations by students should be encouraged as a means of providing lecturers with 

feedback concerning student attitudes to teaching performance.  

 

3.2 Summary of Research into The Development of the Student Questionnaire 

Approach to Evaluation 
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Research in this area includes that carried out by Hildebrand, Wilson & Dienst (1971); 

Warrington (1973); Lowyck (1975); Frey, Leonard & Beatty (1975); Marsh & Overall 

(1979); Marsh,Overall & Kessler(1979); Marsh (1982a,1982c,1984 & 1987); De Neve & 

Janssen (1984); Janssen & De Neve (1988); De Neve (1990); Gordon (1992) and  Bennett 

et al (1995); The overall consensus is that the best evaluation occurs when the inter 

relationship between the teachers and their students i.e. student/ teacher interaction is 

addressed and responses subjected to factor analysis. The design of any evaluation tool 

must reflect the fact that teaching effectiveness is multifaceted; student ratings must be 

shown to be related to a variety of traits of teaching effectiveness if they are to be deemed 

valid and each indicator of effectiveness must be evaluated by several items or questions.  

In addition it must be borne in mind that students evaluate teaching activities/techniques 

from a non- educational point of view. Students are 'laymen' so far as the art of teaching is 

concerned and are mainly concerned with to what extent the lecturer makes it easy for 

them to learn, understand and assess their competence in the subject and how confident 

s/he makes them feel in their ability to succeed. Therefore any reliable evaluation tool 

must analyse the effectiveness of the teacher from the students’ perception of that 

effectiveness. It is also essential that there is a viable response rate- nothing less than 10 -  

and  that results are kept confidential. It is stated that tudent feedback obtained in this way 

helps lecturers to improve their own teaching strategy - and - if ratings improve - provides 

even greater incentive for yet further improvement.  

So far as the 'correct' evaluation tool is concerned researchers are convinced that the 

crucial factors in any approach to using student evaluation of teaching include the need to: 

• recognise the necessity for multidimensional tools combining good teaching traits 

and student perception dimensions. 

• carefully consider the traits of 'good' teaching to be measured and ensure that they 

are recognised by the experts as being appropriate measures of 'good' teaching 

• ensure that the traits chosen are such that, when evaluated and measured, they 

can provide useful feedback to the lecturers. 

• carefully construct a questionnaire that ensures that each trait is separate, 

identifiable and is 'tested' several times through separate groups of related 

questions (multidimensional approach)  

•  apply a factor analysis to the results to demonstrate that the related questions in 

each group do in fact measure the same trait.  
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Table 3.2.1, based on  work by de Neve (1990) shows the links between the students' views 

on what makes it easier for them to study and learn and their perceptions of how a lecturer 

can make it easier for them to study efficiently and effectively.  

Evidence of the consistency of these identified factors was found in the survey conducted 

by Marsh (1987), which confirmed that these factors, or perception dimensions, indicated 

the traits of teaching activities/techniques that students would wish to see fulfilled. (See 

section 5.2) 

Table 3.2.1: How Lecturers Can Help Students to Study and Learn 

The students' view of what makes 

it easier for them to study 

                            

 

 

The students' perception of what a 

good lecturer does to make it easier for 

them to study 

Interest in the subject and motivation 

to study 

 

needs 

 

Inspiring Behaviour that clarifies 

relevancy of the subject as a whole and of 

the topics/content selected which in turn 

stimulates interest in the subject. 

Reassurance that they know what is 

required in terms of learning and 

assessment 

 

needs 

 

Directing Behaviour that clarifies course 

objectives; tracks progress towards 

achieving them; clarifies the requirements 

of assessments and provides feedback 

Increasing confidence that they are 

able to cope with the subject and will 

succeed 

 

needs 

 

Communicating Behaviour that  involves 

students in discussion and debate; bolsters 

confidence and provides regular feedback 

on progress 

A desire to investigate further; 

analyse different information and do 

more than the bare minimum 

 

needs 

 

Stimulating Behaviour that develops a 

real interest in the subject through lecturer 

enthusiasm and knowledge of their subject 

and encourages investigative approaches 

and deep level learning 

Knowing how the topics of the 

subject will be covered and being 

able to plan study time accordingly 

 

needs 

 

Organising Behaviour that clarifies from 

day one the lecture plan and the timing of 

assessments 

 



 11 
3.3  Summary of Research into the use of Evaluation Tools in Different 

Educational and Cultural Settings 

The findings of numerous researchers (Watkins & Akande.1992) Clarkson (1984); (Marsh, 

Touron & Wheeler 1985) and (Marsh 1987)  indicate that a carefully constructed 

evaluation tool can be applied in many different cultures and educational settings and that 

the results obtained will be reliable. The same evaluation tools have been tested in 

different parts of the USA; in Australia; Nigeria; Spain and Papua New Guinea and in 

different types of educational establishments - Universities; Colleges and Technical 

Colleges. Results of these research projects have supported the view that the correct 

evaluation tool is transferable to different settings and remains viable in terms of its output 

but that the extent of its success will depend on whether or not it is being used in a 

supportive educational institution. Quotes from these researchers include: 

 

"…strong support is provided for the cross-cultural reliability of these 

instruments " 

[Watkins & Akande, 1992; p462] 

 

“...-students' evaluations of teaching effectiveness -----apply to many 

University settings." 

[Marsh, Touron & Wheeler, 1985. P136] 

 

“...these findings -- offer reasonable support for the generality of factors 

identified in North American settings to a wide variety of educational 

contexts in different countries" 

[Marsh, H W, 1987. p354] 

3.3   Overall Conclusion Drawn by Researchers 

Experienced researchers from different nationalities are confident that, with the 

correctly structured  tool in place, student evaluation of lecturing is valid and helpful to the 

lecturing staff. Marsh reinforced the point that: 

"…students' evaluations of teaching effectiveness are the most thoroughly 

studied------and are one of the best (methods) in terms of being supported 

by empirical research" 

[Marsh, W W, 1987; p 369] 
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However, Marsh (1984) repeats the belief that the usefulness of student evaluations 

as a means for improving teaching effectiveness will continue only so long as status, 

promotion and salary are based mainly on research activity and Falk and Dow (1971) 

argue that the correct balance between teaching and research will be lost unless the 

status of teaching is elevated.   

 

4.  Addressing Applicability 

4.1 Katholieke Universiteit, Leuven 

To test the applicability of an evaluation tool in different educational cultures I needed to work 

with researchers from a different cultural and educational background. On the advice of The 

British Council I contacted the Katholiek Universiteit, Leuven where student evaluation of 

lecturing was already in place and where staff had expressed an interest in having their 

evaluation method tested in another country. I approached the Leuven staff and, throughout 

a series of meetings with Hubert de Neve and Professor Janssen in Belgium and in 

Edinburgh, they agreed that they would be happy to be associated with the development of 

an evaluation tool for use in Napier University based on the one that they were using in 

Leuven -  particularly as they felt that there would be benefits for them, as it would test the 

validity of their own approach in another educational culture.  

 

4.2 Background to the Leuven Research 

As a result of the 'open access' to University system operated in Belgium (Janssen, P.J. 

1986) and the ever-increasing first year enrolments, the need for high quality teachers who 

could cope efficiently with large size classes had become crucial. In response to requests 

from academic staff and students at Leuven a special section -the DUO, within the Katholiek 

Universiteit, Leuven, was established in 1977 with a remit to introduce a method for 

evaluating university teaching and to develop procedures for assessing and improving the 

quality of its programmes. The first principle guiding the DUO staff so far as the actual 

evaluation of  teachers was concerned was that the primary objective must be to help the 

teacher to improve his/her teaching. Secondly, as the DUO was based in an old, research 

orientated University it went without saying that the method chosen to evaluate the 

teachers must be based on sound evaluative research if it was to have any credibility. 

Thirdly the resulting feedback to the teacher had to focus on the strengths and 

weaknesses brought to light by the evaluation and subsequent advice had to be 
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formulated in such a way as to address specific traits of teaching if it was to be 

useful to the teacher.  

The interest of the DUO staff in the techniques of lecturing evaluation had already been 

fostered in 1975 when they had scrutinised the evaluation systems already in force in the 

United States, Canada and Australia and of particular interest to them had been publications 

by Cohen, (1980) and Lowyck, J (1975) addressing the effectiveness of student evaluation as 

a means of measuring individual traits of teaching behaviour at university level.  

In addition to the evaluation tools developed in the United States, Canada and Australia, a 

Flemish researcher - Van Gelder (1974)- had developed a model for the analysis of teaching 

traits. Van Gelder, having taken on board the extensive research on what constitutes 'good' 

teaching, had identified what he saw to be the seven most important traits that should be 

measured and the resulting EVADOC questionnaire constructed by the DUO in 1977 was 

based mainly on his model. By 1984, following some adaptations and refinements to the 

original EVADOC model, Professor Janssen & Hubert de Neve were confident of the validity 

of their EVADOC evaluation tool. They then kept up to date with further developments 

through the years as new research was undertaken at Leuven and by other researchers 

world-wide - Marsh, (1987); Marsh, and Roche, (1994) and Entwistle, (1995) -  resulting in 

further adaptation of the EVADOC tool.  

 

4.3     Use of The EVADOC Questionnaire at Leuven 

So far as its use at Leuven was concerned - the EVADOC questionnaire originally had been 

used on a voluntary basis and its results discussed only with the lecturer who had asked for it 

to be applied to his/her teaching. However, its importance had strengthened as a result of 

several factors. Changes in the law affecting the regulation of the activities of universities had 

been implemented in 1991 and 1994 giving the universities the responsibility for both internal 

and external quality assessments. Externally a system of peer review had been introduced 

that required, as its starting point, a self-assessment report from each university and he 

students at Leuven had increased pressure for a more systematic approach to the evaluation 

of teaching. As a result the use of the EVADOC questionnaire became a required element in 

self-evaluation at Faculty level with effect from Session 1994/95 (Elen,J.1995). Each Faculty 

appointed an 'Evaluation Commission' whose role was to: 

• interpret the outcomes of each evaluation (with advice from the DUO staff);  

• discuss these outcomes with the lecturer concerned;  
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• draw up follow-up plans and related deadlines specifying action to be taken  

• monitor the results of the action identified in these plans.  

 

The success of the use of EVADOC at Leuven is attributed to: 

• the transparency and credibility of the procedure and  the face to face interviews 

with the lecturers by those interpreting the evaluation results;  

• the establishment and monitoring of action plans; 

• the support and advice provided by the DUO in administering the questionnaire and 

in giving expert, impartial advice as educational scientists.  

 

The lecturers involved have welcomed the advice as it is seen to be non-threatening as none 

of the staff of the DUO is involved in decision making regarding selection, appointment or 

promotion.(If being considered for promotion or an alternative academic appointment, the 

lecturer can choose to present the results of any evaluation if they wish to do so). In addition, 

the students have a sense of being valued so far as their opinions are concerned. 

 

5. Construction of the Napier Questionnaire and Feedback Matrix 

5.1 Overview of the Structure of the EVADOC Questionnaire 

The Leuven questionnaire is based on 14 Questions relating to the personal background and 

opinions of the student together with 82 questions in relation to the specific observable traits 

of teaching identified by Van Gelder and endorsed in research findings worldwide.  These 

traits are considered to be essential by educationalists and by students if high quality 

teaching is to take place and they cover goal setting; learning objectives; interaction with the 

students; learning/ teaching strategies used and feedback to the students on their 

performance.  These same teaching traits - under the headings of Depth; Clarity; Interaction; 

Interest: Organisation and Approachability - as defined by Reid and Johnston in 1999, were 

endorsed as appropriate at Napier University (Sinclair & Johnston, 2000), in an investigation 

into what staff and students meant by 'good teaching', and are mirrored on page 41 of the 

'The Lecturer’s Toolkit' (Race & Brown, 1998). Focusing on these traits makes it possible for 

evaluation results to be translated into advice directed at specific traits that either require 

improvement or should be used as an example of best practice. By adhering to these widely 

held views on 'good teaching' it is safe to say that the content of the questionnaire and the 

questions asked are valid and appropriate for evaluating teaching behaviour. This 

questionnaire and feedback matrix was translated from Flemish to English and the English  
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language was modified several times to ensure that the resulting questions were 

accurately structured; would elicit the information that each was designed to obtain and that 

the matrix would be easily understood by those interpreting its results. In addition the 

preliminary personal questions relating to educational background; schools attended and 

choice of university and programme were modified to suit the educational system in Scotland 

and the particular requirements of Napier. The Napier version of the Questionnaire - named 

EVALEC (EVAluation of LECturers) - is attached as Appendix I.  

5.2  Teaching Traits and Student Perception Dimensions to be Evaluated 

The teaching traits being evaluated by the students in this questionnaire are explained in 

Table 5.2.1.  

Table 5.2.1. Teaching Traits Being Evaluated by the EVALEC Questionnaire 

Trait Observable Teaching Behaviour 

Objective 

Setting 

Does the lecturer clarify (i) their objectives in relation to the areas they will cover and for 

what purpose;  (ii) the relevance of the topics to be covered within the subject as a 

whole and (iii) does s/he translate objectives into clear, easily understood study 

guidelines? 

Entering 

Behaviour 

(starting 

points): 

Does the lecturer (i ) clarify the relevance of the subject within the programme as a 

whole and the way in which it integrates with the other subjects of the programme (ii) 

identify and build upon the students' prior knowledge, experience and interests linking 

these factors to the material being taught (iii) consider alternative approaches if students 

don't at first understand (iv) warn students of basic common errors that they might make 

or areas where misunderstanding may occur? 

Preparation  

Content   

 

Is the content of the lectures carefully prepared and presented in a structured way, 

including the selection of relevant, interesting and topical materials? Are connections 

made with topics being taught in other subjects? 

Preparation 

Explanation 

Has the lecturer prepared clear, structured and concise explanations of the topics to be 

Covered and does s/he use problem solving approaches to imbed the knowledge 

Preparation 

Media 

Does the lecturer make good use of teaching aids such as blackboards, whiteboards, 

audiovisual aids, course materials and does s/he make good use of interesting 

examples so that the students can apply  theories and/or facts  being covered? 

Interaction Does the lecturer interact with the students by creating opportunities for question/answer 

sessions, discussion, exchange of ideas and does s/he build up rapport with the 

students? 

Evaluation of 

Assessment 

Does the lecturer make clear to the students what they are expected to learn if they are 

to succeed in assessments/examinations and does s/he explain the format of the 

assessments, familiarising the student with the type of questions they should expect and 

the type of answers expected from them if they wish to achieve good grades? 
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The student perception dimensions of indicators of good teaching are explained in Table 

5.2.2 

Table 5.2.2. The Student Perception Dimensions in the EVALEC Questionnaire 

Lecturing 

Behaviour 

Student Perception of  Indicators that Good Teaching is Taking Place 

Directing 

(Guiding) 

Behaviour 

When a lecturer directs the students' study behaviour s/he guides them towards achieving 

future objectives/goals, i.e. passing the examination/progressing to the next stage of the 

programme.  They help the student to prepare for the examination/ assessments by 

clarifying the requirements of the examination/assessments; stressing important aspects of 

the subject; alerting the students to difficult areas of the syllabus and preparing them for the 

structure of the examination/assessment in question 

Organising 

Behaviour 

Well organised lecture behaviour enables the student to understand the information being 

provided in a logical and coherent pattern which is the first prerequisite for a student to be 

able to assimilate knowledge.  An organised lecturer creates a clear structure for his/her 

lectures and makes good use of visual aids. 

Communicating 

Behaviour 

Effective communication skills aid the growing confidence of the student and can be 

experienced in a number of teaching behaviours. Students will receive regular support and 

feedback to tell them whether or not they are going in the right direction. The lecturer is 

open to question and discussion and is ready to listen to the opinions of the students.  

(However, good communication skills are only effective in so far as the other dimensions of 

good teaching behaviour are present, i.e. directing; organising; stimulating and motivating.) 

Stimulating 

Behaviour 

The more attention a lecturer pays to the meaning of his/her subject, the greater is the 

chance that the material used in their lectures will be perceived by the students as providing 

an enriching experience in which learning and real life have become integrated.  As a result 

the students will feel confident in their understanding of the subject and in control of their 

learning/study pattern, being able to relate new facts and information to their previous 

knowledge.  Evidence of stimulating behaviour includes discussion,  use of interesting and 

relevant examples which enliven lectures and systematic explanations of where new topics 

fit into what has already been learned. 

Motivating 

(Inspiring) 

Behaviour 

Motivating (Inspiring)  behaviour implies that the lecturer involves the students in their own 

learning process by deepening their interest in the subject. The student will feel that they are 

personally involved in their studying and will be motivated to undertake a thorough analysis 

of the material, reading widely on the subject. This contributes to the deep level thinking 

approach so necessary for effective studying. The lecturer who motivates his/her students 

will be genuinely interested in the subject, presenting subject material in a clear, 

understandable format and encouraging the students to think of the subject in a wider 

context. 
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5.3 Feedback Matrix Structure 

The student perception dimensions based on the students’ experiences in the classroom are 

integrated with the relevant teaching traits to produce a two dimensional feedback matrix. 

Each question in the questionnaire is allocated to a specific cell of the matrix on the basis of 

the relevant student perception and teaching trait dimensions. (See 5.4)  This allows the 

feedback to focus on individual identifiable teaching traits and allows targeted advice for 

individual lecturers.  The responses are processed via an optical reader and analysed by a 

software programme devised at Leuven, a copy of which was given to me to enable me to 

process the Napier results and to allow comparison of the results to take place. 

The details of the EVALEC outline matrix structure are shown in Appendix II - the teaching 

traits form the rows of the matrix while the student perception dimensions form the columns 

of the matrix. 

 

5.4 Allocation of Questions to the Cells of the Matrix 

When structuring the EVADOC feedback matrix at Leuven a varimax method of factor 

analysis was used.  This analysis was intended to verify that five factors were indeed 

appropriate for evaluating the student perception dimension and for evaluating the teaching 

trait dimension, and to link the variables together into these factors.  Only those variables that 

are related to each other with a correlation coefficient larger than at least 0.3 should be 

included in any cluster.  Any variables that are very highly correlated (multicollinearity) or are 

exact linear functions of other variables should be excluded from the analysis.  During the 

factor analysis process the factors (axes) are rotated to maximise the relationships between 

the variables and the factors, the main purpose being to achieve a 'simple structure' for the 

matrix i.e. a configuration that allocates the maximum number of variables to a minimum 

number of factors.  The idea being that, the smaller the number of factors that accounts for all 

of the variables the greater the validity that can be asserted for the matrix structure.  To be 

statistically significant each factor should achieve an alpha score of at least 0.7 on completion 

of the factor analysis. Varimax is the most common factor rotation method and one that 

keeps the axes of the matrix at right angles. 

In addition to the varimax factor analysis a scree test was applied.  The purpose of the scree 

test is to confirm how many factors should be retained for analysis.  Normally only those with 

an eigenvalue equal to or greater than one would be retained. (an eigenvalue is a measure of 

the total test variance that is accounted for by a particular factor)  All of the eigenvalues can 

be plotted in decreasing order and the plot looks like the side of a mountain with 'scree' 
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referring to the debris fallen from the mountain, lying at its base. The scree test 

proposes that analysis should include only those factors above the start of the 'scree'. Both 

tests confirmed the validity of using the five-factor analysis for allocating the variables- 

questions -to the relevant factors of the matrix. 

Once the  Leuven questionnaire had been adapted for use at Napier it was agreed that, in 

the first instance, it should be piloted with the responses being processed at Napier using the 

factor analysis structure and software programme developed  for the Leuven questionnaire.  

At that point the responses and results would be sent to Leuven for verification purposes. 

The responses would be subjected to varimax factor analysis to ensure that they were 

appropriately placed in respect of the factors of the matrix and then they would be re-

processed at Leuven to ensure consistency of the results achieved at both universities. 

 

6. Methodology  

6.1 Pilot Phase 

For the pilot phase, the EVALEC questionnaire was piloted across 8 lecturers and 191 first 

year students on Undergraduate Degree and Diploma Programmes. Specific lecturers 

were approached and asked to take part and their students completed the answer sheets 

in class time. Each lecturer was provided with sufficient copies of the questionnaire, 

optically read answer sheets and pencils and briefed on the purpose of the evaluation and 

the time required for completion of the questionnaire. (Approximately 50 minutes) Using a 

six-point scale – see Table 6.1.1, students were asked to express the extent to which they 

agreed or disagreed with the questions as they related to the observable teaching behaviours 

of the lecturer concerned and to record their answers on the optically read sheets.  

 

Table 6.1.1: Six Point Scale for Student Responses 

 

SCORE DEFINITION 

   1 Strongly disagree 

   2 Disagree 

   3 Mildly disagree 

   4 Mildly agree 

   5 Agree 

   6 Strongly agree 
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The answer sheets were processed via the optical reader and the software package provided 

by Leuven. This package calculates a specific score for each cell of the matrix, for  each 

lecturer, in relation to each of the student perception dimensions (columns) and each of 

the teaching trait dimensions(rows). A 10-point scale is used with the point which 

differentiates an acceptable score from an unacceptable score being 4.5.(To allow for 

rounding) In addition a total mean score is calculated for each column and row. The 

definitions applied to the 10-point scale are detailed in Figure 6.1.1 

 

Figure 6.1.1: Factor Analysis Interpretation of Student Responses  

Using a 10 Point Scale 

STUDENT RATING EVALEC SCORE DEFINITION of SCORE 

                 1           0.0 - 0.49 Highly Unacceptable 

                 2         0.5 - 2.49 (Very) Poor 

                 3         2.5 - 4.49 Unacceptable 

                 4         4.5 - 6.49 Acceptable 

                 5         6.5 - 8.49 (Very) Good 

                 6         8.5 - 10.00 Excellent 

 

Each cell of the matrix represents a specific lecturing strategy which can be interpreted as 

relevant from a didactic point of view and as an opportunity to facilitate studying behaviour. 

 

6.2 Verification of the Output 

As agreed the output was sent to Leuven together with the raw data on a floppy disk so 

that they could process the data themselves to ensure that there were no problems arising 

from the installation of the programme on my PC or with the programming of the optical 

reader. Initially the output did not match and- following a series of emails and phone calls a 

minor optical reader programming error was identified.  The necessary adjustment was 

made and the responses re-processed This time there was a complete match which 

confirmed that -from a technical perspective - I could proceed. So far as the validity of the 

questionnaire was concerned Leuven applied varimax factor analysis to the responses 

received and the results confirmed that the questionnaire was reliable and valid.  As 

explained in Section 5.4, to be statistically significant each alpha score had to be at least 

0.7.  The alpha scores for each factor were statistically significant ranging from 0.81 to 
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0.96 and confirmed that the questionnaire was a valid and reliable tool for evaluating 

teaching at Napier.  The Alpha scores obtained are shown in Appendix III. 

Four variables - questions 52, 88, 89 and 96 - did not meet the varimax criteria explained 

in Section 5.4 and were excluded from the analysis.  The remaining questions were 

clustered in the specific cells of the matrix as shown in Appendix IV. 

6.3 Further Evaluations 

As a result of the successful pilot stage which confirmed that the results could be 

considered statistically significant, four further evaluations were conducted  involving 17 

lecturers (including 5 of the lecturers who had taken part in the pilot) and a further 1186 

students.  See Figure 6.3.1 

 Figure 6.3.1: Spread of Lecturers and Students across the Project. 

Evaluation Number of 

Lecturers 

Number of 

Students 

Pilot                 8                191  

First                 8                399  

Second                11                394  

Third                 7                245  

Fourth                 7                148  

 

Throughout the project students were enrolled mainly on core subjects on all years of the 

undergraduate degree and diploma programmes and in Years 2 and 3 of postgraduate 

and professional programmes. Including the pilot, 20 lecturers and 1377 students took part 

with half of the lecturers being evaluated once only. In every case the lecturers were 

volunteers and the questionnaires were completed in class time. Eight of the volunteers 

were men and twelve were women and there was a wide range of ages and experience. 

The frequency with which lecturers agreed to be evaluated can be seen in Figure 6.3.2 on 

page 21. 

6.4 Feedback to Lecturers 

An essential criterion so far as feedback is concerned is to ensure confidentiality. Results 

are confidential to the individual lecturer, each of whom was given a copy of the matrix 

showing their own scores together with a copy of an anonymised matrix showing the 

combined mean scores for all of their colleagues who took part in that evaluation. This  

allowed each lecturer to compare his/her own level of scoring in terms of absolute 
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Figure 6.3.2 :The Frequency with which Lecturers Agreed to be Evaluated 

  

             

KEY: Evaluated once only y = was  

evaluated 

No. = 

Student number 

       M = Male  F = 

Female 

 

Lect M F Pilot  1st  2nd  3rd  4th  

    No.  No.  No.  No.  No. 

1 *  y 27         

2 *  y 6     y 57 y 14 

3 *  y 21         

4  * y 4   y 20     

5  * y 33         

6  * y 32   y 48 y 33 y 23 

7 *  y 42 y 137 y 48 y 29 y 11 

8  * y 26     y 11 y 37 

9 *    y 53 y 88 y 48 y 35 

10  *   y 44       

11  *   y 41       

12  *   y 42 y 9     

13  *   y 29       

14 *    y 23 y 17 y 30 y 13 

15  *   y 30       

16 *      y 21     

17 *      y 32 y 37   

18  *     y 11   y 15 

19  *     y 68     

20  *     y 32     

 8 12 8 191 8 399 11 394 7 245 7 148 
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scores and in terms of their relative position compared with their colleagues and to identify for 

themselves areas of lecturing behaviour that could be improved and/or areas of excellence 

that should be publicised.  Feedback was discussed with each lecturer and, where areas of 

excellence were identified praise was given and the lecturer encouraged to discuss their 

techniques with colleagues to ensure the spread of best practice. 

For each lecturer, looking at the scores achieved in each cell of their matrix, a maximum of 

three lowest scoring cells were identified as ' action areas' to be addressed by them prior to 

any subsequent evaluation.  Some advice was given based on knowledge of good practice 

elsewhere as to how these specific areas might be improved and this advice sometimes 

included referral to a colleague who was known to have strengths in the area in question.  

Particular attention was paid to any ' action area ' when the lecturer was again evaluated.  

Lecturers commented that they experienced a real sense of achievement and satisfaction 

when they obtained higher scores in a subsequent evaluation for an area previously identified 

as having some weakness. 

 

7. Data Analysis  

7.1 Guidelines for Interpreting Results 

Given the 6-point scale adopted for completion of the questionnaire and the fact that that 

scale is then translated to a scale of 0 to 10, with the minimum point that differentiates an 

acceptable score from an unacceptable being 4.5, scores should be interpreted in 

accordance with the guidelines detailed in Figure 6.1.1 shown in Section 6.1.  When 

interpreting the results as presented in the matrix, attention should first of all be paid to the 

five student perception scores - the totals of the five columns.  If a score is below standard or 

comparatively low, the individual cells of that column will reveal the specific lecturing strategy 

requiring attention.  Improvement of that strategy will in turn improve the related lecturing 

behaviour.  The Total row scores give more general information regarding the teaching 

activities/techniques/traits which have been displayed - to a greater or lesser degree - and 

make it possible to identify priority areas where increased effort is required if lecturing 

behaviour is to be improved. 
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7.2 Summary of Results 

Details of the overall average mean scores achieved by all of the lecturers in the individual 

cells of the matrix and in the total row and column cells in each evaluation carried out during 

the project, including the pilot evaluation, are attached as Appendices V-IX. A summary of  

that data showing the number of times these scores fell into each of the scoring ranges and 

the overall average mean achieved in each evaluation is presented in Figure 7.2.1 

Figure 7.2.1 Summary of Average Mean Scores achieved by all lecturers in 

each evaluation of the Project 

Row/Column Total Scores (12) 

Maximum possible scores 60 

Individual Cell Scores (29) 

Maximum possible scores 145 

 Score Range Score Range Overall 

Evaluation 

Average 

 4.5 - 6.49 6.5 - 8.49 4.5 - 6.49 6.5 - 8.49 

 

 

Pilot  1  11  4  25  6.8 

First  7  5  16  13  6.4 

Second  11  1  21  8  6.1 

Third  0  12  4  25  6.9 

Fourth  0  12  1  28  7.1 

TOTALS  19  41  46  99  6.7 

 

If the scores for all of the cells in every evaluation are averaged the resulting overall average 

scores for the project as a whole are those shown in Appendix X.  These show that across 

the entire project only one mean score falls below 6.49 and into the acceptable range at 6.0.  

All other scores lie between 6.6 and 8.2 in the Very Good range with an overall average of 

7.2. Given that these averages mask some very poor scores for lecturer 16 and also some 

disappointing scores for lecturers 8 and 18 1some of the other scores were very good indeed. 

 

7.3 Pilot Evaluation 

Using the data presented in Figure 7.2.1 it can be seen that none of the overall mean scores 

attained by the Napier lecturers in the Pilot Study were below the acceptable range. (Leuven  

                                                
1 The performance of Lecturers 8 and 18 is discussed in section 6.6.2 
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expressed some surprise at the high level of scoring, as - generally speaking, the scores 

obtained at Napier were higher than those obtained at Leuven) No row/column total mean 

score fell below the acceptable level - 4.5.  One score was in the acceptable range and the 

rest lay between 6.7 and 7.4 - comfortably in the very good range. So far as the means of 

individual cell scores were concerned 25 of the 29 scores lay between 6.5 and 7.9 in the very 

good range - and 4 fell into the top of the acceptable range between the scores of 5.8 and 

6.4.  This resulted in an overall evaluation average of 6.8. 

 

7.4 Further Evaluations 

Throughout the remainder of the Project all of the overall mean scores attained by the Napier 

lecturers were in the acceptable or very good ranges.  In the first and second evaluations 

there were a greater number of Row/Column Total mean scores in the ‘acceptable’ range 

than in the ‘very good‘ range but in the final two evaluations all Row/Column Total mean 

scores were in the ‘very good’ range. So far as the means of the individual cell scores were 

concerned, again in the first and second evaluations there were a greater number of 

Individual Cell Total mean scores in the ‘acceptable’ range than in the ‘very good‘ range but - 

all but four in the third evaluation and all but one in the fourth evaluation - were in the ‘ very 

good ‘ range.  The subsequent overall evaluation averages in chronological order were 6.4; 

6.1; 6.9 and 7.1.The lowest and highest individual cell mean scores in each of the 

evaluations are detailed in Figure 7.4.1 

 

Figure 7.4.1:Lowest and Highest Individual Cell Mean Scores for Each      

Evaluation 

Evaluation Lowest Mean Score Highest Mean 

Score 

Pilot 5.8 7.9 

First 4.7 7.6 

Second 4.6 7.4 

Third 5.8 8.0 

Fourth 5.6 8.2 

Mean Scores for All 

Evaluations Combined 

6.0 8.2 
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7.5 Commentary on the Results 

In the pilot evaluation specific lecturers were asked to  participate in the project; all students 

were first year degree or diploma students and this was the second smallest of the project 

sample groups - 191 students. Thereafter, over the next four evaluations, lecturers 

volunteered to take part in the project; the number of students increased; later years of 

programmes were included and the range of programmes extended to encompass Degree, 

Diploma, Postgraduate and Professional programmes. For these four evaluations the overall 

evaluation mean scores (final column of Figure 7.2.1), apart from a slight dip in the second 

evaluation, show an upward trend rising from 6.4 in the first to 7.1 in the fourth. The dip in the 

second evaluation can be attributed in part to very poor scores achieved by one lecturer (16) 

- a new member of staff in his first year of teaching - that pulled down the overall mean score 

for that group.  Unfortunately that lecturer did not volunteer to take part in any subsequent 

evaluation despite being invited to do so. However, the fact that all total mean scores 

achieved were still positive scores, i.e. in the acceptable range or above, indicated that, 

generally speaking, no major remedial action was required in any given area. 

Table 7.5.1: Identification of Poorest Performing Rows & Columns in  

Appendices V to IX  

 Title of the Overall Poorest 

Performing Column and 

Number of the Problem Cell in 

that Column  

( N.B. for cell numbers see App.II ) 

Title of the Overall Poorest Performing 

Row and Number of the Problem Cell 

in that Row  

 

Pilot Stimulating- outright lowest / Cell 

21 

Preparation - Media- outright lowest/ Cell 

21 

First Stimulating- outright lowest / Cell 

21 

Preparation - Media- outright lowest/Cell 

21 

Second Stimulating- outright lowest / Cell 

21 

Preparation - Media- outright lowest/Cell 

21 

Third Stimulating- equal lowest / Cell 

21 

Preparation- Media- equal second  

lowest/ 

Cell 21  

Fourth Stimulating- equal lowest / Cell 

21 

Preparation- Media- equal second 

lowest/ 

Cell 21 
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Referring to Table 7.5.1, the analysis of the data shows that the overall poorest performing 

columns and rows are " Stimulating Behaviour " and “ Preparation - Use of Media”  

respectively. Within this column and row the " problem " cell each time is Cell 21-" “use of 

interesting examples to enliven the lectures”.  

In addition, in four out of the five evaluations, the lowest scoring cell within the averaged 

matrices is Cell 26 - “ sharing evidence of subject knowledge and making topics easy to 

understand”.  

These problem cells indicate that, from the students’ perspective, the lecturers' weakest 

teaching skills are their ability to make the topics easily understood by using interesting and 

enlivening examples based on their subject expertise. Therefore these are areas that, despite 

having acceptable scores, require to be addressed by those lecturers with comparatively low 

scores in these cells. 

 

7.6 Effect of the Project on Performance 

In an attempt to identify whether or not the use of EVALEC had resulted in any positive or 

negative affect on the lecturers' performance a comparison of mean scores achieved by 

lecturers in their first and subsequent evaluations was carried out. (Pilot evaluations were 

excluded from this comparison). In the first instance I wanted to see whether or not there was 

any general improvement through being exposed to regular student evaluation and, 

secondly, to see whether or not scores in specific cells identified for action  and greater effort 

had improved. 

 

7.6.1 Comparison of Scores for Lecturers Evaluated Three or Four Times 

The individual cell scores and total row and column scores achieved in the first and final 

evaluations of four lecturers, who were evaluated 3 or 4 times, were examined. The 

variations in their individual cell scores – see Appendix XI - are summarised in Figure 

7.6.1.1. and then compared. 

Lecturer 6 has no individual cell scores the same as in her first evaluation; she has improved 

her score in 28 cells and has one cell with a poorer score (6.6 cf. 7.3) Each of the total 

row/column mean scores has improved. 

Lecturer 7 has the same score in one of the individual cells as he had in his first evaluation 

and has improved his score in every other individual cell.  Each of  his total row/column mean 

scores has improved. 
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Lecturer 9 has 3 cell scores the same as he had in his first evaluation; he has lower 

scores in 2 cells and has improved his scores in 24 cells. Each of his total row/column mean 

scores have improved. 

Lecturer 14 has one cell score the same as he had in his first evaluation; he has lower 

scores in 8 cells but has improved his scores in 20 cells. Nine of his total row/column mean 

scores have improved but 3 have marginally worsened - 6.5 to 6.3; 7.4 to 7.2 and 5.8 to 5.7. 

 

Figure 7.6.1.1: Comparison of Individual Cell Mean Scores Achieved in First and 

Final Evaluations for Lecturers 6; 7; 9 and 14 

Lecturer Number of 

Times 

Evaluated 

No. of Cells 

with 

Increased 

Score 

No. of Cells 

with 

Lower Score 

No. of Cells 

with 

Same Score 

 

 

Total 

Number 

of 

Scores 

Evaluations in 

which they 

were involved 

Lecturer 6 3 28  (97%) 1 (3%) 0 29 2nd/3rd/4th 

Lecturer 7 4 28   

(97%) 

0 1   (3%) 29 1st/2nd/3rd/4th 

Lecturer 9 4 24   

(83%) 

2  (7%) 3    (10%) 29 1st/2nd/3rd/4th 

Lecturer 14 4 20 (69%) 8 (28%) 1 (3%) 29 1st/2nd/3rd/4th 

TOTALS  100   

(86%) 

11    (10 %) 5    (4%) 116  

 

So far as improving scores in specific cells identified for action is concerned Table 7.6.1.1 

((page 28) shows that they did  improve on the scores achieved in all "action" cells in their 

first evaluations except for one  instance where the score remained unchanged. 

Did this mean that lecturers required at least three or four evaluations to achieve improved 

scores? 
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Table  7.6.1.1: Changes in Scores for Action Cells-Lecturers 6,7,9 and 14. 

Lecturer Cell First Score  Last Score 

6 Clarifying expectations in Relation to Subject 

Content 

4.3 6.1 

 Sharing evidence of subject knowledge and 

making topics easy to understand 
4.7 6.3 

 Using interesting examples to enliven the lecture 4.1 5.9 

7 Sharing evidence of subject knowledge and 

making topics easy to understand 

3.5 4.4 

 Using interesting examples to enliven the lecture 3.1 4.2 

 Entering into discussion etc on questions outwith 

material to be learned 

4.1 6.7 

9 Sharing evidence of subject knowledge and 

making topics easy to understand 

5.1 5.7 

 Entering into discussion etc on questions outwith 

material to be learned 
5.7 6.9 

14 Sharing evidence of subject knowledge and 

making topics easy to understand 

5.2 6.1 

 Entering into discussion etc on questions outwith 

material to be learned 

5.0 7.4 

 Clarification of the assessment format and areas to 

be learned 

4.7 4.7 

 

 

7.6.2 Comparison of Scores for Lecturers Evaluated Twice 

I looked at the results for five lecturers evaluated twice only. A similar pattern was found for 

three of them - Lecturers 2; 12 and 17. The variations in their individual cell scores – see 

Appendix XII - are summarised in Figure 7.6.2.1. ( page 29) and then compared. 

Lecturer 2 has no individual cell scores the same as in his first evaluation; he has improved 

his score in 26 cells and has  3 cells with a poorer score. Each of the total row/column mean 

scores has improved apart from one that remained the same. 

Lecturer 12 has no individual cell scores the same as in her first evaluation; she has 

improved her score in 26 individual cells and has a poorer score in 3 cells.  Each of the total 

row/column mean scores has improved. 

Lecturer 17 has 2 cell scores the same as he had in his first evaluation; he has lower scores 

in 4 cells and has improved his scores in 23 cells. Each of his total row/column mean scores  
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have improved apart from one column score and one row score that are poorer - 7.4/7.3 

and 7.5/7.1 respectively. 

Figure 7.6.2.1: Comparison of Individual Cell Mean Scores Achieved in First and 

Second Evaluations for Lecturers 2; 12 and 17 

Lecturer No. of Cells 

with 

Increased 

Score 

No. of Cells 

with 

Lower 

Score 

No. of 

Cells with 

Same 

Score 

 

 

Total 

Number  

of 

Scores 

Evaluations 

in which 

they were 

involved 

Lecturer 2 26  (91%) 3 (10%) 0 29 3rd/4th 

Lecturer 

12 

26   (91%) 3 (10%) 0   29 1st/2nd 

Lecturer 

17 

23  (79 %) 4  (14%) 2  (7%) 29 2nd/3rd 

TOTALS 75 (86%) 10 (12 %) 2  (2%) 87  

 

In addition Table 7.6.2.1 shows that they have improved on the scores in all "action" cells 

from their first evaluations. 

Table 7.6.2.1: Changes in Scores for Action Cells-Lecturers 2, 12 and 17. 

Lecturer Cell Cell Score 1st 

Evaluation 

Cell Score Last 

Evaluation 

2 Clarifying expectations in Relation to Subject 

Content 

5.8 8.1 

  Sharing evidence of subject knowledge and 

making topics easy to understand 

5.9 7.4 

 Co-ordinating materials with lecture content and 

taking notes 

5.7 6.3 

12 Sharing evidence of subject knowledge and 

making topics easy to understand 

6.2 7.8 

 Setting the subject in context of future 

objectives and goals 

6.4 7.8 

17 Sharing evidence of subject knowledge and 

making topics easy to understand 

6.4 6.8 

 Co-ordinating materials with lecture content and 

taking notes 

6.4 7.9 
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However a different picture emerged for Lecturers 8 and 18. The variations in their individual 

cell scores – see Appendix XIII - are summarised in Figure 7.6.2.2. and then compared. 

Lecturer 8 improved her performance in 1 cell but had poorer scores in 28 cells. 

Lecturer 18 improved her performance in 4 cells; had the same score in 2 cells but had 

poorer scores in 23 cells. 

Figure 7.6.2.2: Comparison of Individual Cell Mean Scores Achieved in First and 

Second Evaluations for Lecturers 8 and 18 

Lecturer No. of Cells 

with Increased 

Score 

No. of Cells 

with 

Lower Score 

No. of Cells 

with 

Same Score 

 

Total 

Number  

of Scores 

Evaluations in which 

they were involved 

Lecturer 8 1 (3%) 28(97%) 0 29 3rd/4th 

Lecturer 18 4  (14%) 23(79%) 2 (7%) 29 2nd /4th 

TOTALS 5 (9%) 51 (88 %) 2 (3%) 58  

 

For the cells that they were asked to focus on in their first evaluation, between them they 

improved scores in 2 out of the 5 identified cells -detailed in Table  7.6.2.2 

 

Table 7.6.2.2: Changes in Scores for Action Cells-Lecturers 8 and 18. 

Lecturer Cell Cell Score 1st 

Evaluation 

Cell Score Last 

Evaluation 

8 Sharing evidence of subject knowledge and 

making topics easy to understand 

6.6 4.7 

 Avoiding traps - alerting to difficult areas 6.0 6.9 

 Using interesting examples to enliven the 

lectures 

6.7 5.3 

18 Sharing evidence of subject knowledge and 

making topics easy to understand 

4.1 4.4 

 Setting the subject in context of future 

objectives and goals 

6.4 7.8 

 Using interesting examples to enliven the 

lectures 

4.9 4.0 
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There are no obvious reasons for these results. Both were experienced lecturers. 

Both were evaluated by 11 students in their first evaluation but only Lecturer 8 had a 

markedly bigger group of students the second time - 37 compared to 15 for lecturer 18. All of 

the students were undergraduate.  

My suggestions so far as Lecturer 8 is concerned are that the first smaller group was in Year 

4 therefore possibly would be more confident in their abilities and likely success which may 

have resulted in higher scores ( could this be evidence of the self satisfaction theory of bias?) 

while the larger second group were in Year 1-more likely to be less sure of themselves and 

perhaps their teacher - resulting in lower scores.  

So far as Lecturer 18 is concerned this is not the case as both groups of students were 

second year degree students. Further evaluations and investigations might assist in 

identifying a clearer picture.  

However, it should be borne in mind that despite the lower second evaluations Lecturer 8 had 

no cell score below the acceptable 4.5 cut off in either evaluation and had an overall mean 

score of 7.76 and 6.71 for her 1st and 2nd evaluations--both scores in the very good range.  

While Lecturer 18 had three cell scores below 4.5 (4.0/4.1/4.4) her overall mean scores were 

6.65 and 6.09 for her 1st and 2nd evaluations--the first in the very good range and the second 

only 0.41 below the commencement of that range. 

 

7.6.3 Comparison of Scores Achieved from Different Categories of Students 

Given that the lecturers had been volunteers there was only limited opportunity to compare 

scores given to any one lecturer by different categories of students. 

• Undergraduate v Postgraduate – see Appendix XIV 

Lecturer 9, in his first and third evaluation was evaluated by undergraduate year one and 

professional stage three students respectively. In one individual cell--clarification of 

assessment format-- both groups gave the same score. However, in all other cells the 

professional students gave higher scores. However, Given that the professional scores were 

achieved in his third consecutive evaluation it could be argued that the higher scores 

reflected generally improved performance as a result of the EVALEC evaluations and was 

nothing to do with different perceptions of undergraduate/postgraduate students. In any case 

the differences were marginal with Lecturer 9 obtaining overall mean scores of 7.01 and 7.65 

respectively. 
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• Core v Elective (Free Choice Modules) – see Appendix XV 

In the University's modular system some modules are designate 'core' within a programme 

structure and these are mandatory for the students enrolled on that programme.  Where a 

module slot within the programme structure is designated as an 'elective' module the student 

has a free choice of any module offered in the university subject to timetabling requirements 

and module capacity.  Undergraduate elective year one and postgraduate core year two 

students evaluated lecturer 14. In one individual cell--'using the board and other media 

effectively'-- both groups gave the same score. However, in all other cells the undergraduate 

elective students - in his first evaluation -gave higher scores. It could be argued that this 

supported two bias theories- electives are chosen for interest; can therefore be more 

enjoyable and easier to study thus leading to higher scores and the postgraduate students 

expecting better teaching combined with core subjects being harder leading to lower scores. 

However, again the differences were not major and Lecturer 14 obtained overall mean 

scores of 6.50 and 5.54 respectively- a difference of less than 1. 

 

7.6.4 Comparison with Leuven Results 

While scores at Napier have generally been higher than those achieved at Leuven, and given 

the proven comparable validity of the EVALEC and EVADOC  tools, the higher scores could 

be a factor of the fact that Napier lecturers were volunteers committed to improving their 

teaching skills. It  could reflect also the following cultural differences between the Belgian and 

Scottish educational systems: 

• the nature of the institution: Historically Napier was a teaching institution and only 

laterally has more emphasis been placed on research. At Leuven it has been the opposite; 

• the selection process: at Napier, in general, the better qualified students are enrolled 

in first year following a competitive selection process while Leuven has to cope with the open 

access system operated in Belgium, the only Faculty setting an entrance examination being 

the Faculty of Applied Sciences for prospective engineers; 

• the standard of entry: at Napier the educational standard of first year students on 

entry is, in the main, comparable - as most enter on the strength of SCE or GCE 

qualifications - the product of nationally set curricula and examinations.  There is no national 

education structure/examination scheme in Belgium - each secondary school devising and 

assessing its own courses leading to a wide disparity in ability and in subjects covered on 

entry to University. 
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• degree of motivation: in general students at Napier are reasonably well motivated - 

choosing to come to University because they want to do so - while at Leuven motivation of 

first year students in particular is a real problem with many making use of their right of access 

to delay having to find employment by one year; 

• approach to teaching/learning: Napier tends to use a student-centred/self study 

approach involving teaching/learning packages; directed study, timetabled tutorials and 

continuous assessment. In addition class sizes are smaller than those at Leuven. In 

comparison teaching at Leuven is mainly devoted to the mass lecture approach and the only 

assessment is the end of year examination. 

However, achieving higher scores does not negate the proven validity and applicability of the 

EVALEC/EVADOC questionnaires in different cultural settings. 

 

8. Summary and Conclusions  

 

8.1  Overview 

• EVALEC is a valid and reliable student evaluation tool that can be used in different 

educational cultures and settings. 

• The tool is easy to use, process and to evaluate. 

• The majority of the lecturers taking part improved their scores for 'action cells' in 

subsequent evaluations 

• Informal staff feedback was positive with lecturers commenting that they felt a real 

sense of achievement when scores improved in subsequent evaluations 

• Napier has developed a caring teaching and learning environment within which 

student evaluation of lecturing could play an important role. 

8.2      Validity and Reliability of the EVALEC Student Evaluation of Lecturing Tool 

The verification of the EVALEC questionnaire/matrix fit and of the processing of the pilot 

results by Leuven has confirmed the comparable validity of the EVALEC and EVADOC 

student evaluation tools in different  educational settings. The statistically significant alpha 

scores and the positive varimax factor analysis and scree test results for EVALEC confirmed 

the reliability of the tool for producing valid  student evaluations of the lecturers at Napier.  

Therefore the principle and the secondary objectives of the project have been achieved i.e. to 

develop a reliable  tool to enable students at Napier University to evaluate the 
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effectiveness of the teaching to which they are exposed and  to confirm the applicability 

of that tool in different educational cultures and settings.  

8.3       Ease of Use and Evaluation 

The questionnaire itself is easy to administer although it does take up approximately 50 

minutes of class time. If Napier decides to adopt this tool formally a mechanism for 

timetabling specific slots for completion of the questionnaire would avoid the loss of valuable 

lecturing time. The actual processing is simple and quick via the optical reader and software 

programme and the resulting print outs in the matrix format are easy to understand and to 

evaluate. Conversion to a Windows environment might make the tool even more user friendly 

but this is not a necessity. 

8.4 Evaluation Results at Napier and Improvements in Scores 

The results of this project have been encouraging in so far as they have confirmed the 

general high quality of teaching being carried out at Napier. The fact that those lecturers 

involved in the pilot project received good evaluation reports and that they recognised that 

their evaluations would be kept totally confidential, encouraged other lecturers to volunteer to 

be assessed in the subsequent evaluations of the project.  For this type of evaluation to be 

successful it is essential that the lecturers trust those carrying out the evaluation to maintain 

the confidentiality of their reports and that results are discussed face to face to ensure that 

the scores are appropriately interpreted and action agreed in relation to any identified 

weaknesses.  Remedial action should be taken in no more than three areas at a time if 

significant improvement is to be made in any area and lecturers should be encouraged to tell 

their colleagues when specific traits are identified as best practice and when specific action 

taken produces 'better' teaching in the eyes of their students.  So far as the objective 

regarding identifying any benefits of using such a tool is concerned I would argue that the 

evidence of the increased scores shown in Tables 7.6.1.1 and 7.6.2.1 has confirmed that the 

use of such a tool can, through time, help to improve the quality of lecturing behaviour. 

However, it must be borne in mind that only 17 lecturers took part in the four main  

evaluations and all of them were volunteers. Therefore, it could be argued that this was a 

small sample and that the participants were already committed to providing the best possible 

learning environment for their students. Whether or not this pattern of improvement would be 

maintained if the evaluation became compulsory could be determined only if and when 

compulsory evaluation was introduced.  
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8.5 Views of the Lecturers Involved 

Informal feedback from the lecturers indicated that they found the student evaluation to be an 

informative and positive experience, particularly when scores in 'action cells' improved in 

subsequent evaluations. Obviously Lecturers 8 and 18 were disappointed with their second 

evaluation results but indicated that they would have liked to continue in the project had 

further evaluations been possible. The one concern is Lecturer 16 –new to teaching and with 

no teaching training – who achieved very poor scores and left the institution shortly 

thereafter. Did the evaluation frighten him away or was he not cut out for teaching? 

8.5 Teaching and Learning Environment 

One of the pre-requisites identified for student evaluation of teaching to be a success 

(Entwhistle.1995) is that it should operate in a supportive educational environment that 

recognises - and is seen to recognise - the importance of quality teaching. 

Sally Brown (2000) stresses the need to encourage teachers to reflect on their own 

practice and to introduce appropriate change. She supports the view that there must be 

clear incentives for teachers to want to improve their teaching skills and that teaching must 

not be seen as second best to research. I support the view that the institution that rewards 

good teaching and holds it as equally important as research will reap the benefits of quality 

teaching. Hattie and Marsh (1996) in their investigation of the relationship between 

teaching and research concluded that; 

 

"It would be folly to conclude that teaching at universities should not be  

based on research, but this does not mean that only those who partake in  

research can be effective communicators of this research….Some  of our 

best university teachers do not undertake research. …institutions need to 

reward creativity, commitment, investigativeness, and critical analysis in 

teaching and research…" 

[Hattie & Marsh, 1996.p533 and 534]. 

 

Napier does have a supportive teaching and learning environment and its commitment to 

learning and teaching can be evidenced in a number of ways:  

•  Teaching Fellowship Scheme launched in 1997/98.  

•  Learning, Teaching and Assessment Strategy implemented with effect 

from August 2000.  

• The university's Educational Development Unit- led by Professor Percival.  
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• Commitment to The Institute of Learning and Teaching in Higher 

Education 

• The Business School's Faculty Learning and Teaching Forum. Established in 

2004. 

 

8.6 Conclusion 

• The UK Government, in its legislation, is clearly committed to some form of 

assessment of teaching quality and I believe that the HE Institutions will have no option but 

to comply. 

• Napier now has a valid tool for that assessment to take place and Napier has the 

supportive environment to make student evaluation of teaching a success. 
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APPENDIX I 

EVALEC QUESTIONNAIRE 

 

ASSESSMENT OF THE TEACHING APPROACH 

 

 

As the above title indicates this questionnaire aims to assess the teaching approach of a 

lecturer. From your replies the lecturer will obtain a picture of the various aspects of his/her 

performance. Therefore, it is of the utmost importance that he/she can count on your 

honest co-operation. 

The questionnaire is easy to answer and consists of two parts.  Part I contains some 

general preliminary questions, while Part II contains the specific assessment questions in 

the form of a list of statements.  You can express your depth of agreement with each 

statement on the accompanying answer sheet.  Sometimes you may get the impression 

that certain questions are repeated.  These questions are however different, as they 

contain different but important nuances.  Please read each question very carefully and 

answer by giving your personal opinion in relation to all of the questions.  The following 

example shows how it works. 

  Statement 999:  “These lectures interest me”. 

Considering your personal opinion in relation to this statement, you would mark one 

alternative on your answer sheet, next to the number of the item (in this case, number 

999). Possible replies are: 

 

 =A= =B= =C= =D= =E= =F= 

 I disagree I disagree I slightly I slightly I agree I agree 

 strongly  disagree agree  strongly 

 

As the answer sheets will be automatically analysed, please use a soft pencil (HB 2) and 

fill the box relating to your choice of answer with one vertical line.  If you make a mistake 

rub out the answer very thoroughly and replace it with the correct one. Please note that 

only one answer may be given for each statement; the one that corresponds to your 

personal opinion. 

Please do not write anything else on the answer sheet and please do not omit any 

question.            We thank you in advance for your co-operation. 



PART I  GENERAL QUESTIONS 

1. Gender 

 A  Male 

 B Female 

2. Age 

 A         18 or under 

 B 19-25 

 C 26 and over 

3. Where did you study prior to entering this Institution? 

 A         Private Secondary School 

 B Local Authority Secondary School 

 C Further Education College 

 D Higher Education Institute 

 E Mature Entrant 

4. What qualifications did you hold prior to entering this programme - please mark the box that 

relates to your “highest” achievement. 

 A         National Certificate Modules 

 B GCSE “A” Level 

 C SCE Higher Grade 

 D Higher Education Qualification at Certificate or Diploma Level 

 E Mature Entrant no academic qualifications 

5. When you decided to enter Higher Education which type of Institution did you    approach? 

 A        Non University Sector 

 B New Universities only (former Polytechnics) 

 C Mixture of Old and New Universities 

6. When you applied for entry to Higher Education where did Napier fit into your plans? 

 A         The only Institution to which you applied 

 B One of a number of Institutions to which you applied - any of which you would have been 

happy to attend 

 C One of a number of Institutions to which you applied but your least preferred option 

 D One of a number of Institutions to which you applied but your most preferred option 

 

7. When you applied to Napier how did you rate this programme on which you are now enrolled? 

 A  First choice 

 B Second choice 

 C Third choice 

 D only programme applied for 
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8. When you were offered this place on your programme what element of choice did you have? 

 A           Extended choice between offers of places on programmes at Napier and elsewhere         

 B Limited choice between offers of places on more than one programme at Napier 

 C No choice as it was the only programme to offer you a place 

9. During this year of your programme at Napier what are your residential arrangements? 

 A         Living in the family home (parental or marital) 

 B Living in Bed and Breakfast type accommodation 

 C Living in rented accommodation as the sole tenant 

 D Living in rented accommodation sharing with others 

 E  Living in student residences 

10. To what extent have you attended the lectures for this subject? 

 A         hardly ever 

 B sometimes 

 C most of the time 

 D always 

11. Please indicate how difficult this subject is in relation to the other subjects in this year of study 

 A   very easy 

 B easy 

 C neither easy nor difficult 

 D difficult 

 E very difficult 

 

12. Please indicate to what extent you feel that this subject is relevant for future studies and 

personal development 

 A         very little use 

 B little use 

 C limited use 

 D useful 

 E very useful 

13. Please indicate to what extent you feel that this subject is relevant to your future employment 

prospects 

 A         of very little relevance 

 B of little relevance 

 C relevant  

 D  very relevant 

14. Please indicate how interesting you found this subject to you personally 

 A        very boring 

 B boring 

 C neither boring nor interesting 

 D interesting 

 E very interesting 
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PART II  ASSESSMENT QUESTIONS 

 =A= =B= =C= =D= =E= =F= 

 I disagree I disagree I slightly I slightly I agree I agree 

 strongly  disagree agree  strongly 

 NB  Do Not Mark Box G 

 

15. This lecturer has clearly thought out the choice of content of his/her subject. 

 

16. This lecturer tries as far as possible to relate his/her approach to the students’ different interests  

 

17. Through his/her method of teaching this lecturer gives a clear structure to his/her lectures. 

 

18. What this lecturer writes on the board supports his/her argument. 

 

19. This lecturer has made the structure of the assessments/examination for his/her subject  clear 

 

20. This lecturer explains to us what has to be learned from the subject material. 

 

21. The amount of learning material for each lecture is well balanced. 

 

22. This lecturer’s method of teaching stimulates me to further thought. 

 

23. This lecturer does not like questions being asked during a lecture. 

 

24. The examples and illustrations used by this lecturer relate very little to the students’ life experience  

 

25. The subject material we get is sufficient to prepare us for the assessments/examination. 

 

26. This lecturer relates his/her subject well to the overall programme structure. 

 

27. This lecturer accepts different points of view and does not expect us always to agree with him/her 

 

28 This lecturer’s method of teaching helps me to relate to other subjects. 

 

29. The entire content of this subject has been well structured.  

 

30. When this lecturer uses media (such as film, pictures, transparencies) it clarifies the subject content. 

 

31. This lecturer invites discussions 

You should be at answer 31 on your answer sheet, if not you have made a mistake, please check and 

correct any errors 
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 =A= =B= =C= =D= =E= =F= 

 I disagree I disagree I slightly I slightly I agree I agree 

 strongly  disagree agree  strongly 

 NB  Do Not Mark Box G 

 

32. This lecturer succeeds in stimulating my interest in his/her subject. 

 

33. This lecturer has indicated to us the usefulness of his/her subject for our future employment. 

 

34. The study materials (handouts, textbooks) and the lecture content should be better co-ordinated. 

 

35. This lecturer’s way of explaining the material shows that he/she is really interested in his/her subject. 

 

36. The relevance of the content of this subject can be clearly understood. 

 

37. There is sufficient opportunity during the lectures to ask for explanations of difficult areas  

 

38. This lecturer does not prepare us enough for the content of the assessments/examination. 

 

39. This lecturer takes into consideration the fact that, at first, you are a novice in his/her subject. 

 

40. This lecturer has clearly thought out the relevance of his/her subject in relation to the overall 

development of the student during his/her time in the institution. 

 

41. This lecturer can explain complicated subject matter in a simple way. 

 

42. We have to take too many notes during these lectures. 

 

43. This lecturer answers questions that are outwith the material we have to learn. 

 

44. These lectures are very lively as this lecturer regularly uses interesting examples.   

 

45. This lecturer has timed and planned his/her lectures well. 

 

46. When students show that they cannot follow the material this lecturer adapts his/her approach. 

 

47. Because of this lecturer’s method of teaching I can identify what he/she believes to be important. 

 

48. It is rather difficult for the students to maintain a general overview of the subject during the lectures. 

You should be at answer 48 on your answer sheet, if not you have made a mistake, please check and 

correct any errors 
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 =A= =B= =C= =D= =E= =F= 

 I disagree I disagree I slightly I slightly I agree I agree 

 strongly  disagree agree  strongly 

 NB  Do Not Mark Box G 

 

49. This lecturer regularly updates his/her materials, using real,current problems to clarify his/her subject  

 

50. Examples used during the lecture illustrate the theory well. 

 

51. The notes on the board are a good addition to the handouts. 

 

52. You can always go to this lecturer for additional explanation.   

 

53. The contents of these lectures make it easy for me to relate this subject to the rest of the programme. 

 

54. This lecturer prepares us for the structure of the examination. 

 

55. This lecturer explains difficult jargon and ideas clearly. 

 

56. This lecturer indicates the importance of the topics he/she is dealing with. 

 

57. This lecturer holds the student’s interest through his/her choice of illustrations. 

 

58. This lecturer maintains good contact with the students during the lectures. 

 

59. This lecturer regularly indicates what we have to learn for the examination. 

 

60. It is easy to take well structured notes during this lecturer’s lectures. 

 

61. It is obvious that this lecturer has clearly thought out the content of his/her lectures. 

 

62. In his/her explanation this lecturer emphasises the important aspects to be studied. 

 

63. This lecturer does not encourage us to think about his/her subject. 

 

64. This lecturer hardly ever mentions what he expects from the students when studying his/her subject  

 

65. This lecturer is prepared to deal with the reactions of the students during the lecture. 

 

You should be at answer 65 on your answer sheet, if not you have made a mistake, please check and 

correct any errors 
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66. This lecturer warns the students about difficult areas in the subjects 

 

67. This lecturer makes threats by inferring that his/her assessments/examination will be difficult. 

 

68. It takes little effort to stay interested in this lecturer’s lectures. 

 

69. This lecturer shows great interest in this subject. 

 

70. As this lecturer clearly indicates the criteria of his/her subject, it is a lot easier to study for it. 

 

71. It matters to this lecturer that the student sees the importance of his/her subject. 

 

72. The contents of these lectures bore me. 

 

73. When introducing new material this lecturer fits it in well with previously learned material. 

 

74. This lecturer hardly ever gives his/her personal views on the contents of the learning material. 

 

75. This lecturer forces me to think about the subject content through his/her use of examples and 

illustrations. 

 

76. This lecturer really makes an effort to prepare us for the assessments/examination. 

 

77. This lecturer relates his/her subject to the programme as a whole. 

 

78. It is obvious that this lecturer is deeply interested in teaching. 

 

79. I am stimulated to further thought by the content of these lectures. 

 

80. This lecturer regularly explains why he/she has included a certain theme in the subject. 

 

81. During his/her explanation this lecturer clearly emphasises those aspects which are important for the 

study of this subject 

 

You should be at answer 81 on your answer sheet, if not you have made a mistake, please check and 

correct any errors 

 

 =A= =B= =C= =D= =E= =F= 

 I disagree I disagree I slightly I slightly I agree I agree 

 strongly  disagree agree  strongly 

 NB  Do Not Mark Box G 
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 =A= =B= =C= =D= =E= =F= 

 I disagree I disagree I slightly I slightly I agree I agree 

 strongly  disagree agree  strongly 

 NB  Do Not Mark Box G 

 

82. This lecturer is keen to ensure that the student understands everything.   

 

83. When dealing with the subject material this lecturer too often expects students to have some previous 

knowledge about the subject. 

 

84. What is written on the board by this lecturer is clearly legible. 

 

85. This lecturer can give a well structured lecture. 

 

86. This lecturer sees his/her subject in a broader perspective. 

 

87. This lecturer’s lectures are so interesting that they are over before you realise it. 

 

88. This lecturer sometimes asks questions of the student during his/her lectures. 

 

89. These lectures contain a systematic train of thought. 

 

90. This lecturer is easy to hear. 

 

91. Without his/her notes this lecturer would not be able to continue talking. 

 

92. This lecturer is interested in his/her student as individuals. 

 

93. In the assessments/examination this lecturer expects us to apply our knowledge rather than to have 

learned the material by heart. 

 

94. Occasionally this lecturer asks the students whether he/she has explained the material clearly enough. 

 

95. It is not clear to me where this lecturer is going with his/her subject.   

 

96. The content of these lectures is important for my overall development. 

 

 

Before returning your answer sheet, please check it once more.  You should be at answer 96, if not you 

have made a mistake.  Please correct any errors.  Thank you for completing this questionnaire. 
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EVALEC Matrix Structure        APPENDIX II 

 Directing Organising Communicating Stimulating Motivating 

Objectives-

clarification of 

instructional 

aims and 

objectives 

Setting the 

subject in context 

of future 

objectives and 

goals 

       CELL 1 

 Plotting the course / 

way in which topics 

will be covered and 

linked 

 

          CELL 11 

 Relevance - of subject 

content and of the 

subject to the 

student's overall 

development 

         CELL 23 

Entering 

Behaviour - 

recognition of 

students' 

backgrounds 

Avoiding traps - 

alerting to difficult 

areas 

 

        CELL 2 

 

 

 

 

         

Linking  up with 

experience and 

knowledge 

 

          CELL 12 

Tuning in to the 

heterogeneity in 

the classroom / 

accepting 

different points 

of view 

         CELL 18 

Stimulating and 

promoting  interest 

and encouraging 

deeper investigation 

         CELL 24 

Preparation-

Content 

Anchoring new 

material within 

overall subject 

context  

 

        CELL 3    

Structuring the 

lecture / choice of 

content 

 

 

        CELL 7 

Determining position - 

clarifying expectations 

and views in relation 

to subject content 

 

           CELL 13 

Offering a broad 

perspective / 

linking the 

subject to the 

course overall 

        CELL 19 

Through careful 

preparation providing 

a logical framework 

which engenders 

creative thought 

         CELL 25 

Preparation-

Explanation 

Highlighting 

important aspects 

/ topics 

 

 

         CELL 4 

Building up the 

Argument and 

relating topics in 

sequence 

 

         CELL 8 

Stimulating  thinking / 

explanations in a 

course related way 

 

 

           CELL 14 

Offering clear 

indication of 

interest in own 

adaptable way  

 

        CELL 20 

Engendering 

fascination- sharing 

evidence of subject 

knowledge and 

making topics easy to 

understand 

        CELL 26 

Preparation- 

Media 

Suitability of 

course materials 

and  illustrations 

 

       CELL 5 

Using the  board 

and other  media 

effectively 

 

        CELL 9 

Co-ordinating 

materials with lecture 

content and  taking 

notes 

 

           CELL 15 

Using 

interesting 

examples to 

enliven the 

lectures  

       CELL 21 

Using topical and 

relevant examples 

and illustrations in a 

well balanced way 

        CELL 27 

Interaction  Prepared to deal 

with the reactions 

of the students 

 

        CELL 10 

Dealing with  

questions and 

comments 

 

 

           CELL 16 

Entering into 

discussion and 

answering 

questions 

outwith the 

material to be 

learned 

        CELL 22 

Keeping contact and 

interest going 

 

 

         CELL 28 

Evaluation Clarification of the 

assessment 

format and 

criteria/areas to 

be learned 

        CELL 6 

 Familiarising students 

with the content of 

examinations and 

other assessments 

           CELL 17 

 Explaining specific 

expectations of 

assessments 

 

        CELL 29 
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APPENDIX III 

 

Alpha Scores for the Five Student Dimension Factors (S1-S5)(Columns) and the Five 

Teaching Traits Factors (T1-T5)(Rows) following Varimax Factor Analysis 

 

Factor Alpha Score Number of Variables 

(Questions) 

S1-Directing .91 15 

S2-Organising .85 9 

S3-Communicating .88 15 

S4-Stimulating/Activating .89 13 

S5-Motivating/Inspiring .96 26 

                                         

Total 

 78 

T1-Objectives .83 8 

T2-Entering Behaviour .89 12 

T3-Preparation - Content .88 13 

     Preparation -

explanation 

.85 12 

     Preparation - Media .84 12 

T4-Interaction .85 11 

T5-Evaluation .81 10 

                                      

Total 

 78 
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APPENDIX IV 

ALLOCATION OF QUESTIONS TO THE CELLS OF THE EVALEC MATRIX 

KEY: n = number of questions (questions) per column or row 

 
 directing  

n = 15 
 

organising 
n = 9 
 

communicating 
n = 9 
 

stimulating 
n = 13 
 

motivating 
n = 26 
 

Objectives 
clarification 
of instructional 
aims and 
objectives 
n = 8 
 

 
 

19; 42 

  
 

50; 81 

  
 

22; 26; 57; 66 

Entering 
Behaviour 
recognition of 
students’ 
backgrounds 
 
n = 12 
 

 
 

 
52 

  
 

 
10; 58; 69 

 
 

 
2; 25 

 
 

 
18; 21; 35; 54; 

55; 64 

Preparation:  
content 
 
n = 13 

 
 

39; 59; 63 
 

 

 
 

1 

 
 

34 

 
 

12; 14; 72 

 
 

3; 7; 31; 41; 47 

Preparation:  
explanation 
 
 
n      = 12 
 

 
 
 

48; 67 

 
 
 

15; 71 

 
 
 

49; 60; 77 

 
 
 

27; 80 

 
 
 

8; 65; 73 

Preparation:  
media 
 
 
n       = 12 
 

 
 
 

11; 36 

 
 
 

4; 16; 37; 
70 
 
 

 
 
 

      20; 28; 46 

 
 
 

30 

 
 
 

43; 61 

Interaction 
 
 
n      = 11 
 

  
 

51; 76 

 
 

9 

 
 

13; 17; 23; 
29; 32 

 
 

44; 68; 78 

Evaluation  
of assessment 
 
 
n      = 10 
 

 
 

5; 6; 40; 45; 
62 
 
 

  
 

24; 53 

  
 

33; 56; 79 
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APPENDIX V 

Averaged Mean Scores Achieved by 8 Napier Lecturers in the Pilot Evaluation 

EVALEC-matrix:  mean scores for the perception dimensions, specific cell scores and teaching 

activities/techniques 

Students 
 
191 

directing  
n = 15 
alpha = .91 

organising 
n = 9 
alpha = .85 

communicating 
n = 9 
alpha = .88 

stimulating 
n = 13 
alpha = .89 

motivating 
n = 26 
alpha = 9.6 

total 

clarification 
of instructional 
aims and 
objectives 
 
 
 
n      =  8 
alpha =  .83 

setting the subject 
in context of future 
objectives and goals 
 
 
 

6.7 

 
 
 
 
 

 

plotting the course/ 
way in which topics 
will be covered and 
linked 
 
 
 

6.8 

 demonstrating 
relevance of  subject 
content and of the 
subject to the 
student’s overall  
development 
 

7.0 
 

 
 
 

6.8 

recognition of 
students’ 
backgrounds 
 
 
 
n      = 12 
alpha =  .89 

avoiding traps - 
alerting to difficult 
areas 
 
 
 

6.9 

 linking up with 
experience and 
knowledge 
 
 
 

6.8 

tuning in to the 
heterogeneity in the 
classroom/ accepting 
different points of 
view 
 

6.8  

promoting interest 
and encouraging 
deeper investigation 
 
 
 

6.9 

 
 
 

6.9 

preparation:  
content 
 
 
 
n       = 13 
alpha =   .88 

anchoring new 
material within overall 
subject context 
 

6.5 

structuring the 
lecture/choice of 
content 
 
 

7.9 

clarifying expectations 
and views in relation to 
subject content 
 
 

6.2 

offering (a broad) 
perspective/linking 
the subject to the 
course overall 
 

6.6 

through careful 
preparation 
providing a logical 
framework which 
engenders creative 
thought 

7.3 

 
 
 

6.9 

preparation:  
explanation 
 
 
 
n      = 12 
alpha =   .85 

highlighting important 
aspects/ topics 
 
 

7.1 

building up the 
argument and 
relating topics in 
sequence 
 

7.6 

stimulating thinking/ 
explanations in a 
course related way 
 
 

6.6  

offering clear 
indication of interest 
in own adaptable way 
 
 

6.6 

sharing evidence of 
subject knowledge 
and making topics 
easy to understand 
 

6.0 

 
 
 

6.8 

preparation:  
media 
 
 
 
n       = 12 
alpha =   .84 

suitability of course 
material and 
illustrations 
 

6.8 

using the board 
and other media 
effectively 
 

7.1 

co-ordinating materials 
with lecture content 
and taking notes 
 

6.6 

using interesting  
examples to enliven 
the lectures 
 

5.8 

using topical and 
relevant examples 
and illustrations in a 
well balanced way 

6.7 

 
 
 

6.6 

interaction 
 
 
 
n      = 11 
alpha =  .85 

 prepared to deal 
with the reactions 
of the students 
 
 

7.1 

dealing with 
questions/comments 
 
 
 

7.1 

entering into 
discussion/ answering 
questions outwith the 
material to be learned 
 

6.4 

keeping contact and 
interest ongoing 
 
 
 

7.0 

 
 
 

6.9 

evaluation of 
assessment 
 
 
n      = 10 
alpha =  .81 

clarification of the 
assessment format and 
the criteria/ areas to be 
learned 
 

6.9 

 familiarising students 
with the content of 
examinations/other 
assessments 
 

7.0 

 explaining the 
specific expectations 
in relation to the 
requirements of 
assessment 
 

6.8 

 
 
 

6.9 

 
TOTALS 
 

 
6.8 

 

 
7.4 

 
6.7 

 
6.4 

 
6.8 

 
6.8 

 

 

n = number of items (questions) per column or row 

alpha must be .7 or over to be of statistical significance 
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APPENDIX VI 
Averaged Mean Scores Achieved by 8 Napier Lecturers in the First Evaluation   
 
EVALEC-matrix:  mean scores for the perception dimensions, specific cell scores and teaching 
activities/techniques 
 
Students 
 
399 

directing  
n = 15 
alpha = .91 

organising 
n = 9 
alpha = .85 

communicating 
n = 9 
alpha = .88 

stimulating 
n = 13 
alpha = .89 

motivating 
n = 26 
alpha = 9.6 

 

Total 
clarification 
of instructional 
aims and objectives 
 
 
 
n      =  8 
alpha =  .83 

setting the subject 
in context of future 
objectives and goals 
 
 
 

6.1 

 
 
 
 
 

 

plotting the course/ 
way in which topics 
will be covered and 
linked 
 
 

6.7 

 demonstrating 
relevance of  subject 
content and of the 
subject to the student’s 
overall  development 
 

6.3 
 

 
 
 

6.3 

recognition of 
students’ 
backgrounds 
 
 
 
n      = 12 
alpha =  .89 

avoiding traps - 
alerting to difficult 
areas 
 
 
 

6.4 

 linking up with 
experience and 
knowledge 
 
 
 

6.0 

tuning in to the 
heterogeneity in the 
classroom/ accepting 
different points of 
view 
 

6.2  

promoting interest and 
encouraging deeper 
investigation 
 
 
 

6.2 
 

 
 
 
 
 

6.2 

preparation:  content 
 
 
 
n       = 13 
alpha =   .88 

anchoring new 
material within 
overall subject 
context 
 

6.1 

structuring the 
lecture/choice of 
content 
 
 

7.6 

clarifying expectations 
and views in relation to 
subject content 
 
 

5.8 

offering (a broad) 
perspective/linking 
the subject to the 
course overall 
 

6.2 

through careful 
preparation providing a 
logical framework 
which engenders 
creative thought 

7.1 

 
 
 

6.6 

preparation:  
explanation 
 
 
 
n      = 12 
alpha =   .85 

highlighting 
important aspects/ 
topics 
 
 

6.6 

building up the 
argument and 
relating topics in 
sequence 
 

7.2 

stimulating thinking/ 
explanations in a 
course related way 
 
 

6.5  

offering clear 
indication of interest 
in own adaptable way 
 
 

6.2 

sharing evidence of 
subject knowledge and 
making topics easy to 
understand 
 

4.7 

 
 
 

6.2 

preparation:  media 
 
 
 
n       = 12 
alpha =   .84 

suitability of course 
material and 
illustrations 
 

6.5 

using the board 
and other media 
effectively 
 

7.1 

co-ordinating materials 
with lecture content 
and taking notes 
 

6.4 

using interesting  
examples to enliven 
the lectures 
 

4.8 

using topical and 
relevant examples and 
illustrations in a well 
balanced way 

5.8 

 
 
 

6.1 

interaction 
 
 
 
n      = 11 
alpha =  .85 

 prepared to deal 
with the reactions 
of the students 
 
 

7.1 

dealing with 
questions/comments 
 
 
 

7.1 

entering into 
discussion/ answering 
questions outwith the 
material to be learned 
 

5.6 

keeping contact and 
interest ongoing 
 
 
 

6.5 

 
 
 

6.6 

evaluation of 
assessment 
 
 
n      = 10 
alpha =  .81 

clarification of the 
assessment format 
and the criteria/ 
areas to be learned 
 

6.7 

 familiarising students 
with the content of 
examinations/other 
assessments 
 

6.9 

 explaining the specific 
expectations in relation 
to the requirements of 
assessment 
 

6.4 

 
 
 

6.7 

 
Total 

 
6.4 

 
7.2 

 
6.5 

 
5.8 

 
6.1 

 
6.4 

 
 

n = number of items (questions) per column or row 
alpha must be .7 or over to be of statistical significance 
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APPENDIX VII 
Averaged Mean Scores Achieved by 11 Napier Lecturers in the Second Evaluation 
 
EVALEC-matrix:  mean scores for the perception dimensions, specific cell scores and teaching 
activities/techniques 
 
Students 
 
394 

directing  
n = 15 
alpha = .91 

organising 
n = 9 
alpha = .85 

communicating 
n = 9 
alpha = .88 

stimulating 
n = 13 
alpha = .89 

motivating 
n = 26 
alpha = 9.6 

Total 

clarification 
of instructional 
aims and objectives 
 
 
 
n      =  8 
alpha =  .83 

setting the subject 
in context of future 
objectives and goals 
 
 
 

5.6 

 
 
 
 
 

 

plotting the course/ 
way in which topics 
will be covered and 
linked 
 
 
 

6.3 

 demonstrating 
relevance of  subject 
content and of the 
subject to the student’s 
overall  development 
 

6.1 
 

 
 
 

6.0 

recognition of 
students’ 
backgrounds 
 
 
 
n      = 12 
alpha =  .89 

avoiding traps - 
alerting to difficult 
areas 
 
 
 

6.0 

 linking up with 
experience and 
knowledge 
 
 
 

5.8 

tuning in to the 
heterogeneity in the 
classroom/ accepting 
different points of 
view 
 

6.2  

promoting interest and 
encouraging deeper 
investigation 
 
 
 

6.1 

 
 
 

6.0 

preparation:  content 
 
 
 
n       = 13 
alpha =   .88 

anchoring new 
material within 
overall subject 
context 
 

5.7 

structuring the 
lecture/choice of 
content 
 
 

7.4 

clarifying expectations 
and views in relation to 
subject content 
 
 

5.5 

offering (a broad) 
perspective/linking 
the subject to the 
course overall 
 

6.0 

through careful 
preparation providing a 
logical framework 
which engenders 
creative thought 

6.6 

 
 
 

6.2 

preparation:  
explanation 
 
 
 
n      = 12 
alpha =   .85 

highlighting 
important aspects/ 
topics 
 
 

6.2 

building up the 
argument and 
relating topics in 
sequence 
 

6.7 

stimulating thinking/ 
explanations in a 
course related way 
 
 

6.5  

offering clear 
indication of interest 
in own adaptable way 
 
 

5.9 

sharing evidence of 
subject knowledge and 
making topics easy to 
understand 
 

4.6 

 
 
 

6.0 

preparation:  media 
 
 
 
n       = 12 
alpha =   .84 

suitability of course 
material and 
illustrations 
 

6.2 

using the board 
and other media 
effectively 
 

6.9 

co-ordinating materials 
with lecture content 
and taking notes 
 

5.6 

using interesting  
examples to enliven 
the lectures 
 

5.1 

using topical and 
relevant examples and 
illustrations in a well 
balanced way 

5.6 

 
 
 

5.9 

interaction 
 
 
 
n      = 11 
alpha =  .85 

 prepared to deal 
with the reactions 
of the students 
 
 

6.8 

dealing with 
questions/comments 
 
 
 

6.9 

entering into 
discussion/ answering 
questions outwith the 
material to be learned 
 

5.5 

keeping contact and 
interest ongoing 
 
 
 

6.2 

 
 
 

6.4 

evaluation of 
assessment 
 
 
n      = 10 
alpha =  .81 

clarification of the 
assessment format 
and the criteria/ 
areas to be learned 
 

5.8 

 familiarising students 
with the content of 
examinations/other 
assessments 
 

6.6 

 explaining the specific 
expectations in relation 
to the requirements of 
assessment 
 

6.1 

 
 
 

6.1 

 
Total 

 
5.9 

 

 
6.9 

 
6.1 

 
5.7 

 
6.0 

 
6.1 

 
 

n = number of items (questions) per column or row 
alpha must be .7 or over to be of statistical significance 
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APPENDIX VIII 
Averaged Mean Scores Achieved by 7 Napier Lecturers in the Third Evaluation 
 
EVALEC-matrix:  mean scores for the perception dimensions, specific cell scores and teaching activities/techniques 
 
Students 
 
245 

directing  
n = 15 
alpha = .91 

organising 
n = 9 
alpha = .85 

communicating 
n = 9 
alpha = .88 

stimulating 
n = 13 
alpha = .89 

motivating 
n = 26 
alpha = 9.6 

Total 

clarification 
of instructional 
aims and objectives 
 
 
 
n      =  8 
alpha =  .83 

setting the subject 
in context of future 
objectives and goals 
 
 
 

6.8 

 
 
 
 
 

 

plotting the course/ 
way in which topics 
will be covered and 
linked 
 
 
 

7.1 

 demonstrating 
relevance of  subject 
content and of the 
subject to the student’s 
overall  development 
 

7.0 
 

 
 
 

7.0 

recognition of 
students’ 
backgrounds 
 
 
 
n      = 12 
alpha =  .89 

avoiding traps - 
alerting to difficult 
areas 
 
 
 

7.0 

 linking up with 
experience and 
knowledge 
 
 
 

6.6 

tuning in to the 
heterogeneity in the 
classroom/ accepting 
different points of 
view 
 

6.7  

promoting interest and 
encouraging deeper 
investigation 
 
 
 

6.9 

 
 
 

7.0 

preparation:  content 
 
 
 
n       = 13 
alpha =   .88 

anchoring new 
material within 
overall subject 
context 
 

6.6 

structuring the 
lecture/choice of 
content 
 
 

8.0 

clarifying expectations 
and views in relation to 
subject content 
 
 

6.4 

offering (a broad) 
perspective/linking 
the subject to the 
course overall 
 

6.9 

through careful 
preparation providing a 
logical framework 
which engenders 
creative thought 

7.2 

 
 
 

7.1 

preparation:  
explanation 
 
 
 
n      = 12 
alpha =   .85 

highlighting 
important aspects/ 
topics 
 
 

7.1 

building up the 
argument and 
relating topics in 
sequence 
 

7.5 

stimulating thinking/ 
explanations in a 
course related way 
 
 

7.2  

offering clear 
indication of interest 
in own adaptable way 
 
 

6.9 

sharing evidence of 
subject knowledge and 
making topics easy to 
understand 
 

5.8 

 
 
 

6.9 

preparation:  media 
 
 
 
n       = 12 
alpha =   .84 

suitability of course 
material and 
illustrations 
 

6.8 

using the board 
and other media 
effectively 
 

7.2 

co-ordinating materials 
with lecture content 
and taking notes 
 

6.4 

using interesting  
examples to enliven 
the lectures 
 

6.2 

using topical and 
relevant examples and 
illustrations in a well 
balanced way 

6.7 

 
 
 

7.0 

interaction 
 
 
 
n      = 11 
alpha =  .85 

 prepared to deal 
with the reactions 
of the students 
 
 

7.8 

dealing with 
questions/comments 
 
 
 

7.7 

entering into 
discussion/ answering 
questions outwith the 
material to be learned 
 

6.6 

keeping contact and 
interest ongoing 
 
 
 

7.3 

 
 
 

7.5 

evaluation of 
assessment 
 
 
n      = 10 
alpha =  .81 

clarification of the 
assessment format 
and the criteria/ 
areas to be learned 
 

6.6 

 familiarising students 
with the content of 
examinations/other 
assessments 
 

7.3 

 explaining the specific 
expectations in relation 
to the requirements of 
assessment 
 

7.0 

 
 
 

7.1 

 
Total 

 
7.0 

 
7.6 

 
7.1 

 
7.0 

 
7.0 

 
6.9 

 
 
n = number of items (questions) per column or row 
alpha must be .7 or over to be of statistical significance 
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APPENDIX IX 
Averaged Mean Scores Achieved by 7 Napier Lecturers in the Fourth Evaluation 
 
EVALEC-matrix:  mean scores for the perception dimensions, specific cell scores and teaching activities/techniques 
 
Students 
 
148 

directing  
n = 15 
alpha = .91 

organising 
n = 9 
alpha = .85 

communicating 
n = 9 
alpha = .88 

stimulating 
n = 13 
alpha = .89 

motivating 
n = 26 
alpha = 9.6 

Total 

clarification 
of instructional 
aims and objectives 
 
 
 
n      =  8 
alpha =  .83 

setting the subject 
in context of future 
objectives and goals 
 
 
 

6.8 

 
 
 
 
 

 

plotting the course/ 
way in which topics 
will be covered and 
linked 
 
 
 

7.2 

 demonstrating 
relevance of  subject 
content and of the 
subject to the student’s 
overall  development 
 

6.9 

 
 
 

7.0 

recognition of 
students’ 
backgrounds 
 
 
 
n      = 12 
alpha =  .89 

avoiding traps - 
alerting to difficult 
areas 
 
 

7.3 

 linking up with 
experience and 
knowledge 
 
 

6.6 

tuning in to the 
heterogeneity in the 
classroom/ accepting 
different points of 
view 

7.0  

promoting interest and 
encouraging deeper 
investigation 
 
 

7.1 

 
 
 

7.0 

preparation:  content 
 
 
 
n       = 13 
alpha =   .88 

anchoring new 
material within 
overall subject 
context 
 

6.7 

structuring the 
lecture/choice of 
content 
 
 

8.0 

clarifying expectations 
and views in relation to 
subject content 
 
 

6.6 

offering (a broad) 
perspective/linking 
the subject to the 
course overall 
 

6.9 

through careful 
preparation providing a 
logical framework 
which engenders 
creative thought 

7.5 

 
 
 

7.1 

preparation:  
explanation 
 
 
 
n      = 12 
alpha =   .85 

highlighting 
important aspects/ 
topics 
 
 

7.0 

building up the 
argument and 
relating topics in 
sequence 
 

7.6 

stimulating thinking/ 
explanations in a 
course related way 
 
 

7.3  

offering clear 
indication of interest 
in own adaptable way 
 
 

7.2 

sharing evidence of 
subject knowledge and 
making topics easy to 
understand 
 

5.6 

 
 
 

6.9 

preparation:  media 
 
 
 
n       = 12 
alpha =   .84 

suitability of course 
material and 
illustrations 
 

7.5 

using the board 
and other media 
effectively 
 

7.2 

co-ordinating materials 
with lecture content 
and taking notes 
 

6.8 

using interesting  
examples to enliven 
the lectures 
 

6.7 

using topical and 
relevant examples and 
illustrations in a well 
balanced way 

6.8 

 
 
 

7.0 

interaction 
 
 
 
n      = 11 
alpha =  .85 

 prepared to deal 
with the reactions 
of the students 
 

7.9 

dealing with 
questions/comments 
 
 

8.2 

entering into 
discussion/ answering 
questions outwith the 
material to be learned 

7.0 

keeping contact and 
interest ongoing 
 
 

7.7 

 
 
 

7.5 

evaluation of 
assessment 
 
 
n      = 10 
alpha =  .81 

clarification of the 
assessment format 
and the criteria/ 
areas to be learned 
 

7.0 

 familiarising students 
with the content of 
examinations/other 
assessments 
 

7.4 

 explaining the specific 
expectations in relation 
to the requirements of 
assessment 
 

7.0 

 
 
 

7.1 

 
Total 

 
7.0 

 
7.6 

 
7.1 

 
7.0 

 
7.0 

 
7.1 

 

n = number of items (questions) per column or row 
alpha must be .7 or over to be of statistical significance 
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APPENDIX X 
Scores Achieved by Averaging all Mean Scores Obtained in Five Evaluations      
 
EVALEC-matrix:  mean scores for the perception dimensions, specific cell scores and teaching activities/techniques 
 
Students 
 
1377 

directing  
n = 15 
alpha = .91 

organising 
n = 9 
alpha = .85 

communicating 
n = 9 
alpha = .88 

stimulating 
n = 13 
alpha = .89 

motivating 
n = 26 
alpha = 9.6 

Total 

clarification 
of instructional 
aims and objectives 
 
 
 
n      =  8 
alpha =  .83 

setting the subject 
in context of future 
objectives and goals 
 
 
 

6.8 

 
 
 
 
 

 

plotting the course/ 
way in which topics 
will be covered and 
linked 
 
 
 

7.2 

 demonstrating 
relevance of  subject 
content and of the 
subject to the student’s 
overall  development 
 

7.0 

 
 
 

7.0 

recognition of 
students’ 
backgrounds 
 
 
 
n      = 12 
alpha =  .89 

avoiding traps - 
alerting to difficult 
areas 
 
 

7.3 

 linking up with 
experience and 
knowledge 
 
 

6.8 

tuning in to the 
heterogeneity in the 
classroom/ accepting 
different points of 
view 

7.0  

promoting interest and 
encouraging deeper 
investigation 
 
 

7.1 

 
 
 

7.0 

preparation:  content 
 
 
 
n       = 13 
alpha =   .88 

anchoring new 
material within 
overall subject 
context 
 

6.7 

structuring the 
lecture/choice of 
content 
 
 

8.0 

clarifying expectations 
and views in relation to 
subject content 
 
 

6.6 

offering (a broad) 
perspective/linking 
the subject to the 
course overall 
 

6.9 

through careful 
preparation providing a 
logical framework 
which engenders 
creative thought 

7.5 

 
 
 

7.1 

preparation:  
explanation 
 
 
 
n      = 12 
alpha =   .85 

highlighting 
important aspects/ 
topics 
 
 

7.1 

building up the 
argument and 
relating topics in 
sequence 
 

7.6 

stimulating thinking/ 
explanations in a 
course related way 
 
 

7.3  

offering clear 
indication of interest 
in own adaptable way 
 
 

7.2 

sharing evidence of 
subject knowledge and 
making topics easy to 
understand 
 

6.0 

 
 
 

7.0 

preparation:  media 
 
 
 
n       = 12 
alpha =   .84 

suitability of course 
material and 
illustrations 
 

7.5 

using the board 
and other media 
effectively 
 

7.2 

co-ordinating materials 
with lecture content 
and taking notes 
 

6.8 

using interesting  
examples to enliven 
the lectures 
 

6.7 

using topical and 
relevant examples and 
illustrations in a well 
balanced way 

6.8 

 
 
 

7.0 

interaction 
 
 
 
n      = 11 
alpha =  .85 

 prepared to deal 
with the reactions 
of the students 
 

7.9 

dealing with 
questions/comments 
 
 

8.2 

entering into 
discussion/ answering 
questions outwith the 
material to be learned 

7.0 

keeping contact and 
interest ongoing 
 
 

7.7 

 
 
 

7.7 

evaluation of 
assessment 
 
 
n      = 10 
alpha =  .81 

clarification of the 
assessment format 
and the criteria/ 
areas to be learned 
 

7.0 

 familiarising students 
with the content of 
examinations/other 
assessments 
 

7.4 

 explaining the specific 
expectations in relation 
to the requirements of 
assessment 
 

7.0 

 
 
 

7.1 

 
Total 

 
7.1 

 
7.7 

 
7.2 

 
7.0 

 
7.0 

 
7.2 

 
n = number of items (questions) per column or row 
alpha must be .7 or over to be of statistical significance 
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         APPENDIX XI 

Comparison of Mean Scores Achieved  for Lecturers 6,7,9 and 14: Lecturer 6  Key:2 = Second  
Evaluated 3/4 times                               4 = Fourth 
EVALEC-matrix:  mean scores for the perception dimensions, specific cell scores and teaching activities/techniques
 yellow indicates cells for action  
 
 directing  

n = 15 
alpha = .91 

organising 
n = 9 
alpha = .85 

communicating 
n = 9 
alpha = .88 

stimulating 
n = 13 
alpha = .89 

motivating 
n = 26 
alpha = 9.6 

Total 

clarification 
of instructional 
aims and objectives 
 
 
 
n      =  8 
alpha =  .83 

setting the subject 
in context of future 
objectives and goals 
 
 
 

2-5.3 
4-7.5 

 
 
 
 
 

 

plotting the course/ 
way in which topics 
will be covered and 
linked 
 
 
 

2-6.2 
4-7.3 

 demonstrating 
relevance of  subject 
content and of the 
subject to the student’s 
overall  development 
 

2-5.9 
4-7.3 

 
 
 
2 - 5.8 
 
4 - 7.3 

recognition of 
students’ 
backgrounds 
 
 
 
n      = 12 
alpha =  .89 

avoiding traps - 
alerting to difficult 
areas 
 
 

2-6.2 
4-7.4 

 linking up with 
experience and 
knowledge 
 
 

2-6.1 
4-6.6 

tuning in to the 
heterogeneity in the 
classroom/ accepting 
different points of 
view 

2-5.8 
2-6.9 

promoting interest and 
encouraging deeper 
investigation 
 
 

2-5.7 
4-7.1 

 
 
1 - 5.8 
 
4 - 7.0 

preparation:  content 
 
 
 
n       = 13 
alpha =   .88 

anchoring new 
material within 
overall subject 
context 

 
 

2-5.4 
4-7.3 

structuring the 
lecture/choice of 
content 
 
 

 
2-7.6 
4-8.2 

clarifying expectations 
and views in relation to 
subject content 
 
 

 
2-4.3 
4-6.1 

offering (a broad) 
perspective/linking 
the subject to the 
course overall 

 
 

2-5.9 
4-7.1 

through careful 
preparation providing a 
logical framework 
which engenders 
creative thought 

 
2-6.1 
4-8.0 

 
 
 
2 - 5.9 
 
4 - 7.5 

preparation:  
explanation 
 
 
 
n      = 12 
alpha =   .85 

highlighting 
important aspects/ 
topics 
 
 

2-5.8 
4-7.9 

building up the 
argument and 
relating topics in 
sequence 

 
2-6.3 
4-8.6 

stimulating thinking/ 
explanations in a 
course related way 
 

 
2-5.8 
4-7.2 

offering clear 
indication of interest 
in own adaptable way 

 
 

2-5.6 
4-6.8 

sharing evidence of 
subject knowledge and 
making topics easy to 
understand 

 
2-4.7 
4-6.3 

 
 
 
2 - 5.6 
 
4 - 7.2 

preparation:  media 
 
 
 
n       = 12 
alpha =   .84 

suitability of course 
material and 
illustrations 

 
 

2-6.0 
4-7.7 

using the board 
and other media 
effectively 

 
 

2-7.1 
4-7.8 

co-ordinating materials 
with lecture content 
and taking notes 
 
 

2-5.2 
4-6.9 

using interesting  
examples to enliven 
the lectures 

 
 

2-4.1 
4-5.9 

using topical and 
relevant examples and 
illustrations in a well 

balanced way 
 

2-5.2 
4-6.8 

 
 
2 - 6.0 
 
4 - 7.2 

interaction 
 
 
 
n      = 11 
alpha =  .85 

 prepared to deal 
with the reactions 
of the students 
 

 
2-6.1 
4-7.2 

dealing with 
questions/comments 
 
 

 
2-7.3 
4-6.6 

entering into 
discussion/ answering 
questions outwith the 
material to be learned 
 

2-5.1 
4-6.8 

keeping contact and 
interest ongoing 
 
 

 
2-5.5 
4-7.7 

 
 
 
2 - 5.6 
 
4 - 7.1 

evaluation of 
assessment 
 
 
n      = 10 
alpha =  .81 

clarification of the 
assessment format 
and the criteria/ 
areas to be learned 

 
2-5.2 
4-7.8 

 familiarising students 
with the content of 
examinations/other 
assessments 

 
2-6.8 
4-7.6 

 explaining the specific 
expectations in relation 
to the requirements of 
assessment 
 

2-5.9 
4-7.2 

 
 
 
2 - 5.7 
 
4 - 7.6 

 
TOTALS 
 

2 - 5.6 
 

4 - 7.6 

2 - 6.8 
 

4 - 7.9 

2 - 5.9 
 

4 - 7.0 

2 - 5.4 
 

4 - 6.8 

2 - 5.6 
 

4 - 7.3 

 

 
 
n = number of items (questions) per column or row 
alpha must be .7 or over to be of statistical significance 
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Comparison of Mean Scores Achieved for Lecturers 6,7,9 and 14: Lecturer 7 Key:1 = First    
                 4 = Fourth 
EVALEC-matrix:  mean scores for the perception dimensions, specific cell scores and teaching activities/techniques 
 yellow indicates cells for action  
 
 directing  

n = 15 
alpha = .91 

organising 
n = 9 
alpha = .85 

communicating 
n = 9 
alpha = .88 

stimulating 
n = 13 
alpha = .89 

motivating 
n = 26 
alpha = 9.6 

Total 

clarification 
of instructional 
aims and objectives 
 
 
 
n      =  8 
alpha =  .83 

setting the subject 
in context of future 
objectives and goals 
 
 
 

1-5.3 
4-6.4 

 
 
 
 
 

 

plotting the course/ 
way in which topics 
will be covered and 
linked 
 
 
 

1-6.2 
4-8.0 

 demonstrating 
relevance of  subject 
content and of the 
subject to the student’s 
overall  development 
 

1-5.4 
4-6.5 

 
 
 
1 - 5.6 
 
4 - 6.9 

recognition of 
students’ 
backgrounds 
 
 
 
n      = 12 
alpha =  .89 

avoiding traps - 
alerting to difficult 
areas 
 
 

1 - 5.8 
4 - 6.7 

 linking up with 
experience and 
knowledge 
 
 

1 - 5.3 
4 - 6.5 

tuning in to the 
heterogeneity in the 
classroom/ accepting 
different points of 
view 

1 - 5.2 
4 - 7.1 

promoting interest and 
encouraging deeper 
investigation 
 
 

1 - 5.0 
4 - 6.5 

 
 
1 - 5.2 
 
4 - 6.6 

preparation:  content 
 
 
 
n       = 13 
alpha =   .88 

anchoring new 
material within 
overall subject 
context 

 
 

1 - 5.3 
4 - 6.6 

structuring the 
lecture/choice of 
content 
 
 

 
1 - 7.2 
4 - 7.5 

clarifying expectations 
and views in relation to 
subject content 
 
 

 
1 - 5.0 
4 - 5.8 

offering (a broad) 
perspective/linking 
the subject to the 
course overall 

 
 

1 - 5.3 
4 - 6.4 

through careful 
preparation providing a 
logical framework 
which engenders 
creative thought 

 
1 - 6.4 
4 - 7.2 

 
 
 
1 - 5.8 
 
4 - 6.8 

preparation:  
explanation 
 
 
 
n      = 12 
alpha =   .85 

highlighting 
important aspects/ 
topics 
 
 

1 - 6.0 
4 - 7.0 

building up the 
argument and 
relating topics in 
sequence 

 
1 - 6.6 
4 - 7.5 

stimulating thinking/ 
explanations in a 
course related way 
 

 
1 - 5.8 
4 - 7.1 

offering clear 
indication of interest 
in own adaptable way 

 
 

1 - 4.8 
4 - 6.0 

sharing evidence of 
subject knowledge and 
making topics easy to 
understand 

 
1 - 3.5 
4 - 4.4 

 
 
 
1 - 5.2 
 
4 - 6.3 

preparation:  media 
 
 
 
n       = 12 
alpha =   .84 

suitability of course 
material and 
illustrations 

 
 

1 - 5.7 
4 - 6.8 

using the board 
and other media 
effectively 

 
 

1 - 6.6 
4 - 7.0 

co-ordinating materials 
with lecture content 
and taking notes 
 
 

1 - 5.9 
4 - 7.2 

using interesting  
examples to enliven 
the lectures 

 
 

1 - 3.1 
4 - 4.2 

using topical and 
relevant examples and 
illustrations in a well 

balanced way 
 

1 - 4.6 
4 - 5.5 

 
 
1 - 5.7 
 
4 - 6.5 

interaction 
 
 
 
n      = 11 
alpha =  .85 

 prepared to deal 
with the reactions 
of the students 
 

 
1 - 6.4 
4 - 8.0 

dealing with 
questions/comments 
 
 

 
1 - 5.9 
4 - 8.0 

entering into 
discussion/ answering 
questions outwith the 
material to be learned 
 

1 - 4.1 
4 - 6.7 

keeping contact and 
interest ongoing 
 
 

 
1 - 5.0 
4 - 7.4 

 
 
 
1 - 4.9 
 
4 - 7.3 

evaluation of 
assessment 
 
 
n      = 10 
alpha =  .81 

clarification of the 
assessment format 
and the criteria/ 
areas to be learned 

 
1 - 6.5 
4 - 7.7 

 familiarising students 
with the content of 
examinations/other 
assessments 

 
1 - 6.6 
4 - 6.6 

 explaining the specific 
expectations in relation 
to the requirements of 
assessment 
 

1 - 5.5 
4 - 7.4 

 
 
 
1 - 6.2 
 
4 - 7.4 

 
TOTALS 
 

1 - 5.9 
 

4 - 7.0 

1 - 6.6 
 

4 - 7.4 

1 - 5.8 
 

4 - 7.0 

1 - 4.6 
 

4 - 6.4 

1 - 5.2 
 

4 - 6.5 

 

 
 

n = number of items (questions) per column or row 
alpha must be .7 or over to be of statistical significance      
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Comparison of Mean Scores Achieved for Lecturers 6,7,9 and 14-  Lecturer 9  Key: 1 = First 
                          4 = Fourth 
EVALEC-matrix:  mean scores for the perception dimensions, specific cell scores and teaching activities/techniques 

 yellow indicates cells for action  
 
 directing  

n = 15 
alpha = .91 

organising 
n = 9 
alpha = .85 

communicating 
n = 9 
alpha = .88 

stimulating 
n = 13 
alpha = .89 

motivating 
n = 26 
alpha = 9.6 

Total 

clarification 
of instructional 
aims and objectives 
 
 
 
n      =  8 
alpha =  .83 

setting the subject 
in context of future 
objectives and goals 
 
 
 

1 - 7.0 
4 - 7.3 

 
 
 
 
 

 

plotting the course/ 
way in which topics 
will be covered and 
linked 
 
 
 

1 - 7.6 
4 - 7.5 

 demonstrating 
relevance of  subject 
content and of the 
subject to the student’s 
overall  development 
 

1 - 6.9 
4 - 7.2 

 
 
 
1 - 7.1 
 
4 - 7.3 

recognition of 
students’ 
backgrounds 
 
 
 
n      = 12 
alpha =  .89 

avoiding traps - 
alerting to difficult 
areas 
 
 
 

1 - 7.8 
4 - 7.8 

 linking up with 
experience and 
knowledge 
 
 
 

1 - 6.4 
4 - 6.7 

tuning in to the 
heterogeneity in the 
classroom/ accepting 
different points of 
view 
 

1 - 6.5 
4 - 7.7 

promoting interest and 
encouraging deeper 
investigation 
 
 
 

1 - 6.7 
4 - 7.4 

 
 
 
1 - 6.7 
 
4 - 7.3 

preparation:  content 
 
 
 
n       = 13 
alpha =   .88 

anchoring new 
material within 
overall subject 
context 

 
1 - 6.6 
4 - 7.0 

structuring the 
lecture/choice of 
content 
 
 

1 - 8.0 
4 - 8.1 

clarifying expectations 
and views in relation to 
subject content 
 
 

1 - 6.4 
4 - 6.9 

offering (a broad) 
perspective/linking 
the subject to the 
course overall 

 
1 - 6.6 
4 - 7.1 

through careful 
preparation providing a 
logical framework 
which engenders 
creative thought 

1 - 7.7 
4 - 8.0 

 
 
1 - 7.1 
 
4 - 7.5 

preparation:  
explanation 
 
 
 
n      = 12 
alpha =   .85 

highlighting 
important aspects/ 
topics 
 
 

1 - 7.4 
4 - 7.4 

building up the 
argument and 
relating topics in 
sequence 

 
1 - 7.9 
4 - 8.2 

stimulating thinking/ 
explanations in a 
course related way 
 
 

1 - 7.2 
4 - 7.3 

offering clear 
indication of interest 
in own adaptable way 

 
 

1 - 6.8 
4 - 7.6 

sharing evidence of 
subject knowledge and 
making topics easy to 
understand 

 
1 - 5.1 
4 - 5.7 

 
 
1 - 6.8 
 
4 - 7.1 

preparation:  media 
 
 
 
n       = 12 
alpha =   .84 

suitability of course 
material and 
illustrations 

 
 

1 - 7.2 
4 - 7.8 

using the board 
and other media 
effectively 

 
 

1 - 7.6 
4 - 7.7 

co-ordinating materials 
with lecture content 
and taking notes 
 
 

1 - 7.1 
4 - 6.4 

using interesting  
examples to enliven 
the lectures 

 
 

1 - 6.0 
4 - 7.7 

using topical and 
relevant examples and 
illustrations in a well 

balanced way 
 

1 - 6.7 
4 - 7.3 

 
 
1 - 7.2 
 
4 - 7.3 

interaction 
 
 
 
n      = 11 
alpha =  .85 

 prepared to deal 
with the reactions 
of the students 
 

 
1 - 7.8 
4 - 8.3 

dealing with 
questions/comments 
 
 
 

1 - 7.9 
4 - 7.9 

entering into 
discussion/ answering 
questions outwith the 
material to be learned 
 

1 - 5.7 
4 - 6.9 

keeping contact and 
interest ongoing 
 
 

 
1 - 7.8 
4 - 8.3 

 
1 - 6.9 
 
4 - 7.7 

evaluation of 
assessment 
 
 
n      = 10 
alpha =  .81 

clarification of the 
assessment format 
and the criteria/ 
areas to be learned 

 
1 - 8.0 
4 - 7.7 

 familiarising students 
with the content of 
examinations/other 
assessments 

 
1 - 6.0 
4 - 7.6 

 explaining the specific 
expectations in relation 
to the requirements of 
assessment 
 

1 - 7.2 
4 - 7.3 

 
 
1 - 7.4 
 
4 - 7.6 

 
TOTALS 
 

1 - 7.4 
 

4 - 7.5 

1 - 7.7 
 

4 - 8.0 

1 - 6.9 
 

4 - 7.1 

1 - 6.2 
 

4 - 7.2 

1 - 6.9 
 

4 - 7.4 

 

 

 
n = number of items (questions) per column or row 
alpha must be .7 or over to be of statistical significance 
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Comparison of Mean Scores Achieved for Lecturer 6,7,9 and 14  Lecturer 14 Key:1 = First  

           4 = Fourth 

EVALEC-matrix:  mean scores for the perception dimensions, specific cell scores and teaching activities/techniques 

 yellow indicates cells for action  
 
 directing  

n = 15 
alpha = .91 

organising 
n = 9 
alpha = .85 

communicating 
n = 9 
alpha = .88 

stimulating 
n = 13 
alpha = .89 

motivating 
n = 26 
alpha = 9.6 

Total 

clarification 
of instructional 
aims and objectives 
 
 
 
n      =  8 
alpha =  .83 

setting the subject 
in context of future 
objectives and goals 
 
 
 

1 - 5.9 
4 - 5.7 

 
 
 
 
 

 

plotting the course/ 
way in which topics 
will be covered and 
linked 
 
 
 

1 - 7.0 
4 - 6.4 

 demonstrating 
relevance of  subject 
content and of the 
subject to the student’s 
overall  development 
 

1 - 6.6 
4 - 6.5 

 
 
 
1 - 6.5 
 
4 - 6.3 

recognition of 
students’ 
backgrounds 
 
 
 
n      = 12 
alpha =  .89 

avoiding traps - 
alerting to difficult 
areas 
 
 
 

1 - 5.4 
4 - 5.2 

 linking up with 
experience and 
knowledge 
 
 
 

1 - 6.3 
4 - 7.4 

tuning in to the 
heterogeneity in the 
classroom/ accepting 
different points of 
view 
 

1 - 5.4 
4 - 5.8 

promoting interest and 
encouraging deeper 
investigation 
 
 
 

1 - 6.9 
4 - 7.3 

 
 
 
1 - 6.4 
 
4 - 6.9 

preparation:  content 
 
 
 
n       = 13 
alpha =   .88 

anchoring new 
material within 
overall subject 
context 

 
1 - 6.3 
4 - 6.5 

structuring the 
lecture/choice of 
content 
 
 

1 - 7.9 
4 - 8.2 

clarifying expectations 
and views in relation to 
subject content 
 
 

1 - 6.7 
4 - 6.2 

offering (a broad) 
perspective/linking 
the subject to the 
course overall 

 
1 - 6.7 
4 - 7.0 

through careful 
preparation providing a 
logical framework 
which engenders 
creative thought 

1 - 7.0 
4 - 7.1 

 
 
1 - 6.8 
 
4 - 6.9 

preparation:  
explanation 
 
 
 
n      = 12 
alpha =   .85 

highlighting 
important aspects/ 
topics 
 
 

1 - 6.0 
4 - 5.7 

building up the 
argument and 
relating topics in 
sequence 

 
1 - 7.4 
4 - 7.1 

stimulating thinking/ 
explanations in a 
course related way 
 
 

1 - 7.1 
4 - 7.3 

offering clear 
indication of interest 
in own adaptable way 

 
        1 - 6.6 

4 - 7.0 

sharing evidence of 
subject knowledge and 
making topics easy to 
understand 

 
1 - 5.2 
4 - 6.1 

 
 
1 - 6.4 
 
4 - 6.6 

preparation:  media 
 
 
 
n       = 12 
alpha =   .84 

suitability of course 
material and 
illustrations 

 
 

1 - 6.6 
4 - 7.4 

using the board 
and other media 
effectively 

 
 

1 - 7.0 
4 - 7.1 

co-ordinating materials 
with lecture content 
and taking notes 
 
 

1 - 6.6 
4 - 7.3 

using interesting  
examples to enliven 
the lectures 

 
 

1 - 5.0 
4 - 7.4 

using topical and 
relevant examples and 
illustrations in a well 

balanced way 
 

1 - 6.0 
4 - 7.1 

 
 
1 - 6.6 
 
4 - 7.2 

interaction 
 
 
 
n      = 11 
alpha =  .85 

 prepared to deal 
with the reactions 
of the students 
 

 
1 - 7.7 
4 - 7.0 

dealing with 
questions/comments 
 
 
 

1 - 8.3 
4 - 8.9 

entering into 
discussion/ answering 
questions outwith the 
material to be learned 
 

1 - 6.6 
4 - 8.1 

keeping contact and 
interest ongoing 
 
 

 
1 - 6.6 
4 - 7.4 

 
1 - 7.0 
 
4 - 7.8 

evaluation of 
assessment 
 
 
n      = 10 
alpha =  .81 

clarification of the 
assessment format 
and the criteria/ 
areas to be learned 

 
1 - 4.7 
4 - 4.7 

 familiarising students 
with the content of 
examinations/other 
assessments 

 
1 - 7.0 
4 - 7.4 

 explaining the specific 
expectations in relation 
to the requirements of 
assessment 
 

1 - 5.8 
4 - 6.6 

 
 
1 - 5.5 
 
4 - 5.8 

 
TOTALS 
 

1 - 5.8 
 

4 - 5.7 

1 - 7.4 
 

4 - 7.2 

1 - 6.9 
 

4 - 7.3 

1 - 6.3 
 

4 - 7.2 

1 - 6.4 
 

4 - 6.9 

 

 
n = number of items (questions) per column or row 
alpha must be .7 or over to be of statistical significance 

 

 



 58 

APPENDIX XII 

Comparison of Mean Scores Achieved for Lecturers 2,12 and 17 Lecturer 2  Key:  3 = Third 
Evaluated twice                                4 = Fourth 
EVALEC-matrix:  mean scores for the perception dimensions, specific cell scores and teaching activities/techniques 

 yellow indicates cells for action  
 
 directing  

n = 15 
alpha = .91 

organising 
n = 9 
alpha = .85 

communicating 
n = 9 
alpha = .88 

stimulating 
n = 13 
alpha = .89 

motivating 
n = 26 
alpha = 9.6 

Total 

clarification 
of instructional 
aims and objectives 
 
 
 
n      =  8 
alpha =  .83 

setting the subject 
in context of future 
objectives and goals 
 
 
 

3 - 7.0 
4 - 7.9 

 
 
 
 
 

 

plotting the course/ 
way in which topics 
will be covered and 
linked 
 
 
 

3 - 7.4 
4 - 8.6 

 demonstrating 
relevance of  subject 
content and of the 
subject to the student’s 
overall  development 
 

3 - 7.2 
4 - 8.0 

 
 
 
3 -7.2 
 
4 - 8.1 

recognition of 
students’ 
backgrounds 
 
 
 
n      = 12 
alpha =  .89 

avoiding traps - 
alerting to difficult 
areas 
 
 
 

3 - 6.9 
4 - 8.0 

 linking up with 
experience and 
knowledge 
 
 
 

3 - 6.6 
4 - 7.2 

tuning in to the 
heterogeneity in the 
classroom/ accepting 
different points of 
view 
 

3 - 6.5 
4 - 6.6 

promoting interest and 
encouraging deeper 
investigation 
 
 
 

3 - 7.2 
4 - 8.9 

 
 
 
3 - 6.9 
 
4 - 8.0 

preparation:  content 
 
 
 
n       = 13 
alpha =   .88 

anchoring new 
material within 
overall subject 
context 

 
3 - 6.8 
4 - 7.3 

structuring the 
lecture/choice of 
content 
 
 

3 - 7.6 
4 - 7.7 

clarifying expectations 
and views in relation to 
subject content 
 
 

3 - 5.8 
4 - 8.1 

offering (a broad) 
perspective/linking 
the subject to the 
course overall 

 
3 - 7.1 
4 - 7.4 

through careful 
preparation providing a 
logical framework 
which engenders 
creative thought 

3 - 7.0 
4 - 6.4 

 
 
3 - 6.9 
 
4 - 7.1 

preparation:  
explanation 
 
 
 
n      = 12 
alpha =   .85 

highlighting 
important aspects/ 
topics 
 
 

3 - 7.3 
4 - 8.3 

building up the 
argument and 
relating topics in 
sequence 

 
3 - 7.1 
4 - 6.1 

stimulating thinking/ 
explanations in a 
course related way 
 
 

3 - 7.6 
4 - 9.5 

offering clear 
indication of interest 
in own adaptable way 

 
      3 - 7.1 

4 - 8.1 

sharing evidence of 
subject knowledge and 
making topics easy to 
understand 

 
3 - 5.9 
4 - 7.4 

 
 
3 - 7.0 
 
4 - 8.0 

preparation:  media 
 
 
 
n       = 12 
alpha =   .84 

suitability of course 
material and 
illustrations 

 
 

3 - 6.4 
4 - 8.4 

using the board 
and other media 
effectively 

 
 

3 - 6.4 
4 - 6.1 

co-ordinating materials 
with lecture content 
and taking notes 
 
 

3 - 5.7 
4 - 6.3 

using interesting  
examples to enliven 
the lectures 

 
 

3 - 6.5 
4 - 8.9 

using topical and 
relevant examples and 
illustrations in a well 

balanced way 
 

3 - 6.6 
4 - 8.4 

 
 
3 - 6.4 
 
4 - 7.1 

interaction 
 
 
 
n      = 11 
alpha =  .85 

 prepared to deal 
with the reactions 
of the students 
 

 
3 - 7.3 
4 - 8.7 

dealing with 
questions/comments 
 
 
 

3 - 6.5 
4 - 9.6 

entering into 
discussion/ answering 
questions outwith the 
material to be learned 
 

3 - 6.4 
4 - 8.6 

keeping contact and 
interest ongoing 
 
 

 
3 - 6.9 
4 - 8.4 

 
3 - 6.7 
 
4 - 8.6 

evaluation of 
assessment 
 
 
n      = 10 
alpha =  .81 

clarification of the 
assessment format 
and the criteria/ 
areas to be learned 

 
3 - 7.6 
4 - 8.4 

 familiarising students 
with the content of 
examinations/other 
assessments 

 
3 - 7.5 
4 - 8.3 

 explaining the specific 
expectations in relation 
to the requirements of 
assessment 
 

3 - 7.0 
4 - 8.1 

 
 
3 - 7.4 
 
4 - 8.3 

 
TOTALS 
 

3 - 7.3 
 

4 - 8.1 

3 - 6.9 
 

4 - 6.9 

3 - 6.8 
 

4 - 8.0 

3 - 6.7 
 

4 - 8.0 

3 - 6.9 
 

4 - 7.9 

 

 
 
n = number of items (questions) per column or row 
alpha must be .7 or over to be of statistical significance 
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Comparison of Mean Scores Achieved for Lecturers 2,12 and 17 Lecturer 12  Key: 1 = First 
             2 = Second 
EVALEC-matrix:  mean scores for the perception dimensions, specific cell scores and teaching activities/techniques 

 yellow indicates cells for action  
 directing  

n = 15 
alpha = .91 

organising 
n = 9 
alpha = .85 

communicating 
n = 9 
alpha = .88 

stimulating 
n = 13 
alpha = .89 

motivating 
n = 26 
alpha = 9.6 

Total 

clarification 
of instructional 
aims and objectives 
 
 
 
n      =  8 
alpha =  .83 

setting the subject 
in context of future 
objectives and goals 
 
 
 

1 - 6.4 
2 - 7.8 

 
 
 
 
 

 

plotting the course/ 
way in which topics 
will be covered and 
linked 
 
 
 

1 - 7.2 
2 - 7.4 

 demonstrating 
relevance of  subject 
content and of the 
subject to the student’s 
overall  development 
 

1 - 7.1 
2 - 7.8 

 
 
 
1 - 7.0 
 
2 - 7.7 

recognition of 
students’ 
backgrounds 
 
 
 
n      = 12 
alpha =  .89 

avoiding traps - 
alerting to difficult 
areas 
 
 
 

1 - 7.1 
2 - 7.6 

 linking up with 
experience and 
knowledge 
 
 
 

1 - 7.4 
2 - 8.4 

tuning in to the 
heterogeneity in the 
classroom/ accepting 
different points of 
view 
 

1 - 7.5 
2 - 8.4 

promoting interest and 
encouraging deeper 
investigation 
 
 
 

1 - 7.2 
2 - 7.7 

 
 
 
1 - 7.3 
 
2 - 8.0 

preparation:  content 
 
 
 
n       = 13 
alpha =   .88 

anchoring new 
material within 
overall subject 
context 

 
1 - 7.4 
2 - 8.0 

structuring the 
lecture/choice of 
content 
 
 

1 - 8.1 
2 - 8.4 

clarifying expectations 
and views in relation to 
subject content 
 
 

1 - 6.5 
2 - 7.1 

offering (a broad) 
perspective/linking 
the subject to the 
course overall 

 
1 - 7.6 
2 - 7.9 

through careful 
preparation providing a 
logical framework 
which engenders 
creative thought 

1 - 7.8 
2 - 8.4 

 
 
1 - 7.6 
 
2 - 8.1 

preparation:  
explanation 
 
 
 
n      = 12 
alpha =   .85 

highlighting 
important aspects/ 
topics 
 
 

1 - 7.4 
2 - 8.0 

building up the 
argument and 
relating topics in 
sequence 

 
1 - 8.0 
2 - 7.9 

stimulating thinking/ 
explanations in a 
course related way 
 
 

1 - 7.4 
2 - 7.2 

offering clear 
indication of interest 
in own adaptable way 

 
        1 - 7.6 
     2 - 8.2 

sharing evidence of 
subject knowledge and 
making topics easy to 
understand 

 
1 - 6.2 
2 - 7.8 

 
 
1 - 7.2 
 
2 - 7.8 

preparation:  media 
 
 
 
n       = 12 
alpha =   .84 

suitability of course 
material and 
illustrations 

 
 

1 - 7.2 
2 - 7.9 

using the board 
and other media 
effectively 

 
 

1 - 7.6 
2 - 8.1 

co-ordinating materials 
with lecture content 
and taking notes 
 
 

1 - 7.0 
2 - 7.3 

using interesting  
examples to enliven 
the lectures 

 
 

1 - 6.7 
2 - 8.7 

using topical and 
relevant examples and 
illustrations in a well 

balanced way 
 

1 - 6.9 
2 - 7.3 

 
 
1 - 7.2 
 
2 - 7.9 

interaction 
 
 
 
n      = 11 
alpha =  .85 

 prepared to deal 
with the reactions 
of the students 
 

 
1 - 7.4 
2 - 8.3 

dealing with 
questions/comments 
 
 
 

1 - 8.4 
2 - 7.8 

entering into 
discussion/ answering 
questions outwith the 
material to be learned 
 

1 - 7.4 
2 - 7.5 

keeping contact and 
interest ongoing 
 
 

 
1 - 7.5 
2 - 8.4 

 
1 - 7.5 
 
2 - 7.9 

evaluation of 
assessment 
 
 
n      = 10 
alpha =  .81 

clarification of the 
assessment format 
and the criteria/ 
areas to be learned 

 
1 - 7.2 
2 - 7.6 

 familiarising students 
with the content of 
examinations/other 
assessments 

 
1 - 8.3 
2 - 8.4 

 explaining the specific 
expectations in relation 
to the requirements of 
assessment 
 

1 - 7.2 
2 - 7.5 

 
 
1 - 7.4 
 
2 - 7.8 

 
TOTALS 
 

1 - 7.1 
 

2 - 7.9 

1 - 7.7 
 

2 - 8.1 

1 - 7.4 
 

2 - 7.7 

1 - 7.4 
 

2 - 7.9 

1 - 7.2 
 

2 - 7.9 

 

 
n = number of items (questions) per column or row 
alpha must be .7 or over to be of statistical significance 
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Comparison of Mean Scores Achieved for Lecturers 2,12 and 17 Lecturer 17Key:  2 = Second 
                         3 = Third 
EVALEC-matrix:  mean scores for the perception dimensions, specific cell scores and teaching activities/techniques 

 yellow indicates cells for action  
 
 directing  

n = 15 
alpha = .91 

organising 
n = 9 
alpha = .85 

communicating 
n = 9 
alpha = .88 

stimulating 
n = 13 
alpha = .89 

motivating 
n = 26 
alpha = 9.6 

Total 

clarification 
of instructional 
aims and objectives 
 
 
 
n      =  8 
alpha =  .83 

setting the subject 
in context of future 
objectives and goals 
 
 
     2 - 7.5 

3 - 8.3 

 
 
 
 
 

 

plotting the course/ 
way in which topics 
will be covered and 
linked 
 

2 - 7.8 
3 - 7.6 

 demonstrating 
relevance of  subject 
content and of the 
subject to the student’s 
overall  development 
          2 - 7.4 

3 - 8.0 

 
 
 
2 - 7.5 
 
3 - 8.0 

recognition of 
students’ 
backgrounds 
 
 
 
n      = 12 
alpha =  .89 

avoiding traps - 
alerting to difficult 
areas 
 
 
 

2 - 7.8 
3 - 8.0 

 linking up with 
experience and 
knowledge 
 
 
 

2 - 7.4 
3 - 8.2 

tuning in to the 
heterogeneity in the 
classroom/ accepting 
different points of 
view 
 

2 - 7.3 
3 - 8.1 

promoting interest and 
encouraging deeper 
investigation 
 
 
 

2 - 7.7 
3 - 7.9 

 
 
 
2 - 7.6 
 
3 - 8.0 

preparation:  content 
 
 
 
n       = 13 
alpha =   .88 

anchoring new 
material within 
overall subject 
context 

 
2 - 7.2 
3 - 7.1 

structuring the 
lecture/choice of 
content 
 
 

2 - 7.8 
3 - 8.8 

clarifying expectations 
and views in relation to 
subject content 
 
 

2 - 7.3 
3 - 7.8 

offering (a broad) 
perspective/linking 
the subject to the 
course overall 

 
2 - 7.3 
3 - 7.2 

through careful 
preparation providing a 
logical framework 
which engenders 
creative thought 

2 - 7.6 
3 - 7.9 

 
 
2 - 7.4 
 
3 - 7.6 

preparation:  
explanation 
 
 
 
n      = 12 
alpha =   .85 

highlighting 
important aspects/ 
topics 
 
 

2 - 7.6 
3 - 7.6 

building up the 
argument and 
relating topics in 
sequence 

 
2 - 7.8 
3 - 8.4 

stimulating thinking/ 
explanations in a 
course related way 
 
 

2 - 7.9 
3 - 8.0 

offering clear 
indication of interest 
in own adaptable way 

 
 

2 - 7.3 
3 - 7.8 

sharing evidence of 
subject knowledge and 
making topics easy to 
understand 

 
2 - 6.4 
3 - 6.8 

 
 
2 - 7.4 
 
3 - 7.7 

preparation:  media 
 
 
 
n       = 12 
alpha =   .84 

suitability of course 
material and 
illustrations 

 
 

2 - 7.0 
3 - 7.8 

using the board 
and other media 
effectively 

 
 

2 - 7.1 
3 - 7.6 

co-ordinating materials 
with lecture content 
and taking notes 
 
 

2 - 6.4 
3 - 7.9 

using interesting  
examples to enliven 
the lectures 

 
 

2 - 7.9 
3 - 8.5 

using topical and 
relevant examples and 
illustrations in a well 

balanced way 
 

2 - 7.2 
3 - 7.7 

 
 
2 - 7.0 
 
3 - 7.8 

interaction 
 
 
 
n      = 11 
alpha =  .85 

 prepared to deal 
with the reactions 
of the students 
 

 
2 - 8.4 
3 - 8.7 

dealing with 
questions/comments 
 
 
 

2 - 8.0 
3 - 8.7 

entering into 
discussion/ answering 
questions outwith the 
material to be learned 
 

2 - 7.5 
3 - 8.0 

keeping contact and 
interest ongoing 
 
 

 
2 - 8.2 
3 - 8.6 

 
2 - 7.9 
 
3 - 8.3 

evaluation of 
assessment 
 
 
n      = 10 
alpha =  .81 

clarification of the 
assessment format 
and the criteria/ 
areas to be learned 

 
2 - 7.4 
3 - 6.4 

 familiarising students 
with the content of 
examinations/other 
assessments 

 
2 - 7.9 
3 - 7.9 

 explaining the specific 
expectations in relation 
to the requirements of 
assessment 
 

2 - 7.5 
3 - 7.7 

 
 
2 - 7.5 
 
3 - 7.1 

 
TOTALS 
 

2 - 7.4 
 

3 - 7.3 

2 - 7.6 
 

3 - 8.2 

2 - 7.4 
 

3 - 8.0 

2 - 7.4 
 

3 - 7.8 

2 - 7.5 
 

3 - 7.8 

 

 
n = number of items (questions) per column or row 
alpha must be .7 or over to be of statistical significance 
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APPENDIX XIII 

Comparison of Mean Scores Achieved for Lecturers 8 and 18  Lecturer 8  Key: 3 = Third 

Evaluated twice but poorer results second time                        4 = Fourth 

EVALEC-matrix:  mean scores for the perception dimensions, specific cell scores and teaching activities/techniques 

 yellow indicates cells for action  
 
 directing  

n = 15 
alpha = .91 

organising 
n = 9 
alpha = .85 

communicating 
n = 9 
alpha = .88 

stimulating 
n = 13 
alpha = .89 

motivating 
n = 26 
alpha = 9.6 

Total 

clarification 
of instructional 
aims and objectives 
 
 
 
n      =  8 
alpha =  .83 

setting the subject 
in context of future 
objectives and goals 
 
 
 

3 - 7.0 
4 - 6.0 

 
 
 
 
 

 

plotting the course/ 
way in which topics 
will be covered and 
linked 
 
 
 

3 - 8.5 
4 - 7.0 

 demonstrating 
relevance of  subject 
content and of the 
subject to the student’s 
overall  development 
 

3 - 7.3 
4 - 6.5 

 
 
 
3 - 7.5 
 
4 - 6.5 

recognition of 
students’ 
backgrounds 
 
 
 
n      = 12 
alpha =  .89 

avoiding traps - 
alerting to difficult 
areas 
 
 
 

3 - 6.0 
4 - 6.9 

 linking up with 
experience and 
knowledge 
 
 
 

3 - 7.5 
4 - 6.1 

tuning in to the 
heterogeneity in the 
classroom/ accepting 
different points of 
view 
 

3 - 7.5 
4 - 6.6 

promoting interest and 
encouraging deeper 
investigation 
 
 
 

3 - 7.2 
4 - 6.4 

 
 
 
3 - 7.2 
 
4 - 6.4 

preparation:  content 
 
 
 
n       = 13 
alpha =   .88 

anchoring new 
material within 
overall subject 
context 

 
3 - 7.6 
4 - 6.1 

structuring the 
lecture/choice of 
content 
 
 

3 - 9.1 
4 - 8.3 

clarifying expectations 
and views in relation to 
subject content 
 
 

3 - 8.4 
4 - 6.1 

offering (a broad) 
perspective/linking 
the subject to the 
course overall 

 
3 - 7.7 
4 - 6.8 

through careful 
preparation providing a 
logical framework 
which engenders 
creative thought 

3 - 8.1 
4 - 7.5 

 
 
3 - 8.0 
 
4 - 7.0 

preparation:  
explanation 
 
 
 
n      = 12 
alpha =   .85 

highlighting 
important aspects/ 
topics 
 
 

3 - 7.4 
4 - 6.6 

building up the 
argument and 
relating topics in 
sequence 

 
3 - 8.2 
4 - 7.7 

stimulating thinking/ 
explanations in a 
course related way 
 
 

3 - 8.1 
4 - 7.3 

offering clear 
indication of interest 
in own adaptable way 

 
 

3 - 8.0 
4 - 7.4 

sharing evidence of 
subject knowledge and 
making topics easy to 
understand 

 
3 - 6.6 
4 - 4.7 

 
 
3 - 7.6 
 
4 - 6.6 

preparation:  media 
 
 
 
n       = 12 
alpha =   .84 

suitability of course 
material and 
illustrations 

 
 

3 - 7.7 
4 - 6.9 

using the board 
and other media 
effectively 

 
 

3 - 7.9 
4 - 7.4 

co-ordinating materials 
with lecture content 
and taking notes 
 
 

3 - 8.0 
4 - 7.0 

using interesting  
examples to enliven 
the lectures 

 
 

3 - 6.7 
4 - 5.3 

using topical and 
relevant examples and 
illustrations in a well 

balanced way 
 

3 - 7.6 
4 - 6.3 

 
 
3 - 7.7 
 
4 - 6.8 

interaction 
 
 
 
n      = 11 
alpha =  .85 

 prepared to deal 
with the reactions 
of the students 
 

 
3 - 8.4 
4 - 7.8 

dealing with 
questions/comments 
 
 
 

3 - 9.5 
4 - 8.1 

entering into 
discussion/ answering 
questions outwith the 
material to be learned 
 
     3 - 7.7 
     4 - 6.3 

keeping contact and 
interest ongoing 
 
 

 
3 - 7.6 
4 - 8.0 

 
3 - 8.0 
 
4 - 6.9 

evaluation of 
assessment 
 
 
n      = 10 
alpha =  .81 

clarification of the 
assessment format 
and the criteria/ 
areas to be learned 

 
3 - 8.1 
4 - 6.0 

 familiarising students 
with the content of 
examinations/other 
assessments 

 
3 - 8.4 
4 - 7.2 

 explaining the specific 
expectations in relation 
to the requirements of 
assessment 
 

3 - 7.8 
4 - 6.5 

 
 
3 - 8.1 
 
4 - 6.4 

 
TOTALS 
 

3 - 7.5 
 

4 - 6.3 

3 - 8.2 
 

4 - 7.6 

3 - 8.1 
 

4 - 6.9 

3 - 7.7 
 

4 - 6.6 

3 - 7.5 
 

4 - 6.5 

 

 
 
n = number of items (questions) per column or row  
alpha must be .7 or over to be of statistical significance 
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Comparison of Mean Scores Achieved for Lecturers 8 and 18  Lecturer 18     Key:  2 = Second 
                4 = Fourth  
EVALEC-matrix:  mean scores for the perception dimensions, specific cell scores and teaching activities/techniques 

 yellow indicates cells for action  
 
 directing  

n = 15 
alpha = .91 

organising 
n = 9 
alpha = .85 

communicating 
n = 9 
alpha = .88 

stimulating 
n = 13 
alpha = .89 

motivating 
n = 26 
alpha = 9.6 

Total 

clarification 
of instructional 
aims and objectives 
 
 
 
n      =  8 
alpha =  .83 

setting the subject 
in context of future 
objectives and goals 
 
 
        2 - 5.1 

4 - 5.1 

 
 
 
 
 

 

plotting the course/ 
way in which topics 
will be covered and 
linked 
 
          2 - 6.9 

4 - 6.0 

 demonstrating 
relevance of  subject 
content and of the 
subject to the student’s 
overall  development 
          2 - 5.9 

4 - 5.3 

 
 
 
2 - 5.9 
 
4 - 5.4 

recognition of 
students’ 
backgrounds 
 
 
 
n      = 12 
alpha =  .89 

avoiding traps - 
alerting to difficult 
areas 
 
 
        2 - 7.8 

4 - 7.1 

 linking up with 
experience and 
knowledge 
 
 
          2 - 5.3 

4 -5.2 

tuning in to the 
heterogeneity in the 
classroom/ accepting 
different points of 
view 
         2 - 7.5 

4 - 6.3 

promoting interest and 
encouraging deeper 
investigation 
 
 
          2 - 5.8 

4 -5.5 

 
 
 
2 - 6.1 
 
4 - 5.7 

preparation:  content 
 
 
 
n       = 13 
alpha =   .88 

anchoring new 
material within 
overall subject 
context 

 
2 - 5.3 
4 - 5.6 

structuring the 
lecture/choice of 
content 
 
 

2 - 7.6 
4 - 6.7 

clarifying expectations 
and views in relation to 
subject content 
 
 

2 - 6.2 
4 - 5.3 

offering (a broad) 
perspective/linking 
the subject to the 
course overall 

 
2 - 5.8 
4 - 5.6 

through careful 
preparation providing a 
logical framework 
which engenders 
creative thought 

2 - 7.3 
4 - 6.5 

 
 
2 - 6.4 
 
4 - 6.0 

preparation:  
explanation 
 
 
 
n      = 12 
alpha =   .85 

highlighting 
important aspects/ 
topics 
 
 

2 - 6.7 
4 - 5.7 

building up the 
argument and 
relating topics in 
sequence 

 
2 - 7.8 
4 - 6.6 

stimulating thinking/ 
explanations in a 
course related way 
 
 

2 - 6.2 
4 - 5.3 

offering clear 
indication of interest 
in own adaptable way 

 
 

2 - 7.0 
4 - 5.7 

sharing evidence of 
subject knowledge and 
making topics easy to 
understand 

 
2 - 4.1 
4 - 4.4 

 
 
2 - 6.2 
 
4 - 5.4 

preparation:  media 
 
 
 
n       = 12 
alpha =   .84 

suitability of course 
material and 
illustrations 

 
 

2 - 6.6 
4 - 7.2 

using the board 
and other media 
effectively 

 
 

2 - 7.2 
4 - 6.7 

co-ordinating materials 
with lecture content 
and taking notes 
 
 

2 - 7.1 
4 - 6.8 

using interesting  
examples to enliven 
the lectures 

 
 

2 - 4.9 
4 - 4.0 

using topical and 
relevant examples and 
illustrations in a well 

balanced way 
 

2 - 5.3 
4 - 5.1 

 
 
2 - 6.6 
 
4 - 6.3 

interaction 
 
 
 
n      = 11 
alpha =  .85 

 prepared to deal 
with the reactions 
of the students 
 
      2 - 8.1 

4 - 7.0 

dealing with 
questions/comments 
 
 
          2 - 8.9 

4 - 8.9 

entering into 
discussion/ answering 
questions outwith the 
material to be learned 
         2 - 7.5 

4 - 6.0 

keeping contact and 
interest ongoing 
 
 
          2 - 7.4 

4 - 6.5 

 
2 - 7.7 
 
4 - 6.6 

evaluation of 
assessment 
 
 
n      = 10 
alpha =  .81 

clarification of the 
assessment format 
and the criteria/ 
areas to be learned 

 
2 - 7.1 
4 - 7.2 

 familiarising students 
with the content of 
examinations/other 
assessments 

 
2 - 8.3 
4 - 7.5 

 explaining the specific 
expectations in relation 
to the requirements of 
assessment 
 

2 - 6.3 
4 - 5.9 

 
 
2 - 7.1 
 
4 - 6.9 

 
TOTALS 
 

2 - 6.5 
 

4 - 6.4 

2 - 7.6 
 

4 - 6.8 

2 - 6.8 
 

4 - 6.2 

2 - 6.8 
 

4 - 5.7 

2 - 6.1 
 

4 - 5.7 

 

 
 
 
n = number of items (questions) per column or row 
alpha must be .7 or over to be of statistical significance 
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APPENDIX XIV 

Comparison of Mean Scores Given by  Undergraduate & Postgraduate  Students to Lecturer 9  
Key: 1 =  First/Undergraduate Degree Year 1 3 = Third/ Professional Postgraduate 
 
EVALEC-matrix:  mean scores for the perception dimensions, specific cell scores and teaching activities/techniques 
  
 
 directing  

n = 15 
alpha = .91 

organising 
n = 9 
alpha = .85 

communicating 
n = 9 
alpha = .88 

stimulating 
n = 13 
alpha = .89 

motivating 
n = 26 
alpha = 9.6 

Total 

clarification 
of instructional 
aims and objectives 
 
 
 
n      =  8 
alpha =  .83 

setting the subject 
in context of future 
objectives and goals 
 
 
 

1 - 7.0 
3 - 7.2 

 
 
 
 
 

 

plotting the course/ 
way in which topics 
will be covered and 
linked 
 
 
       1 - 7.6 

3 - 7.8 

 demonstrating 
relevance of  subject 
content and of the 
subject to the student’s 
overall  development 
 

1 - 6.9 
3 - 7.5 

 
 
 
1 - 7.1 
 
3 - 7.5 

recognition of 
students’ 
backgrounds 
 
 
 
n      = 12 
alpha =  .89 

avoiding traps - 
alerting to difficult 
areas 
 
 
        1 - 7.8 

3 - 7.7 

 linking up with 
experience and 
knowledge 
 
 
          1 - 6.3 
       3 - 6.7 

tuning in to the 
heterogeneity in the 
classroom/ accepting 
different points of 
view 
         1 - 6.5 

3 - 7.3 

promoting interest and 
encouraging deeper 
investigation 
 
 
          1 - 6.7 

3 - 7.8 

 
 
 
1 - 6.7 
 
3 - 7.5 

preparation:  content 
 
 
 
n       = 13 
alpha =   .88 

anchoring new 
material within 
overall subject 
context 

 
1 - 6.6 
3 - 7.0 

structuring the 
lecture/choice of 
content 
 
 

1 - 8.0 
3 - 8.7 

clarifying expectations 
and views in relation to 
subject content 
 
 

1 - 6.3 
3 - 7.9 

offering (a broad) 
perspective/linking 
the subject to the 
course overall 

 
1 - 6.6 
3 - 7.3 

through careful 
preparation providing a 
logical framework 
which engenders 
creative thought 

1 - 7.7 
3 - 8.4 

 
 
1 - 7.1 
 
3 - 7.8 

preparation:  
explanation 
 
 
 
n      = 12 
alpha =   .85 

highlighting 
important aspects/ 
topics 
 
 

1 - 7.3 
3 - 8.2 

building up the 
argument and 
relating topics in 
sequence 

 
1 - 7.9 
3 - 8.3 

stimulating thinking/ 
explanations in a 
course related way 
 
 

1 - 7.2 
3 - 7.8 

offering clear 
indication of interest 
in own adaptable way 

 
 

1 - 6.8 
3 - 7.9 

sharing evidence of 
subject knowledge and 
making topics easy to 
understand 

 
1 - 5.1 
3 - 6.6 

 
 
1 - 6.8 
 
3 - 7.7 

preparation:  media 
 
 
 
n       = 12 
alpha =   .84 

suitability of course 
material and 
illustrations 

 
 

1 - 7.2 
3 - 7.6 

using the board 
and other media 
effectively 

 
 

1 - 7.6 
3 - 7.7 

co-ordinating materials 
with lecture content 
and taking notes 
 
 

1 - 7.1 
3 - 7.6 

using interesting  
examples to enliven 
the lectures 

 
 

1 - 6.0 
3 - 7.7 

using topical and 
relevant examples and 
illustrations in a well 

balanced way 
 

1 - 6.7 
3 - 7.7 

 
 
1 - 7.2 
 
3 - 7.6 

interaction 
 
 
 
n      = 11 
alpha =  .85 

 prepared to deal 
with the reactions 
of the students 
 

 
1 - 7.8 
3 - 8.5 

dealing with 
questions/comments 
 
 
 

1 - 7.9 
3 - 8.2 

entering into 
discussion/ answering 
questions outwith the 
material to be learned 
 

1 - 5.7 
3 - 6.9 

keeping contact and 
interest ongoing 
 
 

 
1 - 7.8 
3 - 8.5 

 
1 - 6.9 
 
3 - 7.8 

evaluation of 
assessment 
 
 
n      = 10 
alpha =  .81 

clarification of the 
assessment format 
and the criteria/ 
areas to be learned 

 
1 - 8.0 
3 - 8.0 

 familiarising students 
with the content of 
examinations/other 
assessments 

 
1 - 6.0 
3 - 7.4 

 explaining the specific 
expectations in relation 
to the requirements of 
assessment 
 

1 - 7.2 
3 - 7.5 

 
 
1 - 7.3 
 
3 - 7.8 

 
TOTALS 
 

1 - 7.3 
 

3 - 7.7 

1 - 7.7 
 

3 - 8.1 

1 - 6.9 
 

3 - 7.4 

1 - 6.2 
 

3 - 7.3 

1 - 6.9 
 

3 - 7.6 

1 - 7.0 
 

3 - 7.7 

 
n = number of items (questions) per column or row 
alpha must be .7 or over to be of statistical significance 
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APPENDIX XV 

Comparison of Mean Scores Given by Students Studying Elective    
and Compulsory Subjects to Lecturer 14   
Key: 1 =  First/ Elective      3 = Third/ Core 
EVALEC-matrix:  mean scores for the perception dimensions, specific cell scores and teaching activities/techniques 
  
 
 directing  

n = 15 
alpha = .91 

organising 
n = 9 
alpha = .85 

communicating 
n = 9 
alpha = .88 

stimulating 
n = 13 
alpha = .89 

motivating 
n = 26 
alpha = 9.6 

Total 

clarification 
of instructional 
aims and objectives 
 
 
 
n      =  8 
alpha =  .83 

setting the subject 
in context of future 
objectives and goals 
 
 
 

1 - 5.9 
3 - 4.7 

 
 
 
 
 

 

plotting the course/ 
way in which topics 
will be covered and 
linked 
 
 
          1 - 7.0 

3 - 5.7 

 demonstrating 
relevance of  subject 
content and of the 
subject to the student’s 
overall  development 
 

1 - 6.6 
3 - 5.4 

 
 
 
1 - 6.5 
 
4 - 5.3 

recognition of 
students’ 
backgrounds 
 
 
 
n      = 12 
alpha =  .89 

avoiding traps - 
alerting to difficult 
areas 
 
 
        1 - 5.4 

3 - 4.3 

 linking up with 
experience and 
knowledge 
 
 
          1 - 6.3 

3 - 5.4 

tuning in to the 
heterogeneity in the 
classroom/ accepting 
different points of 
view 
         1 - 5.4 

3 - 4.8 

promoting interest and 
encouraging deeper 
investigation 
 
 
          1 - 6.9 

3 - 5.3 

 
 
 
1 - 6.4 
 
3 - 5.2 

preparation:  content 
 
 
 
n       = 13 
alpha =   .88 

anchoring new 
material within 
overall subject 
context 

 
1 - 6.3 
3 - 6.1 

structuring the 
lecture/choice of 
content 
 
 

1 - 7.9 
3 - 6.8 

clarifying expectations 
and views in relation to 
subject content 
 
 

1 - 6.7 
3 - 4.7 

offering (a broad) 
perspective/linking 
the subject to the 
course overall 

 
1 - 6.7 
3 - 6.1 

through careful 
preparation providing a 
logical framework 
which engenders 
creative thought 

1 - 7.0 
3 - 5.4 

 
 
1 - 6.8 
 
3 - 5.8 

preparation:  
explanation 
 
 
 
n      = 12 
alpha =   .85 

highlighting 
important aspects/ 
topics 
 
        1 - 6.0 

3 - 4.9 

building up the 
argument and 
relating topics in 
sequence 
      1 - 7.4 

3 - 5.3 

stimulating thinking/ 
explanations in a 
course related way 
 
           1 - 7.1 

3 - 6.3 

offering clear 
indication of interest 
in own adaptable way 

 
        1 - 6.6 

3 - 5.1 

sharing evidence of 
subject knowledge and 
making topics easy to 
understand 
           1 - 5.2 

3 - 4.4 

 
 
1 - 6.4 
 
3 - 5.2 

preparation:  media 
 
 
 
n       = 12 
alpha =   .84 

suitability of course 
material and 
illustrations 

 
        1 - 6.6 

3 - 5.9 

using the board 
and other media 
effectively 

 
    1 - 7.0 

3 - 7.0 

co-ordinating materials 
with lecture content 
and taking notes 
 
          1 - 6.6 

3 - 5.5 

using interesting  
examples to enliven 
the lectures 

 
         1 - 5.0 

3 - 3.7 

using topical and 
relevant examples and 
illustrations in a well 

balanced way 
           1 - 6.0 

3 - 5.6 

 
 
1 - 6.6 
 
3 - 5.9 

interaction 
 
 
 
n      = 11 
alpha =  .85 

 prepared to deal 
with the reactions 
of the students 
 
      1 - 7.7 

3 - 7.0 

dealing with 
questions/comments 
 
 
          1 - 8.3 

3 - 7.4 

entering into 
discussion/ answering 
questions outwith the 
material to be learned 
         1 - 6.6 

3 - 6.4 

keeping contact and 
interest ongoing 
 
 
          1 - 6.6 

3 - 5.6 

 
1 - 7.0 
 
3 - 6.4 

evaluation of 
assessment 
 
 
n      = 10 
alpha =  .81 

clarification of the 
assessment format 
and the criteria/ 
areas to be learned 

 
1 - 4.7 
3 - 3.3 

 familiarising students 
with the content of 
examinations/other 
assessments 

 
1 - 7.0 
3 - 6.4 

 explaining the specific 
expectations in relation 
to the requirements of 
assessment 
 

1 - 5.8 
3 - 5.6 

 
 
1 - 5.5 
 
3 - 4.6 

 
TOTALS 
 

1 - 5.8 
 

3 - 4.7 

1 - 7.4 
 

3 - 6.6 

1 - 6.9 
 

3 - 5.8 

1 - 6.3 
 

3 - 5.7 

1 - 6.4 
 

3 - 5.3 

1 - 6.5 
 

3 - 5.5 

 
 
 
n = number of items (questions) per column or row 
alpha must be .7 or over to be of statistical significance 
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