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ABSTRACT The aim of this paper is to share the experiences of a lecturer on an evaluation process followed to
improve the lecturer’s teaching philosophy and to achieve effective learning. This will benefit academics, students,
society, grant providers and institutional assessors. Using autoethnography and quantitative methodology (survey
approach), information from third year students by means of a questionnaire was solicited. Two steps were followed
in data collection and analysis. Firstly, the lecturer personally collected and analysed the data. Secondly, to get an
objective view, the Institutional Learning and Teaching Development (LTD) Unit collected and analysed the
information independently. The results indicate that the average scores for course evaluation, instructor evaluation,
overall course evaluation and overall instructor were over eighty percent. Comments included: good instructor,
good motivator, always punctual and very professional. It is recommended that a variety of methods be used to
evaluate and assess teaching effectiveness.
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INTRODUCTION

Research on assessment of lecturers by stu-
dents has been ongoing in Higher Education (HE),
nationally and internationally (Shelvin et al. 2000;
Penny 2003; King 2007; Dorasamy and Balkaran
2013; Abedin et al. 2014). Rajkaran and Mammen
(2012) propose that academics in universities need
to be evaluated by students once in a 3-year cycle,
in order to ensure continuous professional devel-
opment. Academics are required at some universi-
ties to have themselves evaluated every semester
for semester courses (Abedin et al. 2014; Chuan
and Heng 2015), biannually (Stein et al. 2013), and
annually for year courses (Walter Sisulu Universi-
ty 2009; Shah and Nair 2012). The aim of this paper
is to share the experiences on an evaluation pro-
cess followed to improve teaching philosophy and
to improve effective learning. There is a need to
assess an academic’s performance so that one
could develop professionally. By undertaking this
exercise the researcher hopes to encourage aca-

demics to have themselves evaluated so that they
can improve their competence and ensure that ef-
fective learning and teaching takes place in the
classroom. This will then benefit academics, stu-
dents, society, grant providers and institutional
assessors.

The students’ evaluation report, on the teach-
ing quality of their instructors, is based on the
opinions of ‘customer satisfaction’ in Higher Edu-
cation (HE). Almost all HE institutions around the
world conduct student evaluations (Stein et al.
2013; Abedin et al. 2014; Adeyemo 2015). The stu-
dent is the direct customer of the service of learn-
ing. Students are the direct beneficiaries of instruc-
tion, and given that they spend a great deal of time
with lecturers, they can offer useful inputs in iden-
tifying flaws during instruction and ways of reme-
diation (Iyamu and Aduwa 2005). Students are the
main consumers of education and best placed to
evaluate the quality of their education and their
teaching (Hughes and Quinn 2013). The view of
‘value for money’ is relevant, as students need to
assess whether they receive high quality tuition
for the fees they pay (Vinson 2013). Also important
is accountability (Stein et al. 2013). Increasingly,
students and institutions are considering their
own investment in scholarly work in value-for-
money terms (Bitzer 2004: 27). Another impor-
tant concept is lecturer-feedback (Human-Vogel
and Mahlangu 2009: 314), which describes what
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the student receives about their progress in class
and during the semester/year from the lecturer.
Such evaluation is not unique to tertiary educa-
tion. The client as evaluator can be witnessed in
car sales, hotels, restaurants and the insurance
industry where the client is asked for feedback
on all aspects of the service provided (King 2007).

According to Iyamu and Aduwa (2005), teach-
er (or lecturer) evaluation refers to a periodic evalu-
ation of teachers’ performance by students. It in-
volves a systematic gathering and analysis of infor-
mation, on the basis of which decisions are taken
regarding the effectiveness, efficiency and/or com-
petence of the lecturer in realising set professional
goals and the desire of the university to promote
effective learning (Machingambi and Wadesango
2011). Continuous evaluation contributes to the pro-
fessional development of the lecturer (Dimova 2017;
Knapp 2017). The opinion of students on the qual-
ity of teaching at the institution they attend impacts
on the quality of higher education (Hughes and
Quinn 2013; Mittal et al. 2015; Husain and Khan
2016). Often the institution will require (or at least
recommend) that this feedback is obtained using
some form of standardised evaluation instrument,
which in most cases is a questionnaire.

Student questionnaires are a long-standing and
significant instrument in HE in Malaysia (Ghazali
et al. 2012; Abedin et al. 2014) in the USA (Honolu-
lu Community College 2014); Canada (Canadian
Association of University Teachers 2014); India
(Mittal et al. 2015) and Scotland (Parkinson 2016).
There is also sufficient evidence of questionnaires
being used in South Africa (Mizikaci 2006; Mach-
ingambi and Wadesango 2011; Rajkaran and Mam-
men 2012; Dorasamy and Balkaran 2013). Standar-
dised evaluation has the advantage (from the in-
stitution’s point of view) of consistent methods of
evaluation being used throughout the institution.
Such evaluations can take place during the semes-
ter and at the end of the semester.

However, not all lecturers’ value assessment
by their students and some are even hostile to-
wards evaluations (Stein et al. 2013). University
lecturers in a South African HE had negative
perceptions of students’ evaluation of their in-
structional practices (Machingambi and Wade-
sango 2011). This view is supported internation-
ally by Stein et al. (2013). Various arguments can
be raised for such negative perceptions. One
possible explanation could be that lecturers (es-
pecially junior and less experienced ones) are
probably apprehensive about the potential aca-

demic and professional inadequacies that may
be exposed by student evaluations. This is sup-
ported by Imogie (2000) who concluded that
senior lecturers tend to have a more positive
disposition towards students’ evaluation of
teaching than junior academics. Students are
swayed by simple courses and likeable lecturers
(Stein et al. 2013). Another explanation is that
lecturers are skeptical of students’ evaluation
because of the possible damage these might in-
flict on their tenure and promotion decisions
(Chory and Offstein 2017; Spooren and Christi-
aens 2017). Other writers (Baldwin and Blattner
2003; Mittal et al. 2015; Parkinson 2016) state
that student evaluation must be used with cau-
tion. There is also a view that it should not be
the only method of assessing teaching perfor-
mance (Stein 2013; Canadian Association of Uni-
versity Teachers 2014; Mittal et al. 2015; Parkinson
2016) and that student evaluations should not be
used to initiate any action for unsatisfactory per-
formance (Macquarie University 2014). Although
there are some negative perceptions of student
evaluations; if conducted properly, there are many
benefits for most stakeholders, especially, the lec-
turer, the students, the community and manage-
ment of HEIs (Adeyemo 2015).

Against this background, the lecturer was
evaluated by his students in the last two years
internally and externally using an instrument
developed by the LTD unit at one South African
University. According to The University of War-
wick (2014) there are a variety of reasons for
wanting to evaluate one’s own teaching, name-
ly, (1) to improve your teaching; (2) for promo-
tion; (3) for a teaching award; (4) for quality as-
surance purposes; and (5) research and evalua-
tion as part of good practice. They proceed to
state that self-evaluation can assist the lecturer
to (1) improve the educational experiences pro-
vided to students; (2) identify the professional
education needed to further one’s capacity to
teach well; (3) prepare for performance review
with one’s supervisor; and (4) assess one’s readi-
ness to apply for promotion and tenure (The
University of Warwick 2014). Many of these rea-
sons are also underlined by Macquarie Univer-
sity (2014). Self-evaluation is also recommend-
ed within nursing education as it gives educa-
tors greater ownership over their evaluations
(Lord 2009). The above are excellent reasons for
having oneself evaluated.
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Objectives

The main objective of the paper was to un-
dertake an evaluation of the lecturer to check if
one was effective in the classroom and if there
was a level of quality in the modules, and more
importantly if there were aspects that the lectur-
er could improve and become a better profes-
sional in the future.

METHODOLOGY

Autoethnography, which is a method of re-
search that involves self-observation and reflex-
ive investigation, was used. Autoethnography
is sometimes regarded synonymous with self-
ethnography, reflexive ethnography, perfor-
mance ethnography and can be associated with
narrative inquiry and autobiography. Specifical-
ly, reflexive accounting which is the narrator’s
subjective experience and subjectivity which is
known as autobiographical writing that has eth-
nographic interest, was employed (Marechal
2010; Cooper et al. 2017; Knapp 2017).  Accord-
ing to Marechal (2010: 1), autoethnography
broadly operationalises three different concep-
tions of self: self as representative subject (as a
member of a community or group), self as auton-
omous subject (as itself the object of inquiry,
depicted in ‘tales of the self”) and other as au-
tonomous self (the other as both object and sub-
ject of inquiry, speaking with their own voice).
Elements of all three are present in this study.
The lecturer (as representative subject) was both
the object and subject of inquiry and also wrote
this paper (‘tales of the self’).

Both autoethnography and quantitative meth-
odology were used, to overcome biasness and
to improve credibility of the results. A survey
design was employed. Firstly, this lecturer had
himself evaluated by his students using a ques-
tionnaire (see Appendix 1) developed by the
LTD Unit. This is a requirement of the institu-
tion. This paper would not consider the validity
and reliability of the instrument since it was con-
sidered by the institution before its implementa-
tion. The questionnaires were administered to
the third year students (the population) towards
the end of the semester for two modules (Busi-
ness Management: Marketing – BMA 3101 and
Business Management: Finance – BMA 3202).
Anonymity was assured as students were not

required to write their names on the question-
naires. Further, for ethical reasons, students were
not compelled to complete the questionnaires.
The sample was 15 students (100% of popula-
tion – BMA 3101) and 12 students (65% of pop-
ulation – BMA 3202) respectively. One ques-
tionnaire from the latter was incomplete and
therefore removed.

The questionnaire had mainly closed ques-
tions based on five-point scale (1 = strongly
disagree; 2 = disagree; 3 = somewhat agree; 4 =
agree; 5 = strongly agree) for two categories (A)
course offering and (B) instruction. Section (C)
required: (i) Overall course offering rating and
(ii) Overall instructor rating. This was also based
on five point scales ranging from very poor, poor,
fair, good and very good. There were two open
ended questions: (D) Please comment on the
course including any practical component (for
example, likes, suggestions, etc), and (E) Please
comment on the instructor (for example,
strengths, suggestions, etc.). The questionnaires
were analysed manually by the lecturer (self-
evaluation) and use was made of a hand-held
calculator. This was to keep the results confi-
dential (especially if they were negative) and to
encourage academics to get themselves evalu-
ated. Results were mainly in percentages and
tables. No statistical analysis was attempted and
this could be regarded as a weakness of the
study.

The closed ended questions for A and B were
recorded as a number (that is, the number of
respondents that agreed, strongly agreed, some-
what agreed, disagreed and strongly disagreed)
and also converted to a percentage. Further the
items strongly agree, agree and somewhat agree
were combined as a percentage and recorded on
the tables. The same method was adopted for
disagree and strongly disagree. The scores for
Section C were 5 points for very good; 4 for
good; 3 for fair, 2 poor and 1 for very poor. In the
Marketing module scores were added and di-
vided by 75 (because 5 – very good - is the
maximum score x 15 – respondents) and record-
ed as a percentage. That is for each criteria the
maximum score is 75 (15 students x 5). In the
financial module scores were added and divided
by 60 [because 5 is the maximum x 12 – respon-
dents] and recorded as a percentage.

Secondly, to obtain an objective view, the
evaluation process was followed by an external
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evaluation by the Quality Assurance Director-
ate. However, it was only for the second mod-
ule, that is, Financial Management because the
external evaluation took place in the second se-
mester. The sample was eighty-nine percent of
the population. The questionnaires were analy-
sed by the Faculty Quality Assurance Officer
with a software program and the results were
sent to the lecturer electronically in a pdf format.

A possible limitation of this paper is the ques-
tion of validity on the grounds of un-represen-
tativeness, lack of objectivity, being too personal
(Marechal 2010) and untrustworthiness (Knapp
2017), which are characteristics of autoethnog-
raphy or autobiographical methods. However,
the concept of positivism was considered. Be-
cause of their fundamental belief in an objective
reality, positivists seek to be as objective as
possible in their pursuit of knowledge (Polit and
Beck 2004). Therefore, this was followed up by
an external evaluation to get an objective view
to counter-balance the subjectivity. Triangula-
tion was used to obtain data from another source
(Knapp 2017). The methodology attempted to
use a positivist paradigm that ensured that there
was a gap between the researcher’s subjective
bias and the objective reality being studied.

RESULTS

Course Offering

The results of the course offering are shown
in Table 1. Note that the percentages for strong-
ly agree, agree and somewhat agree and that of
strongly disagree and disagree have been ag-
gregated throughout.

  As can be seen from Table 1, only one item
(‘Marking is fair’) in the institutional evaluation
scored less than eighty percent; and one item
(‘The volume of the subject content is manage-
able’) scored less than ninety percent in the self-
evaluation. Five items (items 3, 4, 5, 11 and 13)
scored less than ninety percent in the external
evaluation. Of some concern should be the items
that respondents had rated ‘somewhat agree’,
especially if they were twenty percent or higher.
These are: ‘The content covers the latest devel-
opments in the learning area’ (33.3%); ‘the vol-
ume of the subject content is manageable’
(25.9%); ‘tests concentrate on important points
of the course’ (25.9%); ‘texts and other materials
have helped me understand the course topics’
(22.2%) and ‘theory is linked to practical imple-
mentation’ (22.2%).

Table 1: Course offering

S. Criteria Self-evaluation   Institutional evaluation
No. (n=27)                        (n=16)

% Agree* % Dis- % Agree* % Dis-
agree*  agree*

1. Course objectives are clear 100 0 92 8
2. Course is well organised 100 0 96 4
3. Student responsibilities are clearly defined 96.3 3.7 88 12
4. Course content is relevant and useful 100 0 88 12
5. Texts and other materials have helped me understand the 100 0 82 18

course topics
6. Tests concentrate on important points of the course 96.3 3.7 92 8
7. Tests are clearly worded** 92 8
8. Tests are good measures of my knowledge, understanding or 100 0 94 6

ability to perform
9. Marking is fair 96.3 3.7 78 22
10. Assignments are appropriately distributed throughout the year. 92.6 7.4 90 10
11. Theory is linked to practical implementation 96.3 3.7 88 12
12. The content covers the latest developments in the learning area 96.3 3.7 90 10
13. The volume of the subject content is manageable 81.5 18.5 82 18
14. Course as a whole has produced new knowledge, skills and 100 0 96 4

awareness in me
Average 96.6 3.4 89.1 10.1

Source: Author
*Note that strongly agree, agree and somewhat agree were combined. The same method was adopted for strongly

disagree and disagree.
**Item 7 was omitted due to a mistake in the questionnaire.
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Comments on the Course

The results for Section D: ‘Comment on the
course including any practical components (for
example likes, suggestions, etc)’ are summarised
in Table 2 and 3. Table 2 shows the strengths and
positives and Table 3 gives the weaknesses, neg-
atives and suggestions.

As Table 2 shows that students are benefit-
ing from the course, especially as regards the as-
signment, the project, research, subject knowl-
edge, examples, motivation, business world and
uniqueness.  There is evidence that the lecturer
is adding value to the students.

As can be seen from Table 3 students have
some concerns about the course. They include,
amongst others, scarcity of textbooks, course
materials, heavy workload, relevance of the
project, time consuming as regards the project
and the prerequisite of Financial Accounting II.

Instruction

The results for Section B: Instruction are sum-
marised in Table 4. This section has 24 criteria.

As can be seen from Table 4, only one item
(Item 14 – ‘Seldom misses [sic] classes’) in the
self-evaluation had a score of less than ninety

Table 2: Summary of comments on the course (strengths/positives)

Self-evaluation Institutional evaluation

Finance
Course is running smoothly. It is satisfactory.
Makes things easier and practical. Course is I love it.

very practical.
Course is understandable. The course is motivating me.
He gives us notes (PowerPoint presentations), Course is very well organised.

suggestions, practical examples.
Course is very interesting. Course objectives are very well outlined.
The course is very good. Examples are made so that everyone understands.
Use of research project is good.Project introduces Continue with the good work. I wish you could take us for all

us to research.   three years.
I like the brain teasers (which he started when I Projects are very interesting they make us engage with the

was in the first year).   community.
I feel I can be able to run my own business. I now Gave me a lot of understanding of the business world.

know how important it is to invest, save money
and also manage it.
Project was good as it was done in groups.
Course is well thought out by the instructor as
he has excellent knowledge of the subject matter.

Marketing
Course is well organised. [No comments, as this module was not evaluated by the

Institution as it is done only in the first semester.]
Examples are clear.
Workload is enough.
It is a good course and makes me more interested.
The course makes us ready for the outside

marketing world.
I feel comfortable because of the way the

lecturer is lecturing.
This module was enjoyable.
Examples by lecturer are very clear and

current and useful to students.
It is still interesting.
Tutorials help me to learn more things from

other students.
My lecturer was encouraging me to always

read my books.
Course is very challenging but good.
He taught me how to write an assignment.

To be honest I didn’t even know how to
write an assignment.

I got a lot of knowledge about the collection
of data for the research.

Source: Author
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Table 3: Summary of comments of the course (weaknesses, negatives, suggestions)

Self-evaluation Institutional evaluation

Finance
We have few textbooks.We need learning materials. Prescribed textbook must be made available in the library.
I am worried about the prerequisite of Financial Course notes must be available even before the course starts.

Accounting II for Business Management III.
I have not seen it at another University
The project must be relevant to Finance as we
had in Marketing, not Education.

Marketing
The module is broad. [No comments, as this module was not evaluated by the

Institution as it is done only in the first semester.]
Demands more time than other modules.
Steps in some topics are too many.
Suggest more detailed scope on specific chapters

should be given for examinations only.
Make computers and internet available for

assignments and Project.
Heavy workload.
Instead of one big test, have five.
It requires more research.
Must collect project a week before exams like

 School of Law.
The project requires a lot of time.
Classes should be attended three days (sic) a week.

Source: Author

Table 4: Instruction

S.     Criteria                  Self-evaluation                    Institutional
No.                    (n=27)                      evaluation (n=16)

% % % %
Agree*   Dis-agree*  Agree*  Dis-agree*

1. Has an excellent knowledge of the subject matter 100 0 92 8
2. Is enthusiastic about the subject 96.3 3.7 94 6
3. Is well prepared for each class 100 0 96 4
4. Makes good use of class time 96.3 3.7 92 8
5. Gives clear examples and explanations 100 0 92 8
6. Provides constructive and informative feedback 96.3 3.7 90 10
7. Clearly explains difficult concepts, ideas or theories 92.6 7.4 92 8
8. Responds respectfully to student questions and viewpoints 100 0 94 6
9. Is genuinely interested in helping me understand the subject 100 0 86 14
10. Is available to students during regular and reasonable 100 0 84 16

  office hours
11. Motivates me by his/her example to want to learn 100 0 100 0

  about the subject
12. Has produced new knowledge, skills and awareness in me 100 0 100 0
13. Starts/dismisses class at scheduled times. 100 0 82 18
14. Seldom misses classes 88.9 11.1 76 24
15. Gives reasonable notice of tests and assignments 100 0 96 4
16. Provides opportunities for self-study 96.3 3.7 94 6
17. Inspires confidence 100 0 92 8
18. Is in control of the teaching situation 100 0 96 4
19. Creates a positive class atmosphere where students feels 100 0 98 2

  free to participate
20. Explains the aims of individual lectures and projects 96.3 3.7 94 6
21. Stimulates the creative ability of students 100 0 90 10
22. Encourages students to think independently 96.3 3.7 100 0
23. Presents interesting and stimulating lectures 100 0 100 0
24. Presents interesting and stimulating tutorials 96.3 3.7 90 10

Average 98.2 1.9 92.5 7.5
Source: Author
*Note that strongly agree, agree and somewhat agree were combined. The same method was adopted for strongly
disagree and disagree.
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percent and seventy-six percent in the institu-
tional evaluation. Three other items (Items 9, 10
and 13) had a score of less than ninety percent
in the institutional evaluation. Of concern should
be the items that respondents had rated ‘some-
what agree’, especially if they were twenty per-
cent or higher. They are: ‘has an excellent knowl-
edge of the subject matter’ (29.6%); ‘presents
interesting and stimulating tutorials’(29.6%); ‘is
available to students during regular and reason-
able office hours’ (25.9%) and ‘is enthusiastic
about the subject’ (22.2%).

Comments on the Instructor

The results of Section E: ‘Comment on the
Instructor (strengths, suggestions, etc)’ are pre-
sented in Table 5 (strengths and positives) and in
Table 6 (weaknesses, negatives and suggestions).

  Students have confidence in the instructor
as can be seen from Table 5. Comments range
around friendliness, good examples, manage-
ment skills (especially organisation), motivation,
and communication; amongst others.

Table 5: Summary of comments on the instructor (strengths and positives)

Self-evaluation Institutional evaluation

Finance
Examples by lecturer are very clear and Examples are made so that everyone understands.

current and useful to students.
My lecturer was encouraging me to always Continue with the good work. I wish you could take us for all

read my books.   three years.
He taught me how to write an assignment.

To be honest I didn’t even know how to write Course is well thought out by the instructor as he has excellent
an assignment.   knowledge of the subject matter.

Makes things easier and practical.
He gives us notes (PowerPoint presentations),

suggestions, practical examples.
He has additional lectures to cover lost time
He understands and appreciates our differences.
He is well organised and friendly.
I like the brain teasers (which he started

when I was in the first year).
Marketing
Well organised lecturer. [No comments as this module was not evaluated by the Institution

as it is done only in the first semester.]
Always on time.
Keep in touch with students.
Instructor is well disciplined.
I like that he gives you a lot of pressure and work.
Instructor’s strengths are his broad views and

intensive knowledge of the courses and other
fields.

Is able to relate each topic or example to
outside world.

Instructor is good.
His organising, planning, control as well as

motivation of the class is excellent and
cannot be compared to any other lecturer
that has taught me.

You cannot fail this module if you follow his
instructions.

He is also proud of his students and even
‘opens a way’ for the students to succeed.

He is a good lecturer who inspires confidence
in every individual

Comes to class regularly and early (x 2).
He is always emphasising that we students

must share views so that we can learn more.
He is good, clear and understandable.

Source: Author
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 As can be seen from Table 6, students have
identified some weaknesses and negatives for
the instructor. These include the project (timing
and relevance), too much work, speed and not
giving a detailed scope; amongst others. Sug-
gestions include Business Management Alum-
ni, projects posted in Africana and requesting
copies or pamphlets of notes.

Overall Course and Instructor Rating

The results for Section C: Overall course and
instructor rating are shown in Table 7.

 Once again the results are over eighty per-
cent for both overall course offering rating and
overall instructor rating. It is surprising to note

that the institutional evaluation has a higher
average, which is ninety percent compared to
the self-evaluation which is eighty-eight percent.

DISCUSSION

The institutions and academics from differ-
ent countries make use of various types of ques-
tionnaires that measure different items for stu-
dent evaluations, therefore to make direct com-
parisons would not be practical. However, there
are some items that are common, and the discus-
sions would focus on them.

As regards the course offering, thirteen items
had a score of over eighty percent. Only one
item had a score of seventy-eight percent, that
is, item 9 ‘marking is fair’ and that only in the
institutional evaluation.  Students are always
given an opportunity to see the lecturer if they
feel that the marking was unfair in anyway. With
over 25 years’ experience as a lecturer, only one
part-time class had a problem with the lecturer’s
marking. Students complained that the lecturer
did not award marks fairly. But opportunities are
provided to return their scripts for remarking.
Some of the results of Table 2 resonate with
Human-Vogel and Mahlangu (2009), Chuan and

Table 7: Overall course and instructor rating

Criteria Self- Institutional
evaluation  evaluation

(n=27)   (n=16)
(%) (%)

Overall course offering rating 86 92
Overall instructor rating 90 87
Average 88 90

Source: Author

Table 6: Summary of comments on instructor (weaknesses, negatives and suggestions)

Self-evaluation Institutional evaluation

Finance
The first semester project must be given at the We should consider platforms like Business Management

earliest time.   Alumni where former students can give back something
they were part of.

We would like to get some practicals (sic) or visit We should now look at making the project bigger and getting
financial management companies.   a platform where we can introduce it to the whole of

Mthatha.
We want to be recognised by CIMA (Chartered The project should be changed to one related to Financial

Institute of Management Accounting).   Management.
Please give us copies or pamphlets. We can’t buy

textbooks.
But he must keep in mind that we are not doing

Business Management only.
Don’t be too fast.
Marketing
Tasks too many within a short period of time. [No comments as this module was not evaluated by the

Institution as it is done only in the first semester.]
Sometimes he gets too personal when we did not do

our work at all or well.
His weakness is, not wanting to give a detailed scope.
Dishes out a lot of work.
We spend a lot of time in Business Management

and neglect others (subjects).
We want to see project posted (sic) in Africana.

Source: Author
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Heng (2015) and Mittal et al. (2015) and they
refer to motivation, examples, learning a lot and
active participation. Chuan and Heng (2015)
state that all students are motivated to learn but
need that extra push from their lecturers to keep
them going. Mittal et al. (2015) refer to the lec-
turer making use of examples and illustrations in
his/her explanations of concepts and students
learning a lot. Human-Vogel and Mahlangu (2009)
highlight group work, discussions and complet-
ing assignments (projects) in a group as forms
of active participation. Through participation
students are more motivated (Chuan and Heng
2015).

 For the sake of brevity, only some of the
weaknesses, negatives and suggestions from
students for the course offering are reported (see
Table 3): (i) Textbooks are a serious challenge
for our students. They do not buy textbooks
due to financial constraints. Learning materials
in the form of worksheets (notes) and power-
point slides are provided. This information is
uploaded on the university’s learning platform
Wise-Up. They are normally provided after a lec-
ture. There is a perception that lecturers who do
not give ‘summaries’ (or notes) are weak (Mittal
et al. 2015). However, there should be a good
reason to give notes, otherwise student opinion
on their lecturers’ potential could represent a
partial and bias view (Mittal et al. 2015); (ii) The
prerequisite of Financial Accounting II for Busi-
ness Management III: this has been changed
from 2015, following the proper channels; Fi-
nancial Accounting II is not a pre-requisite any-
more; (iii) Relevance of the project: There were
two reasons to change it to a school project.
Firstly, every department was required to be en-
gaged in a community project (See Walter Sisu-
lu University Prospectus 2017), and secondly
many schools around Mthatha (Eastern Cape,
South Africa) have many challenges. The re-
searcher was invited by one such school to as-
sist. Therefore, it was decided that it would be
good to get students involved as part of service
learning. The idea was discussed with them to
get buy-in from them before embarking on the
project. There is still an element of finance in it
because the group of learners that were assist-
ed take Accounting as a Grade 12 subject. The
Financial course has financial statements and
ratios which overlap with what Grade 12 learn-
ers do. An evaluation was done with students

about the project and most of them are for it.
This is evidenced in Table 2 and 6. However,
future lecturers might want to have a project
related to finance; (iv) ‘Classes should be at-
tended three times a week’, it was but students
agreed on a change as some were employed and
could only attend classes twice a week, but the
number of hours were not affected. For work-
load and too much work, the lecturer is guilty
here. Students must be kept busy so that they
also work outside the classroom. Once they have
been given too much work and they complain,
they have been given some time off, to finish
their work and they have appreciated this.

 As regards instruction only one item scored
less than eighty percent, that is, item 14 ‘seldom
misses classes’ (Table 4 – external evaluation).
These results are surprising as the lecturer is
seldom absent from class. However, in extreme
instance, where the lecturer has to attend an
urgent management meeting, students are in-
formed through their class representative and
additional lectures are planned to cover for lost
time. Some of the results of Table 5 resonate
with the results of Golding (2016), which include
“He believes in students and helps them suc-
ceed”; “He connects what we’re learning to the
real world”; “She takes a personal interest in
students beyond the classroom”; “available”
and “enthusiastic”.  There is also confirmation
by Mittal et al. (2015) as regards enjoyment of
the course and caring.

The questionnaire used in this assessment
must be adjusted slightly. The following adjust-
ments are recommended: ‘somewhat agree’
should be removed completely as it is felt it is
very vague; the word ‘seldom’ (item 14, Section
2) should be changed to ‘never’; item 24 should
be changed depending whether the module/
course has practicals or not (perhaps the word
‘tutorials’ should be used if there are no practi-
cals); and, the abbreviation ‘etc’ in Section 4
and Section 5 be removed as it confuses the
students and comments are very broad. These
open-ended questions could be changed to
closed questions to make analysis easier. Addi-
tional questions should be added by individual
lecturers as they make use of the instrument reg-
ularly (Baldwin and Blattner 2003; Dorasamy and
Balkaran 2013). The following questions have
been added: ‘If you had to redo the course, what
changes would you (the student) make?’ ‘What
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would you say are the characteristics of a good
lecturer?’ ‘What did a lecturer do that made you
feel very happy?’ and ‘What is it that lecturers –
no names please - in the Faculty do that make
you very unhappy?’ These questions allow the
lecturer to make amendments to what is currently
been done, a form of reflective practice. It also
helps the lecturer in assisting students with chal-
lenges that they might have in the module/course.

CONCLUSION

The chief reasons for the self-assessment
exercise were to improve teaching; for quality
assurance purposes; for professional develop-
ment and research and evaluation as part of good
practice. There is an on-going debate question-
ing the reliability and validity of student ratings
in higher education. There is still a school of
thought that favour students’ ratings for teach-
ing improvement purposes. There are some rat-
ings that are more reliable and valid than other
indicators of teaching quality. Four ways to im-
prove the reliability and validity of the findings
could be: Firstly for the Learning and Teaching
Development unit or similar, to undertake the
exercise independently and objectively; to avoid
biasness. Secondly, the questionnaire should
be completed by the students online, that is, on
“Wise-Up” (a software adopted by the Univer-
sity) and analysis done independently; to be
objective. Thirdly, a process of triangulation and
multi-dimensional methods must be used which
would involve independent persons (leading to
objectivity) and other methods to conduct the
assessment process; to improve credibility.
Fourthly the questionnaire should be followed
up with interviews with students; to improve
validity. Finally, the report (results) must be dis-
cussed at a Departmental meeting and/or a sem-
inar, so that others can learn from the process.
The results of this paper are very positive and
can be used, though cautiously.

RECOMMENDATIONS

It is recommended that a variety of methods
be used to evaluate and assess teaching effec-
tiveness to enhance the validity and reliability
of the evaluation process. These methods are,
inter-alia, classroom evaluation, peer-rating, self-
rating and student ratings. Other sources about
teaching performance and development may in-
clude (inter-alia) teaching portfolio; participa-
tion in curriculum development; participation in

peer review of teaching; success in gaining in-
ternal and/or external grants relating to teach-
ing; and attendance at relevant professional
development programs.

LIMITATIONS

This paper has the following limitations: First-
ly, there was no follow-up interviews and as a
result it was mainly quantitative. Secondly, valid-
ity can be questioned on the grounds of un-rep-
resentativeness, lack of objectivity and also of
being too personal, which are characteristics of
autoethnography. Thirdly, one set of data was
analysed manually, which in this day and age of
technology is problematic. Lastly no statistical
tests were conducted to evaluate the significant
difference of the two methods of evaluation used.
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Appendix 1

DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMIC AND BUSINESS
SCIENCES
EVALUATION BY STUDENT/UVAVANYO LWA-
BAFUNDI
Subject code ___________ Lecturer _________
Ikhowudi Yesifundo Umhlohli

Directions: For each item below, please indicate the
extent to which you agree with the statement. CIR-
CLE (0) the number of your choice.

Inkcazo: Ngomba ngamnye ongezantsi, chaza ukuba
uvumelana kangakanani nawo.

1 = Strongly Disagree/Andivumelani kakhulu
2 = Disagree/Andivumelani
3 = Somewhat agree/Ndibuvumelana
4 = Agree/Ndiyavumelana
5 = Strongly Agree/Ndiumelana kakhulu/ncam

A. COURSE OFFERING

1. Course objectives are clear. 1  2  3  4  5
2. Course is well organized. 1  2  3  4  5
3. Student responsibilities are clearly 1  2  3  4  5

  defined.
4. Course content is relevant and useful. 1  2  3  4  5
5. Texts and other materials have 1  2  3  4  5

  helped me understand the course
  topics.

6. Tests concentrate on important
  points of the course 1  2  3  4  5

7. Tests are clearly worded. 1  2  3  4  5
8. Tests are good measures of my 1  2  3  4  5

  knowledge, understanding
  or ability to perform.

9. Marking is fair. 1  2  3  4  5
10. Assignments are appropriately 1  2  3  4  5

  distributed throughout the year.
11. Theory is linked to practical 1  2  3  4  5

  implementation.
12. The content covers the latest 1  2  3  4  5

  developments in the
  learning area.

13. The volume of the subject content 1  2  3  4  5
  is manageable.

14. Course as a whole has produced 1  2  3  4  5
new knowledge, skills
and awareness in me.

B. INSTRUCTION

1. Has an excellent knowledge of 1  2  3  4  5
  the subject matter.

2. Is enthusiastic about the subject. 1  2  3  4  5
3. Is well prepared for each class. 1  2  3  4  5

4. Makes good use of class time. 1  2  3  4  5
5. Gives clears examples and 1  2  3  4  5

  explanations.
6. Provides constructive and 1  2  3  4  5

  informative feedback.
7. Clearly explains difficult concepts, 1  2  3  4  5

  ideas or theories.
8. Responds respectfully to student 1  2  3  4  5

  questions and viewpoints.
9. Is genuinely interested in helping 1  2  3  4  5

  me understand the subject
10. Is available to students during 1  2  3  4  5

  regular and reasonable
  office hours.

11. Motivates me by his/her example 1  2  3  4  5
to want to learn about  the subject.

12. Has produced new knowledge, 1  2  3  4  5
  skills and awareness in me.

13. Starts/dismisses class at scheduled 1  2  3  4  5
  times.

14. Seldom misses class. 1  2  3  4  5
15. Gives reasonable notice of tests 1  2  3  4  5

  and assignments.
16. Provides opportunities for1  2  3  4  5

  self-study.
17. Inspires confidence. 1  2  3  4  5
18. Is in control of the teaching 1  2  3  4  5

  situation.
19. Creates a positive class atmosphere 1  2  3  4  5

  where students feel
free to participate.

20. Explains the aims of individual 1  2  3  4  5
  lectures and projects.

21. Stimulates the creative ability 1  2  3  4  5
  of students.

22. Encourages students to think 1  2  3  4  5
  independently.

23. Presents interesting and stimulating 1  2  3  4  5
   lectures.

24. Presents interesting and stimulating 1  2  3  4  5
  practicals.

C . OVERALL

Very  Poor   Fair  Good  Very
poor                        good

Overall course
  offering rating
Overall instructor
  rating

D.  PLEASE COMMMENT ON THE COURSE IN-
CLUDING ANY PRACTICAL COMPONENT
(FOR EXAMPLE LIKES, SUGGESTIONS, ETC.)

E. PLEASE COMMENT ON THE INSTRUCTOR
(FOR EXAMPLE STRENGTHS,

            SUGGESTIONS, ETC.)
[USE ADDITIONAL PAGES FOR D AND E IF NEC-

ESSARY]


