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EVALUATION OF THE QUALITY OF 
TEACHING FROM THE PERSPECTIVE 
OF UNIVERSITY STUDENTS

ABSTRACT
The concept of quality in tertiary education is important not only for education providers but also 
for society as a whole which expects the education to have a high level of quality and wants to 
maintain its trust in the education system on the national and international level. The objective 
of this paper is therefore to identify variables that, from the perspective of university students, 
affect the quality of taught courses, and use the results to formulate recommendations that would 
improve the quality of teaching at universities. Primary data was obtained through a quantitative 
survey among students in the Master’s programme at a selected public university involving 450 
respondents. The results showed that the overall rating of a course is more strongly influenced by 
variables related to the course’s outcome, content and concept than the rating of the teacher. The 
main value lies in the general overview of the variables influencing the perception of the quality of 
taught courses by students that is beneficial for teachers who are preparing a course and also for 
higher education institutions developing a methodology for evaluating the quality of teaching and 
teachers.
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Highlights

• The evaluation of the quality of teaching from the perspective of university students via a quantitative approach.
• The general overview of the variables influencing the perception of the quality of taught courses by students.
• Students give positive ratings even to courses that are very difficult and require more self-study if they are considered 

beneficial.
• The overall rating of a course is more strongly influenced by variables related to the course’s concept, content and 

outcome than the evaluation of the teacher.

INTRODUCTION
Higher education institutions as the highest level of the 
education system are leading centres of education, independent 
learning and creative activity, and play a crucial role in the 
scientific, cultural, social and economic development of society 
(Lesjak, 2018; Scott, Gallacher and Parry, 2017).
After years of preparations and negotiations, on 2 May 2016 
a new amendment of the Act on Higher Education Institutions 
and on Amendments and Supplements to Some Other Acts 
(1998) became effective in the Czech Republic which, among 
other things, addresses internal evaluations of the quality of 
teaching, creative, and related activities of a higher education 
institution, consisting of a) the application of standards and 
methods of internal evaluation of the quality of teaching, 

creative, and related activities of a higher education institution; 
b) elaborating a report on internal evaluations of the higher 
education institution based on educational, creative, and related 
activities of the higher education institution describing attained 
qualitative outputs of the higher education institution together 
with measures accepted for removing potential deficiencies (to 
be published at intervals defined by the institution’s internal 
regulations, but no less frequently than once in 5 years); and 
c) making the report and additions available for the bodies and 
members of bodies of a higher education institution and its 
parts as well as to the Accreditation Bureau and the Ministry of 
Education (Higher Education Institutions and on Amendments 
and Supplements to Some Other Acts, 1998). At the same time, 
the Government Regulation on Standards for Accreditation 
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in Higher Education was published; this regulation became 
effective on 1 September 2016 and determines the standards 
for institutional accreditation, standards for accreditation 
of a degree programme, standards for accreditation of the 
habilitation procedure and standards for accreditation of the 
procedure for appointment of a professor. The standards for 
institutional accreditation among other requirements also 
include the existence of an internal quality assurance and 
assessment system of educational, creative, and activities 
related to the higher education institution. In educational, 
creative, and related activities, the higher education institution 
must have certain indicators set up that allow it to monitor 
a success rate at the admission procedure, drop-out rate in 
the degree programme, rate of completion of studies within 
a degree programme and rate of graduate employment 
(Government Regulation no. 274/2016 Coll.).
The fundamental roles of higher education institutions include 
education, scientific research and the ‘third role’ which 
covers a broad range of activities not included in either of 
the previous two traditional categories. Recent literature has 
also started talking about a ‘fourth role’ which according to 
Pawłowski (2009) contributes to the development of regions 
where the institutions are located. Unlike some economists 
who strictly insist on applying a cost-benefit analysis to 
tertiary education spending, Bowen (2018) claims that the 
non-monetary benefits of a tertiary education far outweigh the 
monetary component. According to a strategic document of the 
Ministry of Education, Youth and Sports (2015) titled Higher 
Education Development Framework for 2020, one of the 
greatest challenges of the upcoming period is a sharp decline in 
the number of students from the traditional population caused 
by demographic development. For this reason, it is necessary 
to constantly seek answers to the question how to efficiently 
secure and keep increasing the quality of all the activities of 
higher education institutions and how to increase the value and 
relevance of education for each student. According to Chui et 
al. (2016) and Ming (2010), the market of higher education 
institutions is highly competitive, unstable and turbulent. 
If a higher education institution is to weather all economic 
and social change, it needs to understand the needs of its 
students better to be able to attract and retain them (Wiese, 
Van Heerden and Jordaan, 2010). The issue of improving the 
quality of education is, therefore, a hotly discussed topic on all 
levels of society, as the quality of education has a major impact 
on students, teachers, the government and public as a whole 
(Leeuwenkamp, Brinke and Kester, 2017).
The issues of maintaining the quality of the education system 
are currently in the centre of attention and the subject of many 
specialised papers. The concept of quality in tertiary education 
is important not only for the institutions that provide education 
but also for society as a whole which expects the education to 
have a high level of quality and wants to maintain its trust in 
the education system on the national and international level 
(Prisacariu, 2015).
The quality of a higher education institution can be assessed 
either from the perspective of the quality of the teaching itself 
or by evaluating the results and knowledge of the students 
(Pereira, Araujo and Machado-Taylor, 2018), examining their 

progress in learning and skill development by comparing the 
situation before and after the educational activities (Ďurišová, 
Kucharčíková and Tokarčíková, 2015). This paper focuses 
on quality evaluation from the perspective of students whose 
expectations and needs are what each higher education 
institution should primarily strive to fulfil.
The quality of education is influenced by many factors. 
Devadoss and Foltz (1996) and Dolton, Marcenaro and 
Navarro (2003) analysed the relationship between student 
attendance and academic performance. The results of the 
research show that attendance at lectures, seminars etc. clearly 
brings numerous benefits to students (Stanca, 2006). Lindstadt 
(2005) and McCluskey, Bynum and Patchin (2004) agree 
that the critical factors that decide on whether students take 
part in the learning process or not include among individual, 
family or social aspects also factors related to the tertiary 
education institution as such – its structure, rules, environment 
or employees. Because teachers are the main bearers of 
knowledge in a higher education institution, they are also 
among the main factors influencing the institution’s quality 
(El-Hilali, Al-Jaber and Hussein, 2015). For this reason, it 
is important to regularly evaluate the efficiency of teachers 
and identify their strengths and weaknesses which may help 
improve their personal performance but also play an important 
role for the institution itself when drafting its policy for hiring 
teachers and conducting their professional development 
(Medallon and Martinez, 2014). Adnot et al. (2017) and 
Stronge (2018) claim that teachers have a strong and lasting 
impact on students, influencing not just what the students learn 
but also how and how often, what is their attitude towards 
their studies and the institution and how they influence and 
are influenced by their environment. According to Medallon 
and Martinez (2014), teachers are typically evaluated in four 
dimensions: personal characteristics, professional competence, 
classroom management and the teacher-student relationship. 
Stronge (2018) emphasises beside the teacher’s professional 
knowledge and skills also the ability to plan the teaching, to 
teach the course content, objectively assess, create a positive 
atmosphere and act professionally.
Hoang et al. (2016) claim that the existence and sustainable 
growth of any organisation depends on customer satisfaction. 
It can be said, therefore, that the objective of any higher 
education institution that wishes to succeed in the competitive 
environment is to provide a high quality of services, improve 
student engagement and seek ways how to fulfil the needs and 
wishes of its students better than other institutions (Orindaru, 
2015).
The objective of this paper is therefore to identify variables 
that, from the perspective of university students, affect the 
quality of taught courses, and use the results to formulate 
recommendations that would improve the quality of teaching 
at universities.
We formulated the following research questions:

• Is there a significant dependency relationship the overall 
rating of a course and the variables such as age, gender, 
study programme or other identification variables?

• Is the rating of a course significantly influenced by 
regular attendance of the student at the lectures?
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• What variables have the most significant impact on the 
perceived quality of teaching from the perspective of 
university students?

• Is the overall rating of the course primarily influenced 
by variables relating to the course itself, the method of 
teaching the course or the personality of the teacher?

The paper is structured as follows: First, the summary of the 
current knowledge is presented in Introduction. The section 
Materials and Methods describes the used research methods 
and statistical techniques in this paper. The gathered findings 
are assessed in Results. The achieved and presented results 
are then elaborated and compared with those of international 
studies in Discussion. This part also contains subsequent 
recommendations for teachers who are preparing the 
educational courses, teachers who are interested in improving 
the students’ interest in existing courses and for higher 
education institutions and identifies the benefits and limitations 
of the paper. The section Conclusion summarises the main 
findings.

MATERIALS AND METHODS
Primary data was obtained in a quantitative survey involving 
450 respondents. The participants were purposefully selected: 
the questionnaire respondents were the students of the two 

largest Master’s programmes at the Faculty of Economics 
and Management, Czech University of Life Sciences Prague 
(FEM CULS Prague): Economics and Management (EM) 
and Business Administration (BA). The questionnaire only 
targeted students in the fourth and fifth year of the full-
time study programme in Czech. The research was carried 
out in the academic years 2016/2017 and 2017/2018; the 
students were asked about characteristics that influence their 
perception of 11 taught courses. In the survey, we asked 9 
questions consisting of 6 identification questions and 3 
summary research questions which comprised individual 
claims concerning the assessment of the course, teaching and 
teacher. In the identification questions, the respondents could 
choose one answer; in research questions, they indicated 
their agreement with individual claims using the five-grade 
Likert scale (strongly agree, agree, neutral, disagree, strongly 
disagree). From the total number of 450 respondents, 180 
(40%) are already working in a field of education where they 
can apply knowledge from the taught courses. 237 (52.7%) 
of respondents are planning to work in such fields; 90 (20%) 
respondents do not know where they want to work and 123 
(27.3%) respondents are planning to work in a completely 
unrelated field of education. The structure of respondents is 
shown in Table 1.

Gender Men Women Total

109 (24.2%) 341 (75.8%) 450 (100%)

Age category 21-23 years 24-26 years Over 26 years Total

137 (30.4%) 227 (50.4%) 86 (19.1%) 450 (100%)

Study programme BA EM Total

290 (64.4%) 160 (35.6%) 450 (100%)

Lecture attendance* 25% 50% 75% 100% Total

144 (32%) 58 (12.9%) 97 (21.6%) 151 (33.6%) 450 (100%)

Note: *The decision on whether attendance at lectures would be mandatory or not is made by the course guarantor. Because seminars are 
always mandatory, attendance at seminars was not examined.
Table 1: Structure of respondents, 2016-2018 (source: own survey)

After clarification of the key dependent and independent 
variables, we formulated 39 partial null hypotheses assume no 
relationship between the overall rating of a course and basic 
identification variables (H01–H05), partial variables influencing 
the overall rating of the course summarily called ‘course 
evaluation’ (H06–H015), partial variables influencing positive 
ratings of the teaching summarily called ‘teaching evaluation’ 
(H016–H026) and partial variables influencing positive ratings 
of the teacher summarily called ‘teacher evaluation’ (H027–
H039). The variables were ranked by importance depending on 
the examined strength of the relationship.
The statistical software used to evaluate the data and calculate 
independence tests (Pearson’s chi-square test of independence) 
was IBM SPSS Statistics 24. When the obtained p-value was 
below the significance threshold α = 0.05, the null hypothesis 
was rejected. The strength of the relationship was examined 
using the Cramer’s V coefficient using the scale given by De 

Vaus (2014) as follows: 0.10–0.29 (low to moderate), 0.30-
0.49 (moderate to substantial) and 0.50–0.69 (substantial to 
very strong).

RESULTS
Firstly, we tested the impact of basic identification variables on 
the overall rating of a course, then we paid attention to variables 
connected with course evaluation, teaching evaluation and 
teacher evaluation that also might influence on the overall 
rating of a course.

Impact of basic identification variables on the 
overall rating of a course
Pearson’s chi-square test of independence showed that there 
is a relationship between the overall rating of a course, i.e. 
whether the course meets students’ expectations, and their age 
(H03: p = 0.000, V = 0.185), their employment in the field of 
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education (H04: p = 0.001, V = 0.208) and regular participation at 
lectures (H05: p = 0.000, V = 0.233). It was also examined that the 
variables of the study programme (H01) and gender (H02) have 
no impact on the overall rating. Based on the above, H01 and H02 
were not rejected on the level of significance threshold α = 0.05. 

Hypotheses H03–H05 were rejected because there is a relationship 
between the overall rating of a course and age, employment in 
the field of education and attendance at lectures. The results are 
shown in Table 2.

No. Variable p-value Cramer’s V Strength of relationship

H06 Course is beneficial 0.000 0.468 Substantial

H07 Course is interesting 0.000 0.439 Substantial

H08 Course is important for practice 0.000 0.346 Moderate

H09 Course is difficult 0.428 - -

H010 Course is provided within study materials 0.000 0.250 Low

H011 Study materials are adequate 0.000 0.285 Moderate

H012 Course is well integrated with the study programme 0.000 0.352 Moderate

H013 Credit requirements are adequate 0.000 0.285 Moderate

H014 Examination requirements are adequate 0.000 0.254 Low

H015 Adequate time allocation 0.076 - -

Table 3: Partial variables summarily called ‘course evaluation’, 2016-2018 (source: own survey)

No. Variable p-value Cramer’s V Strength of relationship

H01 Study programme 0.961 - -

H02 Gender 0.481 - -

H03 Age 0.000 0.185 Low

H04 Employment in the field of education 0.001 0.208 Low

H05 Attendance at lectures 0.000 0.233 Low

Table 2: Basic identification variables, 2016-2018 (source: own survey)

Generally speaking, with increasing age of students tend to give 
their courses better ratings and feel that their expectations are 
being fulfilled. Similarly, courses are rated better by students 
working in a field of education where they can apply the 
knowledge from the course and who regularly attend lectures. 
While only 36.1% of students whose attendance at lectures 
was below 25% gave the corresponding course a positive 
rating, students who attended regularly gave positive answers 
in 74.8% of cases. The results show that students who attend 
lectures regularly give the course a better rating.

Impact of partial variables summarily called 
‘course evaluation’ on the overall rating of the 
course
We also examined a relationship between 10 partial variables 
summarily called ‘course evaluation’ and the overall rating 
of the course (i.e. whether the course meets students’ 
expectations). 
The results are shown in Table 3.

Based on the above, H09 and H015 were not rejected on the level of 
significance threshold α = 0.05. Hypotheses H06–H08 and H010–
H014 were rejected because there is a relationship between the overall 
rating of a course and the partial variables summarily called ‘course 
evaluation’. Based on the examined strengths of the relationships, 
it can be summarised that students generally give a course a better 
rating if they consider it beneficial, interesting, well integrated within 
the study programme and important for practice (V = 0.468–0.346). 
Statistically less important were variables that relate to the successful 
completion of the course, i.e. scope and quality of supporting materials 
or adequacy of the requirements for the credit/exam. The results also 
showed an interesting finding – the lack of any relationship between 

a positive rating of a course and its difficulty level or adequate time 
allocation. From the above, it can be concluded that students prefer 
courses that develop their knowledge and skills and prepare them 
for their future job rather than courses that are easy to pass. For this 
reason, students give positive ratings also to courses that are very 
difficult or require more additional self-study.

Impact of partial variables summarily called 
‘teaching evaluation’ on the overall rating of 
a course
Based on the examined relationship between the overall 
positive rating of a course and agreement (strongly agree, agree, 



Printed ISSN 
2336-2375

38 ERIES Journal  
volume 12 issue 2

Electronic ISSN 
1803-1617

neutral, disagree, strongly disagree) with verbal claims concerning 
teaching evaluation provided below, the variables influencing course 
rating were ranked by importance. These were 11 partial variables 
summarily called ‘teaching evaluation’. The course meets students’ 
expectations particularly when they are satisfied with the content of 
seminars and how they are conducted if they consider the lectures 
easy to understand and logically structured and find the method of 
teaching appropriate. These variables can be considered substantial 
because the strength of the relationship as expressed by Cramer’s V 
coefficient was between 0.456 and 0.419. Students also give more 

positive ratings to courses in which they are satisfied with how the 
lectures are conducted if the teacher is helpful and stimulates learning 
if the seminars complement lectures well, there are a clearly defined 
objective and course requirements or if they are satisfied with the pace 
of the teaching (V = 0.399–0.323). A particularly surprising result was 
obtained for the variable ‘external experts are involved’. Even though 
the students give very positive ratings to courses that are applicable 
in practice, there was only a weak relationship between the overall 
rating of a course and the involvement of external experts (V = 0.220). 
The results are shown in Table 4.

No. Variable p-value Cramer’s V Strength of relationship

H016 Course objective and requirements are clearly defined 0.000 0.378 Moderate

H017 Lectures are well conducted 0.000 0.399 Moderate

H018 Lectures are easy to understand 0.000 0.442 Substantial

H019 Lectures are logically structured 0.000 0.436 Substantial

H020 Pace of the teaching is satisfactory 0.000 0.323 Moderate

H021 Appropriate method of teaching the lectures 0.000 0.419 Substantial

H022 External experts are involved 0.000 0.220 Low

H023 Seminars adequately complement the lectures 0.000 0.386 Moderate

H024 Seminar content is satisfactory 0.000 0.456 Substantial

H025 Appropriate method of teaching the seminars 0.000 0.443 Substantial

H026 Teacher is helpful and stimulates learning 0.000 0.396 Moderate

Table 4: Partial variables summarily called ‘teaching evaluation’, 2016-2018 (source: own survey)

Based on the above, the hypotheses H016–H026 were rejected 
because there is a relationship between the overall rating of 
a course and the partial variables summarily called ‘teaching 
evaluation’.

Impact of partial variables summarily called 
‘teacher evaluation’ on the overall rating of 
a course
As the last step, we examined the relationship between 13 
partial variables summarily called ‘teacher evaluation’ and the 
overall rating of a course. Based on the obtained results, we can 
summarise that the overall positive perception of a taught course 
more strongly depends on the evaluation of the teaching (see 
Table 4) than the rating of the teacher, even though there were 
still some relationships. When assessing teachers, the factors that 
students consider the most important are the ability to present the 
content and practice it and the ability to capture students’ attention 
and stimulate learning (V = 0.423–0.394). It’s also important 
for students to have teachers who are able to connect the taught 
content to practice (V = 0.354) and evaluate students objectively 
(V = 0.331) than whether they act in a professional manner (V = 
0.286) and whether their behaviour towards students is proper (V 
= 0.264). The detailed results are shown in Table 5.
Based on the above, the hypotheses H027–H039 were rejected 
because there is a relationship between the overall rating of 
a course and the partial variables summarily called ‘teacher 
evaluation’.

DISCUSSION
Because the community of a higher education institution 
consists of both students and teachers, the interaction between 
these two groups seems to be an essential factor for the 
modification of education as a step for its development (Nada 
and Hamed, 2018). Research by Adnot et al. (2017) proved 
that when low-performing teachers are replaced by more 
efficient colleagues, the positive impact on study performance 
of students may be very significant. Every higher education 
institution whose main objective is to provide services of high 
quality should, therefore, be interested in the efficiency of its 
teaching staff, differentiate between exceptional and average 
teachers and systematically examine how they are perceived 
by the students (who are the higher education institutions’ 
customers).
Our research examined that students place the greatest 
emphasis on the benefits of the taught course and give positive 
ratings even to courses that are very difficult and require more 
work in preparation. This is confirmed by Rafaila and Duta 
(2015) who claim that students are willing to self-study and 
devote maximum effort to learning when the course and 
taught content contribute to their professional and personal 
development.
Based on the obtained data, we can formulate the following 
recommendations for teachers who are preparing the 
educational courses, teachers who are interested in improving 
the students’ interest in existing courses and for higher 
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education institutions aiming to evaluate the quality of 
teaching and develop a methodology for teaching quality:

• Regularly evaluate the quality of teaching and the efficiency 
of teachers. Keane (2015) says that institutions typically 
carry out quantitative surveys among students who are able 
to rate their own experience with the teaching. He however 
also points out that these surveys have issues with validity 
and readability and recommends applying for peer review.

• When preparing a course, pay particular attention to the 
logical structure of the lectures and seminars to ensure that 
knowledge and experience are provided in a clear and easy 
to understand manner.

• Explain the subject matter carefully and patiently, verify 
that it was understood and assign exercises focused on past 
content. The research results of Alauddin and Kifle (2014) 
coincide with our findings that good course organisation, 
clear presentation and explanation are among the most 
important factors influencing students’ satisfaction and 
learning outcomes.

• Combine theoretical learnings with examples from practice 
or alternatively let students gain and deepen their knowledge 
by learning from their own experience. The importance of 
focusing on the students’ personal experience and their 
ability to apply their knowledge in practice also underline 
Arsenijević and Maljković (2016).

The main benefits of this paper lie in its general overview of 
the variables influencing the perception of the quality of taught 
courses by students. Course evaluation included many variables 
such as the requirements of the course, benefits for practice, the 
structure of the lectures and how they are conducted, style and 
method of teaching, the range of supporting materials and the 
lecturer’s characteristics. This paper may, therefore, be useful 
for teachers who are preparing a course or for higher education 
institutions developing a methodology for evaluating the quality 
of teaching and teachers and for creating and innovating degree 
programmes for accreditation and re-accreditation needs. The 
main limitation of the paper is that the quantitative survey was 
carried out at only one public university. Even though the number 

of questionnaire respondents was fairly large (n = 450), they 
were all students in the Master’s study programme. Subsequent 
research should, therefore, compare the perspective of students 
of private and public universities as well as of students in 
Bachelor’s and Master’s programmes. Such a comparison could 
reveal different expectations of students from private and public 
universities, as well as draw attention to the educational needs 
that may develop during their studies.

CONCLUSION
The quality of university education has a major impact on 
students, teachers and society as a whole, which is why the topic 
of teaching quality assessment may be considered highly relevant 
today and crucial for the future competitiveness of every country. 
Our research showed that the overall rating of a course is more 
strongly influenced by variables related to the course’s concept, 
content and outcome than the evaluation of the teacher. The 
perception of a course by students is the most strongly impacted by 
whether they consider it beneficial (0.468) and interesting (0.439), 
whether it’s easy to understand (0.442) and logically structured 
(0.436) and whether the form of presentation and the content of 
exercises are appropriate (0.456). In teacher evaluation, the most 
important skill in our analysis was the ability to explain (0.423) 
and train (0.404) the course content. It was also examined that 
students give positive ratings even to courses that are very difficult 
and require more self-study if they are considered beneficial. In 
our respondent sample, we found no relationship between course 
rating and gender or studied programme. On the other hand, 
there was a weak relationship between the respondents’ age, their 
attendance at lectures of the course and whether they work in 
a field related to the content of the course.
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No. Variable p-value Cramer’V Strength of relationship

H027 Teacher acts in a professional manner 0.000 0.286 Moderate

H028 Teacher uses modern teaching techniques 0.000 0.293 Moderate

H029 Teacher uses modern technologies 0.000 0.286 Moderate

H030 Teacher stimulates learning 0.000 0.394 Moderate

H031 Teacher has the ability to capture student’s attention 0.000 0.397 Moderate

H032 Teacher visualizes the presented information 0.000 0.340 Moderate

H033 Teacher creates a positive and friendly atmosphere 0.000 0.309 Moderate

H034 Teacher behaves appropriately 0.000 0.264 Low

H035 Teacher has the ability to present the content 0.000 0.423 Substantial

H036 Teacher has the ability to connect the taught content to practice 0.000 0.354 Moderate

H037 Teacher adequately practises the subject matter 0.000 0.404 Substantial

H038 Teacher is dedicated to students 0.000 0.309 Moderate

H039 Teacher evaluates objectively 0.000 0.331 Moderate

Table 5: Partial variables summarily called ‘teacher evaluation’, 2016-2018 (source: own survey)
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