






















































































































































































































































































































































have to have a broad knowledge of other people's works, and so far I think 
that they should mention other researchers and their research. 
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Amanda seems to believe that her teachers should have a broad knowledge of other 

peoples' work and also teach it, as this can help her explore the knowledge around the 

subject/topic she is studying. According to Maher (1985), 

[ a] s students explore different explanatory models for data discussed in 
courses, they learn that the validity of any strong theory comes from its 
ability to explain aspects of both learned about and personally experienced 
reality. They also learn some ways in which different perspectives, 
including their own, help to determine what data is used and considered 
important (Maher, 1985: 40). 

It appears that for Han and Amanda their teachers have developed what Barnett 

(1992: 630) called 'tunnel vision', their teachers being not able to see beyond a very 

narrow focus. This tunnel vision can also mean that teachers are not able to see beyond 

their own points of view, regarding themselves as the only ones to hold the truth and the 

only authority on their subjects/topics. Jenkins et al. (1998), Lindsay et al. (2002) and 

Henkel (2004) found that teachers' research activities can have too great an influence on 

the curriculum, leading to bias and distortion in the curriculum. Bligh (1998) mentioned 

that students' understanding is frequently better if they have read or been presented with 

a variety of viewpoints. Shor (1992) argues that the imposition of a rigid curriculum on 

students is a mechanism for relieving teachers' insecurity and controlling the students' 

learning. 

Aziz reckons that the MA programme should incorporate teachers' research. He 

mentioned: 

At the Master level, I like the possibility of having examples from the 
teachers' research in the classroom. I think that they should incorporate 
their research into the Master degree programme. 

Contrary to the views of Bushra, Han and Amanda, Aziz probably believes that he will 

benefit more if the research of his teachers were also part of the MA programme. The 
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preceding examples show that teachers need to have a 'multistructural' (Biggs, 1999: 

99) perspective of their topic and field of expertise which goes beyond their own 

formulated perspectives to include the perspectives of others, and that all those 

perspectives should be shared with students. These examples also illustrate the diversity 

of students' perceptions, learning needs, choices and preferences in the teaching and 

learning process in higher education. They show that teachers should teach not only 

their own perspectives on the subject, but they should also teach perspectives that 

contradict their own, if we accept that teachers are in the business of making students 

aware that there are other sides to one story, and that one's point of view should be 

based on evidence. Freire and Macedo (1996) argue that 

Conservative educators have the right to propose their view of the world. 
And as a student, I also have the right to reject this conservative position. 
What educators cannot do is to impose their view. What educators must do 
is to never fail to debate various positions without imposing any (Freire and 
Macedo, 1996: 214). 

And Shulman (1999) contends that 

The teacher has special responsibilities in relation to content knowledge, 
serving as the primary source of student understanding of subject matter. 
The manner in which that understanding is communicated conveys to 
students what is essential about a subject and what is peripheral. ( ... ). The 
teacher also communicates, whether consciously or not, ideas about the 
ways in which 'truth' is determined in a field and a set of attitudes and 
values that markedly influence student understanding (Shulman, 1999: 65). 

Based on the evidence presented above, I argue that students should be 

presented and taught all the sides of a debate/subject/topic and should be allowed to 

make up their own minds about it, i.e. they should be allowed to develop their own 

opinions. In this way, teachers should not conclude the subject as the closure should be 

done by students and not teachers. In support of this, one of the participants mentioned 

that the teacher 'has to be able to not do the closure of the subject, because I don't want 

him to do the closure of the topic or subject. That is my job' (Ang). However, I am not 

arguing that teachers should not present and express their own opinions and points of 

view on the debate/subject/topic in the classroom. I am arguing that their opinions and 

points of view should be presented and expressed in a context where competing 
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OpInIOnS and points of view of other researchers/writers are also presented in the 

classroom, in order to allow students to formulate their own opinions and points of 

views on the debate/subject/topic. The choice of perspectives on the topic could be 

determined by the curriculum, and it can also determine which reading material will be 

given to students. 

5. Choice of the reading material 

A third of the participants expressed, in their interviews, their expectations of 

choice of the reading material. Mian explained that she is personally very satisfied 

because the classes are very interesting and the choice of reading material is very good. 

She stated: 

I am personally very satisfied. I learned a lot of things from these courses. I 
have learned more than I expected. The classes are very interesting and the 
choice of the reading material is also very good. 

In this example, one can see that the choice of the learning material was made by the 

teacher, however, the choice of the reading material is part of her experience as a whole 

and is also a factor in determining her satisfaction in learning at her institution. 

Raja indicated that he prefers that the reading should be focused on the topic. He 

felt that: 

There is a lot of reading going on, and it is not possible to read them all. 
They should focus on the main ones. The reading should be part of the 
evidence for the topic. I don't like when we are dissipated in the reading and 
the learning process, when it is not focused. 

In Raja's statement, one can see that the reading list of a course or topic should be 

focused and used as 'part of the evidence for the topic'. The reading list in these two 

examples can be seen as a motivational factor for students and as an indicator of 

students' satisfaction or not. Bligh (1998) proposes that teachers should think carefully 
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about the reading list (information on the reading) that they give to students, because 

most of the students' learning happens through the reading that students do outside the 

classroom. He argues that the importance of a reading list is to guide and stimulate the 

students to read. According to him, the reading list should contain references that are 

available, as the inability to find the recommended reading can cause frustration in 

students. I would add that it can even cause students to feel demotivated. Biggs (1999) 

argues that teachers, through their research and scholarship, develop a perspective of the 

field of their expertise which cannot be found in textbooks, and that their perspective as 

well as their multi structural list of things that students need to know can be passed on to 

students. 

However, there are differing opinions about how the reading list/references 

should be passed on to students. One the one hand, Shor (1996) argues that when 

teachers choose the reading for their course, they focus on their academic relation to 

books and not on the role of books and reading lists in the experience of students. 

According to him, the selection and sequencing of reading matter is something students 

can undertake as part of the constitutional conventions of the course. On the other hand, 

Bligh (1998) argues that students' understanding is frequently better if they have read a 

variety of viewpoints, but, until they know the subject, they cannot guide their own 

reading in this respect. It is my personal belief that teachers should provide students 

with a list of references for students to start engaging with the debate/subject/topic, and 

that students should be allowed to follow their interests from there. I argue that the 

reading list should be the starting point of the debate/subject/topic and not its 

destination. The list of reading can point students to the type of work they are interested 

in and how it should be carried out. 

6. Choice of coursework to be carried out 

A third of the participants expressed, in their interviews, their expectations of 

choice of coursework to be carried out by the student. Guan protested that her 
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supervisor for the dissertation should respect her choice of the coursework that she 

wanted to do. She said: 

I managed to meet my supervisor for my dissertation only once, and she 
asked me if I was doing the dissertation course. I said that I was doing it. 
Then she asked me if I had experience in the field. I said that I didn't, 
because I had just finished my Bachelor. Then she turned to me and said 
that she would suggest me to do a report instead of the dissertation. ( ... ). I 
came here to do a Master degree and to write a dissertation. ( ... ). I feel 
frustrated. 

Guan felt frustrated because her supervIsor was not respecting her choice of 

coursework, and for this participant, her teacher should do so, because they had 

accepted her on the course. This participant holds the conception of quality as satisfying 

the needs of customers/consumers (Audit Commission, 1984) discussed in chapter I. 

Here, one can see a conflict of interests between the teacher and the student. On the one 

hand, it appears to Guan that her teacher did not have her interests at heart. On the other 

hand, it appears that the teacher had the interests of Guan at heart, because the teacher 

knows what is required in the writing of an MA dissertation. Guan seems to have strong 

feelings in relation to writing a dissertation and not a report. It appears for Guan that 

writing a report diminishes her capabilities, as she is not allowed to demonstrate her 

personal ability to develop and manage a piece of research, and devalues her degree, as 

she did not produce research that could be published or taught in courses. It is 

interesting to observe that for some students, their perception of how they are going to 

be assessed impacts on their perception of the quality and value of their qualification, as 

they feel that it will impact on their cultural capital. It appears to me that students' 

perceptions of how they are assessed have an impact on students' perceptions of quality 

teaching and learning in higher education. This is an area that needs exploration in 

future research. 

Niu reported that she had a tutorial and the tutor gave her some advice contrary 

to her original ideas. She said: 

I don't like when they try to push their western values on my work. I had a 
tutorial and the tutor gave some advice that was contrary to my original 
ideas. I want to research the impact of the globalisation in Chinese higher 



education, and he wanted me to research the issue of democracy in China. I 
don't like that. I felt demotivated about it. 

175 

Niu did not like the teacher changing the perspective of her coursework. She considered 

it to be an offence to her values, because she felt that her tutor was trying to impose his 

western values on her work. In other words, the teacher was choosing what she should 

do for her dissertation, and not leaving this choice to her. Biggs (1999, 2003) argued 

that by aligning objectives, teaching methods and assessment tasks on learning-related 

activities, students are allowed more freedom to construct and display their learning in 

ways comfortable to them. The examples of Guan and Niu illustrate that these 

participants were being denied this freedom to construct and display their learning in 

ways that were comfortable to them, causing these students to feel frustrated and 

demotivated. In the examples of Guan and Niu, one can see that the choice of 

coursework to be carried out by students does not only reflect the interests of students, 

but also reflects the perception students hold of the value and credibility of their course. 

Other choices and preferences in the teaching and learning process described by 

participants were: preference for the frequency of classes; preference for tutor taking the 

course; choice of participating in activities or not; and choice of being taught or not. 

B. Summary 

In this chapter, I found that MA students' choices and preferences in the 

teaching and learning process are very complex and varied and that some students want 

to have more than one choice and preference. As I demonstrated in this chapter, choice 

and preference in this study is much more complex than the choice of institutions, 

courses, qualifications and quality teaching. It involves: choice of modules; preference 

for teaching methods; preference for activities in the classroom; preference for 

perspectives on the topic; choice of reading material; and choice of coursework to be 

carried out. As I mentioned earlier, as choice in higher education is directly related to 

the conceptions of quality as satisfying the needs of customers/consumers and as 
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meeting the expectations of customers/consumers, then it is important and necessary to 

think about the impact of these choices and preferences, presented by participants in this 

chapter, on the quality of teaching and learning in higher education, and the extent to 

which they are part of the criteria on which students form their perceptions of the 

quality of teaching and learning in higher education. One has to consider the impact of 

offering students in higher education choices of what and how to learn, and consider to 

what extent these choices would be manageable and cost effective in a mass higher 

education system such as in the UK. As one can see, in this chapter, students' choices 

and preferences are part of the criteria for judging the quality of students' teaching and 

learning in higher education, and this begs the question: can quality of teaching and 

learning in higher education be assured? 

In this chapter I argue that by addressing students' choices and preferences in 

the teaching and learning process in higher education, students are more likely to 

perceive the teaching style of their teachers as being of good quality. However, in this 

chapter, I demonstrated that students' choices and preferences are very complex as 

students want to choose and prefer different things in the teaching and learning process 

in higher education, and some of these students expect to have more than one choice 

and preference. If a classroom includes such students expecting to choose or preferring 

something different in their teaching and learning process, that would prove very 

difficult for a teacher who has to cope not only with the demands of hislher agenda, 

discussed in chapter II, and students' expectations of quality teaching, but also with MA 

students' demands of choice and preference in the teaching and learning process. In the 

next chapter, I will discuss and analyse other criteria students use to judge the quality of 

teaching in higher education: students' perceptions of the impact of the research 

activities of teachers on the quality of teaching and learning in higher education. 
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Chapter VII 

MA students' perceptions of the impact of teachers' research activities on the 

quality of teaching and learning in higher education 

In this chapter, I discuss and analyse how MA students in Education perceive 

the impact of the research activities of their teachers on the quality of teaching and 

learning in higher education. The relevance of this chapter to this study is that the 

perceptions of students of their teachers' research activities impact on their perceptions 

of the quality of their teachers' teaching styles. As I mentioned in chapter IV, the issue 

of students' perceptions of the impact of teachers' research on their teaching and 

learning experience came out of the pilot study, and it was added to the interview 

schedule for the main study. This chapter sheds light on the views of students on the 

debate about the relationship between teaching and research and its impact on the 

quality of teaching and learning in higher education in the UK. In this chapter, I 

demonstrate that there are multiple engagements among students of the relationship 

between teaching and research and the relationship between quality teaching and 

learning, and that students' perceptions of these relationships are some of the criteria 

they use to judge the quality of their teaching and learning in higher education in the 

UK. I also offer insights on how the relationship between teaching and research can be 

shaped, made closer and stronger. 

The relationship/link between teaching and research has been the subject of a 

great deal of research. There are mixed and contradictory views on the relationship 

between teaching and research among teachers/academics. Some teachers/academics 

claim that there is a relationship between teaching and research, where research impacts 

on teaching and teaching impacts on research, such as Linsky and Straus (1975), 

Neumann (1992), Kyvik and Smeby (1994), Volkwein and Carbone (1994), Rowland 

(1996), Noser et al. (1996), Clark (1997), Smeby (1998), Vidal and Quintanilla (2000), 

Robertson and Bond (2001), Coate et al. (2001) McLean and Barker (2004), and 

Durning and Jenkins (2005). Some claim that the relationship between teaching and 
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research is weak, where research and teaching do not necessarily impact on each other, 

such as Linsky and Strauss (1975) and Noser et al. (1996). Some call for a closer or 

stronger relationship between teaching and research, such as Rowland (1996) and 

Smeby (1998). Yet others claim that there is no relationship between teaching and 

research, where teaching does not have an impact on research, and research does not 

have an impact on teaching, such as Friedrich and Michalak Jr. (1983), Centra (1983), 

Feldman (1987), Fox (1992), Ramsden and Moses (1992) and Hattie and Marsh (1996). 

Much of this research has been focused on teachers'/academics' perceptions of 

the link between teaching and research, such as Neumann (1992), Friedrich and 

Michalak Jr. (1983), Kyvik and Smeby (1994), Robertson and Bond (2001) and others. 

The research of Coate et al. (2001) and Zamorski (2002) focuses on 

academics'/teachers' and students' points of views. Only a small amount of research has 

been conducted focusing on students' perceptions of the link between teaching and 

research, such as Neumann (1994), Jenkins et al. (1998), Breen and Lindsay (1999), 

Lindsay et al. (2002), Deem and Lucas (2006), Trigwell (2005) and Chiang (2002, 

2004). Neumann (1994) claimed that students are the most important group to consider 

in examination of the teaching-research nexus because they are the recipients of 

university teaching. Lindsay et al. (2002) argue that postgraduate students are a 

neglected group in the debate about the effects of research on learning, though they are 

crucial to the continuity of the university system. Deem and Lucas (2006) researched 

postgraduate, Masters students' experience of learning about research in higher 

education. They also shed some light on the perceptions of postgraduate students of the 

relationship between teaching and research. They claim that teaching and learning 

research methods is only one dimension of the relationship between teaching and 

research, and, according to them, it is a vital relationship. Trigwell (2005) claims that 

the debate about the relationship between teaching and research might be simplified by 

focusing more on the student experience and less on what it is that teachers, who mayor 

may not be researchers, do. In the following sections, based on the interview data, I will 

discuss and analyse students' perceptions of the impact of their teachers' research 

activities on the quality of their teaching and learning in higher education in the UK. 
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A. Students' perceptions of the impact of teachers' research activities on the quality 

of teaching and learning 

The participants, in this study, hold different perceptions of the impact of their 

teachers' research activities on the quality of the teaching of their teachers, and of the 

impact of their teachers' research activities on the quality of the learning of the 

participants. 

1. Students' perceptions ojthe impact ojthe research activities ojteachers on the 

quality oj their teaching 

Almost all of the participants perceived the research activities of their teachers 

as having an impact on the quality of the teaching of their teachers. The perception of 

this impact is threefold: teachers' research activities impact on the quality of the 

informationlknowledge that they are imparting to/sharing with students; teachers' 

research activities impact on the quality of the teaching style that teachers are using in 

the classroom; and teachers' research activities impact on the time that teachers dedicate 

to teaching and make available to students. 

a. Impact on the quality of the knowledge and information that they are imparting 

to/sharing with students 

More than three quarters of the participants mentioned, in their interviews, that 

they feel that the research activities of their teachers impact positively on the quality of 

knowledge and information that the teacher is imparting and sharing with them. 

Charlotte felt that the research activities of teachers make them more knowledgeable of 

the practicalities of their areas. She said: 



I think that it impacts a lot. ( ... ). The lecturers, who actually do their 
research, come with things that actually you can try in your work. That 
makes you feel that they actually know what they are talking about, because 
they are interested in their subject, and if they are interested in their subject, 
they will encourage and inspire you to learn and do research as well. You 
can also believe and trust the information that they are giving to you. 
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Charlotte mentioned the issue of trust in the information (knowledge) that is imparted 

and shared with students. The issue of trust is very important in relation to students' 

learning, because it facilitates stability, collaboration and cohesion between teachers and 

students, and this is very important to teaching and learning in higher education. 

Teachers need to be trusted by students in the classroom, in order to establish 

collaboration and co-operation between teachers and students in the teaching and 

learning process. Without trust between teachers and students there is no learning. 

Students' learning is directly associated with the concept of social capital presented by 

Coleman (1988, 1997, 1998) and Bourdieu (1986, 1997, 1998). Both Bourdieu and 

Coleman consider the importance of subscribed membership of durable networks such 

as family, group, church, club, party, etc. (social capital) to be based on acquaintance, 

recognition, and acceptance of obligations and trust. Trust is defined by Giddens (1995: 

34) as confidence in the reliability of a person or system, regarding a given set of 

outcomes or events, where that confidence expresses a faith in the probity or love of 

another, or in the correctness of abstract principles (technical knowledge). 

Trust/credibility, according to Jenkins at al. (1998) and Lindsay et al. (2002), is one of 

the advantages and benefits that students perceive from the research of their teachers. 

Charlotte also mentioned the issue of teachers-researchers being able to inspire 

students because ofthe teachers' interest in the subject. According to Freire and Macedo 

(1996, 1999), teachers must maintain, on the one hand, their epistemological curiosity 

and, on the other hand, always attempt to increase their critical reflection in the process 

of creating pedagogical spaces where students become apprentices in the rigours of 

exploration. According to them, without an increased level of epistemological curiosity 

and the necessary apprenticeship in a new body of knowledge, students cannot truly be 

engaged in a dialogue. In Charlotte's example, it appears that her teachers, who are 

researchers, are more able to motivate and develop students' enthusiasm for their 

subjects. Her example supports the view that researchers are more interesting or more 
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enthusiastic in the classroom when they are teaching and that this interest and 

enthusiasm is transmitted to students. Centra (1983) stated that research could influence 

teaching (the spill-over effect) when the excitement and involvement of research is 

communicated to students, as participation in research could help maintain teachers' 

interest in the subject. Charlotte's perception of the research activities of her teachers 

contradicts the findings of Friedrich and Michalak Jr. (1983), who claimed that 

researchers are not seen as more knowledgeable, more interesting, or more enthusiastic, 

nor do they appear to be any better at fostering desirable intellectual qualities in 

students. Teachers who are apparently enthusiastic influence the attitudes of students 

more strongly (Bligh, 1998). 

Guan mentioned that the research activities of her teacher make his teaching 

more engaging. She observed that: 

The only thing good here is that I really feel that the lecturers are qualified 
in their fields. They know their subjects. If you ask them questions they 
know the answers. They are good writers as well. We had a lecturer who 
showed us the main point of the current research on the subject. Then he 
would bring other research to his area and present his research comparing to 
the others. He is very engaging in the way that he talks. ( ... ). Then he asked 
us questions which were more relevant to us. This is a good impact on the 
quality of their teaching. 

Guan perceives the impact of the research activities of her teacher on his teaching as 

being a positive one, because her teacher presented not only his research but also the 

research of other researchers. For Guan, her teacher presented her with 'different points 

of view and differing ways of seeing and knowing' (Ellsworth, 1997: 94) the subject she 

is studying. This seems to help Guan to engage with her lecturer, as she learns that 'the 

validity of any strong theory comes from its ability to explain aspects of both learned 

about and personally experienced reality' (Maher, 1985: 40). It appears that Guan's 

teacher has a 'multistructural' (Biggs, 1999: 99) perspective of his topic and field of 

expertise which goes beyond his own formulated perspectives to include the 

perspectives of others, and that he is sharing with her those perspectives. According to 

Ramsden and Moses (1992), teachers who are energetically occupied in creating or 

reinterpreting the knowledge of their subjects will be competent teachers, as teaching 
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based solely on the research of other people is dull and fails to inspire students. What 

engaged Guan was the ability of her teacher to engage his research in comparison with 

the research of others. This teacher was placing his research into a broader knowledge 

context. Guan established that her perception of the quality of her teacher's teaching 

was also influenced by the ability of her teacher to ask questions which were more 

relevant to students. Friedrich and Michalak Jr. (1983) stated that teachers who expect 

much of themselves and challenge themselves with research may also be more likely to 

expect much of students and challenge them. Teachers, by asking questions which are 

more relevant to the subject, are challenging students to think critically. Questioning 

can stimulate the interest of students in the subject, particularly when questions are 

challenging. I will come back to the use of questioning in the teaching and learning 

process in chapter VIII. 

Natalie, like Guan, stressed that the impact of the research activities of her 

teachers on the quality of their teaching is a positive one. She stated: 

I think that it has a positive side to it. The more you research, the more 
aware you are of the subject and aware of the contemporary political debate 
that is out there. 

Natalie's perception contradicts the claim of Friedrich and Michalak Jr. (1983) that 

immersion in research apparently can breed a narrowness that detracts from the broad­

based knowledgeability that students perceive as being an important element of good 

teaching. For Natalie, the more the teacher researches, the more he/she is aware of the 

contemporary debate around the subject. In consequence, such teachers have more up­

to-date knowledge on the subject. According to Barnett (1992), teachers have a 

professional obligation to understand the key conversations going on in the research 

community. Neumann (1992) called this relationship between teaching and research the 

tangible nexus, in which teachers disseminate and transmit the latest advanced 

knowledge and the most recent facts to students. As teachers are at the cutting edge of 

their fields, they teach more relevant, up-to-date material, and teach from their 

immediate research experience rather than reproducing second-hand knowledge from 

text-books (Coate et aI., 2001). Teachers are more aware of current 

questionslhypotheses and therefore better able to feed back this new information to 
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students (Robertson and Bond, 2001). Teachers pass new knowledge from their research 

to students (Henkel, 2004), a knowledge which is up-to-date (Jenkins et aI., 1998, 

Smeby, 1998). Teachers convey to students what is essential and peripheral about the 

subject, communicating ideas about the ways in which truth is determined in a field and 

a set of attitudes and values that markedly influence student understanding (Shulman, 

1999). 

Mushtaq observed that he likes it when his teachers use their research to 

illustrate the topic they are teaching. He mentioned: 

At the Master level, I think that they should incorporate their research to the 
Master degree programme, so he can present his research findings and relate 
it to what he is teaching, you know. He can give examples, you know. ( ... ). 
Sometimes they discuss the articles and books that they have written, and 
sometimes they also discuss the articles and books that other writers have 
written and they tell us to not accept everything as true. They tell us to look 
at them critically and think critically about what they are saying and 
presenting. ( ... ). They never say that something is good or bad. I think that 
it is important to present examples of their findings that relate to the issues 
that they are teaching. That makes me relate them to my own experience. 

For Mushtaq, the research activities of his teachers should be part of the curriculum of 

the Masters course he is doing, because he finds that it is important to present the 

research findings of teachers' research and relate them to what he is studying. 

Mushtaq's perception contradicts the findings of Jenkins et al. (1998), who claim that 

the inclusion of the research activities of teachers in the course can have too great an 

influence on the curriculum, and the findings of Lindsay et al. (2002), who claim that 

the inclusion of the research activities of teachers can cause a distortion in the 

curriculum. Mushtaq seems to perceive the research activities of his teachers as related 

and connected to what he is studying and working with. It appears that for Mushtaq the 

research activities of his teachers complement and enrich the curriculum of his course, 

rather than distort it. Like Guan and Natalie, Mushtaq also likes the ability of his 

teachers to engage with their own and others' research in the course, presenting the 

broader knowledge context of the subject. Mushtaq perceives himself as a stakeholder 

in his teachers' research activities, as he relates them to his own experience. Mushtaq's 

perception supports the claim of Lindsay et al. (2002) that postgraduate students 
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perceive themselves as stakeholders in their teachers' research. Developing critical 

thinking in students is also an issue for Mushtaq, as he sees this characteristic of a 

'critical teacher' (Shor, 1992: 41) as having a good impact on the quality of their 

teaching, because his teachers pose the subject as a problem for students to critically 

think through rather than as a bland presentation of official consensus for them to 

memorize. His teachers encourage him constantly to immerse in temporality without 

fear of the risks involved (Freire, 1994, 1996, 2000). His teachers are encouraging him 

to seek reason, consider alternatives and other points of view and withhold judgements 

until he has sufficient evidence (Boulton-Lewis, 1995). His teachers also encourage him 

to justify his opinions, be self-critical, and perform intellectually (Harvey and Green, 

1993) by empowering (Freire, 1994, 1996, 2000) him, by asking him to think critically 

about what they are teaching him and not accept everything as true. 

However, half of one quarter of the participants, in this study, thought that the 

research activities of their teachers impact negatively on the quality of the knowledge 

and information that they are imparting to/sharing with students. Sophie raised the issue 

of the research of teachers being outdated. She said: 

Not if their research is twenty years old like the research of that teacher I 
told. 

For her, the outdating of the teachers' research has a negative impact on the quality of 

their teaching, because the knowledge of her teacher is not up-to-date. Her teacher is not 

complying to Barnett's (1992) argument that teachers have a professional obligation to 

understand the key conversations going on in the research community. Her teacher is 

not aware of the current questions, hypotheses, and political debate which hislher 

subject is engaged in. 

Leah pointed out that teachers need to have broad knowledge. She mentioned: 

I suppose if you get too involved in your own research, your knowledge 
would get narrow. I think that you need to have a broad knowledge, to 
remain broad. I am aware that in reality teachers do not have time, they 



have other constraints upon them, they have to do research. But I think that 
ideally, it would be excellent if they have a good knowledge of other 
people's research and are able to talk about it as well. 
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In this example, Leah finds that teachers having knowledge of other people's research is 

a sign of excellence in teaching. However, Leah is aware of the 'constraints' which are 

upon her teachers. She is aware that teaching in the classroom now represents only one 

part ofthe teachers' work in higher education. As I mentioned in chapter II, teachers are 

'part of the causal [management] chain' and 'process worker[s]' (Smith, 1999: 320-21) 

in higher education. Leah's perception supports the claim of Friedrich and Michalak Jr. 

(1983) that immersion in research apparently can breed a narrowness that detracts from 

the broad-based knowledgeability that students perceive as being an important element 

of good teaching. The same point of teachers presenting only their own views on the 

subject and not presenting the research of other researchers was reported by Han, in 

chapter VI, under section 4, 'Preferences for perspectives on the topic'. 

I contend that keeping knowledge up-to-date, by doing research in the area 

teachers are teaching, and also being able to present other people's research which 

supports and also contradicts one's own research are perceived as having a positive 

impact on the quality of teachers' teaching. One could also conclude that when teachers 

just focus on their own research when teaching, and when they also just focus on other 

people's research, students find that boring, unexciting and dull. My data shows that 

students think that teachers should teach not only their own perspectives on the subject, 

but that they should also teach perspectives that contradict their own. As I argued 

earlier, in chapter VI, students should be presented and taught all the sides of a 

debate/subject/topic and be allowed to make up their own minds about the 

debate/subject/topic, 1.e. they should be allowed to develop their own opinions. 

However, I reiterate that I am not arguing that teachers should not present and express 

their own opinions and points of view on the debate/subject/topic in the classroom. I am 

arguing that their opinions and points of view should be presented and expressed in a 

context where the competing opinions and points of view of other researchers/writers 

are also presented in the classroom, in order to allow students to formulate their own 

opinions and points of views onthe debate/subject/topic. By acting this way, teachers 

can avoid influencing and distorting the curriculum, and they can offer students the 
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opportunity to make up their own minds and find their own way into the subject. The 

research activities of teachers can impact not only on the quality of teachers' knowledge 

but also on the quality of their teaching style. 

h. Impact on the quality of the teaching style that teachers are using in the 

classroom 

One quarter of the participants mentioned, in their interviews, that they feel that 

the research activities of their teachers impact positively on the quality of the teaching 

style they are using in the classroom. Niu perceives a very close relationship between 

teaching and research. She said: 

I think that teaching and research have a very close relationship, because the 
teacher can give us a lot of interesting and real examples of what he is 
teaching. He can teach you with a lot of enthusiasm and you will follow 
with enthusiasm as well. It is good when the teacher is an expert on what he 
is teaching. 

For her, the enthusiasm with which her teacher teaches comes from his research 

activities, because he can give the students lots of 'interesting and real examples'. This 

enthusiasm is shown in his teaching style, because he teaches with 'a lot of enthusiasm'. 

This enthusiasm is also transmitted to students, as she claims that she also follows with 

enthusiasm. Teachers' enthusiasm for their subject inspires students (Barnett, 2007). 

Niu's experience supports the statement of Friedrich and Michalak Jr. (1983) that 

research is also thought to promote the intellectual involvement and liveliness of the 

professor, characteristics that may in turn contribute to interesting and enthusiastic 

teaching. It also supports the claim of Linsky and Strauss (1975) that the sense of 

excitement which the researcher derives from hislher participation in the creation of 

knowledge may also be communicated to students. Enthusiasm also makes the teaching 

of teachers more interesting, according to Thomas. He stated: 

I think that their research activities can improve the quality of what they are 
teaching, because the information will be up-to-date. I think if they are 



enthusiastic about what they research, that might make their teaching a bit 
more interesting, improving the quality of their teaching. 
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Shulman (1999) argues that the teacher has special responsibilities in relation to content 

knowledge, serving as the primary source of student understanding of subject matter, 

and that this responsibility places special demands on the teacher's own depth of 

understanding of the structures of the subject matter, as well as on the teacher's attitude 

toward and enthusiasm for what is being taught and learned. 

However, almost one quarter of the participants, in this study, perceived the 

impact of the research activities of their teachers on the quality of their teaching styles 

as being a negative one. Guan protested that her teacher was not aware that the students 

were first-time researchers. She noticed that: 

We also have a course on dissertation, and each session is presented by a 
lecturer who has experience with the method he/she is talking about. We 
had a lecturer who did her research on case study. She just talked about 
what she did without giving the background of the topic, without explaining 
the practicalities of the research method. She is really good in her field, but 
she was not aware that we were first-time researchers and we do not know 
the principles of case study. We just learned about her area, but nothing 
about case study. 

Guan's example illustrates Elton's (2001) claim that in research the level of 

understanding must be that of the researcher, in teaching it must be that of the student, 

not of the teacher. As Freire (1994: 64, 1996: 58, 2000: 58) puts it, 'the teacher's 

thinking is authenticated only by the authenticity of the students' thinking. The teacher 

cannot think for her [sic] students, nor can she [sic] impose her [sic] thought on them'. 

This example also supports Feldman's (1987) claim that high producers of research, 

compared with low producers, are not less likely nor any more likely to be sensitive to 

class level and progress. For Guan, if teachers do not adjust to the level of students, 

students do not perceive good quality in their teaching styles. The perception of Guan is 

associated with the second and third myths of higher education discussed by Terenzini 

and Pascarella (1994). The second myth is that traditional methods of instruction (the 

lecture/discussion format) provide proven, effective ways of teaching undergraduate 

students. According to Terenzini and Pascarella, this myth is based on the assumptions 
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that all students are equally prepared for the course; that all students learn at the same 

rate; that all students learn in the same way and through the same set of activities; and 

that differences in performance are more likely due to differences in student effort or 

ability than to the faultiness of any of the foregoing assumptions. The third myth is that 

good researchers are good teachers, i.e. teachers have to do research in order to be good 

teachers. It seems that this was not the case for Guan. 

Shulman (1999) argues that in the manner in which understanding is 

communicated to students and in the face of student diversity, the teacher must have a 

flexible and multifaceted comprehension, adequate to impart alternative explanations of 

the same concepts or principles. Based on my reading of the literature, it is my 

contention that teachers should explain their subject on a level that students can 

understand what teachers are trying to communicate to students, in order to bring the 

understanding of students to the level of the understanding of their teachers. 

Patricia said that despite the amount of research and publications of some of her 

lecturers, their teaching was not exciting. She mentioned: 

I've seen lecturers who are very well qualified academically, with an 
enormous amount of publication and research, but the way they deliver the 
subject does not come alive, it is not very clear and you cannot question 
them. 

Patricia also mentioned an important issue in the teaching and learning process, the 

issue of power relations, as according to her, the way that some lecturers teach 'is not 

very clear and you cannot question them'. As I mentioned in chapter I, Lukes (1974: 34, 

1978: 34) emphasises the imposing characteristic of power when he defines his concept 

of power as 'A exercises power over B when A affects B in a manner contrary to B's 

interests'. Foucault (1994) argued that in any human relation power is always present: 

the relationships in which one wishes to direct the behaviour of another. In earlier work 

(Batas, 2000, 2004), I questioned the extent to which teachers should exercise their 

power to control the learning of students. I argued that teachers make decisions about 

what they will and will not teach students, as they decide on the amount of knowledge 
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and information they will and will not impart/share with students. They decide whether 

they will or will not interact with students. And they decide whether they will or will 

not answer the questions of students. Some teachers find it safe not to interact with 

students and will ignore questions or prevent students from asking questions in the 

classroom. Some teachers prefer to teach in a comfort zone or safe space or '''safe'' 

place' (hooks, 1994: 39), where they are not challenged and their authority is not tested. 

They '[keep] students at a distance' (Shor, 1992: 102) in order 'to preserve [their] 

authority' (Boler, 1999: 139). This distance maintains the teachers' authority and 

coercive power in the classroom. The authority of teachers in the teaching and learning 

process can be perceived by some students as an imposition of teachers' control and 

knowledge. Rowland (1996) claimed that teaching which really encourages students to 

raise their own questions and offer alternative perspectives is much less secure and 

predictable than more traditional lecturing methods. 

Bligh (1998) warns that by delaying the opportunity for questions, teachers fail 

to take advantage of the temporary initial interest in a point. My research shows that 

students think that the classroom is the place where questions should be asked and 

answered, as it probably will be the only time they will have available to them to 

interact with their teachers. Later on, in chapter VIII, I will develop and deconstruct the 

issue of the use of questioning in the teaching and learning process. As I mentioned 

earlier, the research activities of teachers can impact on the quality of knowledge and 

teaching style used by teachers. However, it can also impact on the availability of 

teachers to their students. 

c. Impact on the time that teachers dedicate to teaching and time that teachers are 

available to students 

One quarter of the participants mentioned, in their interviews, that they feel that 

the research activities of their teachers impact negatively on the time that they dedicate 

to teaching and are available to students. Najma observed that teachers do not have time 

for students. She said: 



The only thing that I have felt an impact of tutors, who were engaged in 
research work, is that they don't care about the students, because they are 
very busy getting their research work done. And that is what they also say: 
"I don't have time. Right now, I need to get this piece of work written. I 
don't have time". There is always something else pressing them and it is 
usually their research work. I feel very resentful towards their research 
actually. Their research is taking their time away from me. Teachers are 
there to teach the students first. That is what the university is supposed to 
be. If teachers are researching all the time, then the quality of teaching is 
suffering. 
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Najma perceives the first responsibility of teachers as being that of teaching students. 

Her perception supports Barnett's (1992) view that the first responsibility of the 

teachers is to their teaching (their students), and not their research. Najma's example 

contradicts the findings of Friedrich and Michalak Jr. (1983) which showed that 

researchers are slightly more available to students. In Najma's perception, the research 

activities of her teachers detract from the amount of time and energy that teachers 

devote to supporting students. It also contradicts the claim of Feldman (1987), who said 

that there is almost no support, in his research, for the proposition that time or effort 

devoted to research is inversely related to teaching effectiveness either in some direct 

way or indirectly through its negative effects on teachers' preparation and organisation, 

the quality of the teachers' feedback to students, or teachers' helpfulness and 

availability to students. However, Najma's example supports the fifth relationship 

between teaching and research that Coate et al. (2001) found in their study, namely that 

research is perceived as a negative influence on teaching, because research often has a 

higher value than teaching, and academics may be less inclined to spend time on 

curricular developments or pedagogical approaches, and research-active staff may also 

spend less time with students. It also supports the findings of Hattie and Marsh (1996) 

that time on research is negatively related to time spent on teaching. It further supports 

one of the four disadvantages associated with involvement of teachers in research 

mentioned by Jenkins et al. (1998), who found that teachers were not available to 

students. Najma is aware of the pressures which are upon her teachers and, like Leah, 

Najma is also aware that teaching in the classroom now represents only one part of the 

teachers' work in higher education. 
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Raja protested that teachers who research do not focus on teaching. He 

mentioned: 

I don't think it has, because they are focused on their own research activities 
and not focused on teaching. Their research activities are taking their time 
from teaching. I think that their research activities become more a problem 
than a help to their teaching practice. They are always very busy doing their 
research that they do not have time to give us, and this is not good. They 
don't have time to prepare to teach. 

For Raja, the research activities of his teachers are more of a problem than a help to 

their teaching practice. He stressed the issue of availability of teachers to students, 

teachers having no time to give to students, and this makes him perceive this as a 

negative impact on the quality of teaching in higher education. For him, the research 

activities of his teachers detract from the amount of time and energy that teachers 

devote to teaching and to supporting students. The same issue was presented by Coate et 

al. (2001) who stated that, in their study, students complained of inaccessible 

supervisors who were too busy with their own research. Raja's experience contradicts 

the research of Friedrich and Michalak Jr. (1983) who found that researchers are slightly 

more available to students. It is important to observe that Najma and Raja perceived the 

research activities of their teachers, as well as other 'constraints' or 'pressing' duties, as 

taking up time from teaching activities and supporting students. 

2. Students' perceptions of the impact of the research activities of teachers on the 

quality of the learning of the students 

Almost all of the participants perceived the research activities of their teachers 

as having an impact on the quality of their learning. The perceptions of the participants 

are threefold: teachers' research activities impact positively on the quality of the 

learning of students; teachers' research activities impact negatively on the quality of the 

learning of students; and teachers' research activities impact only if their research 

relates to the contentlarealsubjectltopic that students are studying and/or are interested 

in: what I call the conditional perception. 
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a. Impact positively on the quality of the learning of students 

One quarter of the participants mentioned, in their interviews, that they feel that 

the research activities of their teachers impact positively on the quality of their learning. 

Hao believed that she can learn 'different things' from her teachers. She said: 

It impacts because I can learn different things from them. 

For Hao, the research activities of her teachers impact on the quality of her learning, 

because she is getting a broad knowledge from her teachers. It seems that Hao is 

learning 'some ways in which different perspectives and her own perspective help to 

determine what data is used and considered important' (Maher, 1985: 40). This can only 

happen if teachers have a 'multi structural ' (Biggs, 1999: 99) perspective of their topic 

and field of expertise which goes beyond their own formulated perspectives to include 

the perspectives of others. Her perception contradicts the views of Friedrich and 

Michalak Jr. (1983), who claimed that immersion in research apparently can breed a 

narrowness that detracts from the broad-based knowledgeability that students perceive 

as being an important element of good teaching, and the views of Ramsden and Moses 

(1992), who claimed that teaching based solely on the research of other people is dull 

and fails to inspire students. Rabia also holds a similar perception. She stated: 

The research activities of my teachers have a significant impact on my 
learning. I believe that their interests also have an impact on the interest 
areas we finally get into, since a lot of examples the teachers use are from 
their own research. 

For her, the research activities of her teachers impact significantly on the quality of her 

learning, because teachers use examples from their research to illustrate the subject. 

That means that her teachers are at the cutting edge of their fields, teaching from 

immediate research experience (Coate et aI., 2001). They are disseminating the latest 

advanced knowledge and the most recent facts (Neumann, 1992). 
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Ang remarked that the research activities of his teachers make his 'learning 

better'. He mentioned: 

It is interesting when they quote you examples of their research findings and 
ask you to give your opinions about the findings of their research, research 
method and methodology, mainly when it is related to what you are 
learning, because the teacher is providing more background information for 
students to engage with the subject or topic. I think that their research being 
presented in the context that students are studying can help the learning of 
students. I don't think that it makes their teaching better, but it can make my 
learning better. 

For Ang, teacher-researchers have immediate research experience and are at the cutting 

edge of their fields (Coate et aI., 2001). Ang sees himself as a stakeholder in the 

research activities of his teachers, as he stated that teachers' research 'can make his 

learning better'. Lindsay et aI. (2002) argued that postgraduate students commend 

salience when lecturer research directly benefits their own learning. This is contrary to 

the findings of lenkins et aI. (1998) who claimed that students did not perceive 

themselves as stakeholders in teachers' research. Ang seems to perceive teachers as 

serving as the 'primary source' (Shulman, 1999: 65) of his understanding of the subject 

matter. However, some students can perceive the research activities of their teachers as 

having a negative impact on the quality of their learning. 

b. Impact negatively on the quality of the learning of students 

One quarter of the participants mentioned, in their interviews, that they feel that 

the research activities of their teachers impact negatively on the quality of their learning. 

Guan holds a negative perception of the research activities of her teachers. She said: 

I don't think that it impacts on my learning, because they are always too 
busy doing their research and I cannot be closer to them for them to help 
me. Sometimes you want to learn something deeper, and you want to 
discuss it with someone who knows that subject deeper and you cannot 
because they are very busy doing their research. They are so busy, that the 
only thing I have is my own knowledge. They do not use their expertise to 
help us learn. We are just struggling on our own. They know a lot but there 
is no time for them to share their knowledge with us. 
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For Guan, the research activities of her teachers have priority over teaching and 

supporting students. Teachers' research activities distract them from teaching and 

supporting students. Her perception contradicts the argument of Feldman (1987) who 

reported that there is almost no support for the proposition that time or effort devoted to 

research is inversely related to teaching effectiveness. Guan's perception supports the 

findings of Jenkins et ai. (1998) who found that teachers who are involved in research 

are perceived by students as preoccupied with their research at the expense of teaching. 

Like Leah, and Najma, Guan is aware that teaching in the classroom now represents 

only one part of the teachers' work in higher education. It appears that Guan feels 

isolated in her learning experience, as she mentions that the only thing she has is her 

own knowledge and that she is struggling on her own. I believe that in order to set 

students free on their path of learning, they need to be guided and pointed in the right 

direction first, and this is the main duty of teachers in the classroom. 

Amanda observed that the research activities of her teachers do not impact on 

the quality of her learning. She mentioned: 

I don't think that it has an impact on the quality of my learning, because I 
am motivated to learn independently of the teaching. I can learn anyway. 
Most of the time I have the impression that the teachers do not want to be 
there teaching, because they are talking above our heads. It seems that they 
had something better to do somewhere else than being in the classroom 
teaching. 

Amanda holds the perception that her teachers do not want to be teaching, as for her, it 

'seems that they had something better to do somewhere else'. Like Guan, Amanda feels 

that the research activities of her teachers detract them from teaching students. Her 

perception supports the claims that teachers who research are less available to students 

and are not focused on teaching (Hattie and Marsh, 1996, Jenkins et aI., 1998, Coate et 

aI., 2001). Amanda's perception contradicts the argument of Feldman (1987) who 

reported that there is almost no support for the proposition that time or effort devoted to 

research is inversely related to teaching effectiveness. Friedrich and Michalak Jr. (1983) 

argue that care should be taken to see that involvement in research does not interfere 

with the instructor's responsibility to maintain a high level of knowledgeability in the 

areas in which he or she teaches. According to hooks (1994), students often do not want 
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to learn and teachers do not want to teach, and this is a serious crisis in education. In my 

view, this crisis is caused by the lack of motivation in students and teachers to engage in 

the teaching and learning process and/or by the displacement of teachers' motivation 

from the teaching and learning process to their research activities. Based on the 

literature and the findings of my data, I believe that when teachers' motivation is placed 

on their research activities, their motivation to teach is bound to decrease. 

Only two participants, Raja and Wang, held the same perception that the 

research activities of their teachers do not impact on the quality of their learning. They 

categorically stated: 'I don't think it has any impact at all'. However, some students can 

perceive the research activities of their teachers as having an impact on the quality of 

their learning only if teachers are researching what they are teaching. 

c. Impact positively on the quality of the learning of students only if teachers are 

researching the area/subject/topic that students are studying and/or are 

interested in: the conditional perception 

Half of the participants mentioned, in their interviews, that they feel that the 

research activities of their teachers impact on the quality of their learning, only if the 

research of their teachers is on the contentlarealsubjectltopic that participants are 

studying and/or are interested in: what I call the conditional perception. Charlotte 

reckons that the research activities of her teachers impact on the quality of her learning 

if they are researching something she 'could try and apply'. She said: 

If they are researching something that I could try and apply in my learning 
and in my professional life, then it impacts on my learning. If they are going 
to schools and researching teaching and learning, and bring examples of 
other teachers' experiences, I think that it impacts on my learning. When 
they tell you what they have just done, and show you how to do it and apply 
it, then it impacts on my learning. 

Relevance to her own learning is the criterion on which she judges the impact of the 

research activities of her teachers on the quality of her learning. Lindsay et al. (2002) 
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found that some postgraduate students thought that teachers' research should be useful, 

interesting and relevant to their learning. Jenkins et al. (2003) claim that postgraduate 

students insist that the research activities of their teachers should be relevant to the 

content of their course. 

Najma highlighted the importance of teachers researching the area that they are 

teaching. She mentioned that: 

Unless they are teaching whatever they are researching we cannot get fresh, 
new information from the field. But that is not what happens. Their research 
is on other areas and the topic is in a different area. They don't necessarily 
overlap. Whatever the research they are doing does not necessarily come 
into the class. It does not necessarily fit the topic that they are teaching. 
( ... ). That is why I object to the time that is taken away from the students. 

Najma perceives the teachers in her institution as researching areas that are different 

from the topic that she is studying and which do not fit the topic. Linsky and Strauss 

(1975) consider that involvement of students in the research of their teachers could lead 

to productive lines of research, and Najma appears to see some benefits from the 

research activities of her teachers, as she would be exposed to 'fresh' and 'new' 

information. However, Najma complains that the research activities of her teachers take 

away time from students. Coate et al. (2001) claimed that teachers who research are less 

inclined to spend time with students. Friedrich and Michalak Jr. (1983) stated that the 

more time and effort teachers devote to research, the less the time they devote to 

teaching. Najma perceives a disconnection between what teachers are teaching and what 

teachers are researching, and that makes her object to the lack of teachers' availability 

to students. 

Some participants call attention to the issue of the research activities of their 

teachers being of interest to participants. Thomas said: 

I don't know. It depends on how well they transmit their research and how 
much I am interested in learning about their research. 



And Gisela mentioned that: 

I don't think that there is a direct link between their research activities and 
my learning, because in the end it is me that is learning. ( ... ). Only if I find 
their research topic interesting than I can learn from their research activities. 
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However, for Gisela, the research activities of her teachers impact on her learning only 

if she finds any interest in the research of her teachers. She does not share the views of 

Jenkins et al. (2003) that most teachers see research activity as an important arena in 

which they themselves learn, teachers consequently being in a good position to share 

learning experiences with students and project themselves as fellow learners rather than 

as experts. Teachers are in a good position to be students' model of learners. However, 

the students who spoke to me believed that teachers should only carry out research that 

is relevant to or is pushing the boundaries of the area/discipline/subjectltopic they are 

teaching. Like Barnett (1992), I believe that teaching is the main responsibility of 

teachers in higher education, i.e., disseminating knowledge through direct contact with 

students. Some teachers in higher education research areas/disciplines/subjects/topics 

which are not related to their teaching, and which cannot be used, in any case, for 

publication and/or teaching. My research shows that teachers should not be carrying out 

research that cannot be used in their teaching. Their main concern should be their 

teaching and their research should be relevant to their teaching, and not a means of 

gathering funding for universities. It is my personal belief that universities should have 

research organisations engaged in gathering funding through research which cannot be 

used and is not related to the teaching carried out at those universities. That would 

imply that universities would have to employ research staff only in order to gather 

funding from their research activities. 

B. Summary 

In this chapter, I found and demonstrated that there are multiple engagements 

among students of their perceptions of the relationship between teaching and research 

and the relationship between quality teaching and learning. On the one hand, the 

evidence I presented in this chapter allows me to claim that for some students there is a 
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relationship between teaching and research. On the other hand, it allows me to claim 

that for some there is no relationship between teaching and research. Here one can see 

that, like quality teaching, the research activities of teachers are perceived in different 

ways by students. This variety of perceptions of the research activities of teachers is 

related to students' perceptions of quality teaching in higher education, as determined 

by their perceptions of the research activities of their teachers and the impact on the 

quality of teaching and learning in higher education. Students' perceptions of the impact 

of teachers' research activities on teaching and learning in higher education are among 

the criteria they use to judge the quality of teaching and learning in higher education in 

the UK. 

In this chapter, I have also demonstrated that students in higher education 

perceive the impact of the research activities of their teachers on the quality of their 

teaching as threefold: having an impact on the quality of the knowledge and information 

imparted and shared with students; having an impact on the teaching style of their 

teachers in the classroom; and having an impact on the time that teachers dedicate to 

teaching and their availability to students. As one can see, more than three quarters of 

participants perceived positively the impact of the research activities of their teachers on 

the quality of the knowledge and information imparted and shared with students. 

However, half of one quarter of the participants perceived this impact negatively. One 

quarter of the participants perceive positively the impact of the research activities of 

their teachers on the quality of their teaching style in the classroom. However, almost 

one quarter of the participants perceived this impact negatively. One quarter of the 

participants perceived the impact of the research activities of their teachers as having a 

negative effect on the time dedicated to teaching and the availability of teachers to 

students. None of the participants mentioned, in any way, that the research activities of 

their teachers had a positive impact on the time dedicated to teaching and the 

availability of teachers to students. It is important to mention that some participants held 

more than one perception/view of the impact of teachers' research activities on the 

quality of their teaching. 
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Based on the evidence I presented in this chapter, it is clear that there are two 

relationships (a positive one and a negative one) between the research activities of 

teachers and the quality of their teaching. The overall majority of participants perceived 

the research activities of their teachers as having a positive impact on the quality of their 

teaching, when teaching is perceived as a means of transmitting and disseminating the 

latest advanced knowledge and the most recent facts on the area/subject/topic to 

students. In this relationship teachers are more aware of current questions, hypotheses 

and issues, and therefore better able to feed back this new information to students, as 

they are at the cutting edge of their fields; they teach more relevant, up-to-date material 

from their immediate research experience. The manner in which teachers transmit and 

disseminate this new knowledge is by encouraging students to be critical and to 

question this new knowledge, as students are exposed to conflicting points of view and 

encouraged to think critically. This positive relationship can be seen under the 

subheadings: Impact on the quality of the information/knowledge that they are 

imparting to/sharing with students; and Impact on the quality of the teaching style that 

teachers are using in the classroom. 

One quarter of the participants perceived the research activities of their teachers 

as having a negative impact on the quality of their teaching, when teachers were not 

available to students and also were not dedicated to teaching. In this relationship time 

on research is negatively related to time on teaching, because time or effort devoted to 

research negatively affects teachers' preparation and organisation, helpfulness and 

availability to students, and research-active staff may spend less time with students and 

not be available to students, because they are too busy with their own research. This 

negative relationship can be seen under the subheading: Impact on the time that 

teachers dedicate to teaching and are available to students. 

In relation to the impact of the research activities of teachers on the quality of 

the learning of the participants, I further demonstrated that students in higher education 

perceive this impact as threefold: having a positive impact on the quality of students' 

learning; having a negative impact on the quality of students' learning; and having a 

positive impact on the quality of students' learning, only if the research of their teachers 
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is on the contentlarea/subjectltopic that participants are studying and are interested in, 

i.e., teachers are researching what they are teaching: the conditional perception. One 

quarter of the participants perceived positively the impact of the research activities of 

their teachers on the quality of their learning. One quarter of the participants perceived 

negatively the impact of the research activities of their teachers on the quality of their 

learning. However, half of the participants perceived the research activities of their 

teachers as having a positive impact on the quality of their learning, only if the research 

of their teachers is on the contentlarea/subject that participants are studying and are 

interested in: the conditional perception. 

In this chapter, I found that students perceIve the impact of the research 

activities of their teachers in different ways, and that they use different criteria to form 

and inform their perceptions. Their perceptions of the impact of the research activities 

of their teachers on the quality of their teaching are framed by criteria: knowledge and 

information, teaching style, and time and availability. Their perceptions of the impact of 

the research activities of their teachers on the quality of learning by students are framed 

by criteria: positive impact, negative impact, and conditional impact. It is clear that 

most of the students perceive a positive relationship between the research activities of 

their teachers and the quality of the teaching of their teachers. It is also clear that some 

students perceive a positive relationship between the research activities of their teachers 

and the quality of the learning of the students, assuming that the conditions for the 

relevance/salience to the course students are taking and the interest of students in the 

research of teachers are fulfilled. This means that students perceive the research 

activities of their teachers as having a positive impact on the quality of their learning, 

mainly if teachers are researching the area/subject/topic that students are studying and 

learning. In this study there is a strong connection between the relevance and salience of 

the research activities of teachers to students' learning and the quality of students' 

learning. If students regard their teachers' research activities as relevant to their 

learning, then they perceive this relationship as a positive one. 

Rowland (1996) and Smeby (1998) call for a closer or stronger relationship 

between teaching and research, and Coate et al. (2001) call for more effort to be spent 
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on understanding the ways in which different relationships between teaching and 

research are shaped. This study throws light on the way forward to understanding the 

relationship between the research activities of teachers and their impact on the quality of 

teaching and learning. The way forward is to pay attention to the relevance of the 

teachers' research activities to the area, subject and topic, and to students' interest, focus 

of study and needs. If teachers are active-researchers and make sure that their research 

activities are related to the area, subject and students' interest, focus of study and needs, 

then students will perceive the research activities of teachers as having a positive impact 

on the quality of students' learning. One could argue that the interest of students in the 

course and area they are studying is already established, because students have chosen 

this area and course as part of their studies. However, I argue that: First, it is up to the 

teachers to keep the interest of students alive and to keep up the levels of motivation of 

students in the area, subject and topic of study. Second, the research activities of 

teachers should be not only relevant and salient to the content, interest and needs of 

students, but also up-to-date. Third, that the research activities of teachers should be 

relevant and focused on the area/subject/topic they are teaching. Fourth, teachers should 

present their own research in comparison with the research of other people in a broader 

context of knowledge, and illustrate the subject/topic with examples used from their 

own research and the research of others. Fifth, teachers should not focus only on their 

own views in the classroom, but also present views that contradict their own views. And 

last, teachers should be aware of the level of knowledge of the students. 

In relation to the categories of home and international students, it is interesting 

to point out that there seems to be a balance in the perceptions of students of the impact 

of the research activities of their teachers on the quality of teaching and learning. The 

ratio of participants is almost 1: 1, i.e. little more than one international student for one 

home student, as 24 participants were international students and 19 participants were 

home students. More international students than home students perceive positively the 

impact of the research activities of their teachers on the quality of their teaching. More 

home students than international students perceive negatively the impact of the research 

activities of their teachers on the quality of their teaching. In relation to the impact of 

the research activities of their teachers on the quality of students' learning, half of the 

international students and half of the home students perceive the research activities of 
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their teachers as having a positive impact on the quality of their learning. Half of the 

international students and half of the home students perceive the research activities of 

their teachers as having a negative impact on the quality of their learning. And half of 

the international students and half of the home students perceive the research activities 

of their teachers as having a positive impact on the quality of their learning, only if 

teachers are researching the content/area/subject that students are studying and learning. 

In relation to the gender aspect of the participants, it is interesting to point out 

that there may be a gender balance in the perceptions of students of the impact of the 

research activities of their teachers on the quality of teaching and learning. However, it 

is not possible to establish a more accurate gender balance, because three quarters of the 

participants were female and one quarter was male. The ratio of participants is 3: 1, i.e. 

three females for one male. Although the findings reflect a 3: 1 ratio in all categories 

(knowledge and information, teaching style, time and availability in teaching; and 

positive, negative and conditional in learning), I cannot conclusively claim that there is 

a gender balance in the findings of this study in this area. 

The evidence presented in this chapter not only supports the claim that there is a 

relationship between teaching and research, but fills the gap in relating the perceptions 

of postgraduate students of the research activities of their teachers to the quality of the 

teaching and learning experiences of students in higher education in the UK, by offering 

insights on how the relationship between teaching and research is shaped and can be 

made closer and stronger, especially through the research activities of teachers being 

related and relevant to what students are studying. 

A significant implication of the findings of my research for the establishment of 

teaching-only universities is that they will fall behind those that combine teaching and 

research because students perceive the research activities of teachers as the warranty of 

their knowledge, expertise and practical ability in their fields. According to my 

research, students trust the information, knowledge, expertise and practical ability of 

teachers who are involved in research. Jfugen Enders (2007) considers 'research as 
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academic fitness for teaching', as it impacts on the knowledge and expertise of teachers, 

and therefore improves the knowledge economy of their institutions. A higher education 

institution without teachers who are involved in research has less marketable knowledge 

than institutions whose teachers are involved in research. International and, 

increasingly, home students are attracted by the reputation of the research staff who are 

also teaching in the departments of their universities. These research-active teachers are 

the market value of those institutions. 

The findings of my research also have implications for teaching-only posts 

(contracts), as home and international students perceive teachers who are not involved 

in research as not having the same value in national and international markets of higher 

education. According to my research, home and international students do value and 

appreciate the research activities of their teachers, and those research-active teachers are 

regarded as good university teachers. Students consider teachers who only teach and are 

not research-active as not being at the cutting-edge of their fields, and therefore as not 

having the knowledge, expertise and practical ability that research warranties. This will 

have an impact on the trust students place in the knowledge of their teachers. As I 

argued earlier, without trust between teachers and students there is no learning. 

The findings also have implications for the policy for funding research in higher 

education in the UK, as students only value research that is directly applied to their 

learning at university. Funded research that is not directly applicable to the learning of 

students, i.e. to what students are studying, is considered to be not relevant. Research 

that cannot be disseminated in the teaching and learning process at university and that 

also cannot be published has no obvious value to students. If policy makers are 

concerned with the quality of the experience of students in higher education in the UK, 

they will have to consider funding research that is relevant to what students are studying 

and learning in higher education. 
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Chapter VIII 

MA students' perceptions of quality teaching in higher education 

The focus of this thesis has been on MA students' perceptions of quality 

teaching in higher education in the United Kingdom. Throughout this thesis I have been 

arguing that students' perceptions are formed and informed by their previous learning 

experiences and by the socio-political environment of teaching and learning in higher 

education. By socio-political environment I mean the way that the pedagogical 

relationship is shaped by the identities, intentions, objectives, purposes, aims, 

expectations, motivations of teachers and students, and by the learning needs of 

students. This chapter focuses precisely on what MA students think about quality 

teaching in higher education. I address MA students' perceptions of good and poorlbad 

quality teaching and what criteria students use to establish their judgements about 

quality teaching in higher education. I demonstrate, in this chapter, that students' 

perceptions of quality teaching in higher education vary; that it is very difficult to 

pinpoint quality teaching in higher education, because what can be perceived as good 

quality teaching by some students can be perceived as poor quality teaching by others; 

and that some students are not entirely able to evaluate the quality of teaching at the 

point of delivery. I argue that the concept of quality cannot be applied to teaching in 

higher education. 

A. Students' perceptions of quality teaching in higher education 

In the research for this study the participants described their perceptions of the 

quality of their teachers' teaching styles, such as lecturing, use of questioning and group 

work, in the teaching and learning process in the classroom in higher education. 
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1. Students' perceptions of lecturing 

Lecturing in this section is defined, according to Bligh (1998: 6), as a 

'continuous period of exposition by a speaker [teacher] who wants the audience 

[students] to learn something'. Brown and Atkins (1988) argue that teachers sometimes 

forget that lectures are for the benefit of students. They claim that without motivation 

attention is lost and there can be little understanding, and without information on a topic 

there is nothing to be understood. According to them, lectures have three purposes, 

coverage (conveying the information), understanding (generating information) and 

motivation (stimulating interest), which are therefore interrelated. It is my personal 

belief that lecturing is a very important part of the teaching and learning process, as it is 

the starting point of the learning journey of students when they can get the directions 

and guidance they need for their journey. 

In this study, all participants hold different perceptions of lecturing in the 

teaching and learning process in the classroom. Bushra observed that she feels very 

good when she learns the subject. She said: 

Yes, I had a teacher ... he taught me like this, the moment I want to stop him 
and ask a question, I would stop him. He said: if you want to ask anything, 
if you know you have a problem, you can ask me. ( ... ). After coming out of 
the class, everything was clear in my mind. ( ... ). I feel very good. I feel 
very clear about the subject. The quality of his teaching was wonderful. It 
was marvellous, because I knew I have learned this thing. 

This example illustrates the issue of some students having their teachers as the source of 

the knowledge of students, the teacher telling students everything they need to know. 

The students work like a safe in which the knowledge of the teacher is deposited, in 

order to become students' learning, i.e. the 'banking system' of education that Freire 

(1994, 1996, 2000) criticises. This example illustrates how perceptions of students of 

the teaching and learning process are complex, because what can be inspiring teaching 

for some students, is not inspiring to others. Bushra's experience equates good teaching 

with feeding and, consequently, with parenting, as teachers let themselves be "used up' 

with no limits and boundaries' (Shaw, 1995: 54). 



Shaw (1995) claims that 

[t]eaching is not the same as parenting, but it depends upon it in a wide 
variety of ways, both practically and emotionally. In particular it is the 
primitive, primary and practical experience of feeding and being fed that 
lays the foundations for learning in general (Shaw, 1995: 11). 
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She also claims that, at the unconscious level, feeding and learning get confused, and 

success or failure in learning may, therefore, depend on the actual and internalised 

experiences of feeding that students bring to the classroom (Shaw, 1995: 70). Culley et 

al. (1985) argue that students see teachers as something more, or certainly something 

other, than simply their teachers. Teachers, according to them, are 'inescapably, also 

their mothers - necessary for comfort but reinforcing a feared and fearful dependency if 

such comfort is too easily accepted. But we are also, in part, their fathers - word-givers, 

truth-sayers' (ibid.: 14). Feeding does not only mean giving/transmitting information to 

students, it can also mean, according to Haggis (2006), telling students which authors to 

read, which ideas to stress, or which quotes to include when students are preparing for 

an essay (written work). The father figure who allows himself to be used up and who 

feeds the truth to students is what makes the quality of her teacher's teaching 

'marvellous' according to Bushra. 

Victoria remarked that she learns a lot from a solid (heavy/substantial) lecture. 

She mentioned: 

I have some teachers that the structure of their classes was straightforward 
lecture seminars. They would talk for the whole class. ( ... ). It was not very 
creative, but it was solid, you know. They provided a set of bibliography 
that we could have access to. I still remember what they did. It was very 
good teaching because they were competent teachers. They provided me 
with a very good background for furthering my studies and career. The 
quality oftheir teaching is very good. 

Contrary to most of the students in this research, Victoria considers a solid 

(heavy/substantial) lecture to be good teaching because, in her view, her teachers were 

competent teachers. Some students feel comfortable in receiving the information that 

they need from the teacher without having to struggle with the subject/topic. However, 
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Shor (1992: 12) argues that '[i]f the students' task is to memorize rules and existing 

knowledge, without questioning the subject matter or the learning process, their 

potential for critical thought and action will be restricted'. It appears to me that Victoria 

does not perceive a solid (heavy/substantial) lecture as restricting her potential for 

critical thought and action. She seems to perceive it as providing her with a very good 

background for furthering her studies and career, as she felt influenced by the authority 

of her teacher in the subject. In my view, it seems that Victoria did not have any reason 

for questioning the subject matter, nor the learning process, because she sees the lecture 

as a means of getting very good background information. It appears to me that Victoria 

likes to practise what I call "safe learning", and innovative teaching styles might make 

her feel like she was taking a risk of not learning in the classroom. Naido and Jamieson 

(2005a) argue that 

[a]dvanced forms of learning require risk-taking on the part of learners 
because there is no guarantee of success. According to them, learning 
requires trust, or more precisely an act of faith, by learners that they can 
address, if not solve, problems successfully and that their teachers will act 
as reliable guides in this process of discovery (Naidoo and Jamieson, 2005a: 
275). 

Victoria's example also illustrates how students' perceptions of the teaching and 

learning process are complex, because what can be empowering for some students, can 

be oppressing to others. In my experience, some students prefer to be lectured at 

because that makes them feel more secure and safe in the classroom, and also in control 

of their own learning process. The practice of participatory pedagogical styles in the 

classroom can make some students feel anxious and become defensive because it is an 

unfamiliar situation that does not match the template of their previous teaching and 

learning experiences. 

George noticed that he does not like a teacher to lecture in a monotonous voice. 

He stated: 

The worst experience I had here, it is from a professor ( ... ). We all felt that 
he didn't want to be there, that he was ill prepared and he delivered his 



lecture in a monotonous voice as he was reading from a piece of paper. He 
was very boring. ( ... ). The only thing I remember is that it was a bad lesson 
and the next time I have the same teacher again I will probably not be there. 
It was a negative experience. The quality of his teaching was appalling, 
absolutely appalling. I couldn't engage, neither any of my colleagues, they 
could not engage as well in that classroom. I think that using different 
methods of input is the key to the teaching and learning process. It didn't 
impact on my learning, because I did not learn anything. 
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In this example, George felt bored because his teacher was lecturing by reading from a 

paper and not engaging with him nor with his fellow students. For George, his 

classroom was not a participatory or empowering classroom. His teacher was not a 

participatory and empowering teacher either. Shor (1992: 26) claims that '[t]o help 

move students away from passivity and cynicism, a powerful signal has to be sent from 

the very start, a signal that learning is participatory, involving humor, hope and 

curiosity'. It seems to me that George's teacher was not willing to make his classroom a 

participatory and empowering classroom, because he did not send any signal that 

participation and engagement were allowed and desired in his classroom. As Shor 

(1992: 26) puts it, '[a]s students, teachers learned early and often that to be a teacher 

means talking a lot and being in charge'. In my view, in this example, the teacher was in 

charge by being in control of what was happening in the classroom. Bligh (1998: 163) 

advises that 'it is better to avoid long periods of uninterrupted exposition' as it can 

demotivate and does not take advantage of temporary initial interest in the subject or a 

point. He argues that the lecture method notoriously neglects the psychological desire 

for interaction with other people in the classroom, and if another method were used 

during the lecture period to satisfy it, students' attention would probably improve. 

Bligh's argument is supported by George who stated that he thinks that 'using different 

methods of input is the key to the teaching and learning process'. For George, his 

teacher was boring and the way that he was teaching was also boring. His feelings 

towards his teacher and the teaching style of his teacher made him perceive the quality 

of the teaching of his teacher as appalling. And it did not impact on his learning because 

he did not learn anything from this teacher. However, I believe that it did impact 

negatively in his learning. 
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It seems that this experience also affected George's motivation to turn up for 

lectures which this teacher would probably be giving. As I argued elsewhere, emotional 

distance affects students' motivation and interest in the subject, while at the same time it 

reinforces the authority of teachers and their coercive power in the classroom (B6tas, 

2000). I agree with Leistyna and Woodrum (1996) that power and privilege are 

maintained when teachers work within the traditional paradigm of teaching (lecturing) 

in which students are passive recipients of information and teachers are the knower, 

inevitably reproducing and maintaining particular forms of identity, meaning, authority, 

and interaction, whether they are aware of it or not. 'At the same time, teachers work 

and speak from within historically and socially determined relations of power and 

privilege that are based on their race, ethnicity, class, and gender' (Leistyna and 

Woodrum, 1996: 4). McDermott (1977) asserts that teaching is a form of coercion and 

that this inevitable coercion of students can be rendered harmful or harmless according 

to the actions and interactions of students and teachers. However, Alpert (1991) argues 

that the way to promote more participation and compliance in an educational setting is 

by making more room for personal expression and responsive classroom interaction 

when teaching subject-matter contents. 

According to Bligh (1998: 227), '[i]nvolvement motivates; paSSIve listening 

does not'. It is clear that lack of engagement in the classroom affects students' 

motivation. Here, again, I want to call attention to the narrow use and understanding of 

the concept of engagement in the teaching and learning process, in particular its 

restriction by critical and feminist pedagogies and cognitive psychology to students 

being physically and actively engaged in the teaching and learning activity in the 

classroom. My research demonstrates that engagement and interaction in the classroom 

can take many forms: (1) it can happen through questioning on the part of the teacher 

and on the part of students; (2) it can happen through eye contact between teachers and 

students; (3) it can happen through critically listening and thinking about what is being 

said and done in the classroom; and (4) it can happen through pair, group and whole 

class discussion/dialogue in the classroom. As I argued in earlier work (B6tas, 2000, 

2004), students can be silently engaged with knowledge creation in the teaching and 

learning process in the classroom, i.e. they can be intellectually engaged with the 

teacher, their fellow students and the subject/topic of study. I believe that teachers' 
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attitudes and behaviour in the teaching and learning process can detennine if they are 

going to engage students or not. 

Amanda indicated that the teacher should pay attention to the needs of students. 

She noted: 

I had a module on linguistics in which the articles were quite difficult to 
read and to understand as well. The teacher was lecturing and he was not 
explaining what the concepts and tenninology were. It was quite difficult 
because he was just lecturing and not paying attention to our needs. I 
haven't learned anything from his lectures. I had to find it out by myself 
afterwards. He would come in and go straight to the lecture using these 
quite complex linguistics tenns, assuming that we all knew what he meant. 
( ... ) He did not take into account that other people in the group did not 
come from a linguistic background. I felt that I had taken too much. ( ... ) At 
the time, it was a poor experience, but subsequently it became a positive 
experience because I had to go back and learn about it by myself. At the 
time, it was a quite bad experience. At the end it was quite a good 
experience actually. 

In Amanda's example, there are three issues I would like to highlight. First, this 

example points to the issue of teachers assuming that all students in the classroom 

understand what the teacher is talking about and that all students are at the same level 

and have the same background in the subject. It is erroneous to hold this assumption in 

higher education if real learning is to take place in the classroom. To develop their 

learning in any subject/topic students need some basic understanding of the concepts 

and how they are used and applied in their discipline. Teachers 'too often assume that 

students attach the same attributes to key concepts as teachers do' (Maher, 1985: 39), 

and precisely for this reason, the development of a common language and vocabulary, 

in which teacher and students can communicate and understand each other, is the key to 

the development of the learning of students and also a motivational factor for students 

to "keep on learning". Maher (1985: 40) contends that '[u]ntil teachers explicitly work 

toward constructing a commonly understood language in their classrooms, the subject­

matter concepts will be alien to some students' experiences'. Putting the concepts of the 

discipline into a context and using the literature in a way that students can understand 

the teacher's meaning allow students to understand the subject and enable them to work 

with critical questions in order to develop critical thinking. 
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If the intention of the teacher is to get students struggling with 'questions that do 

not have 'right' answers' (Davis, 1985: 2,51), students have to understand what the 

concepts of their discipline mean in order for them to situate themselves in relation to 

the possibilities that critical thinking and engagement open up for them. The teacher is 

the person responsible for developing a common language in the classroom in order to 

establish a communication and a sort of "understanding" between the teacher and the 

students. The literature and my research show that it is erroneous to assume that 

students completely understand the language and the nuances of the discourse of the 

discipline, as students are not at the same intellectual level as their teachers and do not 

have the same knowledge. It seems that this teacher did not address the learning needs 

of Amanda. The teacher should make sure that students are familiar with the language 

of the topic/subject before getting into its technicalities. Also in my view, students 

should tell the teacher when they do not understand the language of the topic/subject. 

Second, Amanda's example also points to the issue of the connection between 

teaching and learning in the classroom: teaching and learning relate to each other and 

are entwined, and teaching affects learning and learning affects teaching in the 

classroom, as I argued earlier. For Amanda, the non-existence of a common language 

between herself and the teacher made her learning in the classroom impossible, as she 

claims that she did not learn anything from his lectures. Laurillard (1997, 2002) pointed 

out the influences that teachers' approaches to teaching can have on students' 

approaches to studying. She claimed that the teacher plays an important role in forming 

the perceptions of students. How the teacher presents what is required of the student, 

what is important, the teacher's style of teaching and the assessment method will all 

influence what and how the student will learn - whether by adopting a surface or deep 

approach to learning. She concluded that student strategies and approaches to learning 

were context-dependent. Like Laurillard, Eklund-Myrskog (1998) concluded that 

students' conceptions of learning were influenced by their educational experiences, and 

that the quality of those experiences was contextually based. If what teachers do 

influences what students do in the teaching and learning process, that means that 

teaching and learning in higher education are 'inextricably and elaborately linked' 

(Ramsden, 1996: 6,2003: 8). 
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Third, Amanda's example, at the same time, points to the issue of disconnection 

between teaching and learning in the classroom in higher education, when teaching and 

learning are not related and connected. Ellis (1995a), Biggs (1999) and Andrews et al. 

(1996) asserted that teaching is individual and that there is no direct connection between 

teaching and learning. As I mentioned earlier, for Amanda, the non-existence of a 

common language between herself and the teacher made her learning in the classroom 

impossible, as she claims that she did not learn anything from his lectures. However, 

she also claims that she had to learn by herself afterwards. The teaching style of 

Amanda's teacher motivated her to go back and learn by herself. Amanda was able to 

go back and learn the subject/topic by herself because she is a very intrinsically 

motivated person. In my view, she did not allow the teaching style of her teacher to 

prevent her from learning the subject/topic. 

I find Amanda's experience to be a good example of how students (consumers) 

cannot evaluate quality at the point of delivery, because Amanda, at the time, 

considered this experience to be a 'poor experience', i.e. a 'quite bad experience', which 

subsequently became a positive experience because she had to go back and learn by 

herself. According to her, 'at the end it was quite a good experience actually'. This 

experience became a positive experience for Amanda because she was determined to 

learn the topic/subject and to prove to herself that she was able to take on the challenge 

(the topic/subject) and win. As I argued above, Amanda is a very intrinsically motivated 

person and knows how to address her learning needs herself. I find that Amanda's 

example casts doubts on students' evaluations of teaching in courses and their 

measurement of quality teaching in higher education, as what seemed to be poor 

teaching at the time of delivery, in the long run became good quality teaching. Her 

example illustrates that the quality of teaching cannot be evaluated by a single 

evaluation instrument (Cashin, 1988, 1994), as teaching is a multifaceted (Davidovitch 

and Soen, 2006) and complex practice. Here, one can see that students perceive 

teachers' lecturing in different ways: some find it good quality teaching, others do not. 
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2. Students' perceptions of the use of questioning in the teaching and learning 

process 

In this subsection I analyse the use of questioning in the teaching and learning 

process in the classroom in higher education. My study reveals that students perceive 

the use of questioning in the teaching and learning process in higher education as 

having an impact on the quality of their teaching and learning experience. Some writers, 

such as Carner (1963) and Wellington and Wellington (1962), contend that teachers' 

attention should be focused on questions asked by students rather than on teachers' 

questions. Others, such as Gall (1970), mention that teachers' questions are of little 

value unless they have an impact on student behaviour. However, Gall points out that 

the value of focusing on teachers' questions is that they are the basic unit underlying 

most methods of teaching in the classroom. In the first part of this subsection I analyse 

the use of questioning by students, and in the second part I analyse the use of 

questioning by teachers in the teaching and learning process in higher education. 

a) The use of questioning by students in the teaching and learning process 

In my view, the use of questioning by students in the teaching and learning 

process in the classroom can be understood in different ways. In Table XIII, on the 

following page, I have created an eightfold template which I use to analyse and 

deconstruct the use of questioning by students in the teaching and learning process. 
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Table XIII - Deconstruction of questioning by students in the teaching and learning 

process 

Deconstruction of questioning by students in the teaching and learning process 

1 it can be the embodiment of students' learning needs, as students let the teacher 
know what they need to know and 'how they are thinking about the topic' 
(Laurillard, 1997: 108, 2002: 92), i.e. it is a mechanism of surveillance; 

2 it can be an indication of the plain and blunt interest of the students in the 
subject/topic the teacher is teaching; 

3 it can be a mechanism wherein students are using up, draining or eating up the 
knowledge ofthe teacher (Shaw, 1995), i.e. it is a tool for learning; 

4 it can be a mechanism wherein students are preventing the teacher from going 
further in the topic and completing the agenda of the teacher, i.e., a mechanism 
wherein the students are subverting and resisting the agenda of the teacher; 

5 it can be a defence mechanism wherein students are asserting themselves against 
the authority ofthe teacher 'to sabotage any regime that subordinates them' (Shor, 
1992: 142); 

6 it can be a mechanism wherein students are assessing the ability, authority and 
legitimacy of the teacher's knowledge in the classroom in order to trust their 
teacher (Metz, 1978), i.e. if the teacher knows the subject/topic he/she is teaching; 

7 it can be a mechanism wherein students are letting the teacher know that they 
want to participate and engage in the teaching and learning process and not be the 
"silent observer"; and 

8 it can be a mechanism whereby the student is trying to break the hierarchical and 
authoritative power of the teacher in the teaching and learning process, by trying 
to make it a shared process, where pedagogy is a process of social production and 
not transmission (Lusted, 1986). 

One can see in this table that the use of questioning by students in the teaching 

and learning process can have different interpretations and meanings, and that the use of 

questioning by students can move from compliance, interest and engagement (number 1 

in Table XIII), to evaluation of teachers' knowledge and resistance to teachers' teaching 

styles in the classroom (number 8 in Table XIII). 

In this study, all participants hold different perceptions of the use of questioning 

by students in the teaching and learning process in the classroom. Patricia stated that: 

The teacher that took the session had a lot of hands-on experience. ( ... ) So, 
questions that we asked about research in general, ( ... ) she was able to give 
very particular examples of where we should use that type of research 
method, such as questionnaires, interviews and the pros and cons of them. 



( ... ). It really showed that lecturer's depth of knowledge that she was able 
to, you know, just go with all of our questions and answer them effectively. 
That was a good session. That was quality teaching. ( ... ) So, we would have 
a question, she would illustrate how we might approach with a real life 
example. ( ... ) All questions we asked were responded until we were 
satisfied. 
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In Patricia's example, there are four issues I would like to highlight: First, this example 

illustrates the value that students place on the ability of the teacher to read the reaction 

of students and adapt their teaching to satisty the learning needs of students. Teachers 

who can read the direction in which students want to go in the classroom are considered 

to be very supportive by students, as is the case for Patricia. As Shor (1980: 101) puts it, 

the teacher 'needs to come to class with an agenda, but must be ready for anything, 

committed to letting go when the discussion is searching for an organic form', as the 

teacher's 'agenda will usually be one of a number of competing agendas ( ... ) [and it] 

will be shaped by the agendas and actions of others in the classroom' (Manke, 1997: 

132). Second, this example illustrates the issue of teachers allowing themselves, in 

psychoanalytical terms, to be used up by students in the classroom until students are 

'satisfied', the teacher, the 'good mother' (Shaw, 1995), thus satisfying the students' 

needs for nurturance and knowledge (number 3 in Table XIII). The teacher, the 'good 

mother', is feeding Patricia, the 'baby', until she is 'satisfied'. As Shaw (1995: 64) puts 

it: '[t]he good teacher is what the ideal parent would like to be, she or he never gets 

cross with the child, keeps control all the time, produces learning and doesn't have to 

struggle to do it'. Third, this example illustrates the issue of students' expectations in 

the teaching and learning process in the classroom. Shaw (1995) claims that most 

teachers, mainly female teachers, are subject to unrealistic expectations of nurturance, 

patience, empathy and knowledge. As I discussed in chapter V, under the subheading 

supporting, guiding and helping students learn and giving emotional support, for 

Patricia, this teacher would not only answer her questions, but the teacher would 

illustrate how to approach the problem with a 'real life example'. Last, in this example, 

the use of questioning in the teaching and learning process in higher education is what 

made this teaching experience good for Patricia. It was the mechanism in which 

teaching and learning took place in the classroom. 
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As in Patricia's example, Bruce's example stresses the use of questioning by 

students in the teaching and learning process in the classroom in higher education. He 

mentioned that he does not like it when a teacher avoids answering his questions. He 

said: 

One of the bad experiences I had, where I came out very frustrated, has 
been where the person taking the lecture did really not know much about it. 
( ... ). All the time that a question was asked, it was not answered. He passed 
it to somebody else. ( ... ). He was so arrogant. There was no evidence that 
he knew anything. ( ... ). We did not have faith in him. He was not credible. 
( ... ). I found it really disappointing. It felt like a waste of time. I came out 
and I felt like I want to change the course. ( ... ). It was frustrating. ( ... ). The 
quality of his teaching was very slow and poor, because people were asking 
difficult questions, he was laughing and saying that is a good question, we 
talk about it later. That was one of his defence mechanisms. 

Unlike Patricia, Bruce did not manage to get the teacher to answer his questions. 

Bruce's teacher did not adapt his teaching style in order to satisfy Bruce's need for 

answers to his questions. In Bruce's view, it seems that his teacher did not want to be 

used up and was not willing to play the role of the 'good mother' (Shaw, 1995, Woollett 

and Phoenix, 1996) or 'nurturant mother' (Walkerdine, 1992), or good and nurturant 

father, as the teacher was not answering the questions and was passing them on to 

'somebody else' (number 3 in Table XIII). This teacher was not satisfying Bruce's 

expectations and need for nurturance and knowledge. Culley et ai. (1985) argue that 

teachers and students are fully implicated in the classroom dynamics, as both students 

and teachers alike bring texts to the classroom, 'texts inscribed far beyond their 

boundaries' (ibid.: 14). According to them: 

[o]ur students see us as something more, or certainly something other, than 
simply their teachers. We are, inescapably, also their mothers - necessary 
for comfort but reinforcing a feared and fearful dependency if such comfort 
is too easily accepted. But we are also, in part, their fathers - word-givers, 
truth-sayers ( ... ). Teachers see students as unruly daughters who must be 
both reformed and protected; students see teachers as old fashioned mothers 
- powerful enough to command children, but necessarily rejected by all 
who would call themselves adults (Culley et aI., 1985: 14-15). 

In my view, there seems to be a mismatch between Bruce's 'text' and his 

teacher's 'text', with their needs, expectations and desires not meeting one another. 
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They had different agendas, as Bruce appears to be resisting his teachers' agenda 

(number 4 in Table XIII). The lack of fulfilling Bruce's expectations and need for 

nurturance and knowledge impacted on Bruce's motivation, as he felt like he wanted to 

'change the course'. His teacher's failure to give him the answers he was after made 

Bruce feel that his teacher was not knowledgeable and credible. It also made Bruce 

perceive his teacher as 'arrogant', as in his view, the teacher when challenged with a 

'difficult' question would laugh and say that they would talk about it later (number 6 in 

Table XIII). In Bruce's view, the teacher by laughing and saying that they would talk 

about it later was using 'one of his defence mechanisms'. For Shaw (1995) defence 

mechanisms are triggered by anxiety. According to her, education is an anxiety-ridden 

enterprise in which we worry about starting or choosing, changing or leaving school, 

taking examinations, facing a class of pupils, having to teach a subject we do not know 

well enough. For her, the use of defence mechanisms is 

rooted in the normal chaotic and contradictory experience of the first few 
weeks and months of life where the prime problem is to work out why and 
how the opposite and contradictory experiences of pleasure and frustration 
can have the same source (mother or 'breast') (Shaw, 1995: 35). 

In my view, Bruce and his teacher could both be experiencing frustration. The 

teacher could be experiencing frustration, as Bruce did not comply with the teacher's 

pedagogical intention, purpose and strategy. And Bruce could be experiencing 

frustration, as the teacher did not satisfy his learning needs and expectations, as it 

appears that Bruce was trying to sabotage his teacher's teaching style (number 5 in 

Table XIII). However, one could argue that the teacher could also be experiencing 

pleasure, as the teacher could be trying to show Bruce that not all questions have 

answers. Bruce perceived the teaching style of his teacher as being 'slow and poor' 

quality, because he did not have his questions answered by the teacher in the classroom. 

For Bruce, this class was a waste of time. Patricia's and Bruce's experiences of the use 

of questioning fit each single characteristic of the use of questioning by students in the 

teaching and learning process that I described in Table XIII. 
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Wang highlights the issue of teachers spending lots of time answering students' 

questions. She stated: 

This teacher talked a lot. ( ... ). Some students would ask some questions and 
the teacher would spend a lot of time answering them. I was very anxious 
because I was waiting to learn something and that did not happen. I think 
that the teacher attitude towards the class is the most important thing, 
because he can make all students motivated to interact and learn from one 
another. The teacher behaviour will influence the students. I don't think that 
the knowledge of the teacher is the most important thing in the class, but I 
think that the most important thing is his attitude and behaviour, and his 
attitude made the quality of his teaching very poor. 

There are three issues I would like to highlight in Wang's experience. First, the issue of 

teachers' poor management of time, as the teacher, in Wang's view, spent a lot of time 

focusing on one point and explaining it. It seems that Wang did not feel a need for the 

teacher to develop a common language between himself and the students. It could be 

that Wang had the same background knowledge that her teacher had, and therefore any 

time spent on explaining the subject/topic, which was already within her knowledge, 

would make her feel 'very anxious' as she was 'waiting to learn something and that did 

not happen'. Wang seems not to recognise questioning as a tool of learning. Hunkins 

(1991) argues that students need to learn that questioning is a valuable tool for making 

meaning and for developing competencies requisite to thinking. According to her, 

students should be encouraged to use their questions to react to situations and 

information from various sides of an issue, and to challenge the consequences of 

rearranging data in novel ways. 

The second issue is of "the self' in relation to "the other" in the teaching and 

learning process, as it seems that Wang is a student who is not concerned about other 

students' needs for explanation, because she may not need explanations on the 

subject/topic as other students do. It appears that Wang seems to feel that she is the only 

one who is allowed to "use up" the teacher in the classroom and nobody else (number 3 

in Table XIII). She is not concerned about the other in the classroom also taking part in 

the teaching and learning process. She is only concerned about herself. Here, I want to 

pick up the concepts of '''generalized other'" and '''concrete other'" used by Benhabib 

(1987: 163-64, 1992: 10). For Wang, in the classroom there are only generalised others, 
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as for her all the other students, including the teacher, share the same background, and 

have the same understanding, expectations, needs and learning needs as herself. For 

Wang the concrete other does not exist in the classroom, as she does not recognise that 

other students have different backgrounds, and do not have the same understanding, 

expectations, needs and learning needs as hers. She does not see the other as an 

individual with hislher own individuality, but as a part or projection of her own self. 

Howie (2002: 140) suggests similarly that 'students are now educated within a system 

that promotes a form of thought antithetical to the recognition of 'otherness': a 

prerequisite for any substantial thought about diversity'. As education is perceived as a 

consumer good, Wang, in her consumerist view of the teaching and learning, is worried 

about her learning needs. 

The last issue is of preconceived notions of the cultural characteristics of 

students in the teaching and learning process. Unlike Patricia, Wang seems not to 

appreciate students asking questions to the teacher and the teacher answering their 

questions. She seems to be more interested in learning by interacting with her fellow 

students. This example and many others in my research contradict the preconceived 

conception and perception of Chinese students as passive learners, who like to be 

spoon-fed and told what to do in the classroom. Wang's behaviour and expectations of 

the teaching and learning process in the classroom go against the works of Woodrow 

and Sham (2001) who claim that Chinese students do not like to work in groups and do 

not value peer discussion; and Samuelowicz (1987) who implies that Asian students are 

passive learners and rely more heavily on memorising than understanding. However, 

Wang's behaviour and expectations of the teaching and learning process in the 

classroom are supported by the work of Smith et al. (1998) who claim that Chinese 

students can also rise to the demands of an educational environment where meaningful 

learning is emphasized; and Watkins and Biggs (1996) who argue that Chinese students 

are just as capable or even more capable of high-quality learning outcomes than their 

Western peers. 

Leah reported her experience of a teacher denying students the opportunity to 

ask questions in the teaching and learning process. She said that: 



This guy, he is a professor. He just mumbled. ( ... ). He mumbled like he was 
having a chat. He was wandering about, up and down, moving around. So, 
people were trying to ask questions and he was just stopping them from 
asking the questions, because he wanted to say what he had to say. And at 
the end, he just left. It was awful. I had to force myself to stay awake, and 
really thinking: oh, my God, this is terrible! ( ... ) He just chatted all the way 
through. ( ... ) It was really, really poor quality teaching. 
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This example highlights the issue of teachers denying students access to them in the 

classroom. In Leah's view, her teacher came in, talked, thus preventing students from 

asking questions, and then left. It seems that Leah did not have access to her teacher as 

'the source of knowledge necessary to learn the forms they [students] need to succeed' 

(Delpit, 1988: 288). Delpit (1988) points out that students must be allowed the resource 

of the teacher's expert knowledge, while being helped to acknowledge their own 

"expertness" as well. Leah seems to be trying to let her teacher know about her learning 

needs and that she is interested in the subject/topic (numbers 1 and 2 in Table XIII). 

Unlike Patricia, Leah saw her teacher as not able to read the reaction of students and 

adapt his teaching to satisfy the learning needs of students. In Leah's view, her teacher 

appeared unwilling to break his authority and let students participate in the classroom 

(number 8 in Table XIII). In my view, students, by trying to ask questions, could be 

offering a teacher an opportunity to charge and change the classroom arena and develop 

a discussion not only between the teacher and students, but also between the students 

themselves. In psychoanalytical terms, this teacher seemed to refuse to be used up and 

satisfy students' needs for nurturance and knowledge. This teacher could be associated 

with the "bad mother" who does not nurture and care for the child. A bad mother who 

withholds the breasts from the baby's mouth and does not want to feed the baby, i.e. a 

bad mother who neglects the child. Such teachers could be associated with the '''wrong'' 

kind of parenting' (Woollett and Phoenix, 1996: 86) whose consequences are dire for 

the child and society (number 3 in Table XIII). In my view, this teacher could be 

associated with the wrong kind of parenting which leads to the "academic delinquency" 

of students because of the lack of nurturance and care. 

This teacher seemed to refuse to establish a classroom where students felt free to 

challenge his ideas (Friedman, 1985). In my view, the teacher's power dominated the 

students in the classroom. It prevented interaction and also prevented the teacher 
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opening himself to challenge from the students. The teacher's teaching style dominated 

and silenced Leah, and therefore it eliminated the space for silence to be used as a 

mechanism of resistance in the classroom. This teacher appeared to refuse to engage in 

criticism in the classroom, as he did not want to criticise students' understanding of the 

subject/topic nor have his own understanding of the subject/topic criticised by the 

students. As Shor (1992: 102) puts it, '[s]ome teachers lecture because it makes them 

feel more secure, in control of the classes that intimidate them'. In Leah's view, her 

teacher did not make the classroom a 'safe and democratic space' (Orner, 1992: 84), but 

a space where students felt terrible, awful and demotivated. Both the literature and my 

research show that teachers' pedagogical styles in the classroom can be perceived and 

understood as a motivational mechanism by some students, and this motivational 

mechanism can motivate or demotivate students to engage with the subject/topic. The 

attitude and behaviour of Leah's teacher made her perceive his teaching as 'really poor 

quality teaching'. What differentiates Leah's example from Bruce's is that in Leah's 

example, her teacher was stopping students from asking questions, and in Bruce's 

example, the teacher seemed to be listening to the questions of students but not 

answering them. 

One can see from these examples that the use of questioning by students in the 

teaching and learning process in the classroom can have various and at the same time 

multiple understandings and interpretations, and therefore students' perceptions of the 

use of questioning in the teaching and learning process in higher education vary 

according to their intentions. 

b) The use of questioning by teachers in the teaching and learning process 

In my view, the use of questioning by teachers in the teaching and learning 

process in the classroom can also be understood in different ways. In Table XIV, on the 

following page, I have created a template in which I analyse and deconstruct the use of 

questioning by teachers in the teaching and learning process eightfold. 
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Table XIV - Deconstruction of questioning by teachers in the teaching and learning 

process 

Deconstruction of questioning by teachers in the teaching and learning process 

1 it can be a mechanism through which teachers are checking if students have done 
the reading required for the class; 

2 it can be a mechanism whereby teachers are keeping the knowledge, understanding 
and learning of students under "surveillance", by invoking their knowledge and 
understanding, and 'refin[ing] their descriptions and explanations' (Laurillard, 
1997: 108,2002: 92); 

3 it can be a mechanism whereby teachers are expecting students to "confess" their 
"sins" for not knowin~ the subject/topic they are teaching; 

4 it can be a mechanism whereby teachers are establishing their authority in the 
teaching and learning process, by showing off their knowledge through their 
_questions, i.e. creating a distance between teachers and students; 

5 it can be a mechanism whereby teachers are intimidating the students in the 
teaching and learning process, by making it clear that only teachers' questions are 
valid and not students', as teachers assert their 'safe place' (hooks, 1994: 39) in the 
classroom by putting students in a threatening situation where they fear to answer 
the teacher in order not to sound "stupid" in front of other fellow students; 

6 if the intention of teachers is to encourage students to participate and engage in the 
classroom, it can be a mechanism whereby teachers empower students by inviting 
and/or provoking them to think critically about the subject/topic, when it is used in 
a rhetorical and non-rhetorical way; 

7 if the intention of teachers is to encourage students to participate and engage in the 
classroom, it can be a mechanism whereby teachers empower students by 
validating their answers, i.e. reducing the distance between teachers and students; 
and 

8 if the intention of teachers is to encourage students to participate and engage in the 
classroom, it can be a mechanism whereby teachers can break their hierarchical and 
authoritative power in the teaching and learning process, and show students that the 
teaching and learning process in higher education is a shared process, i.e. a two 
way process, where teacher and students are active 'producers' (Lusted, 1986: 5) of 
knowledge in the classroom. 

One can see in this table that the use of questioning by teachers in the teaching 

and learning process can have different interpretations and meanings, and that the use of 

questioning by teachers can move from domination and surveillance of student learning 

and activities in the classroom (number 1 in Table XIV), to engaging and empowering 

students in the teaching and learning process in the classroom (number 8 in Table XIV). 



223 

In this study, all participants hold different perceptions of the use of questioning 

by teachers in the teaching and learning process in the classroom. Maryam mentioned 

that: 

There was a teacher who went to the class and just started to ask questions 
and did not explain anything. ( ... ). She just stayed there asking questions. 
What was the point of it? You know, in your mind the teacher is somebody 
who knows more than you. It is somebody who knows that we need some 
kind of focus, guidance and interaction, to understand the subject. How the 
teacher interacts with the students and develops a rapport is very important. 
I felt bored. I felt like I didn't want to be there at all. You didn't even pay 
attention to what was going on. That is bad quality teaching. 

This example highlights the issue of questioning by teachers in the teaching and 

learning process in higher education. It is important to notice, in this example, that it is 

the use of questioning in the teaching and learning process that made this teaching 

experience bad for Maryam. It is interesting to see that Maryam perceived her teacher's 

questions not as a mechanism wherein the teacher was trying to engage, interact and 

develop a rapport with her, and was trying to reduce the distance between herself and 

the students (number 7 in Table XIV), but as a mechanism whereby the teacher was 

establishing a distance between Maryam and herself (number 4 in Table XIV), and 

establishing herself as the omniscient, omnipresent and omnipotent person in the 

classroom. A mechanism whereby the teacher was putting Maryam in a vulnerable 

position, as it seems that Maryam felt intimidated by having her knowledge tested in 

public (number 3 in Table XIV). Bligh (1998) observes that questioning is the form of 

language that requires a response, therefore questions are threatening stimuli as they 

provoke a fear reaction. According to him, the questions and the way they are asked 

should produce minimal psychological stress. He warns us that questioning used with 

the intention of testing, or apparently testing, students' factual knowledge in public will 

almost invariably provoke an undesirable reaction, for no-one likes to be placed in a 

position where they may display their ignorance (numbers 3 and 5 in Table XIV). 

However, he suggests that if teachers ask students for their personal OpInIOnS or 

personal reactions, students will be encouraged to give their answers, because their 

answers cannot be wrong and because they feel respected if their opinions are 

considered worth hearing. Wolf (1989) claims that after a few experiences of anxiety, 

some teachers assume a protective style by distancing themselves emotionally from 
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students in order to protect themselves, and these defensive postures, according to him, 

can affect the necessary relationship for good teaching. It seems to me that this teacher, 

almost in a religious manner, could be expecting the students to confess their lack of 

knowledge of what the teacher is teaching (number 3 in Table XIV). 

Hunkins (1991) contends that education is an invitation to participate with 

people in a conversation about ideas, events, persons, situations, challenges, problems, 

etc., and the purpose of those involved in the conversation is to obtain a sense of and a 

command of who they are and to acquire knowledge. For her, questions are essential 

elements of conversation, as they are designed to engage students in learning and to 

nurture them to go beyond being objective observers and realise that they are part of 

what they are studying, as students are intertwined with what is studied and 

consequently known. She also warns us that if only the teacher's questions are 

legitimate, then there may be indoctrination in the classroom. In Maryam's view, the 

very action of her teacher in spending the whole class just asking questions to students 

who did not answer them (numbers 2 and 4 in Table XIV) made Maryam feel bored, 

disengaged with the teacher and demotivated, leading Maryam to perceive the teaching 

of this teacher as 'bad quality teaching'. This teacher could have one, more than one or 

even all of the intentions from 1 to 8, I described in Table XIV, when using questioning 

in the classroom. 

Natalie observed that she can feel the passion, interest and enthusiasm of a 

teacher for their subject. She stated: 

The teacher gave us a summary of the reading ( ... ). Then he asked some 
questions that really make you think. ( ... ). He really posed questions that 
made us critically think about it. ( ... ). He did not let us wander off being 
bored. It is a combination of lecturing and then asking us some critical 
questions. ( ... ). The quality of this teaching experience was fantastic. It 
made me feel that I want to learn and prepare for my assignment. ( ... ). I 
want to keep up thinking what are the political dynamics involved in it. I 
want to explore the topic. 
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This example highlights the issue of teachers' questioning motivating students to 

explore the topic. In this way, by asking questions that make students think about the 

subject from another perspective, the teacher is helping students to develop critical 

thinking and challenge accepted truths (number 6 in Table XIV). Hunkins (1991) 

observes that the use of questions by teachers in the classroom should inform students 

that teacher-questioners trust their ability as meaning makers and their capability to 

contribute to their own learning, as they are challenged to assume ownership of their 

own learning process (number 8 in Table XIV). It is important to see in this example that 

the teacher's passion for the subject made Natalie want to learn, explore the topic and 

prepare for her assignment. It motivated her and made her feel interested in the 

subject/topic and keen to assume ownership of her own learning process. As I 

mentioned earlier, in chapter V, the passionate scholarship of teachers keeps the 

imagination of students going. It enthuses and motivates students to learn and to be 

interested in the subject/topic. According to Raymond (1985: 58), the teacher who 'tries 

to be dispassionate injures not only her own dignity but her own insights'. Students can 

be enthused by the teacher's authority on the subject. They can be seduced by the 

teacher's power of influencing their minds in order to become passionate about the 

subject. The authority of teachers on the subject, when exercised in the classroom, can 

be liberating to some students as it opens students' minds to thinking in ways that are 

not usual to them, but it can also be 'intrusive and provide opportunities to invade and 

colonise inner worlds' (Morley, 1998: 20). 

One can see that the use of questioning by teachers in the teaching and learning 

process in the classroom can be subject to various and at the same time multiple 

understandings and interpretations, and therefore students' perceptions of the use of 

questioning in the teaching and learning process in higher education will vary according 

to their perceptions of the intentions of their teachers. 
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3. Group work, workshop, experiential and practical learning, and learning by 

doing 

Group work is highly valued by critical and feminist pedagogies, cognitive 

psychology, and by the 'innovative teaching styles' (QAA, 2003), as a mechanism for 

getting students to participate and develop critical thinking and independence in the 

classroom. The development of group work in the classroom demands from the teacher 

a lot of preparation. The teacher has to prepare the tasks to be carried out by the groups 

in the classroom. The teacher has also to prepare students for the development of these 

tasks, as students need to have the appropriate background information and 

understanding of what is required of them, as well as guidance from the teacher for the 

completion of the tasks. Critical and feminist pedagogies associate the practice of group 

discussion in the classroom with teachers giving up their authority to students 

(Amirault, 1995). However, for the authority of the teacher to be "given up" in order 

that students can develop their authority in the subject, the teacher has to make sure that 

students are able to carry out the task. The teacher has to bring the subject and task to 

the level the students are at, in order to raise their level. Group work in the classroom 

can be a tool used to help students raise the level of their understanding. However, 

group work can also be perceived as: (1) the teacher is empowering students to develop 

their own understanding and knowledge, I.e. their "authority" in the 

discipline/subject/topic; (2) the teacher is sharing hislher authority with students in the 

classroom, where the students by discussing in groups are "taking the front stage" and 

the teacher is "the supporting actor" in the background; (3) a mechanism whereby the 

teacher is neglecting students, by leaving them to wander around without any sense of 

where to go or what to do in the classroom; (4) the teacher is using group work in order 

to have a "break" from hislher responsibilities as a teacher and/or researcher and/or 

manager in the university or college. I believe that the intention of teachers is the key to 

the success of group work in the classroom. 

Throughout this study, I have been dwelling upon what group work, workshop, 

experiential and practical learning, and learning by doing mean in critical and feminist 

pedagogies. I have searched critical and feminist pedagogical literatures in order to find 
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any theory, meaning, understanding, description or definition of group work, workshop, 

experiential and practical learning and learning by doing, in the teaching and learning 

process in higher education and I did not find any. Later I came to realise that 

dialogue/discussion, in pair or group, is the embodiment of group work, workshop, 

experiential and practical learning and learning by doing in critical and feminist 

pedagogies. That is the reason why I could not find any literature in critical and feminist 

pedagogies addressing these topics by their names. As Freire (1994, 2000) puts it, 

praxis, as the reflection and action which truly transform reality, is the source of 

reflexive knowledge and creation, and for him, praxis in education IS 

dialogue/discussion. According to him, it is by participating in dialogue that 'people 

come to feel like masters of their thinking by discussing the thinking and views of the 

world manifested implicitly or explicitly in their own suggestions and those of their 

comrades' (Freire, 1994: 120, 2000: 105). Thus it is through dialogue/discussion that 

people experience the experiences of others and re-experience their own experiences. In 

Figure 3, on the following page, I illustrate how discussion/dialogue works in critical 

and feminist pedagogies. 
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Figure 3: Practical learning through dialogue/discussion 
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Dialogue/discussion, in pair or group, is group work, workshop, experiential and 

practical learning and learning by doing in critical and feminist pedagogies, because 

through it students come to: experience themselves in relation to the world and the 

subject; experience the subject in relation to the world and themselves; and experience 

the world in relation to the subject they are learning/studying and themselves. In the 

dialogue/discussion process students' and teacher's experiences and observations shape 

the subject and are shaped by the subject, which in its turn shapes the world and is 

shaped by the world, and vice versa. As one can see in Figure 3, in critical and feminist 

pedagogies there is more than one dialogue/discussion going on at the same time, as 

each member taking part in the dialogue/discussion has its own internal 

dialogue/discussion going on. In this internal dialogue/discussion the participant 

(student, teacher and the other) poses himlherself in relation to the subject and the world 

III order to enter the external dialogue/discussion. All these internal 

dialogues/discussions are happening at the same time that the external 
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dialogue/discussion is taking place, and the external dialogue/discussion is the place 

where all experiences are legitimised. In the internal dialogue/discussion there is 

cognition and knowledge of the self. In the external dialogue/discussion there is re­

cognition and re-creation of knowledge. As Freire (1994, 2000) puts it: 

Teachers and students (leadership and people), co-intent on reality, are both 
subjects, not only in the task of unveiling that reality, and thereby coming to 
know it critically, but in the task of re-creating that knowledge. As they 
attain this knowledge of reality through common reflection and action, they 
discover themselves as its permanent re-creators. In this way, the presence 
of the oppressed in the struggle for their liberation will be what it should be: 
not pseudo-participation, but committed involvement (Freire, 1994: 56, 
2000: 51). 

According to Maher (1985), dialogue/discussion legitimises the experience of all 

of those involved in analysing the problems that the subject presents to them, as 

teachers and students relate the subject to their own experiences. As Shor (1992) puts it, 

by presenting the subject/topic as debates, controversies, and competing interpretations, 

the critical teacher would pose the subject matter as a problem for students to think 

through rather than memorise a bland official consensus. By relating the subject to their 

own experiences, teachers and students are re-experiencing their own experiences 

through group work, workshop, experiential and practical learning, and learning by 

doing. It is not a therapeutic process per se, but it is a "quasi therapeutic process" in the 

sense that there is an experience (problem or tension); there is a subject (theory); there 

is a teaching and learning style (the process or course of treatment); and there is a 

possibility of learning (cure). As Shor (1992) mentions, the thoughts, themes and 

diverse culture of students are the material into which the teacher integrates expert 

knowledge and social issues. My research demonstrates that workshop, experiential and 

practical learning, and learning by doing in critical and feminist pedagogies happen 

through dialogue/discussion, when students become the subject of learning, and the 

subject of learning becomes the students in order to re-create knowledge and reality. 

Here, one can see that dialogue/discussion in critical and feminist pedagogies is praxis, 

and therefore it is workshop, experiential and practical learning, and learning by doing. 
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In this study, all participants hold different perceptions of the use of group work, 

workshop, experiential and practical learning and learning by doing, in the teaching and 

learning process in the classroom. In relation to workshop, Bruce mentioned that: 

She gave us a group work straight away. We were active straight away, and 
the rest of the lecture was built on the learning we had in the small groups. 
We were split into small groups to analyse other people's experience of 
what they have done. ( ... ). It was more of a workshop type. It worked very 
well. Everybody enjoyed and learned from it. I was right into it. I was 
happy. ( ... ). It facilitates your own learning I suppose. You find people 
much more engaged and not sitting at the back listening and taking notes. It 
was very good, because it was interactive, group focused, and learning by 
doing. That was quality teaching. 

In this example, one can see that the teacher, by giving students the opportunity to 

engage in group dialogue/discussion to analyse each other's experiences and to question 

them, in a context, is allowing students to learn by doing in a 'workshop type'. As I 

argued earlier, dialogue/discussion is the embodiment of workshop, experiential 

learning and learning by doing in the teaching and learning process in higher education. 

In my view, the teacher by breaking hislher authority in the teaching and learning 

process, in the classroom, is letting students experience learning through engaging in 

dialogue/discussion with each other, where they analyse and challenge each other's 

experiences by engaging with reflexive knowledge and creation of knowledge. Both the 

literature and the findings of my research show that the teacher, by making students 

realise that their own experiences are the very subject to be studied, is sharing hislher 

authority in the subject with students, by validating and legitimating students' 

experiences and understanding of each other's experiences, as students relate the subject 

to their own experiences and the world. Bruce perceived the teaching style of his 

teacher as quality teaching, because 'it was interactive, group focused and learning by 

doing', and he enjoyed and was happy in taking part in the workshop. I believe that 

Bruce's feeling of enjoyment and happiness impacts on his perception of the quality of 

the teaching experience he had. Blunsdon et al. (2003) claim that the results of their 

study show that enjoyment increases both perceptions of learning and positive 

outcomes, as the more enjoyable an educational experience is, the more students 

perceive it as increasing their learning. They found that students think they have learned 

more and can apply what they have learned if they have enjoyed the experience. In my 

view, el1ioyment is a key motivational factor in the teaching and learning process. 



In relation to learning by doing, Astrid stated that: 

Every week we talk about one chapter, and we discuss what we did 
understand and what we didn't understand. I think that that is great. They 
really help you to understand things better. They set up some questions, 
according to the text, and try to keep the discussion going amongst the 
students. Then, they go around and talk to the groups. Then we all as a class 
talk about it all together again. ( ... ). I felt pretty good. It was really fun for 
me to engage with my fellows and the teachers. ( ... ). The most important 
thing for me is that I feel that I get engaged by other people. It helps me to 
understand. This is a rich experience for me, because I am able to exchange 
knowledge with my colleagues and teachers. This is a process of 
understanding. This is learning by doing. ( ... ). This is quality teaching. 

231 

Astrid considered this experience to be learning by doing, because she was able to 

exchange knowledge with her fellow students and with her teachers as well, as her 

teachers went around the groups supporting the discussions. For her, engaging with her 

fellow students and her teachers in discussion is the 'process of understanding'. She was 

relating the subject-matter to her own experience and to those of her colleagues and 

teachers. In my view, it seems that Astrid was practising knowledge in her group 

discussion and that is the reason why she considered her experience with learning as 

learning by doing. The analysis of the data of my research shows dialogue/discussion to 

be the place and space where knowledge is reflected upon, created and experienced. 

Astrid considered her access to and engagement with the sources of knowledge and 

understanding of her teachers and her fellow students as 'really fun', and for her that 

was quality teaching. It seems that Astrid felt empowered and confident to engage in 

knowledge making with her teachers and fellow students. The 

engagement/involvement/participation of teachers in students' activities seemed to 

facilitate the exercise of personal authority of Astrid in the subject-matter. Bossert 

(1978: 56) argues that teachers, by being involved in the activities of their students in 

the classroom, can 'actually demonstrate the proper approach or technique when a 

problem came up rather than just give instructions to the whole class'. 

In relation to practical learning, Niu reported that: 

The teacher divided the lecture into two parts. In the first part he talked 
explaining the topic. In the second part he did like a seminar. He divided us 



into groups, so we had the opportunity to work with different people. We 
were working towards a project. ( ... ). I liked that experience because I 
learned a lot working with other people, as they have much more experience 
than me. They helped me to understand the work. ( ... ). I had no experience 
and understanding of the education process and my colleagues' experience 
and knowledge helped me to learn and participate in the project. ( ... ). He 
made our learning practical and we experienced learning. It was high 
quality teaching. 
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It seems to me that Niu was experiencing learning because she did not have as much 

knowledge and experience of the topic as her fellow students had. The support of her 

fellow students, i.e. their knowledge and experience, helped her to learn and participate 

in the group project. Niu considered this experience to be high quality teaching. In this 

way, group work can provide the "space" for students to learn from one another in a 

collaborative manner, where students can respect and validate each other's opinions and 

points of view. Tjosvold and Fabrey (1980) state that the results of their research 

indicate that social interaction in which persons believe their outcomes depend upon the 

combination of their actions and the other's facilitates feelings of powerfulness. 

According to them, expenence III interdependent relationships may promote 

perspective-taking ability in oneself and others. 

Alexandra noted that she does not like to learn in a group. She said: 

I don't like pair and small group work. I want to learn from the teacher and 
not by myself. ( ... ). I don't like when I am not learning from the teachers. I 
don't like when the students are just discussing. I want to hear from the 
tutors. I think that the professors are very valuable in the classroom. ( ... ). I 
think that the most important thing is to be open to learn, where you 
concentrate on what is being said in the classroom. You are listening, but 
you are engaged as well. I think that when you try to be open and you focus 
on what is going on in the classroom, and you think about it, you learn. This 
was poor quality teaching. 

The example of Alexandra demonstrates that not all students can learn from critical, 

feminist and cognitive psychological practices of teaching and learning in higher 

education. Some students, like Alexandra, do not like to learn in groups or in pairs. It 

seems that Alexandra likes to learn directly from the teacher. Shor (1996) contends that 

some students might have internalised the unilateral authority of the teacher as the 
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normal way to education, where the teacher lectures by telling students what to learn. It 

appears to me that being told what to learn does not mean that Alexandra is just 

memorising what the teacher is saying. She seems to be claiming that by having a 

personal contact with her teacher, she is able to do more with her personal learning. It 

seems to me that Alexandra prefers to learn directly from her teacher. It appears that 

Alexandra is arguing that in order for her to learn, she does not have to ask lots of 

questions and answer lots of questions. She claims that the most important thing is to be 

open to learn and to concentrate on what is being said in the classroom. Alexandra 

seems to be one of these students who silently engage in the teaching and learning 

process. As I argued elsewhere silent listening does not mean that students are not 

engaged in an intellectual manner with the teacher and the subject, because some 

students like to listen to other people's ideas and opinions in order to build their own 

(Botas, 2000, 2004). However, Alexandra seems not to like listening to the ideas and 

opinions of her fellow students instead of her teachers. It seems that the only valid 

opinions and ideas in the classroom worth hearing are those of her teacher. It seems that 

when Alexandra is not hearing the "truth" from the "truth-sayer/teller", the quality of 

teaching is poor. This example shows that some students like to be told the "truths" in 

the subject, as they want to know what, why and how these "truths" are related within 

and without the discipline, in relation to both the theory and the practice of the 

discipline (Shulman, 1986). Although Alexandra claims that 'the most important thing 

is to be open to learn', she is not open to learn if being open to learn means engaging 

and interacting with her fellow students in the classroom. 

Charlotte described how she finds it difficult to discuss in groups when she does 

not know what to do. She observed that: 

In that lecture there was quite a lot of difficult reading to do. ( ... ). The 
lecturer said that he had written the article a few years ago, and that he also 
finds that article difficult to read. ( ... ). I felt quite upset about that. ( ... ). So 
I did not want to contribute, because I was too anxious. ( ... ). The teacher 
put us to discuss this difficult article in groups, but we were afraid of doing 
group work because we didn't know what to discuss, we did not have 
guidance. ( ... ). That was a disaster for me. It was very poor quality 
teaching. ( ... ). He completely demotivated me. His teaching style put me 
off completely. 
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This example highlights the problem of teachers selecting reading that is very difficult 

for students to understand. In order for someone to understand something, he/she needs 

to be familiar with and understand the language and discourse of the subject/topic first. 

As I mentioned earlier, in chapter V, under the subheading using language that students 

can understand and having good communication skills, I believe that the teacher is the 

person responsible for developing a common language in the classroom in order to 

establish a communication and a sort of "understanding" between the teacher and 

students. I argued that it is erroneous to assume that students completely understand the 

language and the nuances of the discourse of their discipline, as students are not at the 

same intellectual level as their teachers and do not have the same knowledge. This 

example also points to the problem of teachers using group work in the classroom 

without having prepared the students to carry out the work (discussion). 

Group work is an affective and cognitive activity, in which students are not only 

engaged intellectually, but also affectively. In the case of Charlotte, her emotions took 

over her intellectual ability, because she had no understanding of the topic and she did 

not know what was required of her, and this demotivated her. According to Cartney and 

Rouse (2006), learning, by its nature, is an unsettling and challenging process which 

stimulates anxiety, therefore, the emotional context of learning needs to be recognised 

and accommodated within the educational environment. Charlotte's emotions caused 

her to be anxious, and her anxiety impacted on her ability to learn and also on her 

motivation to learn, as for Charlotte this was poor quality teaching because the teaching 

style of her teacher put her offlearning the subject. 

B. Summary 

I found in this chapter that students' perceptions of quality teaching in higher 

education vary, because students are different people, with different aims, purposes, 

objectives, intentions, expectations and learning needs. And the classroom is a place 

with a very complex environment where students' perceptions of the power relations in 

the classroom vary from one student to the other, because what can be productive and 
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liberating for some students, can be repressive and intrusive to others. The data used in 

this chapter demonstrate that it is very difficult to pinpoint quality teaching in higher 

education, because what can be perceived as good quality teaching by some students 

can be perceived as poor quality teaching by others. I contend that it is difficult to find a 

common denominator and determinator of quality teaching in higher education. I also 

contend that it is more difficult to establish what quality teaching is in higher education 

because of the varied ways in which students perceive quality teaching. The data 

demonstrate that some students are not entirely able to evaluate the quality of teaching 

at the point of delivery, because learning does not always happen in the teaching and 

learning process in the classroom. It can have an incubation period before being 

achieved, as was demonstrated by the experience of Amanda. 

The data discussed in this chapter challenge the understanding of concepts such 

as engagement and participation, which critical and feminist pedagogies, cognitive 

psychology, and the QAA's (2003) 'innovative teaching styles' recommended to higher 

education. To be engaged and participating in the classroom does not always mean to be 

physically engaged and taking part in the teaching and learning process and activity. It 

can also mean that students are intellectually and mentally engaged in the teaching and 

learning process without being vocal and physical about it. The question here is: to what 

extent are physical engagement and participation synonymous with learning and 

understanding in the teaching and learning process, in particular in higher education? 

The answer to this question will challenge and, at the same time, question the concept of 

empowering students in higher education, bearing in mind that what can be empowering 

and liberating for some students, can be disempowering and intrusive to others. Davis 

(1985: 251) claims that students who 'enter a class with the rigid ideology of the 

university, believing that good teachers dispense wisdom and good students absorb it, 

learn only with difficulty how to think critically'. This seems not to be the case, as some 

students prefer to learn from teachers than from interaction in dialogue/discussion with 

their fellow students, as the preceding examples have demonstrated. Some of the 

examples in this chapter point to teachers using lecturing not only to familiarise students 

with the subject/topic, but also to demonstrate what critical thinking is and how it is 

done in the subject/topic. Some students need to be taken by the hand in order to 

develop their critical thinking powers. By "taken by the hand" I mean that teachers need 
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to put the concepts of the discipline into a context, use the literature in a way that 

students can understand what the teacher means, allow students to understand the 

subject, and enable them to work with critical questions in order to develop critical 

thinking. In my view, students have to understand what the concepts of their discipline 

mean in order for them to situate themselves in relation to the possibilities that critical 

thinking and engagement open up to them. 

I do not see teaching as malign, but I do consider some pedagogical styles to be 

malign when they are not used well by teachers, particularly when there are other 

purposes behind these practices over and above helping students to learn. Foucault 

(1994) says that he does not see any wrong doing in someone teaching another what 

he/she knows, but he argues that 

[t]he problem is rather to know how you are to avoid in these practices­
where power [must] play and where it is not evil in itself - the effects of 
domination which will make a child subject to the arbitrary and useless 
authority of a teacher, or put a student under the power of an abusively 
authoritarian professor, and so forth (Foucault, 1994: 18) 

Walker (2001 b) concurs that students have an expertise about their own learning 

which teachers need to hear and take seriously, as their voices and experiences count in 

the creation and legitimation of knowledge in the teaching and learning process in 

higher education. I agree with this statement, and as my study has demonstrated, 

students know what their learning needs are, what does and does not make them willing 

and engage in the teaching and learning process. The qualitative data used in this 

chapter has also demonstrated that students associate good quality with a teacher's 

teaching style when they learn in the teaching and learning process. When they do not 

learn, they associate poor quality with a teacher's teaching style. In this association lies 

the danger of the application of the concept of quality to teaching in higher education, as 

learning can be an immediate result of teaching or a long term result. Therefore, I 

contend that the concept of quality cannot be applied to teaching in higher education. I 

argue that it is not possible to have a single way of measuring quality teaching in higher 
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education, because quality, as a concept, cannot be applied to teaching and learning in 

higher education. 
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Chapter IX 

Conclusion 

My study has provided an analysis of students' perceptions of quality teaching 

in higher education in the UK. In this study I investigated and provided an account of 

how MA students in Education perceive the quality of teaching and what criteria 

students use to establish their judgements on the quality of teaching. I examined power 

relations in the teaching and learning process in the classroom in higher education, and 

analysed the implications of students' perceptions and criteria for policy and practice 

relating to quality teaching and learning in higher education in the UK. 

A. Overview of findings 

In chapter II, I argued that new managerialism in higher education placed the 

business of higher education, i.e. teaching and learning and research, under scrutiny and 

surveillance. I contended that the performance, efficiency and effectiveness of teaching 

and learning are assessed in a "homogenised" way in a diverse academic environment 

such as the UK higher education system. I also contended that the homogenisation of 

the teaching and learning process is promoted by the best practice discourse of quality 

for teaching and learning in higher education, through the standardisation of 

pedagogies, which have made teaching an unattractive profession, because teaching has 

been stripped of its intellectual challenge. I suggested that the standardisation of 

pedagogic practices has serious implications for new managerialism because it 

eliminates the space for issues of equality, as new managerialism eliminates the space 

for and the possibility of diversity in the teaching and learning process in higher 

education, and produces inequalities. It does not recognise disciplinary differences in 

the teaching and learning process in higher education, as excellence becomes a common 

denominator across disciplines, because excellence is presented as a neutral term. I 
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further argued that just as the student body is diverse in higher education so students' 

perceptions of quality teaching of their teacher are diverse as well. It is rather difficult to 

reconcile diversity and equality in the discourse of new managerialism in teaching and 

learning in higher education, because learning is not an automatic product of teaching. 

Learning is not a result, but a process. It can also be a lifelong process. 

In chapter III, I contended that studies on quality in teaching and learning in 

higher education, based on phenomenographic, action research and survey 

methodologies, suggest that there appears to be a clear cut solution to the problem of 

quality in teaching and learning in higher education. However, these studies do not take 

into account the role students play in their own learning experiences and outcomes, and 

the social context in which learning occurs is also not taken into account. It seems that 

the process of good teaching and learning happens in a vacuum, where social relations 

do not occur and where difference and diversity, which constitute human society, do not 

exist. Instead, it is as though there is a social vacuum, where teachers and students are 

denuded of their identities, personal characteristics and personalities. I concluded that 

these studies, rooted in cognitive psychology, put teachers and students on a continuum, 

along with their orientations, approaches, conceptions and beliefs about teaching and 

learning. They develop every step of the way: from teacher-centred to student-centred, 

from passive to active, and from applying academic skills to learning about learning. 

Learning about learning is presented as the target and not the result of the teaching and 

learning process, and once it has been achieved there is no going back. Somehow, the 

idea of flexibility and adaptation of teachers and students to the social and wider context 

in which the teaching and learning process takes place has got lost in these studies. My 

study has provided evidence that the social and psychological contexts in which 

teaching and learning take place are bound by students' preferences and personal 

characteristics, as is shown in chapters V to VIII. 

The main finding in chapter V is that students come to their MA courses with a 

whole variety of expectations and some of these expectations are in direct competition 

with each another. I demonstrated that students have different expectations of 

teacher/teaching. Some of these expectations are realistic and some are unrealistic. I 
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contended that teachers are under pressure not only from their own institutions and 

government, but also from students' expectations of quality teaching, i.e. having their 

learning needs addressed in the teaching and learning process. I pointed out that 

knowing students' expectations of a good university teacher, not only when they are at 

the beginning of their courses but also throughout the course, can be very helpful to 

teachers in higher education, because teachers can actually address students' 

expectations of their teaching and learning process, i.e. teachers can address students' 

criteria of what a good university teacher is for them. Therefore, teachers will address 

the issue of good quality teaching and learning in higher education in the UK. My 

research shows that the criteria that students use to define and judge quality teaching in 

higher education are not only varied, but that some students hold and value more than 

one criterion when judging the quality of teaching in higher education. 

In chapter VI, the main finding is that MA students' choices and preferences in 

the teaching and learning process are very complex and varied and some students want 

to have more than one choice and preference in the teaching and learning process in the 

classroom. I demonstrated that choice in this study is much more complex than the 

choice of institutions, courses, qualifications and quality teaching, as students also want 

the choice of styles and approaches in the teaching and learning process in higher 

education, and some of these students expect to have more than one choice. My data 

leads me to argue that by addressing students' choices and preferences in the teaching 

and learning process in higher education, students are more likely to perceive the 

teaching style of their teachers as being of good quality. However, I recognised that 

addressing each single choice and preference of students in the teaching and learning 

process might not be a realistic and viable enterprise. 

The main finding in chapter VII is that there are multiple engagements among 

students of the relationship between teaching and research and the relationship between 

quality teaching and learning, and that they use different criteria to form and inform 

their perceptions. In this chapter, I demonstrated that there are contradictory views 

among students of the relationship between teaching and research. On the one hand, the 

evidence I presented in this chapter, supports the claim that there is a relationship 
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between teaching and research. On the other hand, it partially supports the claim that 

there is no relationship between teaching and research. The evidence points out that, 

like quality teaching, the research activities of teachers are perceived in different ways 

by students and that this variety of perceptions of the research activities of teachers is 

related to students' perceptions of quality teaching in higher education, as their 

perceptions of the research activities of their teachers impact on the quality of teaching 

and learning in higher education. I contended that students' perceptions of the impact of 

teachers' research activities on teaching and learning in higher education are among the 

criteria they use to judge the quality of teaching and learning in higher education in the 

UK. In relation to the impact of the research activities of teachers on the quality of the 

learning of the participants, I further demonstrated that students in higher education 

perceive this impact as threefold: having a positive impact on the quality of students' 

learning; having a negative impact on the quality of students' learning; and having a 

positive impact on the quality of students' learning, only if the research of their teachers 

is on the content/area/subject/topic that participants are studying and are interested in, 

i.e. teachers are researching what they are teaching: the conditional perception. I argue 

that: first, it is up to the teachers to keep the interest of students alive and to maintain 

the levels of motivation of students in the area, subject and topic of study; second, the 

research activities of teachers should be not only relevant and salient to the content, 

interest and needs of students, but also up-to-date; third, that teachers should be aware 

of the level of knowledge of the students; fourth, that teachers should present their own 

research in comparison with the research of other people in a broader context of 

knowledge, and illustrate the subject/topic with examples used from their own research 

and the research of others; and last, that teachers should not focus only on their own 

views in the classroom, but also present views that contradict their own views. How 

these criteria are met will impact on students' perceptions of the quality of teaching. 

In chapter VIII the main finding is that students' perceptions of quality teaching 

in higher education vary, because students are different people, with different aims, 

purposes, objectives, intentions, expectations and learning needs. And the classroom is a 

very complex environment where students' perceptions of the power relations in the 

classroom vary from one student to the other, as what can be productive and liberating 

to some students, can be repressive and intrusive to others. The data used in this 
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chapter, as well as the data used in chapters V, VI and VII, demonstrated that it is very 

difficult to pinpoint quality teaching in higher education, because what can be perceived 

as good quality teaching by some students can be perceived as poor quality teaching by 

others. I have argued that it is difficult to find a common denominator and determinator 

of quality teaching in higher education. And I further argued that it is more difficult to 

establish what quality teaching in higher education is because of the varied ways in 

which students perceive quality teaching, as the data demonstrated that some students 

are not entirely able to evaluate the quality of teaching at the point of delivery, because 

learning does not always happen in the teaching and learning process in the classroom. 

It can have an incubation period within which to develop, before being achieved. 

My study has demonstrated that students know what their learning needs are, as 

they know what does and does not make them willing and engaged in the teaching and 

learning process. The empirical data have demonstrated that students associate good 

quality with a teacher's teaching style when they learn in the teaching and learning 

process. When they do not learn, they associate poor quality with a teacher's teaching 

style. I observed that in this association lie the dangers of the application of the concept 

of quality to teaching in higher education, as learning can be an immediate result of 

teaching or a long term result. I argue that it is not possible to have a single way of 

measuring quality teaching in higher education, because quality, as a concept, cannot be 

applied to teaching and learning in higher education. 

B. Answering the research questions 

In this study, I explored these questions from a sociological point of view and 

examined their implications for the quality of teaching and learning in the classroom in 

higher education. I provided an understanding and explanation of the relationship 

between student perceptions of the quality of teaching and the quality of their learning 

in higher education. In this study, I created a space for students to discuss their views 

and perceptions of quality teaching in higher education. This study is important because 

it built a more realistic picture of how the relationship between teachers and students in 
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the teaching and learning process is perceived and developed by students in the 

classroom, based on their perceptions, experiences and feelings about their relationship 

in the classroom in higher education. This picture is based on a sociological, 

pedagogical, psychological and psychoanalytical analysis of the qualitative data on the 

perceptions of MA students in Education of quality teaching in higher education in the 

UK. I argue that this study will be of help to those teachers who are genuinely 

concerned about the quality of their students' learning and who desire to understand 

how their teaching practice is perceived by their students, and why. It will also enable 

those in authority to understand better how their policies are being received and 

perceived by students, who after all are the primary consumers/customers of higher 

education in the UK. 

1. Main research question 

• To what extent do students' perceptions of teaching match the discourses about 

quality for teaching and learning in higher education in the UK? 

Answer: 

They match only two of the innovative teaching styles described by the QAA 

(2003), presented in Table V, chapter II, which are intended to represent and embody 

quality teaching and learning in higher education in the UK. The two are: students' 

interaction, i.e. peer, pair and group work; independent learning and up-dated material. 

Some of the students interviewed for my study mentioned students' interaction, i.e. 

peer, pair and group work, and up-dated material as their favoured style of teaching and 

learning while others felt the opposite. The criteria students use to establish their 

judgement of the quality of teaching in higher education are far more complex than the 

policies for quality teaching and learning in higher education in the UK allow for. These 

criteria are: 

.:. Teachers lecturing, teaching, presenting, delivering, transmitting and giving 

information. 
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.:. Teachers not lecturing but allowing students to engage with the teacher and/or 

other students in the classroom in order to learn the subject/topic they are 

studying, by giving pair, group and whole class discussion and debate (learning 

by doing, experiential learning and workshop) . 

• :. Teachers not giving pair, group and whole class discussion and debate (learning 

by doing, experiential learning and workshop) . 

• :. Teachers using questioning by teachers and students in the teaching and learning 

process . 

• :. Teachers not using questioning by teachers or students in the teaching and 

learning process . 

• :. Teachers supporting, guiding and helping students to learn and giving emotional 

support . 

• :. Teachers explaining, making and demonstrating links between the topics, 

subjects and courses . 

• :. Teachers using language that students can understand and having good 

communication skills . 

• :. Teachers valuing and respecting the opinions, contributions and points of view 

of students in the classroom . 

• :. Teachers performing in the classroom and having a sense of humour . 

• :. Teachers controlling the learning environment. 

.:. Teachers knowing, addressing and satisfying the learning needs of students . 

• :. Teachers allowing students to explore and think about the subject/topic they are 

studying . 

• :. Teachers having high expectations of students and believing that they can 

achieve . 

• :. Teachers giving feedback to students' learning and work . 

• :. Teachers motivating and encouraging students to learn and work. 

.:. Teachers having knowledge of the subject teachers are teaching . 

• :. Teachers not only focusing on their research but being available to students and 

having personal and academic contact with students inside and outside of the 

classroom . 

• :. Teachers giving students choice in the teaching and learning process in the 

classroom such as choice of module; teaching method; activities in the 

classroom; perspectives on the topic; the reading material; work to be carried 



245 

out; frequency of classes; tutor taking the course; participating in activities or 

not; and being taught or not . 

• :. Teachers having up-to-date knowledge, experience and practice in research 

which is relevant to what the teacher is teaching . 

• :. Teachers having a portfolio of publications books, articles and research papers. 

When comparing the innovative teaching styles described and defined by the 

QAA (2003), with the diverse, complex, and sometimes conflicting criteria described 

above, one can see that policy for quality teaching and learning in the UK has a very 

narrow perception and conception of what quality teaching in higher education in the 

UK is and is meant to be. This study demonstrated that students perceive the quality of 

teaching differently from each other. Some teaching styles which are meant to be 

empowering of students are perceived by some students as oppressive and intrusive. 

And some teaching styles which are regarded as not conducive to higher levels of 

thinking, according to the debate about quality for teaching and learning in higher 

education, are, in fact, perceived as empowering by some students. 

The innovative teaching styles presented by the QAA (2003) do not address the 

Issue of quality in the teaching and learning process in the classroom in higher 

education, because they do not address the issue of equality by addressing each single 

preferred learning style of each single student in the classroom and their expectations of 

a good university teacher. This brings me to a question which seems to be crucial when 

addressing quality in the teaching and learning process: Can quality be achieved in the 

teaching and learning process without addressing equality of learning opportunity in the 

classroom for each single student? This is a question which needs exploration. 

2. Sub questions 

• To what extent do discourses about quality for teaching and learning in higher 

education in the UK match the diversity of students' learning needs learning 

styles and perceptions? 
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Answer: 

They do not match because the innovative teaching styles do not recognise and 

offer students a 'solid lecture' (participant Victoria, in chapter VIII) as a quality 

teaching style that is also conducive to high levels of thinking. They do not recognise 

and accept that students perceive the use of group work in the classroom differently 

amongst each other. And the QAA (2003) does not define and describe what 

independent learning is. I believe that the QAA is talking about learning independently 

from the teacher and not talking about independent learning. Independent learning is not 

the same as learning independently from the teacher. Independent learning means that 

students can learn whatever they want to, even if their choice of the area/subject/topic 

they want to learn has nothing to do with the course they are pursuing in higher 

education. And I believe that the curricula in higher education, and the higher education 

system, per se, in the UK or anywhere, are unable to cope with, provide and address 

independent learning in higher education. Higher education cannot address independent 

learning because students' interests are vast and they are also beyond the scope of the 

formal setting of learning in higher education, i.e. one has to learn something and have 

one's learning examined and formally assessed by a teacher. Not even postgraduate 

learning, for MAs and PhDs is independent learning, because it is totally dependent on 

supervision by an academic staff with specialised knowledge of the area or around the 

area students are researching, and the resultant dissertation or thesis must be presented 

in a format acceptable to a formal educational system. Learning independently from the 

teacher means that students are pursuing a curriculum to which they formally 

subscribed, but using their own initiatives and motivation. 

• Can quality as a concept be applied to teaching and learning in higher education 

in the UK? 

Answer: 

Throughout this thesis, I have been arguing and presenting evidence that quality 

as a concept cannot be applied to teaching and learning in higher education, because 

students perceive the quality of teaching styles differently from one another. What is 
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empowering for some is oppressive to others. As the majority of students associated 

quality teaching with what and how much they learned, it is impossible to apply the 

concept of quality to teaching and learning in higher education, because learning can be 

a straightforward result of teaching or it can be a long-term result, students having to 

allow time for the learning to take place or to take more responsibility for their own 

learning. 

C. Contribution to knowledge and the argument of my thesis 

This study created a new space for students to voice their experiences and 

perceptions of quality teaching in higher education. It also offered new insights on how 

students perceive teaching in higher education, and on the criteria they use to establish 

their judgements of its quality. The empirical data used in this study demonstrate that 

students' perceptions of quality teaching in higher education vary, because students are 

different people, with different aims, motivations, purposes, objectives, intentions, 

expectations and learning needs. It has demonstrated that the classroom is a place with a 

very complex environment. The data used in this study has also demonstrated that it is 

very difficult to pinpoint quality teaching in higher education, because what can be 

perceived as good quality teaching by some students, can be perceived as poor quality 

teaching by others. My study has further demonstrated that quality teaching is directly 

related to students' perceptions of achieving learning inside or outside the teaching and 

learning process in the classroom. 

My study has provided evidence that for some students, teaching and learning 

are two parts of a process, and that for other students they are not, i.e. they are the start 

of their individual pursuit of their own learning journey. It depends on their perception 

of how their individual learning needs were addressed by their teachers in the teaching 

and learning process in the classroom, and of their intellectual relationship and 

engagement with their teachers. 
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My study has demonstrated that students' perceptions of quality of teaching 

depend on how they perceive their experience of the interplay of power relations in the 

teaching style of their teachers, i.e., whether students feel threatened or not, dominated 

or not, and influenced or not by the teaching styles of their teachers in the teaching and 

learning process. Students' perceptions of the power relations will determine their 

judgements about the quality of their teachers' teaching styles. 

Quality learning is determined by: motivation; interest; importance of the 

subject/topic for the field/discipline/area and for the self; time invested in the learning 

activity; effort put into the learning activity; and the purposes and objectives for 

studying what students are studying. Quality teaching is determined by: teachers' 

motivation for teaching the subject/topic and ability to motivate students; their interest 

in the subject/topic and interest in students' learning; importance of the subject/topic for 

the field/discipline/area and for the personal and professional lives of students; time 

invested in preparing the teaching and learning activity; effort put into 

helping/supporting/guiding students throughout the teaching and learning activity in the 

teaching and learning process; and the purposes and objectives of the 

course/subject/topic they are teaching. 

My research shows that it is difficult to find a common denominator and 

determinator of quality teaching in higher education, because the establishment of 

quality teaching is a very complex issue and quality teaching cannot be established 

without establishing learning. I also contend that it is more difficult to establish what 

quality teaching in higher education is because of the varied ways in which students 

perceive quality teaching. The evidence demonstrates that some students are not entirely 

able to evaluate the quality of teaching at the point of delivery, because learning does 

not always happen in the teaching and learning process in the classroom (participant 

Amanda, in chapter VIII). It can have an incubation period during which it develops 

before being achieved. I argue that it is not possible to have a single way of measuring 

quality teaching in higher education, as quality, as a concept, cannot be applied to 

teaching and learning in higher education. 
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D. Limitations of this study 

Some of the limitations of my research were: first, the limitation of my sample 

reflecting only the population of MA students of Education at the Institute of Education 

- University of London and thus not being transferable or applicable to other 

universities or colleges which do not have the same or similar type of population; 

second, the SUbjectivity of my research, as 'the findings could be subject to other 

interpretations' (Kunes, 1991: 21-22, quoted in Creswell, 2003: 149); and last, that the 

interview data could include possibly distorted responses due to personal bias, anger, 

anxiety, and politics as the interviews could be greatly affected by the emotional state of 

the interviewee at the time of the interview (Patton, 2002) which could affect the 

validity of their accounts and question the accuracy of their memory (Rabbitt, 2003). If I 

were to do this study again, I would interview MA students in Education from other 

universities including the post-1992 universities. This inclusion would add to a more 

realistic picture of students' perceptions of quality teaching in higher education in the 

UK. But it would also add a relatively high cost to the project as it would demand more 

resources and time to accomplish it. 

E. My learning journey 

I started my journey for this PhD study with what I would call a "very good 

idea" of what "good and poorlbad quality teaching" in higher education were, and I 

ended up with uncertainty because potentially all teaching styles are "good quality 

teaching", and at the same time they are potentially "poorlbad quality teaching". The 

jUdgement of what constitutes good and poorlbad quality teaching depends on students' 

perceptions of the teaching quality of their teachers. Some students perceive the 

teaching style of their teachers as "good quality teaching", and others perceive the 

teaching style of their teachers as "poorlbad quality teaching". I have learned that the 

concept of quality cannot be applied to teaching and learning in higher education, 

because it is a concept that cannot be pursued in the teaching and learning process. It 

cannot be pursued because of the number of students' expectations and perceptions in 
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the classroom, a number which will continue to increase. It also cannot be pursued 

because of the short span of students attending classes and courses, and the high 

turnover of students in classes and courses, which means that students experience only 

once the same class and course with the same tutor at the same university. That does not 

mean that I consider the pursuit of quality in the teaching and learning process to be a 

futile exercise. On the contrary, I consider that the pursuit of quality in the teaching and 

learning process is not only necessary but must be a duty of any teacher in higher 

education who is interested in the quality of the learning of hislher students. As a result 

of the analysis of the data of my research, quality in the teaching and learning process 

can only be pursued if teachers address the learning needs of their students. And the 

learning needs of students can only be discovered if teachers get to know their students' 

expectations of a good university teacher together with their best and worst experiences 

in the teaching and learning process in higher education. 

F. The way ahead: my proposal for the debate about quality for teaching and 

learning in higher education 

Following the conclusions of my study, I propose a model for pursuing and 

achieving quality in the teaching and learning process in higher education: 

1) Students' expectations of a good university teacher together with their best and 

worst experience in the teaching and learning process should be collected before 

students start their studies; 

2) This information should be made known to each member of the academic staff 

that will teach or supervise these students before they come to have contact with 

them; 

3 ) Teachers should have a list of the students who will attend their courses 

containing a description of each student's expectation together with hislher best 

and worst experiences in the teaching and learning process; 
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4) Teachers should plan their classes and supervisions based on this information, in 

order to minimise students' negative feelings towards teachers' teaching styles 

and maximise the learning opportunity for each single student in the classroom, 

as this information provides teachers with a socio-psycho-pedagogical profile of 

students. 

I recognise that my proposition would increase the cost of education across the 

higher education system and require a commitment at the institutional, faculty and 

departmental levels, and also a political commitment from policy makers, because 

higher education institutions will have to employ researchers to collect and analyse the 

data and present the results in a format easy to read and understand. However, if the 

concern about quality of teaching and learning in higher education is to be taken 

seriously, my proposition can offer insights on how to pursue quality in higher 

education. Even though quality can be pursued by following what I propose, I argue that 

the quality of teaching and learning in higher education cannot be assessed by using one 

single system of evaluation (Cashin, 1988, 1994, Ramsden, 1996, 2003, Davidovitch 

and Soen, 2006), because students will probably have taken part in different activities in 

the classroom which cannot be evaluated in the same way. Another way of using the 

information, i.e. the socio-psycho-pedagogical profile of students, is to group students 

with the same preference for teaching styles in one single classroom. But that will also 

come at a cost, because if higher education is concerned about quality for teaching and 

learning, it will have to invest more money in contracting more teachers to address the 

preferred teaching and learning style of other students. 

G. Looking to the future 

The sample used in this study could be expanded to include, as I mentioned in 

an earlier section, MA students in Education from the post-1992 universities, as it 

would provide a more realistic picture of students' perceptions of quality teaching in 

higher education in the UK. This study could also be carried out in other disciplines 

from Humanities, Social Sciences and Sciences, and at different levels to include 
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undergraduate and post-graduate (PhD level). This study indicates that it is helpful to 

examine students' perceptions of what constitutes quality in their learning in higher 

education, so the findings from an extended study of what constitutes quality in 

students' learning would complement the conclusions of this present study and add 

useful information to the socio-psycho-pedagogical profile of students. 
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