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Abstract: The clarity of students’ perceptions of their teéagHearning environment is regarded as an importamlity
indicator of good teaching. The Learning Experielmentory in Courses (LEI-C) is a 12-item instrurhéhat is designed to
assess how clearly students perceive what it isaherequired to learn, what they should be dtirgarn it appropriately, and
what the requirements and standards of assessmeenibgether yielding a Clarity of Perception Inde&PI). Exploratory and
confirmatory factor analyses were used to estalisfactor structure and internal consistencyhefdubscales comprising the
LEI-C and the overall CPI. The LEI-C was administbto 1840 students in class in 37 courses in agHang university,
together with the Study Process Questionnaire (R-3P). A total of 1,002 valid responses were caddc Reliability and
construct validity of the LEI-C were found to beistactory. The CPIl was associated with high deeplaw surface approaches
to learning. These findings have important implmas for quality assurance (QA) and especially iqpi@nhancement (QE) of
teaching. The LEI-C is a quickly administered ingstent that can be used to assess the quality aimgmdgeaching, and to
pinpoint aspects of teaching that can be enhanced.

Keywords: Students’ Perceptions of Their Learning ExperieStadents’ Approaches to Learning,
Assessing Teaching Quality

in class,
2.create a learning environment and teaching andhilegr
activities (TLAs) conducive to the ILOs which allow
students to construct their knowledge to achieves t
outcomes, and
3. establish assessment tasks (ATs) that enable ¢icasiua
to be made on how well students achieve the
corresponding ILOs.
However, effective learning would only be takingqs if
students are clear about:
1.What they are to learn and how that learning is
manifested (intended learning outcomes).
2.What they are supposed to do when learning
appropriately (teaching activities).
3. What the requirements and standards of assessment a
(assessment tasks) [3, 5, 6].
It is thus crucial to confirm that students areaclabout
the three components — ILOs, TLAs and ATs. More
importantly, with the educational paradigm shiftifiggm

1. Introduction

There are many requirements of good teaching. Biggks
Tang [1] states that discussions about good tegcstiould
include that of alignment models underpinned by an
integrative concept namely constructive alignment.

Constructive alignment is a pedagogical approach
embedded in the constructivist theory [1-3], emfiag the
alignment between the intended learning outcome®4),
teaching and learning activities (TLAS) and assesdrtasks
(ATs). By aligning these three components in cagjrse
effective learning would be achieved through carddtvism
[1, 3]. In other words, important characteristidsaogood
teaching practitioner could be systematically openalize
with the adoption of constructive alignment [4]. T®
specific, instructors who practice constructivelligred
teaching should be able to:

1. clearly describe the intended learning outcome®©§)L
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teaching to learning [7], the design of the cudticu should
be driven by the learning outcomes that studemt&apected
to attain at the end of the courses and progranige€. By

assessing students’ perceived clarity of the elésneiithin

the outcome-based teaching and learning environntkat
quality of teaching and learning could be contirslpu
evaluated and enhanced [10].

To this end, the Learning Experience Inventory ouses
(LEI-C) was designed to assess the clarity of sitgle
perceptions of these three components: intenderhiten
outcomes, teaching/learning activities and asse#stasks.
A total score was produced, called the Clarity efdeption
Index (CPI), which was related to students’ appheacto
learning to see if clarity of perception leads torendesirable
learning. Since courses can also be classifiedring of how
clearly their components are perceived by studesitiser as
subscales representing each of these componeis ieir
total (the CPI), the subscale and total scoresbeansed for
quality assurance and quality enhancement purposes.

2. The Learning Experience Inventory in
Courses (LEI-C)

Questionnaires such as theCourse Experience

would expect clarity of perception to be relatethitgher deep
and lower surface approaches to learning.

If these relationships could be established, the@C s a
quickly administered instrument could be a usefud a
important tool in the quality assurance (QA) andreno
importantly the quality enhancement (QE) of teaghias
discussed below.

3. Method

The LEI-C was designed to address students’ pexdeiv
clarity of effective teaching and learning enviramts.
Initial items were generated based upon literatunéth the
intent of creating items that exhibit a high lewélcontent
and face validity, that then lead to an instrumaith a high
level of construct validity. These items were rewée by
outcome-based teaching and learning experts. Basditese
evaluations, the wordings of several of the itemerew
modified for better clarity. In order to encouragelespread
use of the LEI-C by teachers, it was decided topkte
instrument as brief as possible.

A version of the LEI-C was then piloted in a unsigyr in
Hong Kong with five items addressing students’ pptons
of each of the three aspects: clarity of what ibadearned,
how it is to be learned, and how it is to be assbasd to what

Questionnaire[11] and theExperiences of Teaching and standards required. The Cronbach alphas for each su
Learning Questionnairgl2] address important aspects of theghscale were all in excess of .80. In the interefbrevity for
quality of teaching and learning, but none focuscsrally  ¢jassr0om administration, four items per subscaeewrialed.
on how clearly the students perceive the threedepects of - cyonpach alphas were calculated iteratively, amibinations
teaching design: what is to be learned, appropt@®ing ot four jtems for each subscale where coefficieltha

activities and assessment. Titearning Experience Inventory o, ~aeded 0.80 were found. These items were usseveiop
in CourseqLEI-C) is based on the assumptions that, whatevef,o present LEI-C, the final form of which is given

the particular approach to teaching, outcomes-based
traditional, in good teaching the following aspects the
student experience should be addressed in cousggnde

Appendix 1.

Table 1.Descriptive statistics of participating courses

1. Students should be clear as to what they are to.lea
2. Students should see that the teaching actively gagga

Number of Number of

them in learning activities that are appropriate t
achieving what they are supposed to learn.

3. Students should see assessment as addressinghefat
are supposed to have learned and be aware ofghieae
standards.

This study aims to develop a questionnaire thasses the
clarity of students’ perceptions of these aspedtstheir
teaching/learning environment, and examines thengxto
which the clarity of these perceptions affectsrthpproaches
to learning. There are two approaches to learni3; [Deep

School Courses Students Percentage
Arts 8 188 18.8

Visual Arts 3 46 4.60
Business 7 404 40.3
Communication 6 76 7.6
Science 6 84 8.4
Chinese Medicine 3 137 13.7

Social Sciences 4 67 6.7

TOTAL 37 1002 100

Approach (DA) indicates a student is more likely lie
motivated by intrinsic interests and engaged irearch for
meaning, while Surface Approach (SA) indicatesualeit is
more likely to be motivated extrinsically and wouwttempt
to accomplish tasks with minimum duration and dfdi.4].
A high DA score and a low SA score are considepethe
indices of good learning. It would be expected thatclearer
students are about these aspects of the teackinufig
environment the more they would be able to be cgflely
and metacognitively engaged in their learning [Fjus we

The study was carried out in the academic year 202012
(semesters one and two) in a different Hong Konigarsity
from the one in which the pilot study was carriad. orhe
12-item LEI-C emerging from the pilot study mentan
above was administered in class at the end of satlester to
a total of 1840 students in 37 courses (852 stgdentl6
courses offered in semester one and 988 stude®isdaurses
offered in semester two). Additionally, the Revis&do
Factor Study Process Questionnaire (R-SPQ-2F) a3
administrated in class at the beginning and aetiteof both
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semesters to the same 37 courses. Twenty coursegivéear Table 2.Reliabilities of LEI-C (CPI and subscales)
1 level, ten at Year 2, five at Year 3, and twgraiduate level. Cronbach's
i ioti ; Scale/subscales - N Mean SD
Descriptive statistics of these courses is showrairie 1 A coefficient alpha
total of 1002 usable responses (with valid LEI-f& @nd post ~ Clarity of Perception & i g AGs
SPQ scores) were collected. Index
Clarity of what to learn .98 501 15.04 2.30
3.1. Data Analysis Clarity of how to learn .83 501 13.20 2.64
_ _ . _ Clarity of how learning 91 501 11.02 3.19
In developing the Learning Experience Inventory i_maybe assessed
Courses (LEI-C), the validation was conducted in steps: _
1. Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was used to umzov Table 3.Results of exploratory factor analysis (EFA)
the underlying structure of the initial items geated Three Factor Solution
[15-19] including Parallel Analysis (PA) [20] so &s Pattern Matrix
identify the number of factors to extract usingigbe -€ms !tem Text : ectoit L e {2 cTons
rotation. Then confirmatory factor analysis (CFAaswv Clarity of learning (Clarity of what to learm)
. . y y ) _ 1. I had a clear idea of what | was to learn .74 -.19 .19
carried out to confirm the structure and dimendiona 5 | found that what | learnt was what | hac o 03 o5

of the LEI-C by testing several hypothesize expected of this course
measurement model(s) resulting from the exploratc 3. I was given a clear idea of what I had tc _, 13 00
factor analysis. The data (n = 1,002) was divid: aPle to do with the topics learnt.
randomly into two samples of equal size of 501 ga: % 1oPics covered in the course addressec

y P . q * what | understood the course was meantt .71 .06 -13
(Samples A and B), which well exceeds tfpe
recommended minimum sample size for the EFA a Effective Teaching/Learning Activities (Clarityhaiw to learn)

CFA [21]. Sample A was used for the EFA, and Sam) 5. The teaching and learning activities
B for the CFA. provided me the opportunities to learn .04 .80 -.05

. o } through active participation.
2. After confirming the initial structure of the LEI:Ghe " = teaching and learning activities helj

Clarity of Perception Index (CPI) was obtained t e jearn what | was supposed to learn. 02 69 .06
calculating the total of all constituent items. TORI for 7. Instructions for learning activities were
any given course quantifies the extent to whiclletiss clear and specific. ' o

in that course are clear as to what they are tmead 2-{;:‘;;?2}'”?ezr:gir']ea;rgggsac“v'“es 11 .63 10
that they see the teachlngllearnlng activities  &mel Effective Assgssment%f Learning (Clarity of haavrizg may be assessed)
assessment tasks they have experienced as addre g The assessment methods addressed wi
their perceptions of what they should be learniAg. was supposed to learn.

validation of the LEI-C would be to show that thBIGs 10. The assessment standards were clear

17 .65 .01

.03 -.06 .79

associated with superior approaches to learni enough to help me self-assess the quality .01 .07 71
; ; : my work.
Multlv_arlate analys_es o_f covariance were used I T e
examine these relationships. T g -.02 .02 .67
12. | received useful information or feedba
4 R |t on how well | was doing in this course ~0L — £
. REeSUItS '

4.1. Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) 4.2. Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA)

Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) was conducted Confirmatory factqr anlalysis.(CFA) was then perfecm
followed by oblique rotation using promax with pleh on Sample B to confirm dimensionality of the LEH@ough

analysis [20] to decide how many factors to extrRét was an e>§am|nat|on .Of three d_n‘ferent models using aml
conducted using SPSS [22] to randomly generate 101 ua'uc(;n modgllllng_ techhr.uqhues (S$M)' Mor:jel C1P|IS a
random data matrices using principal axis componatihod, r:rSt:t)Leir e:;]c;oea,cc:)n n;NfoIrC all ?hneeco?ncr;oc:n (tar?ammr? IS
each with 500 cases and 12 variables. In the @ligaimple A, thyep 12 stervable L\j/ariables In_this mo\tlziell theeegt]hr
the first 3 eigenvalues (and associated % of vaeghwere . . e ) ' )

3.67 (30.6%), 2.48 (20.6%) and 1.41(11.75%). Thes ategorn_as, as identified in the exploratory fac_amaly5|s
eigenvalues exceeded the eigenvalues that emengadPA, percgptlons .Of expep_ted learning, ~ effectiveness  of
suggesting an optimal 3-factor structure. On tkisify three theachlhng/!ea(rjnlngb acyxmesh and ?f asdsessment) are
factors were extracteddble 3. No items were removed. The ypothesized to be within the same first-order tows in

subscales and total CPI scale, with associated hanirs which case the CPI may_be obtained by a(jding t@m it
coefficient alphas, inter-factor correlation, mean standard scores. Model 2 hypothesizes that the three itetegoaes

deviation are given iffable 2. It will be seen that with this are unrelated. Model 3 hypothesizes three firseofdctors,

larger and different sample, the alpha coefficieat corresponding to the initial three categories ande o

considerably larger than the .80 minimum set ingiha study, seécr)]nd—order fa(itc;_r,tt.he CPfI' I del catiti
while that for the 12-item CPI is high at .93. I-square statistics of all models were statigfica
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significant (p < 0.001), which is not what we want, but as goodness-of-fit indices (around 2.0). The goodrds-
this may be due to the large sample size we condidse indices for these two models were quite similaug;has both
other indices Table 4. Model 2 provided a relatively poor fit models are acceptable, Model 1 is the justificationthe

to the data in terms of Normed chi-square and RMREPI, while Model 3 allows use of the individual qooment
(x2/df=5.13; RMSEA=.09; GFI=.91; AGFI=.87). Both Mdde subscales. The different models serve differenpqsgs as
1 ((2/df=2.34; RMSEA=.05; GFI=.96; AGFI=.94) and Model seen below.Table 4 compares the fit indices of the three
3  (x2/df=2.10; RMSEA=.05; GFI=.96; AGFI=.95) alternative models.

demonstrated a good fit to the data with desirable

Table 4.Goodness of fit indices for competing models (n¥501

. Normed chi-square _ Absolute fit measures Incremental fit measures
Chi-Square [21] P
(7df) RMSEA  GFlI RMR AGFI
Model 1: One Factor 126.59 (54) 2.34 .05 .96 .02 .94
Model 2: Three Factors Uncorrelatec 280.36 (54) 5.13 .09 91 .25 .87
Model 3: Three Factor Correlated 106.89 (51) 2.10 .05 .96 .02 .95

After examining the overall model fit, we turn twagnine are concerned with courses. In this case, the tylaf
the parameters estimates for Model 1 since the ;lutatal perception index is essentially an estimate of alitu
score (CPI) is used to examine the impacts on ilegwrn pertaining to courses, on the basis of the aggeegétthe
Referring to Figure 1 most items in Model 1 have perceptions of students in a given course. Accaotginve
satisfactory loadings (0.65 or above) on their ulyitey report here analyses using both the individual esttichs the
latent factor, with t-values higher than 2.00. E&elm thus unit and the course as the unit.
explains almost 50 percent of the variance of aiqudar First we look at relationships between student@gtions
construct. Cronbach’s coefficient alphas for eadhtt®e expressed as the CPI, and their approaches toirlgaras
subscales and for the Clarity of Perception Indeweh assessed by the Revised Two Factor Study Process
already been provided ifable 2 Consequently, the data setsQuestionnaire (R-SPQ-2F) [3].
were then combined for the analyses to examinestfeets This version of the SPQ yields two scores: Deeprégaph
of the CPI on student’s learning. [24] and Surface Approach (SA). A high DA scoreidades

that the student intends to engage the task apptejyrand
-01 LEIC

2 meaningfully, while a high SA score indicates ttinet student
- GeLEs

intends to get the task out of the way with minimwouble: a
§10-+ Q3 LEIC | \

high DA score and a low SA score are thus consilarébe
@-{ariEe h "\

indices of good learning. The SPQ was administedtethe
beginning of the semester to all 37 courses, piogithe DAL
€8+ QsLEIC }, S s‘;
@ “\?35“;\

and SA1 scores; and at the end, providing DA2 &l Salid

responses of 1002 (valid pre-post SPQ scores) alested.
It would be expected, then, that a high CPI wouid b
associated with:

- = 1. Increased deep approaches to learning by thefetd
e /
(eg 'l ST }‘ P/ course (DA2),

QQ LEIC }f’// 2. Decreased surface approaches to learning bgritieof

the course (SA2).

010 LEIC i
U- / Correlations between the CPI and the DAL, DA2, SAd
(2 Q11 LEIC / SA2 were calculated. Correlations existed betwdenQPI

and DAL and SAL1, so partial correlations between Sl

deep and surface approaches to learning (DA2 arg), $¥h

Figure 1. Factor loadings of model 1 the effects of DA1 and SA1 removed, were calculaldbse
) ) partial correlations between the CPl and DA2 were .51

4.3. Impacts of Clarity of Perceptlop Index (CPIno (p<.000) and with SA2y = -.13(p<.000). These figures are
Students’ Approaches to Learning significant and in the expected direction, but efis the SA2

are lower than we had expected.

The second issue is to look at the CPI as a prppert
courses. The mean of the CPIs of all the students given
course was taken as an index of the clarity ofttieacin that
course, which here became the unit for analysis. ddurses
were grouped into three levels of CPI on the basishe
distribution of the CPI scores. The overall mear @P all

The question arises as to the unit of analysisto course
or individual student [20, 23]. Our first conces hiow the
individual students’ perceptions of what they anpmosed to
learn, how they learn it and how well they seerthearning
being assessed, relate to their approaches tarigaso here
the analysis is by the individual student. Howewer,are also
interested in the usefulness of the CPI in QA aig Bhich
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courses was 40.85: five courses with CPI scoresstarelard
deviation (3.80) below the mean score of compriSeaup 1

373

Table 5.MANCOVA test of CPI on deep and surface approatthésarning
(DAL and SA 1 as covariates)

(Low Clarity), 26 courses with CPI scores betweae 8D
below and above the average mean score of the (

distribution (40.85 — 48.45) comprised Group 2 (Med
Clarity), and the remaining 6 courses with CPI ssa@neSD
above the mean score (48.45) comprised Group 3h(Hi
Clarity). Multivariate analyses of variance and aoance
were calculated to probe relations between stutden
perceptions of the clarity of teaching design i tourse and
the students’ approaches to learning in that coiiise effects
of CPI on final deep and surface approaches toileg(DA2
and SA2) were examined using MANCOVA with DAL anc
SAl as covariates (sdable §

\E/)Zﬁzgiem Clarity groupings Mean difference  p
1 2 -0.60 ns
3 -4.21 %+ 0.001
Deep 2 1 0.60 ns
Approach 2 3 -3.61%** 0.000
3 1 421+ 0.001
2 3.61%+* 0.000
1 2 -1.88 ns
3 1.95 0.248
Surface 1 1.88 ns
Approach 2 3 3.83* 0.006
3 1 -1.95 ns
2 -3.83** 0.006

Table 6.Differences between first and second administratiohdeep and surface approaches to learning by (Bwup 1), medium (Group 2) and high

(Group 3) students’ perceived level of clarity éathing

Clarity groupings Difference between 1 and 2 administrations of Mean t df p(t-tailed)

1 Deep Approach -.399 -1.001 162 .318
Surface Approach 1.212 2.850 164 .005

2 Deep Approach 1.117 5.327 690 .000
Surface Approach 1.871 7.857 682 .000

3 Deep Approach 3.186 7.373 139 .000
Surface Approach -2.528 -4.530 141 .000

The main effects of CPI on both deep and surfaceuggested that it is also justifiable to use tHessale scores

approaches to learning are significant=(29.51; R, =9.08;

p < .001 and %= 33.32; F =4.92;p <.05 respectively),
Wilks’ Lambda = .34, k4 = 10.20,p <.01). The significance
and direction of these main effects match the glarti
correlations above. However, as seen Table 6 paired
comparisons show that the deep approach
consistently through Groups 1, 2 and 3 in lineahian,
whereas the surface approach decreases only beGveeps
2 and 3. In other words, low and medium perceivadtyg in
courses seem to have little effect on studentsfasar
approach to learning, but under high clarity copndg the
surface approaches decreases. This would explaipaittial
correlations between CPl and SA2 were relatively las
there appears to be a nonlinear relationship betvz and
surface approach.

5. Discussion and Conclusions

One of the key quality indicators for teaching aitversity
and college level is that students are clear aklibet
requirements of the teaching/learning environmenie
Learning Experience Inventory in Coursg&EI-C) is
designed to assess how clearly students perceiat tivby
are to learn, what they have to do to learn apjatgly, and
how they are to be assessed and to what standand, taree
self-rated subscales. Confirmatory factor analysis used to
determine the most appropriate factor structurebred

— what is to be learned, how it is learned, and hvwe
assessed — as individual scores. Both the CPI &aed t
subscales scores have their particularly uses ssustied
below.
Partial

correlations between CPI and approaches to

increadearning showed that students who saw clearly the

requirements of the course adopted a deep apprtach
learning and tended to avoid a surface approachthoit
relationship with surface approach while significaras not
as high as expected. Some light was thrown on wihisn
courses were classified into High, Medium and Lolarigy,
on the basis of the means of the students’ CPIsinwitach
course. Deep approaches to learning increased ilgtéead
students in courses taught with perceived low thhou
medium to high clarity, but surface approaches ehesmd
only in the courses taught with high clarity, whiekplains
why the correlation with surface approach whilengigant
was low as the relationship is nonlinear. In otherds, to
avoid students adopting a surface approach thegepgons
of what to learn, how to learn it, and how thearkang is to
be assessed, need to be very clear.

The fact that the LEI-C's clarity of perception exd
related strongly to students’ approaches to legrsimggests
that it could be an important instrument, not ofaly quality
assurance (QA) purposes, but for quality enhancefigh)
[14]. QA is concerned with the static question dfether the
design and teaching of course at present meetsredqu

models were tested and two were found to providstandards, QE with the dynamic question of how Hiec

satisfactory fits. One model suggested one latemiable
comprising virtually equal weighting of all 12 itemthus
forming the clarity of perception index (CPI). Tlkecond

may be enhanced. The LEI-C may contribute to QA by
seeing if a particular course provides a clear hieac and
learning environment, as perceived by the studeftsan
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acceptable level of clarity is likely to differ ags institutions,
the institutional CPI mean would need to be deteeahi For
example, the mean CPI for the 37 courses in theepte
study was 40.9 (a mean of 3.4 on the 5 point Likegle)
with a standard deviation of 3.8. Using rule ofrthuwe took
low clarity to be one SD below that mean, and itgrity
one SD above, and classified the courses accoydiifgé
suggest that such a procedure could be used totsre the
courses in an institution currently stand. The leimgle for

perceived clearly, students in highly aligned ceardiad
higher deep approach and lower surface approachstiman
students in low aligned courses. Several evaluaodies of
the effectiveness of constructively aligned couts@ge been
carried out that indicate constructive alignmenbduced
improved learning outcomes, some mentioning thadesits
were clearer as to what they were supposed to draitey
[27-32].

There are several issues that need addressingrtimerfu

QE is then to improve the CPI for the low and miaddl research:

categories.

The subscales of the LEI-C are more relevant to (@Hing
the same procedures to determine baselines for efatite
three subscales, we could see where the course oheary
subscales are a standard deviation say below tleealbv
mean for all courses so that we can see wherdyclarmost
lacking: in students’ perceptions of what they suipposed to

be learning, in how they might most appropriatelg b

learning, in assessment requirements, or indeedhedle.
Having pinpointed the problem, it could be addrdsggéth
action research [25] and consequent staff develapme

Outcomes-based education (OBE) is likely to assist 3
defines
intended le@rni

students in these perceptions because it
what-is-to-be-learned, expressed as
outcomes (ILOs) in terms of how the teacher woulgnd
the students’ behaviour to change as a resulteif ksarning
not as a content topic or group of topics to beghau
Likewise, the assessment tasks [17] in OBE direatigiress

what the students are intended to

Grading would be achieved using agreed rubricsyhah
the student is privy, by means of which the quatifythe
student’s performance as a whole may be judgedthén
traditional topic-based curriculum, on the othernda
assessment is in terms of the students’ ‘understghaf the
topic: what this understanding might mean, and hiovs
judged, is left to the assessor to decide andeguntly not
made available to the students, which obviouslyddeto
perceptions of low clarity of assessment.

In the constructive alignment version of OBE [3had
from aligning assessment to the intended learnirtgames,
teaching is also aligned being specifically desigtteengage
students in teaching/learning activities (TLASs)ttbatimize
the chances of their achieving the intended legroitcomes.
We would expect then that students’ perceptionsteinded
outcomes, teaching/learning activities and asseassmeould
be clearer in constructively aligned courses. Thiglemce

learn because the
assessment and the outcome address the same yactivit

1 We need to investigate the CPI in different insiitos
and to explore possible differences in relationship
between clarity and learning quality in differemintent
areas, and from first to final year.

2 It seems likely that outcomes-based teaching, and

constructive alignment in particular, would incredke
clarity with which students perceive what it is yhere
supposed to learn, the way to go about learningt mos
effectively, and what they are supposed to do Heirt

learning to be assessed fairly. This needs further

investigation.
The relationship of the CPI to other indices of lijya
learning needs to be established, especially wijand to

student performance. We could not examine student

performance here because the final grades in miathge o

courses were norm-referenced, which does not teflec

absolute values of student performance. Even with
criterion-referencing, however, it is difficult tmmpare
student performance across different courses amigicb

judged are necessarily different. One method wbaltb
compare the same courses across different cotottea
institution progressively implements aligned teaghi
we are then comparing like with like as far as eahaind
assessment of performance is concerned.

4 The use of the LEI-C’s CPI and subscales for QElsee
further investigation. It would seem particularly
appropriate for the role of action research in exhay
the quality of teaching.

The present data are nevertheless encouraging én th

search for a quickly administered instrument ttaat mform
the quality assurance and quality enhancement aithieg
and learning. In any good teaching environmentdestits
should: (a) clearly perceive what they are suppdsete
learning; (b) perceive the teaching/learning atiigi as
helpful in achieving what is intended should berea; and
(c) perceive the assessment tasks as fair, efédgtiv

seems to support this. Wang and her colleagues [26fdressing what is intended they should be learaimd) to

established that, as we find with students in @srthey

what standard.

areas because the criteria by which performance is
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Learning Experience Inventory — Course (LEI-C)

Student Number

This questionnaire is intended to gain feedback on your learning experience in this course We are asking you to rate statements
about what you undersiood you were supposed fo leam, about your experience of the teaching and learning activities in this
course, how you expenienced the assessment, and how you felt about the course and how it may have helped you reflect on your
learning

You may be asked to complete the LEI-C for more than one course, please complete each one according to your experience in
that particular course. Your answer is for research purpeses only, and there is no right or wrong answer to the questions.

Thank you for your participation

Cther comments on the course

Using the scale provided, please rate the extent fo which Strengly Strangly
you agree or disagree with the following statements, Agree  CaTRE  Neulral Diagree o, ree
O1. | had a clear idea of what | was o learn e @ @ @ o
02, | found that what | learnt was what | had expected of this course 5] @ @D @ @
03. The teaching and learning activities provided me the opportunibes 1o learn & @ (i3] va) @
through active participation,
04, The teaching and learning activities helped me learm what | was supposed to & @ D val @
learn
05. The assessment methods addressed what | was supposed to learn, (6] @ @ @ @D
06, Instructions for learning activities were clear and specific L&) @ (1 2 @
07 The assessment standards were clear enough to help me self-assess the fia) @ o) W2 4]
qualty of my work
08, | was given a clear idea of what | had to be able ta do with the topics learnt. & @ D @ @
09. Topics covered in the course addressed what | undersiood the course was ] @ D ¥a] @
meant to be.
10. | have achieved what | was supposed to leam in this course o @ @ D @
11. | received useful information or feadback on how well | was doing in this o @ D fva) ey
course
12, The teaching and learning activities addressed my learming needs. & @ @ @ @

The data you have prowided henem are solely for prepanng stalisics of camang ouf sfudkes io enhance Teachmg and Learmding & HKBU,

ey will nol be used for any olfer purposes. Resuils will NOT be made svaiiibie 0 a form which ideahifies your ]
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