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Abstract 

A great deal has been written, over the past three decades, on what constitutes effective teaching in higher education. 
Teaching effectiveness has been a key concern for universities since it pertains to the achievements of skills required for the 
competitive job market. The current practice of teaching the engineering fundamental non-culminating courses in 
undergraduate engineering programmes is through traditional teaching methods. This literature review aims to identify the 
factors that influence teaching effectiveness of undergraduate engineering programmes. The literature reviewed indicates 
that researchers have identified lecturers’ ability, course characteristics and teaching methods & material as pertinent 
measurements of Teaching Effectiveness. 
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Introduction 

Teaching effectiveness (TE) is a less researched 
topic in developing countries like Malaysia. It is found, 
through personal teaching experiences, that final year 
engineering students lack understanding in integrated 
design project (IDP) course. Basically, this course is the 
combination of previous courses. Therefore, if 
engineering students don’t have a strong command on 
the courses of earlier semesters, it would not be 
possible for them to understand this IDP course. On the 
other hand this IDP course is the most important 
subject for engineering graduates to demonstrate their 
skills in the job work place. It is a matter of great 
concern that engineering students lack understanding 
of this course and it indicates that the problems in 
previous courses distorted the teaching outcome. 
Therefore it is necessary to identify the factors that 
influence the TE of engineering courses. This TE is 
supposed to influence the employability of our 
graduates. This situation motivated us, as lecturers 
who experience this personally, to conduct this study. 

Traditionally, teaching means imparting 
knowledge or skill. It is used interchangeably with 
pedagogy (Diamond, 2013). A great deal has been 
written, over the past three decades, on what 
constitutes effective teaching in higher education 
(Duarte, 2013). There is some evidence that an 
understanding of what constitutes effective pedagogy 
– the method and practice of teaching – may not be so 
widely shared, and even where it is widely shared it 
may not actually be right (Hamre et al., 2009; Strong et 
al., 2011). Hence, it is necessary to clarify what is 
effective pedagogy. What are the significant factors of 
TE in undergraduate engineering programmes? This 

literature review explores the factors affecting TE in 
undergraduate engineering programmes.  

The current practice of teaching the engineering 
fundamental non-culminating courses in 
undergraduate engineering programmes is through 
traditional teaching methods. According to Kıymet 
Selvi (2012), while the creation and construction of 
knowledge must be the main issues in the learning-
teaching process, creating and constructing knowledge 
cannot be the primary aims for them in the typical 
formal learning-teaching system. Students and 
teachers don’t have sufficient time to create and 
construct knowledge in the formal learning-teaching 
process, so teachers mostly transmit and distribute 
ready-made knowledge in this process. In the formal 
learning-teaching system, students must follow their 
teachers’ plans and other education policy-makers 
who decide what type of knowledge and experiences 
are important for students’ learning. Engineering 
programmes are a coherent set of taught elements, 
courses or modules which leads to a qualification such 
as a degree. Programmes which lead to a first degree 
such as BEng, BSc or BS are called undergraduate 
programmes (Goodhew, 2010). 

A proper understanding of TE is a vital factor for 
any educational institution. From this study, 
engineering lecturers can ascertain where the 
attention needs to be given for planning and 
implementing the right knowledge and teaching 
practices. Academicians can impart the knowledge 
content and skills generated from this review among 
the learners who might materialize it in their practical 
field. A great concern regarding the issue of TE is the 
specific constructs that influences TE. The findings of 
this review will add new dimensions in the literature 
relating to TE.  
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Literature Review 

For many years, teaching effectiveness (TE) at 
higher education institutions has been the focus of 
many researchers (Cohen, 1981; Lewis et al., 1988; 
Mukherji & Rustagi, 2008). Traditionally, teaching 
means imparting knowledge or skill. Effective means 
efficient or successfully producing desired result or 
outcome. In order to determine the determinant 
factors affecting TE, one must first arrive at a 
comprehensive definition of teaching effectiveness. TE 
encompasses imparting relevant knowledge & skills 
efficiently or successfully to the point where students 
have mastered the subject or courses taught (Van der 
Marwe, 2012). TE also judges whether studies provide 
credible evidence of positive student outcomes 
(including knowledge, skills, attitudes, and values) 
linked to particular practices. In addition to examining 
student achievement, other factors such as student 
motivation, interest in subject matter and career 
aspirations can be impacted by teaching (Stark-
Wroblewski et al., 2007). 

For the teaching characteristics of engineering 
colleges, TE is connoted as follow: effective teaching is 
teaching activities the teacher applies, at the optimal 
speed, effectively and efficiently to encourage or allow 
the students to achieve “three dimensions objectives”, 
encompassing (i) knowledge and skills, (ii) process and 
methods, and (iii) attitudes and values. All while 
sustaining progress and development in order for the 
student to meet the education standards of the society 
and the students’ own personal needs. Several past 
studies found that students’ evaluation of teaching 
effectiveness (SET) offers a reliable and valid 
assessment of teaching (Hooper & Page, 1986; 
American Accounting Association, 1988; Cranton & 
Smith, 1990; Holtfreter, 1991; Toby, 1993). In fact, SET 
is one of the most commonly used teaching evaluation 
methods in universities worldwide (Newton, 1988; 
Seldin, 1989; Stratton, 1990). 

TE can be measured by how much students learn 
within a given class. The student learning method is 
used infrequently. Despite the limitations and difficulty 
inherent in the measurement of student learning, some 
researchers have found that this method is reliable and 
valid. Student evaluations of teaching instruction are 
the most commonly used and easiest to assess in 
university settings, despite opposition from 
instructors who argue that students’ ratings are 
popularity contests (Al-Issa & Sulieman, 2015). 
Overall, student ratings appeared to be a reliable and 
valid measure of TE (Kogan & Schoenfeld-Tacher, 
2010). 

Determinant Factors Affecting TE 

Although student evaluations have become the 
primary tool used to evaluate the TE of their faculty 
(Seldin, 1993), Simpson (1995) found that student 
evaluations were the most consistent and most 
controversial source of information used to evaluate 
TE. Despite some dissent among higher education 

professionals, a large body of research evidence 
indicates that student evaluation of teaching is valid. 
This opinion is partly based on evidence from the 
research showing a positive correlation between 
student evaluations of faculty members and objective 
measures of student achievements (Yunker & Yunker, 
2003).  

Green et al. (1999) found that students are able to 
reliably evaluate effectiveness of teaching and that 
student evaluations are a valid tool for measuring 
teaching ability. Cohen (1981) also suggests that 
student evaluations are generally valid and reliable 
and serve as good predictors of how much students 
actually learn in class and consequently are used as a 
primary information source in evaluating TE (Green et 
al., 1998). Amin (2002) is of the opinion that the results 
of student evaluations may help the lecturers to 
improve upon their teaching strategies; it may help 
students in the choice of their courses and it could be 
useful to administrators in their decisions concerning 
promotion appointments and renewal of lecturing 
contracts. 

Frey (1973, 1974, and 1978) and others have 
strongly argued for including only the individual 
teaching dimensions to the exclusion of global rating 
attributes which he demonstrated in a measure 
developed by him which he called as “Endeavor.” 
Marsh and Dunkin (1992) take a middle path between 
the positions adopted by Abrami et al. (1997), wherein 
they recommend using attributes of both individual 
teaching dimensions and global ratings. Ryan and 
Harrison (1995) recommend that three types of 
student rating information should be used in making 
personnel decisions: individual teaching dimension 
ratings; overall evaluations made by students; and a 
composite weighted average indicating an overall 
evaluation score. Burdsal and Harrison (2008) in their 
study provide empirical evidence supporting the use of 
both multidimensional scale and an overall evaluation 
for determining TE, as valid indicators of student 
perceptions of effective classroom instruction. 
According to Shevlin et al. (2000) students may be 
systematically influenced by teachers’ traits (such as 
“charisma”) and give higher ratings to their teachers 
irrespective of their actual TE. They cite theories of 
personality (Asch, 1946; Bruner et al., 1958) and 
research evidence, which shows that manipulation of 
bipolar attributes such as warm-cold (Kelley, 1950) 
significantly impact students’ judgment of their 
teachers. So, student perceptions of a single attribute 
may influence judgments’ of the individual teacher 
across various dimensions (Vernon, 1964).  

There is ambiguity on whether the determinant 
variables being measured are dominant because they 
are measurable. It is also unclear how much the 
dimensions of Student Evaluation of Teaching 
Effectiveness (SET) can influence TE construct 
(Abrami et al., 1997; Marsh & Roche, 1997). 

Hamid and Pihie (2004) stated that service quality 
factors in teaching comprised five (5) measures: (i) 
Lecturer factor, (ii) Teaching methodology, (iii) Course 
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relevance, (iv) Facilities, and (v) Support services. 
However, Hamid and Pihie (2004) conducted analysis 
on the quality of teaching using only the measures for 
Lecturer factor, Teaching methodology, and Course 
relevance because these three were the only dominant 
factors assumed to be directly under the control or 
influence of the Faculty and lecturers. 

Lecturer’s Ability 

Lecturer's Ability refers to the capability of the 
instructors to teach effectively so that the best teaching 
outcome is achieved. It  is often used interchangeably 
with Teaching Ability. Educators believe that the act of 
teaching creates an intimate and inseparable 
relationship between teacher and student (Ovando, 
1989). This symbiotic relationship must be considered 
an important element in the process of evaluating and 
improving instruction in higher education, especially 
since the ultimate result of effectiveness of teaching is 
student learning and their mastering of the content of 
specific courses. Therefore, students’ feedback and 
perceptions of teaching should play a role in improving 
the quality of education (Van der Marwe, 2012; Mart, 
2017; Serin, 2019). Evaluating a faculty member’s 
teaching ability is one of the most difficult and 
contentious tasks faced by administrators. Although 
teaching ability is regarded one of the primary factors 
in promotion and tenure decisions, there is little 
agreement on how TE should be measured (Lewis et 
al., 1988; Mukherji & Rustagi, 2008).  

At the heart of TE is the teacher’s ability to 
understand the individual profiles (i.e. the strengths 
and weaknesses) of every student in the classroom. 
Based on these factors, teachers can then adjust the 
instructional intensity necessary in order to meet the 
academic goals (Elizabeth, 2013). For those students 
working at or above grade-level, the teacher can 
extend the academic goals to encourage students to 
reach higher levels of achievement. Most importantly, 
the teacher can set his or her instructional priorities 
and manage available time and resources to help the 
students who are in greatest need. The teacher 
provides whole-group instruction on the particular 
concept, and then gives students the opportunity to 
practice that particular skill or concept through peer 
discussions, independent center activities or 
homework assignments. Graded homework 
assignments and subsequent curriculum based tests 
(such as an end-of-unit quiz) helps the teacher 
understand which students may be struggling and 
require further instruction (Elizabeth, 2013). So, 
lecturers’ ability is very important for teaching 
effectiveness.  

Traditionally, lecturers are evaluated according to 
three major criteria: teaching, research, and services. 
While research and services are evaluated by 
departmental and university committees, TE is 
evaluated by the students. Student evaluations are the 
primary tool used by administrators to evaluate TE 
(Yunker & Sterner, 1988; Mart, 2017; Serin, 2019). 

Teaching is multidimensional in nature and there are 
many possible indicators of effectiveness of teaching. 
The procedures for developing and using student 
evaluation instruments have varied considerably. 
Faculties often argue that TE is difficult to identify and 
nearly impossible to validly measure, so individual 
faculty members should be allowed to use subjective 
judgment to determine how to conduct their classes 
(Simpson, 1995). However, since TE is one of the 
primary factors used in promotions and tenure 
decisions, faculty members and administrators need to 
agree on a valid method to evaluate teaching ability.  

Wei Hong and Shen Jiliang (2002) required 
students to evaluate the teaching of the teachers 
according to the teaching evaluation table. The results 
through their empirical study show that (the teacher’s 
characteristics in effective teaching) the students’ 
ability improved by the teacher’s teaching, clear 
expression by the teacher, distinctive teaching style 
and characteristic of the teacher, teachers responsible 
for teaching and difficult contents prominently, and the 
teachers ability to stimulate the students’ interest and 
initiative. 

Mixed results were reported on the association 
between student evaluation results and course level or 
division (Liaw & Goh, 2003; Green et al., 1998). 
Instructors teaching at higher levels often received 
better student evaluation ratings, presumably because 
higher level students, while being more motivated in 
their studies, are also more discriminating in their 
evaluations (Langbein, 1994; Holtfreter, 1991; 
Aleamoni & Hexner, 1980; Cashin, 1989; Shapiro, 
1991). Others have shown that instructors of different 
levels of courses received relatively different ratings 
(Cranton & Smith, 1986; Koh & Tan, 1997). Most 
research reports no differences between faculty 
evaluations given by students in graduate and 
undergraduate courses (Gage, 1961; Goldberg & 
Callahan, 1991). However, some studies (i.e. Boex, 
2000; Whitworth et al., 2002) noticed that graduate 
students did evaluate faculty members more favorably 
than undergraduate students. Mulford and Schneider 
(1988) found no significant differences between the 
mean ratings of instructors teaching undergraduate 
and graduate courses.  

Smith (1995) stated that in education, teachers are 
the main resource of creating high-quality 
opportunities for the students. Sometimes teachers do 
good things and do bad things. Teachers should have 
the understanding of what they are to do and are ready 
to share all this will have an effect on students. 
According to Bates (2012), great communication 
between students and teachers are the building blocks 
of the best educational relationship that a teacher and 
student should have. The good instructors are noted by 
how they explain information to their students. How 
well they provide feedback to allow ideas to be 
expressed freely and actively ask questions between 
learner and educator. And with the advent of the latest 
technology in education, teachers can promote 
themselves as modern educators. They can connect 
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positively to students every time and at varied ways. 
According to Ihmeidah et al. (2010), teachers are 
collecting, sorting, analyzing and explaining 
information to students. Teachers should have good 
communication skills to be successful in their jobs. 
Teachers need listening, interpersonal, written and 
oral communication skills to facilitate teaching. The 
outcome of the attitudes toward communication skills 
can make both teachers and their students be more 
prepared for their classroom environment and 
improving effective communication. 

Ismail et al. (2018) breaks down Lecturer's ability 
into seven aspects: organization, speech-pacing, 
clarity, enthusiasm, interaction, rapport, and 
disclosure. It was found that the most highly rated 
aspects were organization and speech-pacing. 

Robert Coe et al. (2014) suggest that teachers 
should consider Pedagogical Content Knowledge when 
assessing teaching quality, as strong evidence shows 
that focusing on these components can improve 
student outcomes. The very best teachers are those 
that demonstrate pedagogical content knowledge. The 
most effective teachers have deep knowledge of the 
subjects they teach, and when teachers’ knowledge 
falls below a certain level it is a significant impediment 
to students’ learning. As well as a strong understanding 
of the material being taught, teachers must also 
understand the ways students think about the content, 
be able to evaluate the thinking behind students’ own 
methods, and identify students’ common 
misconceptions. Dardiri (2017) found that there was 
no correlation between work environment and teacher 
performance, meaning that the work environment 
(conditions of physical work environment, 
psychological work environment, and non-physical 
work environment) does not positively support the 
pedagogical and professional performance of teachers. 

In summary, the literature reviewed indicates that 
lecturer's ability is a valid measure of TE. Therefore, 
whether the Lecturers’ ability influences TE or not, 
should be investigated further.   

Course Characteristics 

The course content, service given by the lecturers 
and the faculty, course assessment, instruction 
medium, social activities, concern for students and 
facilities constitute the course characteristics of a 
programme (Peng & Samah, 2006). The course 
characteristics are related to academic program given 
to students (Le Blanc & Nguyen, 1997; Kwek et al., 
2010). Considerable evidence exists that the subject 
matter of a course affects students’ evaluation of 
teaching effectiveness (SET) (Neumann & Neumann, 
1983; DeBerg & Wilson, 1990; Cho & Baek, 2019). 
Some authors suggested that the nature of the subject 
might explain the variation in SET results (Clark, 1993; 
DeBerg & Wilson, 1990; Cranton & Smith, 1986; 
Langbein, 1994).  

The assessment dimension of teaching is related to 
the standards and academic assessment system 

applied by the university (Peng & Samah, 2006). 
Academic score for formal educational institutions is 
an outcome indicator of the success of an educational 
program (Sang, 2007). Achievement of a university 
student is generally measured by his or her academic 
score or grade point average (GPA). Research by 
Lagrosen et al. (2004) shows that internal evaluation, 
including course evaluation, is one of student 
perceived service quality which denotes the teaching 
outcome. Hence the course characteristics are being 
used as a standard measure for teaching effectiveness. 
Lizzio et al. (2002), proposed good teaching, clear goals 
and standards, appropriate workload, appropriate 
assessment, emphasis on independence and generic 
skills, and an overall satisfaction item that can be used 
as a simple means for the criterion-related validity 
checking of these scales.  

The course characteristics should clearly portrait 
learning objectives, assessment and instructional 
strategies (Fink, 2003). There should have a clear 
guideline of what course structure should be; finding 
strategy of teaching to approach learning goals and 
setting schedule. The course characteristics also imply 
the syllabus which is a guideline and summary topics 
of the course study. A syllabus shows information 
about the course schedule, test dates, due dates for 
assignment, the policy for grading of the subject, 
specific classroom rules and etc. As in many courses it 
concludes in the exam. From syllabuses it is 
guaranteed that all teachers should have the 
knowledge of what must be taught and what are not to 
be taught. Test papers can only measure knowledge 
based on what is learned that are in the syllabus. Good 
syllabus should show what students will do and learn, 
and what they can expect. It guides student learning 
with the expectations and decreases the number of 
problems in the course. According to Patricia (2008) 
the course characteristics have a positive effect on 
teaching outcome as it is a written agreement, even if it 
is not in the legally recognized. It shows expectations 
about the course and tasks early in the semester.  

In many articles, curriculum is also known as 
course content (Kwek et al., 2010; Peng & Samah, 2006; 
Mart, 2017), subject content (Athiyaman, 1997), 
program issues (Ford et al., 1999), and academic 
concerns (Russel, 2005). Several articles show that 
curriculum is overall student perceived outcome 
determinant (Athiyaman, 1997; Sohail & Shaikh, 
2004). Other research shows that curriculum has a 
positive relationship with overall student perceived 
quality or teaching outcome (Le Blanc & Nguyen, 1997; 
Kwek et al., 2010). Previous literature indicates that 
curriculum has a positive influence on overall student 
perceived service quality, and was referred to as a 
student perceived service quality determinant 
(Athiyaman, 1997; Sohail & Shaikh, 2004). The 
assessment system also has a positive significant effect 
on overall teaching outcome. This means that any 
improvement in the assessment dimension will result 
in improved perceived service quality. Thus, the 
assessment system is also an important issue for 
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making teaching effective and its importance is 
increasing. 

In summary, the literature reviewed indicates that 
course characteristics is a valid measure of TE. 
Therefore, whether the course characteristics 
influences TE effectiveness or not, should be 
investigated further. 

Teaching Methods & Materials 

The teaching methods & materials (TM) are related 
to the way of imparting knowledge and physical 
facilities that support both academic and non-
academic activities (Joseph et al., 2005; Peng & Samah, 
2006; Kwek et al., 2010; Ko et al., 2014). In several 
articles, this dimension is also referred as tangibles 
(Soutar & McNeil, 1996; Cuthbert, 1996; Pariseau & 
McDaniel, 1997; Ham & Hayduk, 2003; Abu Hasan et 
al., 2008), physical evidence (Sohail & Shaikh, 2004), 
and physical aspects (Ford et al., 1999). Some other 
researchers alter these dimensions to some specific 
dimensions, such as computing facilities (Hill, 1995; 
Athiyaman, 1997) and recreational facilities 
(Athiyaman, 1997). A study by Joseph et al. (2005) 
surveyed 450 students of a small liberal arts university 
in the US shows that facilities – by using Importance-
Performance analysis methods – are located in 
“concentrate here” quadrant. The literature shows that 
facilities are considered important from a student’s 
perspective. Le Blanc & Nguyen (1997) stated that 
teaching methods & materials have a positive and 
significant impact on overall student perceived quality. 

Universities all over the world are using teaching 
methods & materials (TM) as ways to increase teaching 
outcome. Their teaching methods & material include 
both academic and extra curriculum activities that 
include teaching and student involvement in 
curriculum; joint consultation; work expertise 
placements, computing facilities, library service, 
university bookshop, careers service; counseling 
welfare; financial service; health service; 
accommodation services, students’ union; catering 
service; physical education and  travel agency (Hill, 
1995). Athiyaman (1997) also mentioned that teaching 
capability, staff availability, library service, computing 
facilities; class sizes, subject content, student workload 
and recreational facilities might bring forth better 
teaching outcome of university graduates.  On the 
other hand, Lagrosen et al. (2004) stated that teaching 
outcome can be increased by corporate collaboration, 
information and analysis, courses offered, internal 
evaluations, computer facilities, collaboration and 
comparisons and finally library resources. 

The medium of instruction dimension related to 
teaching, learning and assignment activities is also an 
important factor for making teaching effective (Peng & 
Samah, 2006). The instruction medium has a positive 
significant effect on perceived service quality of 
graduates. The instruction medium dimension is 
related to the use of language in academic activities. 
This dimension is important because students 

generally hope to work in a multinational company, 
where English is a prerequisite. In a developing 
countries context, the capability of speaking English for 
the student provides added value, as it is not their 
native language. Russell (2005) argued that teaching 
and learning activities using English is a factor 
considered by the student in choosing a university. 
Furthermore, Peng & Samah (2006) also found that the 
instruction medium dimension is a student perceived 
quality determinant and significantly influences 
teaching outcome. Therefore universities should 
provide sufficient academic and non-academic 
supports to increase the teaching outcome. 

Research suggest that teachers should consider 
quality of instruction when assessing teaching quality, 
as strong evidence shows that focusing on this 
components can improve student outcomes (Robert 
Coe et al., 2014; Cho & Baek, 2019).  The very best 
teachers are those that demonstrate quality of 
instruction which includes elements such as effective 
questioning and use of assessment by teachers. Specific 
practices, like reviewing previous learning, providing 
model responses for students, giving adequate time for 
practice to embed skills securely and progressively 
introducing new learning (scaffolding) are also 
elements of high quality instruction. 

In summary, the literature review indicates that 
teaching methods & material is a valid measure of TE. 
Therefore, whether the teaching methods & material 
influences TE effectiveness or not, should be 
investigated further.   

As an overall summary, the literature review 
indicated that researchers have identified lecturers’ 
ability (Yunker & Yunker, 2003; Wei Hong & Shen, 
2009; Bates, 2012; Elizabeth, 2013), course 
characteristics (Athiyaman, 1997; Le Blanc & Nguyen, 
1997; Sohail & Shaikh, 2004; Kwek et al., 2010) and 
teaching methods & material (Lizzio et al., 2002; Sang, 
2007) as pertinent measurements of Teaching 
Effectiveness. 

Discussion and Conclusion 

Universities should design the courses or 
programs in a way so that students can achieve the 
required skills necessary for the competitive job 
market. For this reason TE has become a key issue for 
the educational institutions. Through extensive 
literature review lecturers’ ability, teaching methods & 
materials and course characteristics were found to be 
determinants of TE. Future studies could be 
recommended to determine which among the 
determinants are the most important factors. 

Lecturers are the ones who might exhort great 
influence on their students. This is due to the fact that 
lecturers have direct contact with the students. 
Literature reviewed indicates that lecturers’ ability is a 
significant factor that ensures TE. If the lecturers have 
strong command on their subject knowledge and they 
are good enough to make things clear to the students, 
it would surely yield better teaching outcome which is 
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the expectation of both graduates and employers. 
Better teaching outcome also increases the chances of 
graduates’ employability. Therefore, universities 
should emphasize on the lecturers’ ability to ensure 
teaching effectiveness.  

Course characteristics obviously influence the 
learning process of the university students. The course 
content, service given by the lecturers and the faculty, 
course assessment, instruction medium, concern for 
students and facilities constitute the course 
characteristics of the program (Peng & Samah, 2006). 
Educational researchers think that course 
characteristics are important issues to the success of 
any teaching programs (Lagrosen et al., 2004). The 
literature reviewed indicates that course 
characteristics are significantly related to teaching 
effectiveness. It implies that TE can be gained by 
providing the students a clear guideline of course 
structures, specific strategies of teaching to achieve 
learning goals and setting proper schedule. From the 
beginning of the courses, students should be given the 
syllabus which is a guideline of information about the 
course schedule, test dates, due dates for assignment, 
the policy for grading of the subject, specific classroom 
rules and etc. If they get this earlier in the semester, it 
will help them to make plans for the whole academic 
semester.  This clear guideline regarding the courses 
might help the students to grasp the comprehensive 
knowledge of a particular subject. Hence universities 
should put forth efforts to develop an effective course 
curriculum and provide it to the students so that the 
best teaching outcome can be achieved. 

Teaching methods & materials also play an 
important role in imparting knowledge to university 
students. The process of teaching and physical facilities 
that support both academic and non-academic 
activities are expected to generate positive effect on 
teaching outcome (Joseph et al., 2005; Peng & Samah, 
2006; Kwek et al., 2010). The literature reveals that 
teaching methods & materials are correlated to 
teaching effectiveness. This calls for the enhancement 
of academic and non-academic facilities like physical 
evidence, computing facilities, joint consultation, work 
expertise placements, library service, university 
bookshop, careers service, counseling welfare, 
financial service, health service, accommodation 
services, students’ union; catering service, physical 
education staff availability, class sizes, and recreational 
facilities which might bring forth better teaching 
outcome of university graduates. 

In summary, the literature reviewed indicates that 
researchers have identified lecturers’ ability (Yunker & 
Yunker, 2003; Wei Hong & Shen, 2009; Bates, 2012; 
Elizabeth, 2013), course characteristics (Athiyaman, 
1997; Le Blanc & Nguyen, 1997; Sohail & Shaikh, 2004; 
Kwek et al., 2010; Cho & Baek, 2019) and teaching 
methods & material (Lizzio et al., 2002; Sang, 2007; 
Cho & Baek, 2019) as pertinent measurements of TE. 

Future study could be recommended to add new 
knowledge in the body of literature regarding 
determinants of TE and graduates employability. 

There is a debate in literature about the 
generalizability of the structure and the validity of the 
measures of student evaluation of teaching 
effectiveness (SET). A great concern regarding the 
issue of TE is the specific constructs that influences TE. 
Future study could be recommended to address this 
issue by investigating the influence of lecturers’ ability, 
course characteristics and teaching methods & 
materials on TE. Findings of future study could add 
new dimensions in the literature relating to TE. Future 
study findings could determine whether lecturers’ 
ability, course characteristics and teaching methods & 
materials are strong predictors of TE.  

Previously researchers only focused on developing 
and validating the measures of TE; but issues relating 
to the specific constructs that might influence TE still 
remained unaddressed. There is still lack of consensus 
about the number of dimensions that constitute TE and 
to what extent TE is influenced by the existing factors 
(Abrami et al., 1997; Marsh & Roche, 1997). Future 
study could provide strong support for all these gaps 
by exploring the significant predictors of TE. 
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