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�Background

Because of growing demands on higher education institutions to be accountable and to adapt to the rapid change of technologies, higher education democratization, reduced funds, etc.,  the question of quality of university teaching has been stressed in recent decades. Several conceptualizations played their role in attempts to improve quality in higher education: quality as exceptional (Moodie, (ed.), 1986), quality as perfection or consistency (Ingle, 1985), quality as fitness for purpose (Ball, (ed.), 1985), quality as value for  money (Schrock & Lefevre, 1988), quality as transformation (Harvey and Knight, 1996). Although many factors influence on the quality of higher education  (tradition, equipment, resources, students),  the key role of higher education teachers in the improvement of higher education teaching is widely recognized. Harvey and Knight (1996 ) argue that "key to quality improvement lies in empowering academic staff to undertake a process of continuous quality improvement in relation to student learning". 

It is widely recognized that university teaching could not be defined only as “transfer of knowledge”. As the result of growing information and new technologies, knowledge is considered as open, dynamic system, the result of active construction of each individual and interactions between existing concepts and new experiences, which can be used in different contexts (Vermunt, J.,1989). University teacher needs to be helped through education which leads him to analyze and reflect on teaching, and not to be given “final” solutions, educational and psychological  theories or didactic principles (Schon, D., 1987). Teaching for learning is something that might be learned, not an accident of personality. Therefore educational development is of great importance.

Although the search for quality in higher education teaching is now regular activity for every university which attempts to achieve a significant position in future, and for many of them it is also an obligation to which they have to respond, it was the 
paradigmatic
 turnover in t
h
eories of learning that influenced the professionalization of university teaching and university staff development. Serious discussions on these topics began in Europe in 60’s, when many university staff development centers were being set up. In general, these programs have two goals: to qualify university staff for teaching and to improve university teaching (Berendt, 1985). Much work in this field has been done in many European countries, especially Germany, Great Britain and Netherlands. In the United States, in spite of emphasized research activity of (elite) universities, university staff development centers are widely developed. Universities in Australia and New Zealand are well-known for their search for quality in teaching, and it could be stated that this “movement” has become global. 

However, even today there are areas where improving quality of teaching is still not considered as important activity. In Croatia (now independent republic which was part of former Yugoslavia), and its four universities, the initiatives for improving teaching in higher education exist only as sporadic and periodical activity. The reasons for such a situation are several. One of the most important factors for neglecting the quality of teaching is well know dispute about the relationship between research and teaching activities at the universities. The stereotype opinion that a man of science, an expert in the field, is automatically also a good teacher is rather strong. What demotivates the initiatives for improving teaching and learning is also the “legal” aspect of the problem: although proclaiming that research and teaching have equal importance at the universities, in the process of election and re-election of university teachers it is research that prevails (Ledić, 1992). According to the Law on higher education, for the most of the university teachers there is only one occasion in their academic carrier that they have to present publicly their teaching abilities: at their habilitation lecture. Students’ evaluations are exceptional. In the whole country, no unit or university centre for the improvement of teaching 
activities
 exists. Universities themselves are extremely inert, almost avoiding to meet the change and transform according to the needs of modern society, and are rather answering only to legislative demands for their accountability. 

As mentioned before, there are four universities in Croatia: the biggest and the oldest University of Zagreb, (founded 1874,  45010 students in 1995), the Josip Juraj Strossmayer University in Osijek (founded 1975, 6 343 students), the University of Split (founded 1974, 9763 students), and University of Rijeka (founded 1973, 7 657 students). 

Although the Law on higher education declares different sources for financing higher education (foundations and donations, tuition fees and scholarships, other sources if they are in accordance with the function of the institution of higher education), the vast majority of higher education is financed from the
 budget of the Republic of Croatia. According to the Law, university teachers are classified into the two groups: auxiliary teaching staff (expert associate, junior assistant, assistant and senior assistant) and teaching staff  (assistant professor, associate professor, full professor).

One of the bodies which are entitled to guide the directions for the development of higher education in Croatia is  The Rectors’ Conference. The members of this body are rectors of all the universities, and - among other activities - the Conference  establishes conditions for the assessment of teaching and professional activities in the process of university teachers election. This means that the criteria and the election 
procedure
 is not left to discretion of a particular university.

The National Council for Higher Education (president and 18 members appointed by the Parliament), is  founded in order to take care of the development of the higher education system. It “shall give its opinions, proposals and recommendations to institutions of higher education, to the Ministry and to other state bodies with the aim of ensuring the qualitative and successful functioning of the higher education system”.  (Art.132, HE Law). The Ministry shall obtain from the National Council an opinion and initiative for introducing new or abolishing existing programs, courses of study and institutions of higher education. Having in mind this very important role of the National Council for Higher Education, and Ministry of Science as main (almost exclusive) source for financing higher education, it may be considered that the 
autonomy
 of Croatian universities is rather restrained.

In addition, the universities usually do not take proactive position in the evaluation 
procedure
. According to the Higher Education Law (Art.134), the testing of the necessary level of quality and efficiency of teaching, scientific and professional activities shall be evaluated every five years. The evaluation shall be initiated by the Ministry. The evaluation process shall be carried out by expert commissions of the Ministry, and their members shall be appointed by the minister at the recommendation of the National Council. The National Council shall participate in the procedure of evaluation and is going to determine the quality needed for an institutional accreditation to be obtained. Expert commissions shall base their assessment on the self-analysis of the institution of higher education, the opinion of professional societies and reputable international experts.
 
The Ministry shall submit the report and assessment of expert commissions to the National Council which has to express its opinion. It is obvious that - except self-analysis, the universities play passive role in the process of assessment, which has strong “top-down” direction with the summative evaluation stressed. 

Although universities stay idle in most of the cases, without much interest to improve the quality of teaching, the attempts for improving teaching and learning at the universities in Croatia may be found. Beginning in 1990, the Ministry of Science funded research project "The Presumptions and Criteria of Effectiveness of University Teaching". The results (Ledić, 1990, 1992b, 1995) have shown that university professors in Croatia did not express the need for their development, while at the same time many of them do not have essential knowledge on higher education teaching methods. Teaching at Croatian universities is in the most cases traditional, because teachers mostly follow their educational experience and are not given information about more efficient teaching methods. In 
addition
, university professors expressed doubt in staff development as factor for improving teaching and learning. Motivation for staff development is weak. On the other side, students expressed dissatisfaction with the quality of teaching. 

It may be considered that university teaching in Croatia is issue with very serious problems. It is obvious that the indicators of the quality of teaching have been negative: dissatisfied students, traditional teaching, lack of the need for the improvement, doubt in education as a mean for better teaching. This led us to the conclusion that a model for improving teaching and learning at the universities in Croatia should be proposed and applied.

In the study previously mentioned, some recent approaches to the improvement of teaching and learning at the universities were examined (TQM, reflective practitioner approach), as well as different models of staff development (Ledić, 1993, 1993, 1994). The conclusion was, that in order to improve teaching and change the institutional culture towards a more responsible attitude towards teaching, it is necessary to develop and apply an adequate university staff development model according to the international standards, but adapted to our tradition and circumstances. 

In 1995 we proposed a project proposal for the research “The Quality of Teaching in Higher Education”. The aim of this research is to explore internationally accepted criteria of quality concerning higher education  (especially those closely connected to teaching competencies of higher education teachers), to find out the scope in which these criteria are respected in Croatian higher education, and, finally, according to these results, to develop a model of university staff development, which aims to build up the “culture of quality”.  According to our previous results and experience form the actual practice, we presumed that:

the quality criteria, as well as higher education teaching practice in Croatia, differ significantly from the criteria accepted in international literature and practice; 

the quality of teaching (seen primarily through student’s evaluations), is not satisfactory enough. 

According to the results, in the second phase of our research we plan to develop  a model for improving teaching and learning at the Croatian universities according to several basic assumptions: knowledge as opened, dynamic system; university staff development based on the “reflective practitioner” principle; continuous quality improvement based on “new collegialism” approach. This approach is chosen to stand as 
counterbalance
 for the almost purely external approach given in the Law on higher education. This approach considers  university group as a forum for academic decision making and it enlarges the group 
to
 
open
 
discussion to others interested 
in
 the quality of teaching, primarily students. 



Method

In order to explore the quality of teaching in higher education, we developed questionnaires for exploring the opinions 
on
 quality of teaching for university teachers and for students. According 
the experiences from the similar studies (Cox, 1994; McKeachie, 1987; Penner & Centra, 1993; Booth & Hyland, 1996; Cvetek, 1993; Marentič-Požarnik, 1995; Andrews, 1996; Chickering, 1987), and our own experience, we prepared the list of  15 criteria, which were the core of the questionnaires. We used the list of the criteria in two main queries:

to explore the teachers’ and students’ opinion about the general importance of the criteria 
(assessment of  the relevance and contribution of each criterion to 
successful
 university teaching), and;

to explore the teachers’ and students’ opinion 
on
 the extent in which every criterion is respected in actual teaching at the university (teachers were assessing their own teaching practice, and students were assessing their overall experience at the university). 



The criteria we presented were:

1. Teaching objectives are clearly defined.

��Students’ interests are encouraged.

��3. Teachers are well prepared for their teaching.

��4. Teachers are experts in their subject.

��5. Teachers are enthusiastic for their subject.

��6. Teachers 
emphasise
 important parts of  the subject.

��7. Teaching methods are used which encourage active cooperation by students.

��8. Active and independent student learning is encouraged.

��9. Teachers respect students’ individual differences.

��10. Teachers ask for  feedback.

��11. Teachers respond to students' feedback.

��12. The assessment of students is  fair and reliable.

��13. Individual courses are designed so as to contribute integrally to a student’s subject of study.

��14. Books and other resources are available.

��15.  Teachers show readiness to help.

��

The teachers and the students were supposed to express their opinions on the 1-5 scale , checking 1 if their opinion was that a certain activity does not influence 
on the 
achieving  quality of teaching at all, or 5 if  it influences 
a lot, and - when actual teaching is assessed - checking one when certain criterion is not respected at all, or five, when 
it is 
respected
 
always
. Our intention was to examine:

the difference between “ideal” (assessment of  the relevance and contribution of each criterion to 
successful
 university teaching ) and “real” (assessment 
of
 the extent in which every criterion is respected in actual teaching at the university) according to the teachers;

the difference between “ideal” and “real” according to the students;

the difference between “ideal” when teachers’ and students’ opinions are compared;

the difference between “real” when teachers’ and students’ opinions are compared.

The sample of the teachers and students was chosen at the University of Rijeka. This University incorporates: The Faculty of Economics (ECO Rijeka), The Faculty of Economics and Tourism in Pula (ECO Pula), The Faculty of Civil Engineering (CIVIL ENG), The Faculty of Hotel Management (HOT), The Faculty of Medicine (MED), The Faculty of  Education in Rijeka (EDU Rijeka), The Faculty of  Education in Pula (EDU Pula),  The Maritime Faculty (MARI), The Faculty of Law (LAW), and The Faculty of Engineering (ENG).

For the teachers, a personalized cover letter 
accompan
i
ed
 every questionnaire. Self-addressed envelope was provided. The questionnaires were anonymous, but the opportunity was given to fill in name and address for future communication and collaboration. Since the questionnaires were anonymous, we did not have the opportunity to re-send the questionnaires. 

The questionnaires were sent to every teacher f
r
om every school at the university; the sample was chosen only at the Faculty of Medicine, because the number of the faculty greatly outnumber other schools, and - since a part of our analysis will be done according to the different disciplines, we excluded a number of faculty in the field of medicine to minimise 
bias
 caused by discipline.

For the students we used different approach. Our intention was to question students who attended their third year of study at the university. The third year was chosen because we presumed that these students have enough experience with the university teaching. At the same time they are far enough from finishing their course work 
so
 they may be motivated and involved in the process of the university teaching improvement.  With the agreement and help of the deans of every school at the university, our team had precise appointments in which the questioning had to be done. Usually, they were left about 10 minutes to fill-in the questionnaire. It might happen that some of them needed more time, and were not in the position to think seriously about the questions.



Results

a) Participants and their willingness to cooperate

Table 1 shows the participation of teachers and students in the research, number of questionnaires received back,  and participants’ interest 
in
 cooperation. The percentage of  the questionnaires received back from the teachers is 35,19%, which might be considered as sufficient for the analysis. Since the questionnaires were anonymous, we did not resend them. The 
interest
 
in
 obtaining 
results of the research and the future cooperation is rather high (50,93).

SCHOOLS�ED

Rijeka�ED

Pula�MED�ENG�CIVIL

ENG�ECO

Rijeka�LAW�MARI�HOT�ECO

Pula�TOT��TOTAL SENT TEACHERS�120�44�86�72�35�44�28�46�55�33�563��TOTAL BACK TEACHERS�56�14�28�22�11�10�12�12�23�15�203��% BACK TEACHERS�46,67�31,81�32,56�30,56�31,43�22,73�42,86�26,08�41,82�45,45�35,19

��INTEREST TEACHERS�30�5�18�8�2�5�6�7�16�11�108

��% INTEREST TEACHERS�53,57�35,71�64,29�36,36�18,18�50�50�58,33�69,57�73,33�50,93

��TOTAL QUEST. STU.�146�34�29�19�26�72�24�26�58�35�469��INTEREST STUDENTS�19�5�2�1�7�14�1�1�9�4�63

��% INTEREST STUDENTS�13,01�14,70�6,90�5,26�26,92�19,44�4,17�3,85�15,52�11,43�13,43

��

TABLE 1. SAMPLE: TEACHERS AND STUDENTS





The table also shows the number of interviewed students and their interest for cooperation. It might be seen that the students’ interest is rather low, only 13,43%.



b) The analysis of the criteria

The 15 criteria were presented to the teachers and to the students from two aspects: “ideal” (assessment of  the relevance and contribution of each criterion to 
successful
 university teaching ) and “real” (assessment about the extent in which every criterion is respected in actual teaching at the university). The first step in our analysis was to count the percentage for the each criteria according to the teachers and students and their assessment of “ideal” and real”. The further step in the statistical analysis was ranking 
each criterion. These results are presented in Table 2.





CRITERIA�IDEAL�REAL���MEAN�RANK�MEAN�RANK���TEA�STU�TEA�STU�TEA�STU�TEA�STU��1. Teaching objectives are clearly defined.�4,61�4,37�3�7,5�4,32�3,27�7�3,5

��Students’ interests are encouraged.�4,31�4,42�10�5�3,88�2,53�11

�12��3. Teachers are well prepared for their teaching.�4,81�4,50�1�3�4,46�3,48�3�2��4. Teachers are experts in their subject.�4,78�4,65�2�1�4,45�3,93�4

�1

��5. Teachers are enthusiastic for their subject.�4,24�4,09�11�11�4,21�3,12�8,5�5,5

��6. Teachers 
emphasise
 important parts of  the subject.�4,41�4,39�7�6�4,44�3,27�5�3,5��7. Teaching methods are used which encourage active cooperation by students.�4,18�4,07�12�12�3,82�2,43�12�13��8. Active and independent student learning is encouraged.�4,57�4,24�5�10�4,21�2,70�8,5�8��9. Teachers respect students’ individual differences.�3,59�3,88�15�13�3,38�2,16�15�15��10. Teachers ask for  feedback.�4,01�3,71�13�15�3,78�2,67�13

�9,5

��11. Teachers respond to students' feedback.�3,82�3,79�14�14�3,62�2,32�14�14

��12. The assessment of students is  fair and reliable.�4,60�4,61�4�2�4,53�2,67�2�9,5��13. Individual courses are designed so as to contribute integrally to a student’s subject of study.�4,39�4,25�8�9�4,36�3,12�6�5,5��14. Books and other resources are available.�4,37�4,49�9�4�3,91�2,59�10�11

��15.  Teachers show readiness to help.�4,42�4,37�6�7,5�4,56�3,06�1

�7��

TABLE 2: TEACHERS’ AND STUDENTS’ DIFFERENCES BETWEEN “IDEAL” AND “REAL” (MEANS AND RANKS)

 



Discussion

a) Participants and their willingness to cooperate

In the background of this research it was presented that 
there are very few “bottom up” initiatives to improve the quality of teaching and learning at the universities in Croatia. Since this process is - according to the Law on higher education - presumed to be established mostly from the “top down” direction, our intention was to examine university teachers’ own motivation for the improvement of teaching. According to our results, it seems that there is a “critical mass” of academicians who are interested in this problem. They indicated their motivation by signing the questionnaire which included data that some of the participants would rather keep 
anonymous. However, what seems to be rather 
pessimistic
 is 
the 
absence of student
s
’
 willingness to cooperate. Partly, this could be explained by the circumstances in which they were supposed to answer 
the questions.



b) The analysis of the criteria

From the ranks of the “ideal” teaching we may shape an image of quality teaching: teachers who are well prepared for their teaching (1) and are experts in their subjects (2), who teach with clearly defined objectives (3) and assess their students fair (4). We may call this a rather “traditional” view on quality teaching, especially when having in mind that respect for students’ individual differences (15), respond to students feedback (14) and asking for feedback (13) are ranked the lowest. We may even conclude that teachers
’
 primary interests are they themselves and their subject-matter, while students are not in the center of their interest. However, the students’ image of quality teaching is almost the same: students value teachers - experts in their subject (1), fair assessment (2), well prepared teachers (3) and available resources (4). What they consider least important are the same criteria we found for teachers: asking for feedback (15), responding to students feedback (14) and respect for students’ individual differences (13). 


	Although our research has
 shown that the image of quality teaching according to the teachers and according to the students is almost the same, their opinions change when the extent in which every criterion is respected in actual teaching at the university is assessed. Here teachers show that the main features of their 
actual  teaching 
are
 their readiness to help (1), fair and reliable assessment (2), and well prepared teaching (3). The least they actually manage to do is similar to their opinion 
on
 the unimportance of criteria: to respect student’s individual differences (15), respond to student’s feedback (14) and to ask for feedback (13). Students think that teachers really are experts in their subjects (1), are well prepared for their teaching (2), 
emphasise
 important parts of the subject (3,5) with the clearly defined objectives (3,5). The students and the teachers are in agreement when the 
leas
t
 respected criteria are cons
i
dered. However, it should be noted that students do not agree with the teachers in their high assessment of their readiness to help (ranked 1 from teachers and 7 from students) and fair assessment (ranked 2 from teachers and 9,5 from students). This may serve as an indication that teachers’ and students’ perception about the quality of  “real” teaching differ.

	It is significant that the criteria where the biggest difference is exposed are those related to the students (more than to the teachers or to the subject matter). This leads us to the conclusion that 
students are, in a way, the most neglected part in the teaching process. This 
has been
 proved by the statistical test
: Wilcoxon Ma
tched 
Pairs
 test (Table 3) has
 show
n
 us differences between teachers’ and students’ assessment: 
according
 to the students, there is significant statistical difference in the assessment of each criterion, when compared as “ideal” or “real”. Among teachers, the differences are smaller, and for some criteria significant statistical difference between ideal and real could not be found. However, when we compare the correlations between teachers and students assessment of “ideal” and “real teaching”, then the differences are su
r
prisingly big. Mann-Whitney’s U test (Table 4) has show
n
 substantial differences between several criteria; the most significant are the differences in fair assessment and readiness to help: while for teachers there is no significant difference between the importance of these criteria and the extent they are respected in 
the 
actual practice, students
 here
 estimated the biggest 
difference
 between “ideal” and “real”.









�TEACHERS�STUDENTS��CRITERIA �RANK (IDEAL)�RANK (REAL)�Z�RANK (IDEAL)�RANK (REAL)�Z��1. Teaching objectives are clearly defined.�3�7�5,09�7,5�3,5

�14,83��Students’ interests are encouraged.�10�11

�5,85�5�12�17,33��3. Teachers are well prepared for their teaching.�1�3�6,05�3�2�14,33��4. Teachers are experts in their subject.�2�4

�5,63�1�1

�12,26��5. Teachers are enthusiastic for their subject.�11�8,5�0,64�11�5,5

�12,75��6. Teachers 
emphasise
 important parts of  the subject.�7�5�0,35�6�3,5�14,58��7. Teaching methods are used which encourage active cooperation by students.�12�12�4,94�12�13�16,35��8. Active and independent student learning is encouraged.�5�8,5�5,33�10�8�16,13��9. Teachers respect students’ individual differences.�15�15�3,26�13�15�16,14��10. Teachers ask for  feedback.�13�13

�3,16�15�9,5

�13,12��11. Teachers respond to students' feedback.�14�14�2,28�14�14

�15,65��12. The assessment of students is  fair and reliable.�4�2�1,18�2�9,5�16,69��13. Individual courses are designed so as to contribute integrally to a student’s subject of study.�8�6�0,83�9�5,5�14,01��14. Books and other resources are available.�9�10�6,04�4�11

�16,75��15.  Teachers show readiness to help.�6�1

�2,54�7,5�7�15,11��

TABLE 3: WILCOXON MATCH PAIRES TEST (TEACHERS AND STUDENTS, IDEAL VS. REAL, SIGNIFICANCE LEVEL Z=1,96; p<0,05)





















�IDEAL�REAL��CRITERIA �RANK (TEA)�RANK (STU)�Z�RANK (TEA)�RANK (STU)�Z��1. Teaching objectives are clearly defined.�3�7,5�3,17�7�3,5

�13,20��Students’ interests are encouraged.�10�5�1,72�11

�12�14,90��3. Teachers are well prepared for their teaching.�1�3�5,03�3�2�12,56��4. Teachers are experts in their subject.�2�1�2,06�4

�1

�7,41��5. Teachers are enthusiastic for their subject.�11�11�1,62�8,5�5,5

�12,53��6. Teachers 
emphasise
 important parts of  the subject.�7�6�0,82�5�3,5�13,53��7. Teaching methods are used which encourage active cooperation by students.�12�12�1,33�12�13�14,01��8. Active and independent student learning is encouraged.�5�10�4,58�8,5�8�14,92��9. Teachers respect students’ individual differences.�15�13�3,20�15�15�11,89��10. Teachers ask for  feedback.�13�15�3,68�13

�9,5

�11,97��11. Teachers respond to students' feedback.�14�14�0,47�14�14

�13,32��12. The assessment of students is  fair and reliable.�4�2�0,81�2�9,5�17,05��13. Individual courses are designed so as to contribute integrally to a student’s subject of study.�8�9�1,99�6�5,5�13,69��14. Books and other resources are available.�9�4�1,96�10�11

�12,44��15.  Teachers show readiness to help.�6�7,5�0,94�1

�7�15,28��

TABLE 4: MANN-WHITNEY U TEST (TEACHERS’ AND STUDENTS’ ASSESMENT OF “IDEAL” AND “REAL”; SIGNIFICANCE LEVEL Z=1,96; p<0,05)  





�Conclusions



Our results have shown statistically significant difference between “ideal” (assessment of  the relevance and contribution of each criterion to 
successful
 university teaching ) and “real” (assessment 
of
 the extent in which every criterion is respected in actual teaching at the university) according to the teachers in 9 criteria (from 15). The difference between students’ assessment of “ideal” and “real” was statistically significant in every criterion. 

Our opinion is that the most indicative result of our study could be seen when the assessment between “ideal” and “real” from the teachers’ and students’
 
side is compared. The results of Mann-Whitney U test  show that teachers and students do not substantially differ when “ideal” teaching is assessed: the difference is statistically significant in 7 criteria (from 15). However, when we come to the assessment of “real” teaching, then the results are completely different: there is statistically significant difference in every criterion, and the test shows that the differences regarding some of the criteria could be called radical (for example, for the 
fairness
 of teachers’ assessment and their readiness to help).

A lot of questions concerning students reliability in the assessment of teaching could be put, that would prevent us from drawing firm conclusions from our results. What gives us the argument for taking students’ assessment of “real” teaching seriously is the fact that the students and the teachers mostly agree when their vision of “ideal” teachers is examined. If we take students’ assessments in this part as reliable, we may 
do the same when the “real” i
s
 assessed. We believe that students’ assessment in this case could be understood as an indicator that teaching at this university does not - to 
a 
sufficient extent - respond to the 
quality
 criteria, and is not favouring the students. We consider that our results must be taken as a serious warning that some actions for the improv
ing
 
the quality of university teaching should be 
taken. This study is to be followed by examining teachers’ needs in the improvement of teaching and establishing the process of the improvement of teaching at the universities as a continuous process.
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