
Sir Syed Journal of Education & Social Research  
Vol. 7, Issue 4, 2024 (October – December)  

ISSN 2706-6525 (online), ISSN 2706-8285 (Print)   

ISSN 2706-9362 (CD-ROM), ISSN 2706-6525 (ISSN-L) 

DOI: https://doi.org/10.36902/sjesr-vol7-iss4-2024(8-15)                                                           

__________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

__________________________________________________________________________________________ 

* Department of Education, University of Malakand 

** Department of Education, University of Malakand Email: itbarkhan@uom.edu.pk  

8 

SJESR 
Sir Syed Journal of Education & 

Social Research 

Quality Education at the Undergraduate Level: Perspectives of Undergraduates  

* Nazia Saeed, PhD Scholar 

** Itbar Khan, Assistant Professor (Corresponding Author) 

__________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

Abstract 

The study investigated quality education at the undergraduate level from the perspectives of 
undergraduate students. The study examined whether the teachers make the goals and standards clear 
to the learners at the beginning of the courses, use proper assessment and teaching methods, the 
programs make the students independent learners, improve their generic skills, and make the learners 
independent. Using a quantitative research design, data were collected from the undergraduate 
students at two public sector universities through a 36-item Course Experience Questionnaire (CEQ) 
validated by Wilson et al. (1997) with 6 dimensions, results showed that majority of the students 
agreed that teachers made the goals and standards clear, the program developed generic skills, 
teachers used proper teaching and assessment methods, and the workload was appropriate. However, 
a significant number of participants either disagreed or were uncertain about the dimensions. It 
indicates that there is further scope for improvement in all the dimensions. The study recommends 
that teachers further focus on sharing the course objectives and standards expected from graduates in 
their course. There is a need for better communication between teachers and students. Universities 
may review the courses to determine whether they offer an appropriate workload at the 
undergraduate level. The universities may arrange regular professional development programs with a 
focus on methods of teaching and assessment. Teachers may include presentations, case studies, 
problems, and critical analysis to improve the generic skills of learners. 
Keywords :  Undergraduate Programs, Quality Education, Goals and Standards, Generic Skills, 

Assessment, Teaching Methods, Workload 

Introduction 
Quality education is a strong determinant of the progress of a nation. Higher education has undergone 
multiple changes due to new economic demands, the use of technology, and the increasing demand 
for skilled human beings. These new scenarios have increased the importance of higher education 
(Bok, 2018). All over the world, many educational institutions are striving to meet the growing 
demands of higher education. However, the developing countries, including Pakistan, face challenges 
in meeting the ever-increasing demands from higher education (Ameen & Anwar, 2020), the system 
lacks consistency and struggles to meet international benchmarks (Ahmed et al. , 2019). The lack of 
continuity in the system and mechanisms is badly affecting the quality of graduates and minimizing 
the chances of competing in the job market internationally (Rashid & Iqbal, 2021). 

There are different issues in higher education. First, assessment is an important element for 
finding the learning outcomes and providing effective feedback for further improvement. The 
assessment process, like formative assessment, project-based assessment, peer assessment, and self-
assessment are needed for the students’ improvement (Ahmed et al. (2019). The assessment methods 
in Pakistan are criticized for being focused on rote learning and memorization. and lacking assessing 
critical thinking and problem-solving skills. Assessment may include all aspects necessary for 
developing a whole personality (Ali et al. , 2020).  Including perspectives of students, multiple tools 
for assessment, and many other ways will improve the deeper understanding of learners (Shah et al., 
2023). 

Second, clear goals and standards set the learners on the right track, however, studies found 
that this element is lacking in the educational system in Pakistan (Khan & Mahmood, 2022). Lack of 
clarity about goals and standards causes poor performance among learners (Jamal & Khan, 2021), if 
teachers do not make the goals and standards clear, it leads to ineffective learning (Pritchard, and 
Lister, 2020; Hussain et al. 2022).  
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Effective Methods of teaching positively influence the learning of students. In higher 
education, lecture is the dominant mode of method. While research suggests student-centered methods 
of teaching where students are engaged, they work and improve their skills. (Amin & Sulaiman 2021). 

Third, appropriate workload is highly recommended; when students are overloaded with 
academic work, their wellbeing is compromised. And this leads to burnout, and other such issues, 
which negatively impact academic learning (Khan et al., 2022; (Tariq & Jamil, 2022).  In many cases, 
there is much workload, which is badly affecting the learning experiences, therefore institutions may 
take due care of maintaining proper balance of work and other activities (Khan et al., 2021). 

Fourth, besides subject specific learning, higher education institutions are expected to work 
on the generic skills of students so that they may be ready for working in the complex and globalized 
world. These skills include communication skills, critical thinking, teamwork and leading skills 
(Ameen & Anwar, 2020; Yousaf et al., 2023). However, it is evident from studies that Pakistani 
Universities focusses more subject specific learning rather than generic skills (Raza & Sarwar, 2021). 

Fifth, higher education may aim to make the students independent learners and make them 
responsible for their learning. Noman and Jamil (2020) posit that making the learners independent 
may make them critical thinking and self-directed learning. However, many teachers still follow, due 
to different reasons, teachers centered approaches in teaching (Ahmed et al., 2019).  This gap in 
teaching leads the learners to dependency on others and their own skills are not developed. 

Sixth, the quality of teaching means to ensure learning for all and it is the main task of a good 
teacher.  Effective teachers provide a pleasant learning experience to all the learners, make the 
learners independent, and involve students in the process of learning, motivate them and develop 
deeper understanding (Noman & Jamil, 2020; Khan et al., 2021). 

There is a growing recognition of the importance of quality education in Pakistan, several 
gaps remain in the effective implementation of the key elements discussed above. Despite efforts to 
improve education quality through accreditation bodies like the Higher Education Commission 
(HEC), many institutions still lack clear and standardized frameworks for assessing and improving 
educational practices (Ahmed et al., 2019). Furthermore, the focus on rote learning rather than critical 
thinking and creativity remains pervasive, limiting students' ability to think independently and solve 
real-world problems (Raza & Sarwar, 2021). These gaps suggest that significant improvements are 
necessary to align Pakistani higher education with global best practices. 

Ensuring quality education including clear goals and standards, the development of generic 
skills, appropriate assessment, fostering student independence, managing workloads, and providing 
quality teaching. While Pakistan has made strides in improving its higher education system, 
significant gaps remain in effectively addressing these elements. Further research and interventions 
are needed to bridge these gaps and enhance the quality of education in Pakistani universities.  The 
foregoing review highlights the importance of the mentioned elements of courses, and it also 
underscores the elements from time to time for pinpointing the gaps in the education system. This 
research investigated the availability of these elements from the perspectives of undergraduate 
students, as they are the real and fundamental stakeholders. The research contributes to the 
identification of strength and weaknesses of the undergraduate curricula, and addressing the 
weaknesses may contribute to the improvement of education in Pakistan and abroad. 
Research Questions 
1. Do the teachers make the standards and goals clear at the beginning of the course? 
2. Does the course offer an appropriate course load to the students? 
3. Do the teachers use appropriate methods of assessment for the courses? 
4. Do the undergraduate programs make the learners independent learners? 
5. Do the teachers at the undergraduate level use appropriate teaching methods? 
6. Do the curricula at the undergraduate level improve the generic skills of undergraduates 

Methodology 
The study used a quantitative design. The 36-item Courses Experience Questionnaire (CEQ) validated 
by Wilson et al. (1997) with 6 dimensions, and 36 items.  The scale measures different dimensions of 
the quality of courses in undergraduate studies; First, it measures whether the teachers make the goals 
and standards of the courses clear to the students at the beginning of the courses. Second, the sca le 
measures the generic skills development of undergraduate students; third dimension measures whether 
the courses make the learners independent in their studies; fourth dimension investigates whether 
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there is an appropriate assessment for the measuring the learning of students, and the fifth one 
examines whether the course is appropriate for the level of students or not. And the last dimension 
finds out the quality of teaching at the undergraduate level. 

All items on the scale were scored on a 5-point Likert scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 
(strongly agree). Demographic variables were analyzed through descriptive statistics. The quality 
indicators' satisfaction levels were also measured through the mean and standard deviation.  

Demographics 
Data were collected from undergraduate students in 2 public sector universities in Pakistan. Of 360 
participants, 174 were male and 186 were female. Data were collected from the Departments of 
Education. English. Physics and Botany. 
Table1   
Clarity of goals and Standards 

S# Statements SD D US A SA Mean SD 

1 standard of work 

expected from your 

degree program   

29  

8 % 

15 

 4% 

25  

7% 

221 

61% 

70  

19% 3.77 1.08 

2 clear idea of learning in 

degree program   
12 3% 

33  

9% 

29  

8% 

163 

45% 

123 

34% 
3.96 1.06 

3 Clarity of the aims and 

objectives of the degree 

program  

32  

9% 

50  

14% 

27  

8% 

157 

43% 

94  

26% 3.61 1.28 

4  expectations of the 

students  

26  

7% 

49  

14% 

45 

13% 

138 

38% 

102 

28% 
3.63 1.25 

  Grand Mean and SD      3.74 1.16 

Table 1 shows the perceptions of undergraduate students about the clarity of goals and aims in 
their undergraduate programs, The mean of the statements ranges from 3.61 to 3.96, showing a 
tendency for the student's perceptions of students agreeing with the statements.  The mean of the 
construct also tends to agree with the construct. Similarly, the mean of SD spreads from 1.068 to 1.28, 
showing a moderate variability in the perceptions of undergraduate students about the clarity of goals 
and standards in their programs. It means that most of the graduates are clear about the goals and 
standards expected from them, however, there is room for improvement as there is moderate 
variability in the perceptions, which suggests some of the students do not agree that teacher made 
clear goals and standards in the beginning of the course. 
Table 2 
Development of Generic Skills 

S.NO Statement 

The program has---- 

SD D US A SA Mean SD 

1 Develop my problem-

solving skills. 

23 

 6% 

23 

6.4% 

47 

13% 

170 

47% 

97 

28% 
3.78 1.13 

2 sharpened analytic skills.    16             

4.4% 

37  

10% 

51  

14% 

180 

50% 

76 

 21%  
3.70 1.07 

3 helped develop my ability 

to work as a team 

member. 

12  

3% 

25  

7% 

42  

12% 

170 

47% 

111 

31% 3.93 1.03 

4 Tackling unfamiliar 

problems  

10  

3.% 

41  

11. % 

58  

16 % 

151 

42% 

100 

29% 
3.78 1.06 

5 Improved written 

communication skills. 

17 

5.% 

24 

8% 

41  

11% 

143 

40% 

135  

38%. 
3.97 1.09 

6 Develop the ability to plan 

my work. 

12 

3% 

16 

4.4% 

35 

10% 

176  

50% 

121 

34%. 
4.04 .96 

 Grand Mean and SD      3.86 1.05 

  Table 2 shows the perceptions of undergraduate students about the development of generic 
skills in their undergraduate degree programs. The mean of the statements ranges from 3.70 to 
4.04.96, showing a tendency for the student's perceptions of students agreeing with the statements.  
The mean of the construct also tends to agree with the construct. Similarly, the mean of SD spreads 
from .96 to 1.13, showing a moderate variability in the perceptions of undergraduate students about 
the development of generic skills in their programs. It means that most of the graduates perceive that 
their generic skills are developed in the undergraduate programs, however, there is room for 
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improvement as there is moderate variability in the perceptions, which suggests some of the students 
disagree that the programs develop their generic skills. 
Table 3 
 Emphasis on independence 

S,NO Statement SD D US A SA Mean SD 

1 Choose areas for studying  60 

17% 

74  

21% 

30  

%8 

124 

34% 

72  

20% 
3.20 1.41 

2 Developed academic 

interests. 

 11  

3% 

45  

13% 

39  

11% 

183 

51% 

82 

23.8% 
3.77 1.04 

3 choice over how learners are 

going to learn   

21 

 6% 

54  

15% 

85  

24% 

143  

40 % 

57  

15 
3.44 1.11 

4 The choice to students for 

work  

30  

8% 

66  

18% 

69  

19 % 

138 

38% 

57  

16 %  
3.34 1.19 

5  Discussing with teachers 

how learners are going to 

learn  

25  

7% 

46  

13% 

46  

13% 

144  

40 % 

99  

27% 3.67 1.21 

6 Choice in the type of 

assessment for learners  

61  

17% 

47 

13% 

46 

(13% 

140 

(39 % 

65  

18% 
3.28 1.37 

 Grand Mean and SD      3.45 1.21 

Table 3 finds out whether the undergraduate programs make the learners independent in their 
studies. The mean of the statements ranges from 3.20 to 3.67, and the average mean is 3.45, showing 
a tendency for the student's perceptions of students agreeing with the statements. Similarly, the mean 
of SD spreads from 1.01 to 1.45, showing a moderate variability in the responses to the statements. It 
means that most of the graduates perceive that their studies make them independent, however, there is 
room for improvement as there is moderate variability in the perceptions, which suggests some of the 
students disagree that the programs make them independent. 
Table 4 
Good Teaching 

S.No Statement SD D US A SA Mean SD 

1 Motivate students to do 

their best work.  

23  

6 % 

42 

 12% 

33  

9% 

121 

34% 

141 

39% 
3.87 1.24 

2 Teachers give a lot of 

time for feedback  
30 8% 

63  

18% 

53  

15% 

124 

34% 

90  

25% 
3.49 1.27 

3 Teachers try to 

understand the 

difficulties of students  

31  

9% 

44  

12% 

50  

14% 

125 

35% 

110 

31% 3.66 1.27 

4  Teachers give feedback 

on how learners are 

going. 

20 

 6% 

53  

15% 

35  

10% 

152 

42% 

100 

28% 3.71 1.18 

5 teachers are extremely 

good at explaining 

lessons 

21 

 6 % 

28  

8% 

40 11% 141 

39% 

129 

36%. 3.91 1.15 

6 Teaching staff work hard 

to make subjects 

interesting. 

27 8% 

55  

15% 

52 

14% 

123 

34% 

103 

29% 3.60 1.26 

7 Teachers show real 

interest in what students 

must learn. 

17  

5% 

52  

14% 

45  

13 % 

144 

40% 

102 

28% 3.72 1.16 

8 Teachers try to get the 

best out of all its 

students. 

23 

 6% 

54  

15% 

31  

9% 

150 

42% 

102 

28% 3.69 1.21 

  Grand Mean and SD      3.70 1.21 

Table 4 shows the perceptions of undergraduate students about good teaching in their 
undergraduate degree programs. The mean of the statements ranges from 3.49 to 3.87 and average 
mean is 3.70. while SD ranges from 1.15 to 1.27 with an average SD of 1.21, showing a tendency for 
the student's perceptions of students agreeing with the statements.  The mean of the construct also 
tends to agree with the construct. Similarly, the mean of SD spreads from 1.15 to 1.27, showing a 
moderate variability in the perceptions of undergraduate students about the quality of teaching in their 
programs. It means that most of the graduates perceive that there is good teaching in the 
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undergraduate programs, however, there is room for improvement as there is moderate variability in 
the perceptions, which suggests some of the students disagree that there is good teaching. 
Table 5: Appropriate workload 

S.NO Statement SD D US A SA Mean SD 

1 The workload is too 

heavy  

27  

8% 

68  

19% 

68  

19% 

137 

38% 

60  

17% 
3.36 1.19 

2  The Curriculum covers 

too many topics. 

24  

7% 

65  

18% 

49 14% 155 

42% 

67  

19% 
3.48 1.17 

3   Enough time is 

needed to understand 

content. 

36 

(10.0%) 

68 

(19%) 

43 

(12%) 

129 

(36%) 

84 

(23.3%) 3.43 1.30 

4 Work causes pressure  36 

(10.0%) 

60 

(17%) 

43 

(12%) 

133 

(36.9%) 

88 

(24.4%) 
3.48 1.30 

5 lot of work in the 

program it     

completely 

45 

(12.5%) 

74 

(21%) 

57 

(16%) 

115 

(31.9%) 

69 

(19.2%) 3.23 1.32 

 Average  Grand Mean 

and SD 
 

    
3.39 1.25 

Table 5 shows the perceptions of undergraduate students about good teaching in their 
undergraduate degree programs. The mean of the statements ranges from 3.23 to 3.48 and the average 
mean is 3.39. while SD ranges from 1.17 to 1.32 with an average SD of 1.25, showing a tendency for 
the students' perceptions of students agreeing with the statements.  As the cutoff value for agreement 
with the statement is 3.40, and the average mean is 3.39. The mean of the construct also tends to agree 
with the construct. Similarly, the mean of SD spreads from 1.15 to 1.27, showing a moderate 
variability in the perceptions of undergraduate students about the workload in their programs. It 
means that most of the graduates perceive that there is not that much workload in the undergraduate 
programs, however, there is room for improvement as there is moderate variability in the perceptions, 
which suggests some of the students disagree that the workload at the undergraduate level is 
appropriate. 
Table 6: Appropriate Assessment  

S.NO Statement SD D US A SA Mean SD 

1  Teachers have nothing to 

learn from learners 

50  

14% 

66  

18% 

97  

27% 

103 

29% 

44  

12% 
3.05 1.24 

2  Good memory is needed for 

doing well in the program 

23  

6% 

48  

13% 

56  

16% 

118 

33% 

115 

32% 
3.67 1.25 

3  Teachers test memorization, 

not understanding 

26  

7% 

71  

20% 

53  

15% 

134 

37% 

76  

21% 
3.43 1.24 

4  Teachers ask questions just 

about facts. 

25 

7% 

59 16% 86  

24% 

115 

32% 

75 21% 
3.41 1.19 

5  Feedback is provided only 

in the form of marks and 

grades. 

34  

9.% 

71 20% 57  

16% 

122 

34% 

76  

21% 3.34 1.29 

6  Easy to pass program 

by working in exam 

times. 

58 

16% 

68 19% 44 12% 100 

28% 

90  

25% 3.26 1.44 

  Grand Mean and SD      3.34 1.27 

Table 6 shows the perceptions of undergraduate students about appropriate assessment in 
their undergraduate degree programs. The mean of the statements ranges from 3.05 to 3.67 and 
average mean is 3.34. while Sd ranges from 1.19 to 1.44 with an average SD of 1.27, showing a 
tendency for the student's perceptions of students agreeing with the statements.  The mean of the 
construct also tends to agree with the construct. Similarly, the mean of SD showing a moderate 
variability in the perceptions of undergraduate students about the appropriateness of assessment in 
their undergraduate programs. It means that most of the graduates perceive that there is an appropriate 
assessment carried out in their undergraduate programs, however, there are many participants who  
either do not agree or are uncertain. So, there is huge room for improvement as there is moderate 
variability in the perceptions, which suggests some students disagree that there is an appropriate 
assessment. 
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Findings of the study 
1. Do the teachers make the standards and goals clear at the beginning of the course? 

Based on the mean score and standard deviation, most of the respondents agreed that their 
teachers made the goals and standards clear at the beginning of the courses. However, many 
participants either did not agree or were uncertain. 

2. Does the course offer an appropriate course load to the students? 
The mean score and standard deviation of the responses showed that most of the respondents 
agreed that the course load in the undergraduate programs was appropriate. Again, many 
students either did not agree or were uncertain. 

3. Do the teachers use appropriate methods of assessment for the courses? 
The mean score and standard deviation indicated that most of the respondents agreed that the 
assessment at the undergraduate level in undergraduate programs is appropriate.  Many 
participants either did not agree or were uncertain about the assessment in undergraduate 
programs. 

4. Do the undergraduate programs make the learners independent learners? 
The mean score and standard deviation indicated that most of the respondents agreed that the 
undergraduate students agreed that their studies made them independent. However, many 
students either did not agree or were uncertain that their programs at the undergraduate level 
made them independent. 

5. Do the teachers at the undergraduate level use appropriate teaching methods? 
Teaching methods played an important role in making the programs effective. The results 
showed that most of the participants of the study agreed that their teachers used appropriate 
teaching methods; however, many participants either disagreed or remained uncertain. 

6. Do the curricula at the undergraduate level improve the generic skills of undergraduates 
7. The mean score and standard deviation indicated that most of the respondents agreed that 

their studies enhanced their generic skills. However, there is variability in the experiences of 
learners, the majority say that their generic skills are improved, but there are many who 
disagreed or were uncertain about the effect of their undergrade courses on their generic 
skills.  

Conclusions 
The current study investigated the quality and effectiveness of undergraduate programs across several 
key pedagogical and curricular dimensions. The analysis was based on student perceptions and 
experiences, exploring clarity of course goals, course load appropriateness, assessment practices, 
teaching methodologies, learner independence, and the development of generic skills 

As far clarity of goals and standards by the teachers at the beginning of the courses was 
concerned, the majority of the participants agreed, however, many participants disagreed or were 
uncertain about the construct. This finding is current with the research of Ramsden (2003), a similar 
finding was found in the research of national study by the Higher Education Commission (HEC) of 
Pakistan (2021), which reported that some teachers made the objectives and standards clear at the 
beginning of the courses, some students are stills confused about the goals and of their courses. There 
can be many reasons for the confusion of the students about goals and standards, maybe they do not 
pay attention, or the instructors might not have mentioned the goals, or there may be a communication 
gap (Biggs and Tang,2011). 

The participants agreed that the workload in the undergraduate program is appropriate for 
them. However, there was variation in the experiences of learners; a significant number either 
disagreed or remained uncertain. The findings are aligned with the findings of Kember (2004) who 
conducted a study in Hong Kong. Assessment plays an important role in learning and teaching. The 
findings showed that majority of the respondents agreed that there is appropriate assessment in their 
degree program, however, a many also disagreed or were uncertain. Similar, inconsistency in the 
assessment approaches was also reported by Chand & Sharma (2018) in India. 

Similarly, majority of the participants agree that their curricula improved their independence 
in study but there were significant participants who either disagreed or remained uncertain. It means 
that there is a scope for improvement in the aspect as well. Proper teaching methods are highly 
recommended for effective learning. In this study majority of the learners agreed that their teacher use 
proper methods. However, a significant number of participants disagreed or were uncertain, which 
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shows there is room for improvement. Many other researchers, like, Felder & Brent (2005) have also 
emphasized on a shift from the traditional methods to innovative methods in teaching. 

Generic skills, for instance, communication, critical thinking skills and problem-solving skills 
are demanded in the current world. Degree programs are expected to improve these skills amongst 
graduates. The participants in their study agreed that their courses are improving their generic skills, 
still there is scope for a lot of improvement. Andrews & Higson (2008) also noted such trend that 
employees are not satisfied with the generic skills of graduates. 

Recommendations 
1. Teachers may further focus on sharing the course objectives and standards expected from 

graduates in their course. There is a need for better communication. 
2. Universities need to review the course they offer appropriate course work or not. 
3.  The universities need to arrange regular professional development programs with a special 

focus on methods and assessment. 
4. Teachers may include presentations, case studies, problems and critical analysis for 

improving critical thinking skills of learners. 
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