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ABSTRACT 

Teaching and learning strategies in universities are now considered to be an important component of quality 

assurance in higher education. The issue of incorporating creativity and innovation in teaching and learning 

process is becoming the need of the hour. We have taken the views of the faculty members of Cavendish 

University Zambia (CUZ) and Mewar University (MU), Chittorgarh (India) on vital parameters of teaching and 

learning. In this paper, we have analysed these views and presented them in such a way that a comprehensive 

policy could be prepared for an effective teaching and learning mechanism with creativity and innovation as 

built in component. 

 

INTRODUCTION 

Higher education in the world over has become a prime mover in bringing students and teachers at the one 

common platform. This in turn has initiated a strong competition among higher education institutions and 

universities to provide quality education and research. The quality education has become a subject of concern 

in the diverse areas of university education.  The universities are making continuous efforts not only to 

maintain the already set quality standards but to continuously improve upon them.   

Gadiya and Chandra (2014) have extensively studied the teaching and learning skills in a university system. 

Each and every conventional university has its own method of teaching and evaluation. These activities are by 

and large teacher centred. Open and distance educational universities, on the other hand, have the systems 

which are student centred. Each one of these approaches has some advantages and disadvantages. Mewar 

University has adopted a unique approach of teaching and evaluation which is partially teacher centred and 

partially student centred (Gadiya and Chandra 2014, Salati and Chandra 2014).   

 

The emphasis is also shifting from conventional teaching to integrating teaching (Smith 2005). The way of 

connecting skills and knowledge from multiple sources and experiences or applying skills and practice in  

various settings is integrated teaching.  It simply means bridging connections between academic knowledge 

and practical (Huber and Hutchings 2004).    

Thus alternative method of teaching based on lectures, seminar, and assignments is believed to be beneficial 

to the student community at the   institution   and   would be the   ideal   approach. Large undergraduate 

courses in any university offer a challenge to those involved in both their development and their delivery, to 

ensure that the best possible learning outcomes are achieved in the most efficient way possible. When these 

students represent a combination of internal (traditional) and distance learners  (non-traditional),  domestic and 

international, the challenge to achieve these outcomes become even more complex (Kehoe et.al. 2004).    

Online and technology-based modes of study have been identified as a useful addition to classroom-based, 

traditional teaching methods (Light et al, 2000). The delivery of online courses enhances student learning in 

some respects, researchers have also cautioned against using technology without adequate regard for the 

learning outcomes being sought (Buckley, 2003; Lawther & Walker, 2001; Willett, 2002).  In fact teaching 

should drive technology and not vice versa (Petrides, 2002). 
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It has been observed that not all students learn at the same pace (Cano et al. 1991). Students  are  unique  in  

their  own  ways, including  the  way  they  learn.  Since not all students learn in the same style, it is essential 

that teachers recognize the learning style differences of their students and teach in a manner in which all 

learning styles are considered. The characteristics of teachers are just as diverse as those of the students. 

Garger and   Guild (1984) suggested that the learning style, teaching style, and personality style of teachers 

have implications fo r  student  learning .   

The teachers teaching styles m a y  o r  ma y  n o t  b e  consistent with their learning styles. The teachers 

teach the way they learned (Dunn and Dunn‟s 1979).  However,  Koppleman  (1980)  commented  that  there  

is  a  lack  of  research concerning the influence of a person‟s learning style on their teaching style. Heimlich 

(1990)  in  an  attempt  to  describe  an individual‟s  teaching  style,  defined  two  domains,  sensitivity  and  

inclusion.  The sensitivity  domain  is  based  on  the  ability  of  the  teacher  to  sense  the  shared 

characteristics  of  the  learners.  The inclusion domain is based on the teacher‟s  willingness and ability to 

utilize instructional strategies that take advantage of the group‟s characteristics.   

 

Usually teachers are the backbone of the delivery system in education. It is important that we make an effort to 

know from the teachers about the latest happening in teaching and learning process for our further 

understanding of teaching and learning process in higher education and how we can utilise their responses for 

improving our teaching and learning process. This we have done by asking several questions (Annexure-1). 

This paper discusses the responses received from the faculty members from two universities: Cavendish 

University Zambia (CUZ) and Mewar University (MU), Chittorgarh (India). 

 

Research Methodology 

We have administered a questionnaire (Annexure-1) to the faculty members of Cavendish University Zambia 

(CUZ) and Mewar University (MU), Chittorgarh, India. Almost all the full time as well as part time faculty 

members to whom the questionnaire was administered responded. 

 

Results and Discussions 

We have taken the feedback from the faculty members on the vital issues through a questionnaire. The 

responses are analysed in the following sections. 

 

Teaching Methodologies 

There are several teaching methodologies practiced in the universities (Gadiya and Chandra 2014, Salati and 

Chandra 2014). Every teacher is unique in his/her own way of teaching. We asked the faculty members about 

their teaching methodologies. We gave them following four options: 

(a) Simply Lecturing 

(b) Lecturing by giving daily life examples 

(c) Lecturing and asking questions   

(d) Lecturing and giving case studies 

 

The response is given in Fig.1. It can be seen that none of the faculty member responded by saying that their 

teaching methodology is based on simply lecturing. It is a good changed scenario as compared to few years ago 

when teaching used to concentrate only on lecturing. About 71.43% of the faculty members in CUZ were of the 

view that they are using a mix of the options out of lecturing by giving examples, lecturing and asking 

questions and lecturing and giving case studies as against 39.02% in MU. It is worth mentioning here that MU 

is broadly a technical engineering) University whereas CUZ is non-engineering university. That is why faculty 

members in MU favoured need based teaching methodologies. About 14.29% of the faculty members of CUZ 

responded by saying that their teaching methodology is involved lecturing by giving examples as against 20.33 

% in MU. About 7.14% of the faculty members of CUZ responded by saying that their teaching methodology 

involved lecturing by asking questions as against 20.33 % in MU. 
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Fig. 1: Teaching Methodologies 

 

Suitable New Kinds of Learning 

It is very important for the faculty in higher educational institutions to engage and know new kinds of learning 

strategies suitable for the students (Gadiya and Chandra 2014, Salati and Chandra 2014). Every student is 

unique in his/her own way of learning and also has a unique way of learning. We asked the faculty members 

what the is most suitable new kinds of learning were. We gave them the following options: 

(a) Developing skills in communications 

(b) Group work 

(c) Lifelong learning 

(d) Any other  

 

The response is given in Fig. 2. It can be seen that faculty members have widely responded to these learning 

strategies.  About 35.71% faculty members in CUZ have responded to lifelong learning as the new kind of 

learning as against 30.89% in MU. Developing skills in communications was preferred by about 28.57 % of the 

faculty members in CUZ as against 39.02% in MU. It is interesting to see that group work was preferred by 

about 28.57 % of the faculty members in CUZ as against 25.20 % in MU.   

 

 
 

Fig. 2: Suitable New Kinds of Learning 
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Teaching and Learning 

It is our experience that many faculty members in universities and colleges do not know the difference between 

teaching and lecturing. We wanted to know the current scenario in CUZ and MU. We asked them that teaching 

and lecturing are the same. Do you agree? Their response is shown in Fig. 3. All the faculty members in CUZ 

responded by saying that teaching and learning are not the same whereas in MU, about 12.2 % responded by 

saying that teaching and learning are the same. We continued further and asked them to define teaching and 

learning and if believed they are different. Their definitions of teaching and learning show a remarkable 

difference which confirms the saying that „each teacher has its own way of teaching and learning‟. 

 

Teaching as viewed by Teachers 

 A teacher explains a point 

 A teacher explains, interacts and provide a two way communications type of method 

 Teaching with students, imparting knowledge 

 Teaching is in depth analysis of the subject 

 Teaching is imparting knowledge or skills in a two way method 

 Teaching is a way of imparting knowledge  giving examples of real life situation 

 Teaching is imparting information, understanding & skills or any practice that causes others to develop 

skills and knowledge 

 Teaching is imparting information & skills, a two way method of teaching 

 Teaching is imparting information, understanding or skills 

 Teaching is in depth analysis of the subject matter 

 Teaching is imparting knowledge to students 

 

 
 

Fig. 3: Teaching and Learning are same? Agree or not 

 

Learning as viewed by Teachers 

 Is only one person speaking and teaching the audience what they believe in 

 One way communication based on the aims, objectives, materials which are pre-pared 

 Giving information using instruction 

 Transmission of information for knowledge search 

 Students are given time to generate their own ideas from their experience 

 An oral presentation intended to present information about a particular subject 

 Giving guides to students on a particular subject 

 Delivering or reading a speech before an audience or class for instruction or to set forth some subject  

 This is mainly one way method of communication. This does not involve significant audience 

participation. 

 Lecturing requires students being given autonomy to build and construct own knowledge 

 Guiding the students and allowing the students to carry out research 
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 Lecturing is problem solving method.  

 Lecture mainly facilitates learning environment 

 

Assignments have Teaching Values or not 

We see that many students do not write assignment responses on their own, instead they try to copy either from 

their fellow students or from the web. Under such circumstances, assignments have no teaching value but 

become simply a means of scoring good marks. We have also see many cases where students have scored good 

marks (more than 75%) in assignments but very low marks (below 40%) in semester end examinations and vice 

versa. 

 

We therefore asked the faculty members whether assignments have teaching value or not. To our great 

satisfaction, majority of the faculty members said that assignments have teaching value (Fig. 4). About 99.19 % 

of faculty members in CUZ responded by saying yes as against 92.86% in MU. We have also carried out 

similar analysis with the students of Cavendish University and observed that about 98.57% of the students said 

that assignments have teaching values (Salati and Chandra 2014). 

 

 
 

Fig. 4: Assignments have teaching values. Do you agree? 

 

Creativity and Innovation in Teaching and Learning 

It is our firm belief that creativity and innovation are necessary in teaching and learning process. We therefore 

asked the faculty members what they feel about this. Do they agree with the statement or not. Their response 

showed that all of them agreed that creativity and innovation are necessary in teaching and learning process. 

We further asked them to elaborate how you can incorporate creativity and innovation in your teaching process. 

Their response is a welcome initiative and is shown in Fig. 5. Almost all of them said that through case studies, 

group work and presentations, we can utilise the creativity and innovative qualities of the students to a great 

extent.   

 

Strategy for Evaluating the Learning Outcome 

Another aspect of creativity and innovation is to evaluate the learning outcome of the students. We asked the 

faculty members how they use creativity and innovation to evaluate the learning outcome of the students. Their 

response is shown in Fig.6. It can be seen that none of the faculty member indicated to a single method of 

evaluating learner‟s outcome. This is in fact expected because of diverse nature of teaching and learning 

process. The teachers grouped the strategies of evaluation learner‟s outcome in to 7 major groups (Fig. 6).  
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Fig. 5: Creativity and Innovation in Teaching and Learning 

 

 About 28.57% of the teachers in CUZ responded by saying that a combination of  Exam, group 

discussion, presentation and class tests could be the best strategy for evaluating learners outcome as 

against 39.84 % in MU. 

 About 21.43% of the teachers in CUZ responded by saying that a combination of  Exam, and  

presentation could be the best strategy for evaluating learners outcome as against 16.26 % in MU. 

 About 14.29% of the teachers in CUZ responded by saying that a combination of Exam, assignments 

and tests could be the best strategy for evaluating learners outcome as against 10.57 % in MU. 

 About 14.29% of the teachers in CUZ responded by saying that a combination of Exam, assignment, 

tests and presentation could be the best strategy for evaluating learners outcome as against 10.57 % in 

MU. 

 

The other options are clearly shown in the figure. 

 

 
 

Fig. 6: Strategies for Evaluating Learners Responses 
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Focus of Education is Shifting from Teaching to Learning 

We are aware that focus in higher education is shifting from teaching to learning.  About 85.71 % of the faculty 

members in CUZ confirmed the statement that focus of education is shifting from teaching to learning as 

against as against 100 % in MU (Fig.7). About 14.29 % of the faculty members in CUZ expressed their views 

against the statement. 

 

 
 

Fig. 7: Focus of Education Shifting from Teaching to Learning 

 

 

 

 

Role of a Teacher: To Facilitate the Acquisition of Knowledge, not transmit it 

We further asked the faculty members whether they agree or disagree with the statement that the role of a 

teacher is to facilitate the acquisition of knowledge, not transmit it.  About 71.43 % of the faculty members in 

CUZ agreed with the statement whereas 21.43 % disagreed and rest neither agreed nor disagreed (Fig.8). In 

case of MU, about 89.43 % of the faculty members agreed with the statement whereas 8.13 % disagreed and 

rest neither agreed nor disagreed. 

 

 
 

Fig.8: Role of a teacher is to facilitate the acquisition of knowledge, not transmit it. 
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Their response is shown in Fig. 9. It is very welcome observation that none of the faculty members from both 

the institutions said that good grades are their greatest gift to the students.  About 50.00 % of the faculty 

members in CUZ said that they value much learning skills as against 52.03 % in MU.  It is again surprising to 

observe that faculty members who responded for good discipline as the greatest gift were not much. About 

14.29 % of faculty members in CUZ said that it is good discipline as against 34.96 % in MU. However, about 

35.71% of the faculty members in CUZ said that it is good learning skills and good discipline which is 

important. The same figure for MU was 13.01 %. This is highly welcome change. This is because without 

inculcating good discipline amongst the students, every type of educational skill is of little value. The students 

cannot become true citizen without good discipline. 

 

 
Fig.9: Greatest gift to the students 

 

Bloom’s Taxonomy 

We wanted to test whether faculty members are aware about Bloom‟s taxonomy about learning pedagogy. We 

know that based on the thinking level, the six stages are; knowledge, comprehension, application, analysis, 

synthesis and evaluation. We put them in different order and asked them to arrange these thinking levels 

according to their thinking in line with their own priority levels ; lowest (1) and highest (6).  Surprisingly, only 

about 64.29 % of the faculty members in CUZ are aware about the order of the thinking levels (Fig. 10). This 

figure for MU was 94.31 %. This shows that there is strong need to have the training programmes for the 

faculty members in CUZ to make them aware about these thinking levels, only then they will be able to 

transmit the right kind of learning skills. 

 

 
 

Fig.10: Bloom Taxonomy 
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to the students without passing through the minds of either. Do they agree? Their response is shown in Fig. 11. 
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Fig. 11: A lecture is a process of transferring your notes to the students without passing through the 

minds of either. Do you agree? 

 

CONCLUSION 

We have analysed the responses from the faculty members of CUZ and MU about various aspects of teaching 

and learning. The responses received are mixed one which indicates that faculty members need regular 

refresher training programmes about new learning skills, evaluation strategies, teaching methodologies using 

educational technologies, and more importantly understanding the meaning and value of Bloom‟s taxonomy, 

and making assignments more meaningful to mention but a few. 

There is a great deal of need to engage trainers (teachers in universities) in innovative teaching and learning 

practices as an important component of quality assurance in higher education. The finding also underscores the 

importance of incorporating creativity and innovation in teaching and learning process.  
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