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A TEST OF THE RELIABILITY OF STUDENT RATINGS OVER TIME 

 
 

T. Rochelle Mendiola Roberts, Ph.D. 
The University of Texas at Austin, 2008 

 
 

Supervisor: Marilla D. Svinicki 
 
 
 
 Reaching a true consensus on a definition or an evaluation of effective teaching 

has remained a challenge for researchers, administrators, faculty developers, and 

instructors in higher education, and as a result, the use of student ratings has also been 

debated. The purpose of this study was to compare student ratings of global items 

gathered during the semester with those gathered at the end of the semester, as well as the 

end of semester student ratings of students who had provided their mid-semester 

feedback twice with those who had not in order to measure the consistency with which 

students rated teaching effectiveness in their class under different conditions. 

 Participants for this study included 394 undergraduate students enrolled in a total 

of seven sections of five courses. Within each of the seven classes, participants were 

randomly assigned to one of two groups: one that was primed by completing an online 

survey twice during the semester, and one that completed an alternate activity at the same 

time points. Both groups then completed the university’s Students’ Evaluation of 

Teaching survey with the rest of the class at the end of the semester. After the last day of 

classes, participants were also invited to attend a focus group session to discuss their 

experiences in this study. 
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 The analyses from the quantitative survey data indicated that for all of the classes, 

responses to individual items during the semester did not differ significantly from those 

at the end of the semester. For each of six classes, results did not identify any significant 

differences between primed and non-primed students on the final survey; however, one 

class revealed that non-primed students actually responded more consistently than primed 

students. Additionally, although six classes did not significantly differ for the primed 

group on the first two mid-semester surveys, one class showed that the ratings of these 

primed students became less consistent by the second mid-semester survey. Qualitative 

data from survey comments and focus group sessions were also examined for any 

patterns. The explanations of the findings as well as the implications of this study and 

directions for future research are discussed. 
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 

 

Statement of the Problem 

 At the end of almost any given semester, faculty members at universities across 

the country ask the students in their classes to complete some type of student ratings 

form. The information on these student ratings forms usually centers around different 

characteristics of the faculty member and the class to determine whether the instruction 

provided to the students has been effective. However, neither the existing widespread use 

of student ratings, nor the focus on feedback only at the end of the semester, alone 

justifies their use.  

 Although an extensive amount of literature has provided an assortment of specific 

dimensions of college teaching effectiveness, concretely defining teaching effectiveness 

has been debated by many researchers (Arreola, 2006; Chickering & Gamson, 1987; 

Dunkin & Precians, 1992; Feldman, 1997; Hativa et al., 2001; Marsh, 1984, 1987; 

Murray, 1983; Ramsden, 1992). Because the construct of effective teaching is so abstract, 

even Feldman’s list of 28 dimensions (1997) appears incomplete. Still, because of the 

practical issues of administering an instrument to large numbers of students, even if one 

existed, having a complete list of all dimensions of teaching effectiveness on a single 

student ratings form would be unreasonable. 

 In order to supplement or even replace the use of student ratings, researchers have 

recommended alternative methods to evaluate teaching in higher education (Marsh & 

Dunkin, 1997; Menges, 2000; Ory, 2000; Paulsen, 2002; Pratt, 1997). Using a 
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combination of multiple sources of information may lead to a clearer assessment of the 

quality of instruction (Braskamp, 2000), but the routine use of student ratings as the sole 

form of evaluation in the majority of institutions today appears to be the standard. 

Therefore, instead of criticizing or even dismissing student ratings as a credible way to 

measure teaching effectiveness, research could continue to explore alternatives, such as 

incorporating student ratings at times other then the end of a given semester.  

 

Purpose of the Study 

 The purpose of this study was to investigate the usefulness and consistency of 

student ratings, specifically the Students’ Evaluation of Teaching (SET) forms at a large 

southwestern university, by comparing overall data results from end of semester forms 

with the results of mid-semester surveys. In order to achieve this purpose, this research 

examined the effect of priming on one group of students’ perceptions of the quality of 

teaching in each of seven classes during a semester compared to another group of 

students in the same classes who provided their perceptions only at the end of the 

semester, including the difference in consistency of student ratings on all survey items 

and the difference in consistency of student ratings over time. The concept of “priming” 

in this study refers to providing one group of students with earlier opportunities to rate 

the aspects of teaching effectiveness that they will eventually rate at the end of the 

semester to determine if those ratings become more consistent over time. 
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Research Questions 

 The research questions of this study are: 

• Will the consistency of student ratings collected during the semester differ from the 

consistency of student ratings at the end of the semester, either as a whole or on 

individual items or factors? 

 

• Will the experience of observing during the semester (priming) have an effect on 

the consistency of student ratings at the end of the semester? Will the consistency 

of student ratings change over time? 

 

 An online survey captured the perceptions and attitudes of students assigned to 

the primed group on 20 different dimensions of teaching effectiveness, such as course 

organization, effective communication skills, interest in student progress, prompt 

feedback, course value, workload, interest in teaching, student motivation, active 

learning, classroom management, individual rapport, class interaction, and overall ratings 

of the instructor and the course (see Appendix B). An online survey administered to the 

non-primed group of students asked for their perceptions and attitudes on 19 different 

items taken from subscales of the Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire, 

including intrinsic motivation, extrinsic motivation, effort regulation, peer learning, and 

help-seeking (see Appendix C). These surveys were completed by their respective groups 

at the same points during the semester. 

 The modified SET form included the same 20 different dimensions of teaching 

effectiveness as the online survey for the primed group of students and was administered 

at the end of the semester to all students enrolled in the class of each instructor who was 

participating (see Appendix D). 
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  The ratings provided by the primed group of students during the semester were 

first compared with the ratings provided by the non-primed group at the end of the 

semester to determine if any differences existed depending on the time those ratings were 

requested. The end-of-semester ratings of both groups were compared to identify any 

differences in the consistency of ratings because of one group’s experience being primed. 

Finally, the ratings of the primed group from mid-semester and the end of the semester 

were compared to examine any changes in the consistency of their ratings over time. 

 

Significance of the Study 

 The results from this study have the potential to reveal some useful information 

for those who work in higher education. For example, differences in student ratings on 

specific dimensions of teaching effectiveness may indicate that researchers should take 

into account the time of the semester when students rate the items measuring those 

dimensions. On the other hand, if no significant differences exist, further research could 

help suggest that effectively measuring these dimensions may be possible regardless of 

the time of the semester. This could then lead to some practical implications for student 

ratings because of lower response rates on the SET that are so common by the end of the 

semester. In other words, if ratings during the semester were providing more or less the 

same information to instructors, then gathering those ratings would be useful, especially 

with the likelihood that a larger number of students that are more representative of the 

size of the class would be more willing to participate. 
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 The consistency of student ratings at the end of the semester may differ depending 

on whether the students had been primed, and this result could demonstrate that asking 

students early on to rate the dimensions of teaching effectiveness that they will eventually 

rate at the end of the semester may make them increasingly aware and observant of those 

dimensions. Earlier exposure to the criteria with which they will rate their instructors and 

the course could lead to either more consistent ratings by the end of the semester, 

implying that over time, students are gradually providing more similar ratings on all 

dimensions. However, priming students could also mean less consistent ratings by the 

end of the semester where students are providing more varied ratings depending on each 

item individually. 

Evaluation of college teaching remains a necessary and important area of research 

in higher education. Despite some resistance to incorporating student ratings even as one 

part of an evaluation process, considerable support still exists to continue exploring the 

different ways they can be utilized. This research contributes to a better understanding of 

the characteristics of student ratings and whether or how they are affected by different 

administration protocols. 
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CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

In higher education, the roles of faculty members as teachers have been 

extensively discussed, particularly the characteristics that would help identify them as 

successful teachers and the strategies available to measure those characteristics. This 

literature review will first discuss the need for a solid definition of teaching effectiveness 

as well as the variety of definitions a wide range of individuals have proposed. These 

definitions then lead to a discussion of some of the advantages and disadvantages of 

different methods used to evaluate teaching effectiveness at the college level. One of the 

most widely used methods of evaluation of teaching is student ratings, and it is also the 

most widely studied and criticized. The last sections of this literature review then will 

focus on the practical considerations and criticisms of student ratings as well as examples 

and limitations of other methods, resulting in the research questions for this study. 

 

Defining Effective College Teaching 

 The need for an adequate, concrete definition or description of an effective 

instructor or effective teaching in higher education still exists, despite countless research 

studies in the field. Determining the qualities of effective teaching serves as a logical first 

step that can lead to more useful ways to measure and evaluate teaching.  

 

Proposed Definitions 

A few authors in particular acknowledge the overall complexity of teaching, for 
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which a single definition would be highly insufficient. Ramsden (1992) states that 

“teaching in higher education is a very complicated and detailed subject. It takes many 

years of practice to learn how to do it well, and even then you will not have learned 

enough” (p. 12). Young and Shaw (1999) also describe the possibility of needing 

multiple definitions for teaching effectiveness, depending on the context, such as the 

academic environment, the subject area, or the level of the course. Separate definitions 

for different contexts would then be necessary and appropriate, resulting in the vast array 

of descriptions and dimensions of effective teaching that many authors have proposed.  

Broad Descriptions 

The broad descriptions of effective teaching from various sources generally tend 

to focus on the most important and obvious outcome, student learning. The primary goal 

of teaching is for students to learn the content of the course, so in very simple terms, if 

the students learn, then the instructor is being effective. Some examples of these broad 

descriptions of teaching effectiveness include the following: 

[Teaching effectiveness focuses on] the study of relationships between 

instructional activities of teachers (the processes of teaching), and educational 

changes that occur in students (the outcomes of teaching). (Murray, 1997, p.171) 

 

Effective teaching from the process-product view can be defined as the instructor 

activities which occur both before (preparatory) and during (delivery) teaching 

which produce positive changes in students in relevant academic domains 

including the cognitive, affective, and occasionally the psychomotor ones. 

(Abrami et al., 1997, p. 326) 

 

Teaching, in a global, general sense, may be defined as the process of engaging in 

specifically designed interactions with the student that facilitate, promote, and 

result in student learning. (Arreola, 2006, p. 19) 

 

Teaching is more than transmitting knowledge; good teaching touches and 

transforms people through relationships and community. (Braskamp, 2000, p. 23) 



 

8 

 

All the professors we chose to put under our pedagogical microscope had 

achieved remarkable success in helping their students learn in ways that made a 

sustained, substantial, and positive influence on how those students think, act, and 

feel. (Bain, 2004, p. 5) 

 

Effective teachers are those teachers whose students learn and grow the most. 

(Tuckman, 1995, p. 127-128) 

 

These general descriptions certainly offer a sensible, general worldview of college 

teaching, but defining effective teaching more concretely, in terms that can be measured 

more easily, proves to be a much bigger challenge.  While the focus of good college 

teaching has shifted from the teacher to the learner, encouraging a more constructivist 

view of teaching (McKeachie, 1997a), many other dimensions of the teacher are 

overlooked as a result of such descriptions that just concentrate on the student outcomes.  

Dimensions of Teaching Effectiveness 

Numerous authors attempt to define teaching effectiveness by offering a list or set 

of the specific qualities or traits (dimensions) they deem necessary for a faculty 

member’s success in the classroom. For example, Arreola (2006) describes college 

teaching as a meta-profession, “a profession that assumes content expertise as a 

foundation but requires professional-level performance in areas outside a faculty 

member’s recognized area of expertise” (p. xix). Taking into consideration the entire 

academic context of college teaching, Arreola identifies the base profession and meta-

profession skill sets that are either frequently or almost always used in teaching: content 

expertise, practice/clinical skills, instructional design, instructional delivery, instructional 
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assessment, learning theory, information technology, public speaking, and 

communication styles.  

After interviewing 12 professors who had received teaching awards at the 

University of Sydney, Dunkin and Precians (1992) were able to classify teaching 

dimensions as structuring learning, motivating learning, encouraging activity and 

independence in learning, and establishing interpersonal relations conducive to learning. 

Feldman’s (1997) list of 28 instructional dimensions important to effective teaching 

encompasses a wide range of categories, including organizational skills, communication 

skills, sensitivity to the needs of the students, interactions with students, and qualities of 

the classroom environment. In fact, because this comprehensive list is based on the many 

scales found in the research literature on students’ views of effective teaching, it contains 

almost all of the dimensions other authors have found.  

According to Ramsden (1992), the six key principles of effective teaching in 

higher education are interest and explanation; concern and respect for student learning; 

appropriate assessment and feedback; clear goals and intellectual challenge; 

independence, control, and active engagement; and learning from students. Based on a 

review of 50 years of research on teaching and learning, Chickering and Gamson (1987) 

state that an effective teacher will encourage contacts between students and faculty, 

develop reciprocity and cooperation among students, use active learning techniques, give 

prompt feedback, emphasize time on task, and communicate high expectations.  

In a qualitative study examining the beliefs and general pedagogical knowledge of 

exemplary professors, Hativa, Barak, and Simhi (2001) found four main dimensions of 
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effective teaching: lesson organization, clarity, interest/student engagement, and a 

positive classroom climate. In addition, they identified the more general items of teacher 

overall performance, preparedness for the lesson, intellectual challenge and promotion of 

self-thinking, and effective use of class time. During the development of one of the most 

well-known student evaluation instruments, Marsh’s (1984, 1987) Students’ Evaluations 

of Educational Quality (SEEQ), a factor analysis revealed nine factors: learning/value, 

instructor enthusiasm, organization, individual rapport, group interaction, breadth of 

coverage, examinations/grading, assignments/readings, and workload/difficulty. A factor 

analysis on Murray’s (1983) Teacher Behaviors Inventory also resulted in nine factors: 

organization, clarity, pacing, speech, task orientation, enthusiasm, use of media, rapport, 

and interaction.  

The array of dimensions of teaching effectiveness that these authors have 

contributed serves as the foundation for the selection of specific items on the primary 

survey developed for this study. In general, those dimensions most frequently mentioned 

in the literature held greater importance for the instrument and thus received more 

attention, by including representative items. For a more detailed representation of the 

selection of the dimensions of teaching effectiveness for the primary survey, please see 

Appendix E. 

 In the last few decades, an extensive amount of research has already been 

conducted on defining effective college teaching. Much of this research has been 

reviewed by some of the above authors to help determine their respective lists of teaching 

dimensions (Arreola, 2006; Chickering & Gamson, 1987; Feldman, 1997; Ramsden, 
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1992) while the others have done their own research to identify meaningful 

characteristics of effective teaching (Dunkin & Precians, 1992; Hativa et al., 2001; 

Marsh, 1984, 1987; Murray, 1983). However, further research remains necessary. The 

natural complexity of teaching and the multitude of responsibilities a faculty member has 

in the classroom lead to the possibility that any list of characteristics or dimensions of 

teaching effectiveness will never be complete. Nevertheless, the need to evaluate and 

measure the quality of college teaching remains, in part because ultimately institutions 

still need to hold their faculty members accountable and make sound formative and 

summative decisions based on accurate feedback. Additionally, evaluation of teaching 

stems from the belief that “every teacher can learn how to do better” (Ramsden, 1992). 

Simply put, if institutions wish to encourage their faculty members to become better 

teachers, then the field of education has a responsibility to measure their teaching and 

provide them feedback to the best of our ability. 

 

Evaluating College Teaching 

 The dimensions of teaching effectiveness found in the literature, especially those 

included in this study’s primary survey, fall into the two general categories of instructor 

characteristics and class/classroom characteristics. Therefore, the literature on evaluating 

college teaching in general provides a number of guidelines to consider when selecting 

and implementing any evaluation method or system to measure those two dimensions. 

This section will discuss those general guidelines, as well as the possible sources of 

information during evaluation. 
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General Guidelines for Evaluating Teaching 

 Measuring and assessing teaching in higher education at first glance appears to be 

a natural, logical activity for faculty members, especially if they wish to seek better ways 

for their students to learn. As Ramsden (1992) states, “evaluation of teaching in its true 

sense is no more or less than an integral part of the task of teaching, a continuous process 

of learning from one’s students, of improvement and adaptation” (p. 102). However, 

much of the research on evaluation of teaching has suggested that the task is far more 

complicated. “We need to be more inclusive in our criteria and standards of quality. 

Neither a focus on only student learning nor only faculty development is sufficient” 

(Braskamp, 2000, p. 25). Evaluators need to consider not only the outcomes of teaching, 

but also some other guidelines, as indicated by Ramsden. Evaluation means finding out 

how students and others (including oneself) view teaching and courses, collecting 

evidence from several sources (including feedback from students), properly interpreting 

evidence, identifying problems to improve teaching, accepting it as the responsibility 

primarily of the instructor, recognizing that the process is continuous and cooperative 

with other instructors, and minimizing the threat of the display of an instructor’s strengths 

and weaknesses. Addressing these principles and one’s own motivation for evaluation 

actually becomes just as important as the methods one uses for collecting evidence. 

Considerations When Evaluating Teaching 

 Of course, as stated earlier, part of the underlying problem related to evaluating 

teaching is the lack of consensus among professionals in the field on how to define the 

construct of effective teaching (Johnson & Ryan, 2000). “If there existed some 
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universally accepted and recognized list of characteristics, some specific description of 

the qualities and skills, that define an excellent teacher, then the evaluation of teaching 

would be relatively easy” (Arreola, 2006, p. 25). Still, the acceptance or at least tolerance 

of this discrepancy can lead to an otherwise useful evaluation process while bearing in 

mind its limitations. Perhaps then, for some generally agreed upon characteristics of 

effective teaching, evaluations would still be possible.  

 Among other things, evaluators should clarify institution, department, and 

instructor standards as a way of establishing expectations for teaching, resulting in a more 

effective way to evaluate it. Furthermore, understanding teachers and the aspects of the 

academic context in which they teach, such as any tenure and promotion process, the 

level of support from colleagues and administrators, and the quality of resources 

available, are also important for evaluation (Johnson & Ryan, 2000). 

 Marsh (1984) points out additional items to consider when evaluating teaching. 

Teaching effectiveness is multifaceted, and no single criterion of effective teaching 

exists, not even student learning. For those reasons, Marsh concludes that different 

dimensions of students’ ratings will correlate more highly with different indicators of 

effective teaching; thus, one should not rely solely on a global item on student ratings 

forms. 

More positively, we should remind ourselves that a fundamental value of our  

assumptions and theories is that they allow us to interpret events in intelligent ways, even 

if they cannot give us 100 percent predictability. It would also help to remember that 

perfection is a moving target” (McKnight, 1990, p. 62). Evaluators should keep in mind 
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then that despite some of the limitations of studying the elusive construct of teaching 

effectiveness, obtaining feedback about faculty members and using it in constructive 

ways can still be possible and highly informative. 

Approaches to Evaluation 

 Pratt (1997) offers two broad approaches to evaluation, technical and substantive. 

A technical approach to evaluation that serves as a universal way to evaluate can focus on 

whether or not faculty members are fulfilling their “duties,” such as fair treatment of 

students, and preparation and management of instruction. Another technical approach to 

evaluation focuses on “technique” or the technical aspects of teaching, such as setting 

objectives, giving lectures, leading discussions, and asking questions, depending on 

whether the faculty member’s conception of teaching is “transmission,” “apprenticeship,” 

or “developmental.” On the other hand, a substantive approach to evaluation can address 

a faculty member’s academic identity, planning, implementation, or results. Specifically, 

this approach would examine the faculty member’s content knowledge, his or her 

intentions or beliefs, the agreement among actions, intentions, and beliefs, and students’ 

assessment of learning, the course, and the instructor.  

 Schiller, Taylor, and Gates (2004) provide an alternative method of evaluating 

teaching from the study they conducted, based on a holistic view of education and the 

potential for creating self-knowledge and relationships between colleagues. Their “open 

door” method of peer evaluation stems from the work of Parker Palmer in The Courage 

to Teach (1997) and includes multiple classroom observations and collegial conversation 

and reflection. They do point out the connection between teacher effectiveness (focus on 
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teachers and teaching) and learning (student outcomes) and state that a good evaluation 

process should examine both areas. In other words, researchers and evaluators should not 

only attempt to define teaching effectiveness, but they should also determine what 

constitutes significant student learning. 

 

Purposes of Evaluation 

 Determining the purposes or goals of a teaching evaluation process is an 

important step during the planning stages. Any evaluation should consider how the 

results will be used to help ensure that the evaluation is measuring those aspects of 

teaching that best inform the purpose. Overall, evaluating teaching effectiveness involves 

not only what faculty members teach but also how and why they teach. In Menges’s 

(2000) view, his “concern is how we go about studying teachers’ practices in order to 

understand and eventually change them. What is needed is a deeper understanding of 

practitioners and the practices they follow” (p. 9). Therefore, one of the general purposes 

of evaluation is examining the differences between faculty members’ beliefs and 

practices.  

Formative and Summative Evaluation 

Two of the most commonly mentioned purposes of evaluation in the literature are 

formative, which entails feedback for the faculty member to improve his or her teaching, 

and summative, which entails feedback in order to make personnel decisions (Berk, 2006; 

Kulik, 2001; Marsh, 1984, 1987; McKeachie, 1997b; Ory, 2000; Paulsen, 2002; Schiller 

et al., 2004; Theall & Franklin, 1990). Although these authors frequently address both 
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purposes of evaluation, a few in particular have more specific suggestions. In a 

theoretical article on the past, present, and future of teaching evaluation, Ory (2000) 

stresses the importance of including concrete and thorough feedback for the faculty 

member for formative evaluations. McKeachie (1997b) also acknowledges the value of 

better feedback and consultation with the faculty member through his review of much of 

the research on effective teaching. This is emphasized especially when using student 

ratings because students’ conceptions of effective teaching may be different from those of 

the faculty member or evaluator. For both formative and summative evaluations, Berk 

(2006) lists student ratings and external expert ratings as two of the most promising 

sources of information in a comprehensive guidebook on college teaching assessment. 

Other Purposes of Evaluation 

 Evaluations of teaching effectiveness can also serve a variety of other purposes, 

such as to help students hold their instructors accountable (Ory, 2000). In fact, one of the 

primary reasons for conducting such evaluations in the 1960s meant to help institutions 

demonstrate accountability to the public, and with the present growing trend to improve 

outcomes assessment in higher education, evaluating teaching is often a component of 

university assessment plans. Student ratings in particular also serve as a major outcome 

variable in studies examining the effects of student feedback, provide useful information 

for prospective students to select a course, and contribute to the research attempting to 

describe the process of teaching (Marsh, 1984, 1987). In addition, Marsh explained that 

those who study equilibrium theory have investigated a relationship between results of 

student evaluations and the degree to which teachers are motivated to improve their 
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teaching in order to reach a state of equilibrium in the classroom. When evaluations 

examine characteristics specific to a course, results can also provide information on the 

quality of the course for curriculum and course development (Marsh, 1987). 

 

Possible Sources of Information 

 When planning the evaluative process of faculty members, one must consider not 

only the types of measures to be used but also the potential sources of information. Just 

as evaluators cannot rely solely on student performance as an indication of effective 

teaching, evaluators should also avoid relying solely on student feedback at the end of the 

semester as an indication of effective teaching. Saroyan and Amundsen (2001) start their 

article with a critique on the limitations of using student ratings alone because ratings 

often depend on observable actions and behaviors only, but they acknowledge that 

student ratings still play an important role in the evaluation and improvement of college 

teaching.  

 Regardless of the measure or instrument used to evaluate teaching, the use of a 

single source of information in order to obtain meaningful results remains questionable, 

especially when that source of information is data from student ratings at the end of the 

semester. Student ratings, though widely used, are still so often criticized for their 

possible lack of accuracy or validity; however, this criticism may also be a result of 

examining the effects of student ratings that were only gathered once during any given 

semester. As a result, evaluators have identified other potential sources of information to 

supplement student ratings data. 
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 These multiple sources of data can include student ratings, peer reviews, peer 

visits, self-evaluation, document reviews, and evidence of achievement (Berk, 2006; Ory, 

2000; Paulsen, 2002; Schiller et al., 2004; Theall & Centra, 2001). Theall and Centra also 

list self-reports or teaching portfolios, teaching methodology descriptions and 

explanations, personal reflections on teaching, the course syllabus, and assignments and 

examinations of students as other possibilities for gathering evaluation data. Based on 

their qualitative study of faculty members, Schiller, Taylor, and Gates (2004) mention 

classroom observations and conversations with colleagues as alternatives as well. In 

addition to these sources of information, Berk (2006) adds the use of external expert 

ratings, self-ratings, videos, student interviews, exit/alumni ratings, employer ratings, 

administrator ratings, teaching scholarship, and teaching awards. Theall and Franklin 

(1990) advocate the use of expert outside observers in particular because “…naïve 

observers may encounter difficulties similar to those experienced by students…” (p. 24). 

Although this extensive list of evaluation methods offers evaluators many options, the 

actual use of multiple sources is still not widespread. As Arreola (2006) notes in his book 

on evaluation, “despite the continued recommendations in the literature that faculty 

evaluation systems use multiple sources of data, many working faculty evaluation 

systems continue to use student ratings of instructor and instructions as their only 

component” (p. 98). Although many authors prescribe that an evaluation should ideally 

contain a variety of methods tapping multiple sources of information, the reality remains 

that these other sources, though possibly more informative, are not always as efficient or 

practical as student ratings. 
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  Clearly, many evaluation methods in addition to student ratings exist, but they 

may not always be necessary or even feasible. Although an adequate combination of 

evaluation methods or sources of information may provide much more thorough feedback 

than a single source, it would be desirable to determine if any additional information is 

gained beyond what one gets from student evaluations at the end of a semester. The 

present study is an attempt to determine whether one of those possible alternatives, 

student ratings during the semester, provides any value added beyond end of the semester 

ratings. If not, then the use of end of semester student ratings alone could gain more 

acceptance for formative or summative evaluation purposes.  

 

Student Ratings 

 One source of information for evaluating teaching effectiveness, the use of 

student ratings, has a long history in the field of education, beginning as early as the 

1920s (Marsh, 1987). The increased use of student ratings continued in the 1970s, at 

which point skeptics began questioning their validity, especially the possible effect of 

grades on ratings. In the 1980s, the focus on validity remained when researchers 

attempted to demonstrate convergent validity of student ratings with correlational 

construct-validity designs, including multisection validity studies, path-analytic studies, 

and multitrait-multimethod studies (Greenwald, 1997). Although many of the major 

questions regarding the validity of student ratings during the 1970s were answered, 

researchers in the 1990s have still expressed some concerns. Greenwald then finds 

distinctions between the focus on conceptual structure of student ratings by Marsh and 



 

20 

Roche (1997), convergent validity by D’Apollonia and Abrami (1997), discriminant 

validity by Greenwald and Gilmore (1997), and consequential validity by McKeachie 

(1997b). In addition, Kulik (2001) cites Seldin (1993a), whose survey on teaching 

evaluation reported that 86% of American colleges used student ratings to evaluate 

teaching in 1993. This widespread use in many institutions added to the perceived need to 

conduct further research in this area. The extensive research on student ratings presents 

some useful information, including some of the advantages of and guidelines for using 

student ratings in particular, but still leaves room for criticism.  

 

Advantages of Student Ratings 

 Many authors agree that feedback from students, whether through ratings, 

observations, or other methods, is still one of the best sources of data for evaluating 

instruction in higher education (Kulik, 2001; Murray, 1983; Ramsden, 1992; Tuckman, 

1995). “Students are in an excellent position to provide information about the quality of 

instruction” (Ramsden, p. 229). Tuckman expands on this point by stating:  

One might also argue that student assessments of teaching are more ‘authentic’ 

than those of outside observers, since students are the clients of the system, and 

their satisfaction is important. Also, students see their teachers for extended 

periods of time, viewing both their ‘highs’ and ‘lows,’ while outside observers 

may be viewing a performance put on for their benefit. (p. 133)  

Because students’ perspectives in the classroom are so unique, their input about their 

instructors remains a crucial part of evaluation. 
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 In addition to the value of feedback from students, gathering that feedback has 

become relatively straightforward with the development of many reliable and valid 

instruments. According to Marsh and Roche (1997), the strongest support for the 

multidimensionality of student evaluations of teaching is based on the nine-factor 

Students’ Evaluations of Educational Quality (SEEQ), which as described earlier, 

measures learning/value, instructor enthusiasm, organization/clarity, group interaction, 

individual rapport, breadth of coverage, examinations/grading, assignments/readings, and 

workload/difficulty.  

 Aside from the SEEQ, Marsh (1984) offers examples of instruments that have a 

well-defined factor structure and provide measures of distinct components of teaching 

effectiveness. Frey’s Endeavor Instrument (Frey et al., 1975) measures presentation 

clarity, workload, personal attention, class discussion, organization/planning, grading, 

and student accomplishments. The Student Description of Teaching (SDT) measures 

analytic/synthetic approach, organization/clarity, instructor group interaction, instructor 

individual interaction, and dynamism/enthusiasm (Hildebrand et al., 1971). Finally, 

Michigan State University’s Student Instructional Rating System (SIRS) measures 

instructor involvement, student interest and performance, student-instructor interaction, 

course demands, and course organization (Warrington, 1973). Any of these instruments 

have the ability to help gather the opinions and attitudes of students about their 

instructors, and they all provide specific dimensions of teaching effectiveness that can 

serve as the basis for other similar ratings forms.  
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Student Ratings Issues 

General Issues 

 As indicated in the previous section, many reliable and valid student ratings 

measures exist, but the debate about their use in higher education continues. Arreola 

(2006) explains that the validity of student ratings is still an issue, possibly in part 

because “higher education has yet to establish a universally accepted definition of the 

characteristics and skills necessary for teaching excellence” (p. 98). However, 

determining specific dimensions of teaching effectiveness to be measured in a student 

ratings instrument can still provide feedback about those particular characteristics of 

teaching even if one questions whether they represent effective teaching. 

 Greenwald (1997) raises some validity concerns about the use of student ratings 

through the following focal questions: 

• Are ratings conceptually unidimensional or multidimensional? 

• How well are ratings measures correlated with other indicators of effective 

teaching? 

• Are ratings results used in a fashion that is beneficial to the educational system? 

 

Greenwald indicates that Marsh and Roche, d’Apollonia and Abrami, and McKeachie all 

acknowledge that teaching effectiveness is multidimensional, but d’Apollonia and 

Abrami, and McKeachie also include a large global factor in their descriptions. As to 

convergent validity these authors have all found at least moderate correlations between 

student ratings and other effective teaching criteria And finally they all say that with 

careful use and consultation for the faculty members, student ratings can provide useful 

information to help improve teaching.  

Relationship Between Student Ratings and Student Learning 
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 Previous research has indicated that a relationship exists between student ratings 

of instruction and student learning, an important outcome because as mentioned earlier, 

many people perceive student learning as the most important criterion for teaching 

effectiveness. Interestingly, though, the strength and direction of that relationship have 

been somewhat inconsistent in previous study results, which leads to some reasonable 

criticisms of using student learning as a comparison to student ratings. As Abrami (2001) 

reports in his article, in a multivariate meta-analysis of 43 multisection validity studies 

(d’Apollonia & Abrami, 1996, 1997a, 1997b), student ratings were correlated with how 

much students learned on teacher-produced student achievement measures to a 

moderately positive degree, but that relationship was far from perfect. In attempting to 

account for the only modest correlation found in most studies, Kulik (2001) asserts that 

examinations used to measure student learning may not show what students actually 

know, possibly in part because faculty members may not produce tests that accurately 

measure learning. Cohen (1981) agrees that student learning is the most important 

criterion for teaching effectiveness, and improvements to the methods used to measure 

student learning should be explored. However, Schiller, Taylor, and Gates (2004) state 

that student ratings may have their own set of criticisms because the modest correlations 

between ratings and student learning indicate that student ratings measure far more than 

the quality of student learning.   

Instructional Content 

 Instructional content appears to be another important area of teaching 

effectiveness to measure accurately, according to Centra (2003). More specifically, 
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students will tend to give higher ratings to their instructors when instruction “is at their 

level of preparation and ability… when the course workload is close to what other 

courses demand…and when the pace at which material is covered is about right for them 

rather than too fast” (p. 515). Furthermore, he states that “students who learn more in a 

course expect to get higher grades and also believe instruction has been more effective” 

(p. 515).  

Agreement Between Student Ratings and Other Sources of Information 

 Kulik (2001) discussed the relationships between student ratings and four of the 

most accepted indicators of teaching effectiveness: student learning, student comments, 

alumni ratings, and ratings of faculty members by outside observers. With regard to 

learning, multisection validity studies show that students generally give high ratings to 

faculty members from whom they report learning the most and low ratings to those from 

whom they report learning the least. Of course, these results rely on students’ own 

impressions of their learning, and as stated earlier, any such relationship should depend 

on a more accurate way of measuring learning. Similarly students’ comments on 

questionnaires and in interviews correlate strongly with student ratings. Finally, Kulik 

references Murray’s (1983) landmark study, in which the ratings of outside observers 

were correlated with student ratings. Murray himself states that “the fact that student 

ratings of teaching could be predicted (or more precisely, postdicted) with considerable 

accuracy from neutral observers’ reports of low-inference classroom teaching behaviors 

provides indirect support for the validity of student ratings” (p. 146).  
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Guidelines for Using Student Ratings 

The various reports described above have provided guidelines to improve the 

quality of student ratings. A discussion of these follows. 

Clarify the purpose of student ratings 

 The administration of student ratings usually occurs on or around the last day of 

class, sometimes during the last several minutes of class, when students may be more 

concerned with ending their semesters than putting much thought or effort into 

completing the forms, which supports the idea that gathering feedback may be more valid 

if gathered earlier in the semester. Therefore, when considering the ethics of the 

evaluation of teaching, McKeachie (1997a) addresses the importance of explaining the 

educational value to students for giving their feedback about instruction. The educational 

system would then be advised to ensure that student ratings are educational, interesting, 

or in some way rewarding to the students. These statements seem applicable regardless of 

the specific time of the semester the feedback is requested, and informing potential 

student observers of the purposes of their roles and of the evaluations can help ensure 

more meaningful results. Students who are more knowledgeable about the uses and 

purposes of student ratings will then likely take the instrument more seriously and 

provide more accurate and honest feedback for their instructors. Although the value of 

student feedback may be obvious to those who are administering the evaluation, students 

may appreciate the evaluation process more when its value is more concrete and 

applicable to them.  
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 For institutions in general, Theall and Franklin (2001) suggest that evaluators take 

into consideration the following guidelines for better practice: establish the purpose of the 

evaluation and the uses and users of ratings beforehand, and publicly present clear 

information about the evaluation criteria, process, and procedures . These guidelines as 

well as those listed earlier in the section on evaluating college teaching in general 

demonstrate that the preparation for evaluation can be just as important as the evaluation 

itself.  

Match Items to Purpose When Reporting Results 

 Multiple authors recommend improving the reporting of results of evaluations by 

taking extra steps to ensure that the items on student ratings forms measure as much as 

possible the dimensions of teaching effectiveness that best fit the purposes of the 

evaluation. For example, individual-specific items, or non-global items are best for 

formative decisions (Abrami, 2001). In general, student ratings instruments should be 

multidimensional, so results should not rely on a single global item (Marsh, 1987). 

Student ratings instruments “…should be designed to measure separate components of 

teaching effectiveness, and support for the construct validity of the multiple dimensions 

should be evaluated” (p. 1188). Because the way items are scored on a student ratings 

instrument can directly relate to the way results are reported, special attention during the 

process of selecting those items is not only an important step during the planning and 

implementing stages of evaluation but also helpful to report clearer and more accurate 

results. 
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Improve the Ability to Interpret Results 

 Another critical step when evaluating college teaching is determining more 

accurate ways to interpret results. Specifically, “student ratings are often misinterpreted, 

misused, and not accompanied by other information that allows users to make sound 

decisions” (Theall & Franklin, 2001, p. 46). In fact, “the weaknesses of ratings systems 

have little to do with the validity and reliability of ratings themselves…Merely having 

valid and reliable student data in no way ensures that the information will be used 

appropriately or effectively” (Theall & Franklin, 1990, p. 18), so helping faculty 

members and administrators become more sophisticated users of student ratings of 

teaching is recommended (McKeachie, 1997a). Some of Theall and Franklin’s (2001) 

suggestions for better practice include producing reports that can be understood easily 

and accurately, supplying resources for improvement and support of teaching and 

teachers, keeping formative evaluation confidential and separate from summative 

evaluation, and regularly evaluating the evaluation system. Cohen (1990) also addresses 

the importance of interpreting results in his article. Increasing faculty members’ 

knowledge about student ratings is not enough; assessing and understanding their 

attitudes about student ratings will also help identify areas of resistance. Furthermore, he 

asks institutions to consider the use of “change advocates,” faculty members or 

instructional developers and evaluators, “who will realize and speak for the importance of 

improved evaluation and development services” (p. 130). Faculty members undergoing 

evaluation can then look to these “change advocates” as experts, who can more 

accurately explain the results of the evaluation.  
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Studies Using Observers 

 Even with the incredible amount of literature on evaluating college teaching, very 

little research using student observers as a source of data has been conducted, particularly 

students who are currently enrolled in the course, evaluating their instructor during the 

semester. Asking students to complete a ratings form may be considered one way for 

them to observe instruction in a course, but a few authors provide concrete examples of 

using student observers in other ways. This section will focus on the different purposes 

and methods of those examples. 

 

Purposes and Examples of the Use of Student Observers 

 Researchers have used undergraduate student observers for a variety of reasons 

and with different goals in mind. In a qualitative study evaluating a curriculum 

development project in a middle school environment, Fasse and Kolodner (2000) 

recruited two student ethnographers to serve as participant observers. The students used 

two observation instruments, one to help prompt their observations and one to help record 

a snapshot of the classroom environment. Observation training and the use of these 

instruments helped the student observers focus and understand the items they were 

documenting; the results of the research conducted by these authors also helped to inform 

their knowledge of “curriculum development, learning theory, teacher training, and 

teacher support” (p. 197). Two separate studies by Howard and Baird (2000) and Howard 

and Henney (1998) asked undergraduate students taking research methods courses to 

observe other classes to help identify the amount of class participation. For both of these 
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studies, student observation served as just one of the qualitative methods of data 

gathering. The authors did not report the reliability or validity of those observations 

because student ratings were not the focus of the studies and perhaps because the students 

were fully trained on observation techniques. Cox and Sorensen (1999) and Sorensen 

(1994) both discuss a program in which undergraduate students who were interested in 

faculty development served as consultants for different faculty members, making 

classroom observations and offering formative evaluation. When responding to final 

questions about their experiences from participating in the program, many faculty 

members reported satisfaction in the usefulness of feedback and the professionalism of 

the student consultations. Finally, Lammers and Murphy (2002) conducted a study asking 

students to observe the amount of time the instructor spent on different teaching 

techniques. Their results revealed that the majority of class time was spent lecturing on 

the part of the instructor, especially in larger classes and leaving less time for active 

participation on the part of the students. Two of these examples of student observers may 

be considered as methods of obtaining evaluative feedback. However, only one of the 

examples incorporated students currently enrolled in the class they are observing. 

 In Howard and Henney’s (1998) study, the impact of student age, student gender, 

instructor gender, and course level on student participation was examined and the 

methods of nonparticipant observations, surveys, and interviews were used to collect 

their data. Eight undergraduate students taking a “social science research methods” 

course were trained in nonparticipant observation techniques, and each student observed 

ten sessions of each of two courses in which they were not enrolled. The instructors of 
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each of the classes announced the presence of the observer at the beginning of class to the 

rest of the students. The student observers recorded each student’s participation in the 

class as well as qualitative fieldnotes for each session describing the classroom 

environment as it related to class interaction. 

 Howard and Baird (2000) used observations, interviews, and surveys in a case 

study to identify the “talkers” and “nontalkers” in a college classroom. Seven 

undergraduate students taking a research methods course were trained in observation 

techniques, and similar to the Howard and Henney (1998) study, student observers were 

asked to choose two courses they were not currently taking and observe ten sessions of 

each. Instructors again announced the presence of the observer, and observers recorded 

each instance of student participation. 

 In Sorensen’s (1994) review of different student observer/consultant programs 

including one at her own university, she states that “the purpose of a classroom student 

observer program is to provide confidential observations/feedback in order to enhance an 

instructor’s effectiveness in helping students learn” (p. 98). In addition, she found that 

student observer programs share the following characteristics: faculty self-selection by 

invitation, methods of student observer selection usually recommended by honors 

programs and service organizations, and training for student observers. Faculty 

developers train the student observers in interpersonal communication skills, observation 

techniques, report writing, and instructional theory and techniques. “Student observers 

are trained instead to be ‘mirrors’ so that faculty members can become their own 
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classroom critics” (p. 101), so students fully understand the difference between 

observation and opinion. 

 Lammers and Murphy’s (2002) empirical study is the only example of using 

student observers currently enrolled in the class to provide feedback about their 

instructors regarding the instructional techniques they use. The observers received 

information packets and training to help them complete observation logs. The instructors 

were not informed of the identities of the student observers, nor were they informed of 

specific observation days. The researchers calculated the inter-observer agreement as a 

measure of reliability among the 16 student observers, which ranged from 54 to 88 

percent, with a composite agreement of 72 percent across all pairs of observers. They also 

compared student observations with instructor estimates of teaching activities, which 

were closely matched overall. 

 

An Alternative Method of Observation 

 In Murray’s (1997) review of the research conducted on effective teaching 

behaviors in the college classroom, he discusses his own well-known study using a 

specific observation method. Although he incorporated the use of external raters as 

opposed to students, the results of his study led to the distinction between two important 

types of teaching behaviors. He estimated the frequency of occurrence of 60 specific low-

inference teaching behaviors, or those behaviors that can be recorded by direct 

observation (1983). According to Rosenshine and Furst (1971) in Murray’s review of the 

research, low-inference teaching behavior examples include “signals the transition from 



 

32 

one topic to the next” and “addresses individuals by name.” On the other hand, high-

inference teaching behavior examples include “clarity” and “student-centeredness.” 

Outside observers recorded teaching behaviors in their natural setting, and correlations 

were drawn between those teaching behaviors and outcome measures. A factor analysis 

of these behaviors in Murray’s (1983) study identified nine factors: clarity, enthusiasm, 

interaction, task orientation, rapport, organization, use of media, pacing, and speech. 

 

Student Ratings and Student Priming 

Although trained student observers seem capable of providing adequate feedback, 

extensively training all students on observation techniques would not be feasible. As an 

alternative, simply providing students with some experience in observing across a 

semester may be a more reasonable strategy, and this method of “priming” students could 

strike a balance between highly trained observers and end of the semester only 

observations. 

Within the context of the present study, the concept of “priming” refers to 

providing students with the opportunity to report their ratings of instruction in a course 

before completing a final student ratings form at the end of the semester in the same 

course. These students would then be considered “primed” because they would have 

already had some exposure to the dimensions of teaching effectiveness being measured 

and theoretically gained more awareness in their observations of instruction throughout 

the semester. Sorenson’s (1994) report of student observer programs mentioned earlier 
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alludes to this idea by stressing the importance of training student observers in order to 

help them become more knowledgeable during their observations and consultations. 

 

Potential Effects of Priming on Student Behavior 

Interestingly, some of the literature on student learning in general supports a few 

advantages of priming students, or in this case, educating students on strategies they can 

use during a course to improve their learning overall. Specifically, in a chapter from 

Halpern’s book examining change in college classrooms (1994), King described students 

who became more metacognitively aware of certain kinds of questions regularly posed in 

class, resulting in students’ gradual and more frequent use of those questions to help them 

complete tasks. Kiewra et al’s (1991) study revealed the importance of the repetition of 

different note-taking strategies and its strong, positive correlation with recall and 

synthesis performance. Both sources indicate that at least for learning outcomes, when 

students are reminded repeatedly of the criteria or strategies they can use to learn better, 

they are more likely to use them to improve their own performance. 

Priming students can also affect their motivation to provide student ratings, 

especially when considering the constraints of those evaluations. Based on a qualitative 

study, Steadman (1998) identified some disadvantages of classroom assessment for 

students from the faculty members’ point of view, including the idea that students may 

perceive evaluations as a waste of time and that evaluations in general require students’ 

active participation. These results imply that making evaluation a part of the class culture 

may help students practice being more observant of different instructor behaviors and 
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characteristics more often, and they can then feel more invested in the process. In 

addition, “Research has shown that people who are motivated to develop an accurate 

impression of someone indeed ask more diagnostic and fewer leading questions than do 

people who are less concerned about accuracy (Biesanz, Neuberg, Smith, Asher, & 

Judice, 2001)” (p. 305) as De Dreu and Van Kleef report as part of their study on 

impression formation (2004). In the context of the classroom, by giving students more 

reasons and opportunities to supply accurate feedback about their experiences, they may 

then be more accurate by the end of the semester. 

 

Potential Effects of Priming on Instructor Behavior 

Priming students by requesting mid-semester feedback can also introduce effects 

on the instructor’s behavior, leading to a possible change in student ratings by the end of 

the semester. One of the earliest indications of investigating any differences between 

mid-semester and end of semester feedback appeared in a study by Murphy and Appel 

(1978), cited in the meta-analysis of college teaching research by Levinson-Rose and 

Menges (1981). The feedback from Murphy and Appel’s study, though, involved 

gathering individual performance standards from instructors before requesting ratings 

from students, which produced mixed results. Mid-semester feedback from students and 

subsequent changes from instructors then may help make both students and instructors 

more satisfied.  

Referring to some of the literature on communication skills, particularly a  
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comprehensive guidebook covering social interaction skills and skill acquisition in a 

variety of contexts, instructors who can increase their impression awareness and students’ 

impression construction may contribute to students’ overall feedback about the 

instruction. With mid-semester feedback as a type of formative evaluation, instructors 

can become more conscious of the impressions students have about them early on. 

Furthermore, when a person discovers that his or her performance has not been 

satisfactory, making necessary adjustments is recommended for others to construct more 

of an impression of competence (Metts & Grohskopf, 2003). Burgoon and Bacue (2003) 

also point out that “the more favorably a communicator is regarded, the greater the 

opportunity to influence others” (p. 199). Therefore, when instructors have the 

opportunity to review student feedback during the semester, their efforts to improve for 

the remainder of the semester can have an impact on student feedback at the end of the 

semester. 

 

Conclusion 

 In light of the above discussion, several questions about student ratings and the 

evaluation of teaching remain. Although research has suggested that evaluations of 

effective teaching should contain multiple sources of information (Arreola, 2006; Berk, 

2006; Centra & Bonesteel, 1990; Ory, 2000; Paulsen, 2002; Schiller et al., 2004; Theall 

& Centra, 2001), the practicality of collecting those data is still a problem. Ideally a 

single easily collected, reliable data source that was highly correlated with the other 

measures could be administered once, so that it did not cause strain or fatigue on either 
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instructor or students. Without question student data are the most readily available data, 

and they have been shown to be correlated with other more complex but readily accepted 

measures of teaching effectiveness. Unfortunately, resistance to the use of student ratings 

alone still exists because they are gathered under suboptimal conditions at the end of the 

semester. Some critics have said that student data would be more acceptable if gathered 

more carefully, yet research has not been done to determine if the ratings are actually 

affected by the timing or other conditions of their collection. The purpose of this study 

was to make a first attempt at evaluating that claim. 

 

Research Questions 

 This study attempted to answer the following research questions: 

1. Will the consistency of student ratings collected during the semester differ from the 

consistency of student ratings at the end of the semester, either as a whole or on 

individual items or factors? 

 

2. Will the experience of observing during the semester (priming) have an effect on 

the consistency of student ratings at the end of the semester? Will the consistency of 

student ratings change over time? 

 

 

Research Question 1 

 The first research question attempted to address the issue of timing of evaluation 

for specific dimensions of teaching effectiveness to acknowledge the criticism that 

measuring some dimensions may only be possible upon completion of a course. In order 

to examine these dimensions more closely, the individual survey items served as the 

dependent variables in the data analysis for this research question. The results were 



 

37 

expected to show significant differences in student ratings for at least some of the items 

at different points in the semester, indicating that the items may not be as reliably 

measured during the semester as they can be at the end. 

 

Research Question 2 

The practice of evaluation by students during the semester was meant to provide 

another source of information in addition to the student ratings at the end of the semester, 

and the students’ experience of offering that mid-semester feedback intended to help 

answer this second research question. The results of end of semester student ratings were 

compared between students who had been primed (used the evaluation survey during the 

semester) and students who had not been primed (used a different survey during the 

semester). This comparison was expected to reveal a significant difference in the 

consistency of end of semester student ratings as a result of students’ separate mid-

semester experiences and imply that actively preparing students to be more observant 

makes them rate more consistently by the end of the semester.  
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODOLOGY 

 

 

Participants 

 The participants for this study consisted of students enrolled in seven sections of 

five undergraduate courses at a large southwestern university. The enrollment for each of 

the classes ranged from 82 to 346 students, and five of the classes met the recommended 

sample size of at least 150 for data analysis. In addition, the classes represented a variety 

of introductory subjects that are generally recommended or required for a majority of 

undergraduate students, including Psychology, Communications, two sections of 

Chemistry, and three sections of Business Management. Even for the smaller classes of 

82 and 121 students, all of the classes could be classified as the kind in which student 

ratings are commonly used and criticized. A total of five instructors were contacted by 

the researcher to request access to their classroom and students for data collection. For 

purposes of this study they will be referred to as Dr. P from Psychology, Mr. R from 

Communications, Dr. C from Chemistry, and Dr. B and Mr. M from Business 

Management to protect the confidentiality of their data. Mr. R was an assistant instructor 

whereas all of the other instructors were lecturers. 

 Undergraduate students who were enrolled in the classes were recruited to serve 

as participants for this study. Each interested student was requested to complete a survey 

using a secure online survey tool at two different designated times during the semester. 

Of the students who elected to participate, approximately half of them formed the primed 

group, and the remainder formed the non-primed group. A total of at least 150 students 
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would meet the recommended sample size for both a MANOVA and a t-test of mean 

differences based on a moderate effect size, alpha level of .05, and power level of .80. 

   

Compensation  

Compensation for the students was not considered one of the benefits of 

participating in this study; rather, it was meant to cover the students’ time and 

inconvenience. Therefore, compensation was offered to the students in Mr. M’s Business 

Management class in the form of two extra credit points added to their final class grade, 

but this offer was initiated completely by Mr. M, who only intended to help increase the 

level of participation. Students in the other six classes were not offered any compensation 

for their participation in the surveys. 

Compensation was also offered to those students who participated in a follow-up 

focus group session at the end of the semester because they were considered to be going 

above and beyond their normal attendance in class. Interested students were informed 

that the focus group session would last for about 60 minutes. Each student in the focus 

group received a pizza lunch for his or her participation. This compensated the students 

for their time and any inconvenience from attending a focus group meeting. 

Compensation occurred at the end of the focus group meeting, and after all data had been 

collected. 
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Measures 

The measures for this study consisted of the Students’ Evaluation of Teaching 

(SET) form traditionally administered at the university and two online surveys. One 

online survey administered to the primed group of students was renamed the Professor 

Bucky (PB) survey to prevent students from identifying their group membership and, like 

the student ratings form, was used for the purpose of evaluating instruction. The other 

online survey administered to the non-primed group of students was renamed the Hidden 

Educational Help (HEH) survey. This was used as an alternate activity to be able to 

compare their end of semester student ratings results with those of the students who had 

been exposed to the items on the SET as discussed later under the procedures heading. 

Students’ Evaluation of Teaching (SET) 

According to the university division that oversees the measurement and 

evaluation of teaching effectiveness at the university where this study took place, the SET 

form is very similar to student ratings instruments used at a majority of U.S. universities 

and colleges (Fitzpatrick & Svinicki, n.d.). Prior research investigating student and 

faculty reports of effective teaching and research, revealing high correlations of 

previously constructed items with student achievement, led to the construction of the 

items contained within the form. In addition, an administrative committee, consisting of 

faculty representatives from diverse departments, approved and provided a rationale for 

the final items in the SET instrument. Therefore, prior research and local faculty have 

both contributed to the validity needed to conclude that the items within the SET form are 
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measuring aspects of teaching effectiveness. The current form has been in use at the 

university for over 20 years.  

Instructors at the university where this study took place generally use either what 

are known as the “basic” or “expanded” forms of the SET. In both cases, up to 20 

additional items can be added to the survey by the instructor or other official entity. Both 

the basic and the expanded forms contain the same nine initial items, which measure 

course organization, communication skills, interest in student progress, prompt feedback, 

freedom to think, course value, workload, and the two global items measuring the overall 

instructor effectiveness and overall course effectiveness. The expanded form adds 13 

additional items targeting more specific feedback areas. 

For the four instructors who chose to use the basic form, five additional items 

from the expanded form, which measure clear objectives, content knowledge, interest in 

teaching, fair evaluation of students, and student interest were added. For the one 

instructor who used the expanded form, only the results from the nine common items and 

those five additional items just mentioned were used for the data analysis. For both the 

basic and expanded forms, seven additional items from other sources were included, and 

the selection process for these items is described in the following section. One last 

additional item was included on both forms to ask the participants in this study which 

survey they had taken during the semester (i.e. PB or HEH) as a way of identifying their 

group membership after completing data collection (because no personally identifying 

data had been collected during the semester administrations). Regardless of the form the 
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instructor chose, taking these actions ensured that the end of semester SET resembled the 

PB survey as closely as possible (see Appendix D). 

Professor Bucky (PB) Survey for the Primed Group During the Semester 

The PB survey compiled by the researcher was based on items from the 

university’s SET form and supplemented by dimensions of teaching effectiveness found 

in the literature (Abrami et al., 1997; Chickering & Gamson, 1987; Dunkin & Precians, 

1992; Feldman, 1997; Frey et al., 1975; Hativa et al., 2001; Hildebrand et al., 1971; 

Marsh, 1984; Murray, 1983; Ramsden, 1992; Tuckman, 1995; Warrington, 1973; Young 

& Shaw, 1999).  

 As stated earlier, one of the goals in creating the PB survey was to measure the 

same dimensions as the SET but during the semester. The specific items included were 

selected according to the following procedure. After reviewing the two complete SET 

forms as well as the 13 other sources cited in the previous paragraph that attempt to 

define or describe dimensions, characteristics, or behaviors of effective college teachers, 

a table was constructed to determine how frequently each dimension was mentioned (see 

Table 1).
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Table 1. Selection Process of Dimensions of Teaching Effectiveness (Condensed) 
 

Dimensions of Teaching 

Frequency 

mentioned in the 

cited literature 

Final Dimensions included in the 

surveys for this study 

organization 13 organization 

communicates effectively 9 effective communication skills 

interest in student progress 9 interest in student progress 

prompt feedback 7 prompt feedback 

freedom to think 7 freedom to think 

course value 5 course value 

workload/difficulty 5 workload/difficulty 

instructor overall 4 instructor overall 

course overall 3 course overall 

overall GPA 2 overall GPA 

probable grade 2 probable grade 

clear objectives  7 clear objectives 

well-prepared 2  

content knowledge 5 content knowledge 

interest in teaching 9 interest in teaching/enthusiasm 

accessible 4  

fair evaluation  7 fair evaluation 

ample instructions 1  

makes course valuable 2  

increases knowledge in area  1  

student interest  6 stimulate interest/motivating 

worthwhile requirements 2  

respects diversity 2  

develops cooperation 1  

active learning 2 active learning 

time management 2  

high expectations 2  

improves teaching 1 

responds to student feedback 2 

evaluation of teaching/learning from 

students  

colleagues’ teaching 1  

intelligence 1  

use of supplementary materials 2 use of supplementary materials 

personality 1  

respects students 2  

research 1  

classroom management 1 classroom management 

individual rapport 5 individual rapport 

met objectives 1  

class interaction 5 class interaction 

flexibility 1  

creativity 1  
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All nine dimensions covered in the items on the University’s SET basic form 

were consistent with item types from 3 to 13 other sources and thus were included in the 

PB survey. Even the type of items that had a frequency count of only three or four were 

included because they were the global items measuring overall instructor and overall 

course effectiveness. The University’s SET expanded form has 11 items in addition to the 

nine items on the basic form, but only five of these items (those with a frequency of at 

least five in other sources) were included. The remaining six items that had frequencies 

ranging from one to four were dropped.  

Nineteen other dimensions were identified in the 13 other literature sources, none 

of which are found in either of the University’s SET forms. Of the 19, “individual 

rapport” and “class interaction” were included in the PB survey because they were 

mentioned in five literature sources. The dimensions of “evaluation of one’s own 

teaching” and “responsive to student feedback”, with a frequency of one and two, 

respectively, were combined because a willingness to evaluate one’s own teaching was 

deemed to indicate an interest in student feedback. The new, combined dimension was 

renamed “evaluation of teaching/learning from students” and can be viewed as an 

important part of the scholarship of teaching. The dimension of “active learning,” which 

was only mentioned by Chickering and Gamson (1987) and Ramsden (1992), appears to 

be gaining importance in teaching with the emphasis on cooperative and collaborative 

learning, so it was also included. The “use of supplementary materials” dimension, again 

only mentioned by two sources, Feldman (1997) and Murray (1983), was chosen because 

of the growing influence of both a variety of activities and technology in the classroom. 
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Because they represent two important but very distinct dimensions, they were included 

separately as “use of a variety of activities” and “use of technology.” Finally, “classroom 

management,” mentioned by Feldman (1997), became the last dimension included 

because of the rising interest in classroom civility (Braxton & Caboni, 2005). While the 

inclusion of all 19 dimensions mentioned in the literature may have been possible, the 

focus on these six dimensions proved to be more practical, giving the students an 

instrument of reasonable length to complete. For a complete list of the selection of all of 

the dimensions, please see Appendix E. 

After completion of the selection procedure, a total of 21 items measuring 21 

different dimensions of teaching effectiveness were used for the SET and for the PB 

survey: nine items from the SET basic form, five additional items from the SET 

expanded form, and seven items from other sources. Both the PB survey and the 

University’s SET used a five point Likert-type scale (i.e. strongly disagree, disagree, 

neutral, agree, and strongly agree) for all but three items, but on the PB survey, students 

had the option of responding with “N/A” or “not applicable” to acknowledge that some 

items may only be measurable during certain times of the semester. One item measuring 

workload/difficulty had responses of excessive, high, average, light, and insufficient. The 

two global items had responses of very unsatisfactory, unsatisfactory, satisfactory, very 

good, and excellent. Like the University SET, the PB survey also asked students to 

provide any additional written comments. The purpose of keeping the two survey formats 

similar was to make sure that when analyses were conducted after data collection, both 
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the PB survey and the University SET would be measuring more or less the same 

dimensions (see Appendix B).  

Additional information to be noted on the PB survey from students included their 

overall GPA to date, their probable grade in the course, any written comments they 

provided about the instruction or the course (all of which are on the SET forms), and how 

often they usually attended the class with responses of “every class meeting,” “most class 

meetings,” “some class meetings,” and “no class meetings. “  

Hidden Educational Help (HEH) Survey 

 The Hidden Educational Help (HEH) survey was created as an alternative task for 

the non-primed students to ensure that results were not a function of simply spending 

time thinking and responding about the class during the semester. Its format was made as 

close to the PB survey as possible. It contained a total of 19 items from the Motivated 

Strategies for Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ) (Pintrich et al., 1991), asking students in 

the non-primed group to report their attitudes and perceptions on their intrinsic 

motivation, extrinsic motivation, effort regulation, peer learning, and help seeking 

behaviors. The MSLQ was selected as the survey for the non-primed group because it 

focused students’ attention on their learning in the class rather than the instruction, again 

ensuring that their SET results could be compared to students who had theoretically 

become much more aware of instruction through the PB survey. Furthermore, the 

particular scales from the MSLQ were selected because the total number of those items 

equaled 19, which most closely matched the length of the PB survey and would 

presumably take about the same amount of time to complete. Like the MSLQ, the HEH 
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survey also used a seven point Likert-type scale containing the anchors, “Not at all true of 

me” and “Very true of me.” And like the PB survey and SET, students were asked to 

report their overall GPA to date, their probable grade in the course, and any written 

comments they chose to provide about their instructor’s teaching or the course. Students 

assigned to take the HEH survey were also asked how often they usually attended class 

(see Appendix C). 

 

Procedures  

After obtaining IRB approval and consent from the faculty members in whose 

classes the research would be conducted, the researcher visited each class in the same 

week at the beginning of the spring semester to describe the study to the students, their 

potential benefits and risks if they chose to participate, and their level of involvement. 

One to two days following each class visit, the researcher emailed all students enrolled in 

the class to remind them of the study and formally ask for their participation. Students 

replied to the email to indicate their willingness to participate. The researcher then 

compiled lists of participants for each class, randomly assigning half of them to the 

primed group and the other half to the non-primed group, in order to keep track of which 

students to email the appropriate link to their online survey (see Table 2). 
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Table 2. Number of Participants 
Class Instructor # Participants Total # Students % of Class 

Chemistry 1 31 121 26% 

Chemistry 2 
Dr. C 

44 187 24% 

Business 

Management 1 
34 176 19% 

Business 

Management 2 

Dr. B 

52 339 15% 

Business 

Management 3 
Mr. M 173 346 50% 

Psychology Dr. P 36 261 14% 

Communications Mr. R 24 82 29% 

 

 At the end of the semester, students who had participated in the online surveys 

were emailed again to request their participation in one of two optional focus group 

sessions, depending on their group membership, to provide feedback on their experiences 

during this study. Interested students replied to the email to inform the researcher that 

they intended to be present at the focus group session. 

Mid-Semester Survey Administrations 

 Two survey administrations took place, one seven weeks into the semester and 

one 11 weeks into the semester. All of the volunteer participants for each class were 

contacted via email at the beginning of the designated week for each month to remind 

them of the procedures and provide them with the appropriate link to access the online 

survey. Using random assignment, roughly half of the participants in each class received 

the link to the PB survey for their class while the other half of the participants received 

the link to the HEH survey for their class. Towards the end of the week, the participants 

received an additional email reminding them to complete the survey before the following 

Monday. Participants were asked to read the consent form (see Appendices F and G) and 

indicate their consent by completing the survey at any point during the week by using the 
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secure online survey tool. The same procedures were repeated at the second 

administration time. 

 About one to two weeks following each PB survey administration, the data were 

downloaded from the online survey tool and consolidated, and all instructors received a 

summary report of their own individual results in order to provide them the opportunity 

to make adjustments to their instruction and/or the course based on the ratings and 

comments provided by their students. The results of each HEH survey were also shared 

with the instructors at the same times to give them some insight into the attitudes and 

perceptions their students had about their own learning. 

End of Semester Students’ Evaluation of Teaching (SET) 

 The researcher administered the SET to all classes at the end of the semester 

according to the University’s standard procedures. The format for the SET survey was the 

same for all classes and was described in the measures section above.  

Follow-up Procedures 

 After all data had been collected for the semester, students from all of the classes 

were invited to participate in one of two focus groups with the researcher for 

approximately 60 minutes to give them the opportunity to provide feedback about their 

experiences in this research study. One focus group consisted of four students who had 

completed the PB survey during the semester, and the other focus group consisted of four 

students who had completed the HEH survey. The focus group meetings took place on 

two consecutive days in May, after the last day of classes and before the week of final 

exams began. Participants signed informed consent forms indicating their willingness to 
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provide responses to focus group questions (see Appendices H, I, and J). The researcher 

took field notes as the data collection method. Student feedback from these focus group 

meetings was expected to reveal the possible advantages and disadvantages regarding the 

method of using students enrolled in a class to acquire data about university instructors, 

whether during or at the end of the semester. 

 After the final data analysis for this study was completed, the faculty members 

were all provided with a written summary of their mid-semester survey results combined 

with their end of semester results. To preserve the anonymity of the students’ responses, 

the written summary did not include their individual data; the purpose of the written 

summary was to give the faculty members a broad picture of the observations made 

throughout one semester compared to their course instructor survey results.  

 The faculty members were also offered the opportunity to receive an individual 

consultation with the researcher to discuss information regarding the study, again without 

disclosing any data or results about specific student observers, and one out of the five 

faculty members accepted the offer. The individual consultation also included possible 

suggestions from the researcher based on general study results for the faculty member’s 

particular class for formative evaluation purposes, to help improve his or her teaching 

during future semesters. 

 

Data Analyses 

 The data analyses for this study originally consisted of two separate one-way 

multivariate analyses of variance (MANOVA) and a repeated measures analysis of 
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variance (ANOVA) for each class. More specific information about the quantitative data 

used to answer each research question appears in the following sections. The qualitative 

data acquired through all mid-semester and SET survey comments as well as from the 

focus group sessions were examined separately to identify any patterns that could 

supplement any quantitative findings and are therefore explained further at the end of this 

chapter. 

Research Question 1 

• Will the consistency of student ratings collected during the semester differ from the 

consistency of student ratings at the end of the semester, either as a whole or on 

individual items or factors? 

 

In response to the first research question for this study, which attempts to address 

the issue of the time of the semester for requesting student ratings, all survey items were 

used as dependent variables to determine if differences existed on specific dimensions 

being measured. 

The original data analysis plan consisted of two one-way MANOVAs, comparing 

the data from the first PB survey conducted (PB1) and the SET data from students who 

had taken the HEH survey (HEHSET), with time being the independent variable for each 

class. During this analysis, each class was meant to be treated completely independent 

from the others and analyzed separately. Because a statistical procedure was not intended 

to identify or compare any differences across any classes, the attempt to protect against 

the inflation of the Type I error rate would remain within each class and not be 

considered necessary between classes. In addition, an independent-samples t-test was 

used to compare any differences in time of semester across classes, using the variance of 
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ratings across students on all of the items. The difference was expected to be significant 

between the two timing groups because it has been argued that students generally have 

full knowledge about these dimensions only after having experienced some of the course, 

if not only at the end of the semester. The difference found between these two data 

sources was meant to illustrate whether ratings from students on these particular 

dimensions depended on the time of the semester those ratings were requested. 

Research Question 2 

• Will the experience of observing during the semester (priming) have an effect on 

the consistency of student ratings at the end of the semester? Will the consistency 

of student ratings change over time? 

 

The original data analysis plan continued for the first part of this research 

question through another one-way MANOVA with the SET data from the students who 

had completed the PB survey (PBSET) and the SET data from the students who had 

completed the HEH survey (HEHSET) forming the two groups or independent variable 

of priming/no priming for each class. Again, tests were conducted for each class 

independently, as explained in the data analysis plan for the first research question. The 

data entered for the dependent variables requires some more explanation. First, the raw 

scores from the items were entered as separate initial variables for each student. For each 

item, the variances of the scores across students within a group were then calculated, 

resulting in a variance “score” on each item, which became the data for the two 

dependent variables. The variance of the raw scores, as opposed to a mean of raw scores 

for example, was determined to be the measure of consistency for this type of analysis; an 

item that had similar ratings for each group of students was considered more consistent 
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and would then have less variance. Any further explanation of the results and 

interpretation for this research question will refer to this definition of “consistency” 

among student ratings.  

The overall difference in variance between the PB and HEH groups on the SET 

was expected to be significant at an alpha level of .05, and students who had been 

evaluating the class during the semester were predicted to have a lower variance, 

indicating that their ratings were more consistent within their group. This finding was 

meant to determine whether formative evaluation experience helps students become more 

aware and observant of different dimensions of teaching effectiveness, which could lead 

to more consistent ratings at the end of the semester. 

 The second part of this research question was analyzed through a repeated 

measures ANOVA for the ratings from the students who had completed the PB survey 

during the two different time periods during the semester (PB1 and PB2) and on the end 

of the semester SET (PBSET), once again, for each class, and independent from the other 

classes. Using a similar procedure as described above to calculate the data, the variance 

of the raw scores across the items for each student represented the dependent variables. 

The difference among the three observations was expected to be significant at an alpha 

level of .05, and the variance was expected to decrease as time progresses, indicating that 

students’ ratings become more consistent after each observation. 

Analysis of Descriptive Data from Surveys 

 Any comments written by students from both groups on the mid-semester surveys 

(PB1, PB2, HEH1, and HEH2) and the SET (PBSET and HEHSET) were treated as 
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additional descriptive data with the possibility of supporting or at least explaining the 

quantitative data from both groups. Comments were coded separately to identify any 

common categories, including any global type comments about the instructor overall or 

the course overall, any comments that could be linked to specific dimensions of teaching 

effectiveness identified on the surveys, and any comments linked to other potential 

dimensions of teaching effectiveness that were not captured on the surveys. All of the 

comments were expected to provide some insight into the kinds of dimensions that 

frequently come to students’ minds or possibly bear more importance to them, especially 

the comments relating to dimensions that surveys do not normally address. 

Analysis of Focus Group Data 

 The data from the field notes taken by the researcher during the focus group 

sessions with both PB and HEH students were coded to identify any dimensions of 

teaching effectiveness that were or were not mentioned in the surveys, similar to the 

analysis of the survey comments. In addition, the data from the follow-up focus group 

session with PB students were also coded into categories centering on the advantages and 

disadvantages that students reported based on their experiences of evaluating a class 

during the semester through the completion of the PB surveys. Overall conclusions about 

the formation of these categories were then drawn to help give a clearer picture of the 

benefits and shortcomings of using mid-semester surveys as a source of information for 

evaluating teaching. 
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CHAPTER FOUR: RESULTS 
 

  

This chapter presents the results of the study, beginning with the quantitative 

results of each research question and followed by any common patterns found from the 

qualitative data. 

 

Data Modifications  

 The research questions of this study relied on data from all of the items contained 

on the applicable surveys, and upon further inspection, some of the data were deemed 

inappropriate, requiring an explanation in this section for their exclusion from the 

analysis. 

 The survey item measuring course workload and difficulty (i.e. “In my opinion, 

the workload in this course was: excessive, high, average, light, or insufficient.”) was 

dropped from the analysis because a high or low rating did not necessarily indicate an 

effective or ineffective course. Students who perceived the course to have an excessive 

workload, for example, would have a response of 1 on this response scale, but they could 

still report that overall, the course was excellent, meaning a response of 5. 

 The SET data were affected by four different cases, all of which were eventually 

omitted from the analysis. Two students, each from a different class, appeared to have 

rated items incorrectly. In other words, they rated all SET standard items “strongly agree” 

but rated all items added by the researcher “strongly disagree,” creating an abnormally 
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high variance of scores. Two other students, again each from a different class, did not 

complete any of the additional items, so their data were also discarded. 

 The mid-semester data were affected to a lesser degree, and all but two cases 

remained. One student had only completed five out of the 21 items, so that student’s data 

were dropped. Because “N/A” was provided as a response option, the student was 

considered to have no data if he or she had selected “N/A” for any item. Each student had 

their own set of scores, and a total of 11 sets of scores across six of the classes contained 

one to three “N/A” responses or instances of missing data. However, because each set of 

scores contained ratings from each of the 20 items, the missing data were considered 

minimal. One student, though, selected “N/A” for 14 out of the 21 items, so that student’s 

data were also dropped. 

 

Research Question 1 

• Will the consistency of student ratings collected during the semester differ from the 

consistency of student ratings at the end of the semester, either as a whole or on 

individual items or factors? 

 

First, the data from the 20 items (not including the item measuring 

workload/difficulty) on the SET for both the PB and HEH groups were used in an 

exploratory factor analysis to determine whether the items measured one general factor or 

multiple factors. Table 3 presents the initial communalities and the communalities 

following the extraction method of principal axis factoring for each of the 20 dimensions 

of teaching effectiveness being measured. 
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Table 3. Communalities of SET Items 

Item Initial Extraction 

course organization .593 .544 

effective communication skills .666 .625 

interest in student progress .612 .579 

prompt feedback .416 .370 

positive classroom environment/freedom to 

think 
.463 .359 

course value .581 .558 

clear objectives .673 .723 

content knowledge .614 .601 

interest in teaching/enthusiasm .588 .512 

fair evaluation of students .634 .554 

student interest/motivating .555 .473 

active learning .470 .549 

evaluation of teaching/learning from students .516 .498 

individual rapport .621 .573 

class interaction .641 .600 

use of supplementary materials .535 .489 

use of technology .588 .579 

classroom management .644 .688 

overall instructor .784 .738 

overall course .739 .687 

 

 
The results of the factor analysis revealed the possibility of three factors with 

Eigenvalues greater than 1.0, but the Eigenvalue of the first factor was substantially 

higher than the second two (9.746, 1.651, and 1.151, respectively). Combined with an 

examination of the scree plot, the first factor became of greater interest. The unrotated 

loadings on this factor were greater than .40 for every item, further suggesting that the 

survey items measure one general factor, as shown in Table 4. 
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Table 4. Factor Loadings for SET Items 

Item Factor Loading 

course organization .675 

effective communication skills .756 

interest in student progress .731 

prompt feedback .568 

positive classroom environment/freedom to think .584 

course value .644 

clear objectives .746 

content knowledge .651 

interest in teaching/enthusiasm .683 

fair evaluation of students .731 

student interest/motivating .681 

active learning .563 

evaluation of teaching/learning from students .688 

individual rapport .753 

class interaction .689 

use of supplementary materials .571 

use of technology .651 

classroom management .758 

overall instructor .771 

overall course .697 

 

 

Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficients were also calculated using the data from 

all SET surveys (PB1, PB2, PBSET, AND HEHSET) across all classes to check the 

internal consistency of the measure. All four Cronbach’s alpha values were quite large: 

PB1, .948; PB2, .952; PBSET, .948; and HEHSET, .923, indicating that the true variance 

of the items does not change substantially when comparing SET surveys from different 

administrations or different groups of students. This result could also be explained by the 

one general factor found during the factor analysis. 
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Although the results of the exploratory factor analysis suggested the presence of 

one factor for the SET items, examining each item individually for this research question 

was still of greater interest to determine whether the time of the semester affected the 

consistency of student ratings on certain dimensions. Unlike the analyses for the second 

research question, these analyses compared groups of students in all of the classes 

combined to identify differences overall on each survey item. First, the variance of raw 

scores across each of the two groups of students was calculated on each item and for each 

class, resulting in one variance score for each item for the PB1 group and the HEHSET 

group. These variances across students on each item served as the dependent variables, 

and the PB1 survey and HEHSET survey were the independent variables. The PB1 group 

and the HEHSET group for all classes were then compared using separate independent-

samples t-tests for each of the 20 items. 

In preparation for the t-tests, the data were first examined to ensure that all t-test 

assumptions seemed plausible. Both groups completed their respective surveys 

individually and therefore supported the independence assumption. The results of the 

Komolgorov-Smirnov and Shapiro-Wilks tests were not significant for most of the items, 

so at least for those items the normality assumption was not violated. The non-significant 

results of the Levene’s tests also supported the assumption of homogeneity of variances 

for all but four of the items. 

The results of the t-tests are presented in Table 5. There were no significant 

effects of the time of the survey (i.e. mid-semester or end-of-semester) on any of the 

dependent variables.  
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Table 5. T-tests for Time of Survey and All SET Items 

Item t df p 

course organization 1.847 12 0.090 

effective communication skills -0.153 12 0.881 

interest in student progress -0.659 12 0.523 

prompt feedback -0.306 12 0.765 

positive classroom environment/freedom to think -0.616 12 0.549 

course value 1.633 12 0.128 

clear objectives 0.814 12 0.431 

content knowledge -1.178 12 0.262 

interest in teaching/enthusiasm 0.82 12 0.428 

fair evaluation of students -1.077 12 0.303 

student interest/motivating 0.656 12 0.524 

active learning 1.34 12 0.205 

evaluation of teaching/learning from students 0.553 12 0.59 

individual rapport 1.148 12 0.273 

class interaction -0.222 12 0.828 

use of supplementary materials 1.682 12 0.118 

use of technology -1.405 12 0.185 

classroom management -1.091 12 0.297 

overall instructor 1.939 12 0.076 

overall course 0.898 12 0.387 

 

The results of these t-tests indicate that at least for these seven classes, ratings on these 

items vary more or less to the same degree regardless of the time of the semester they are 

administered.  

 

Research Question 2, Part A 

• Will the experience of observing during the semester (priming) have an effect on 

the consistency of student ratings at the end of the semester?  

 

In response to this part of the second research question, a one-way multivariate  

analysis of variance (MANOVA) was considered no longer necessary. Instead, separate 

independent-samples t-tests for each class were used, with the variances across students 
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on each item representing the dependent variable, both using the PBSET and HEHSET 

surveys for the independent variables. Because the focus for this research question did 

not necessarily depend on any differences on individual items, comparisons were made 

between groups within each class on the variances of student ratings on the SET as a 

whole. 

Prior to conducting the t-tests, further data inspection helped to assess the 

protection against violating one of the t-test assumptions, particularly for the Business 

Management 3 class, which had the largest sample sizes. The normality assumption was 

supported by the non-significant results of the Komolgorov-Smirnov and Shapiro-Wilks 

tests, and the independence assumption was still supported due to separate, individual 

completion of the surveys. However, the results of the Levene’s test of equality of error 

variances for the Business Management 3 class was significant at p <.01, so extra steps 

were taken to determine if a violation of the homogeneity of variance assumption had 

occurred. The group sizes were 34 and 23 for each ANOVA in this particular class, so the 

larger group was not more than one and a half times larger than the smaller group. The 

larger variance was also in the larger group. Because both of these were true, even with 

the significant Levene’s test, the Type I error rate was protected. 

For the Business Management 3 class, the results of the t-test are presented in 

Table 6. The overall difference between the PBSET and HEHSET groups was significant 

on variances of the items as a whole, t (38) = 5.276, p < .05, indicating that the 

experience of priming for the PB group may have an effect on the consistency of their 

ratings at the end of the semester. 
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Table 6. T-test by Group (Business Management 3) 

Source t df p 

Group 5.276 38 <0.05 

 

Because the variance of raw scores was used as the unit of analysis for each 

student, Table 7 presents the means and standard deviations of variance scores for each 

group. The HEHSET group had a lower mean variance than the PBSET, possibly 

implying that without the experience of completing a SET-type survey during the 

semester, these students’ responses at the end of the semester on the SET are more 

consistent than the students who had been primed, which contradicted the result 

originally predicted by the concept of priming. 

 

Table 7. Means and Standard Deviations of Variance Scores for Groups (Business 

Management 3) 

Group Mean Standard Deviation 

PBSET  1.109 0.416 

HEHSET  0.546 0.232 

 

  

For the remaining six classes, the results of each separate t-test are presented in 

Table 8. The overall differences between the PBSET and HEHSET groups within each 

class were all not significant: Chemistry 1 t (38) = 0.959, p = .344; Chemistry 2 t (38) = 

0.241, p = .811; Business Management 1 t (38) = -1.344, p = .187; Business Management 

2 t (38) = 1.796, p = .080; Psychology t (38) = 0.266, p = .792; and Communications t 

(38) = 1.261, p = .215. Because the independent variable only contained two levels (i.e. 

PBSET and HEHSET), and results were not significant, follow-up tests were not 
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conducted. Therefore, within each of these particular classes, responses from all students 

across all items appeared consistent in general, regardless of whether or not they had 

been primed during the semester. 

 

Table 8. T-tests by Group (Chemistry 1, 2; Business Management 1, 2; Psychology; 

Communications) 

Class t df p 

Chemistry 1 0.959 38 0.344 

Chemistry 2 0.241 38 0.811 

Business Management 1 -1.344 38 0.187 

Business Management 2 1.796 38 0.080 

Psychology 0.266 38 0.792 

Communications 1.261 38 0.215 

 

 

Research Question 2, Part B 

• Will the consistency of student ratings change over time? 

 

For the seven classes in this study, an unforeseen, logistical challenge in 

attempting to answer this part of the second research question became apparent by the 

end of the semester. Generally speaking, response rates were much higher during the 

semester for the online surveys than at the end of the semester when the researcher 

administered the SET in each of the seven classes. The difference between online and 

paper surveys may have affected responses, but there was also a noticeable decrease in 

general class attendance on the day of the SET, resulting in a decreased chance of having 

students present who were also participants in this study. Another possibility for the 

smaller response rate may be that when the SET was administered at the end of a class 

period, even when the students were allowed at least 15 minutes of class time, many 

students were inclined to complete the SET quickly in order to leave early. 
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Because level of participation in this study had become a challenge by the end of 

the semester, comparing responses from the mid-semester surveys with those from the 

SET naturally became an issue, with unequal sample sizes for the seven classes. The 

difference in sample size between the two groups was substantial enough that the 

originally planned repeated measures analysis of variance (ANOVA) for all three PB 

administrations (PB1, PB2, and PBSET) was considered inappropriate. 

As a result, it was determined that separate t-tests comparing the PB1 and PB2 

surveys were sufficient. This research question focuses again on the consistency of 

student ratings. Therefore, both PB surveys (PB1 and PB2) served as the independent 

variables, and the variance of raw scores across students on each item for each class 

served as the dependent variables. Similar to the first part of this research question, this 

second part also did not necessarily depend on any differences on individual items; 

therefore, comparisons were again made between groups within each class on the 

variances of student ratings on the survey as a whole. 

 Once again, all of the data were more thoroughly examined to identify any 

violations of assumptions for t-tests, and like the analysis for the first part of this research 

question, one class became of greater interest. The Chemistry 2 class did not reveal a 

violation of the normality assumption, and like before, the independence assumption was 

still supported because all surveys were completed by students individually. However, 

the results of the Levene’s test of equality of error variances for the Chemistry 2 class 

was significant at p <.05, so again, extra steps were taken to determine if a violation of 

the homogeneity of variance assumption had occurred. The group sizes were 22 and 21 
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for the t-test in this particular class, so the larger group was not more than one and a half 

times larger than the smaller group. The larger variance was also in the larger group. 

Because both of these were true, even with the significant Levene’s test, the Type I error 

rate was protected. The results for the Chemistry 2 class are presented in Table 9. 

 

Table 9. T-test by Time (Chemistry 2) 

Source t df p 

Time of Survey -5.324 38 .000 

 

 Table 10 presents the means and standard deviations of variance scores for the 

Chemistry 2 class. Interestingly, this comparison showed that the PB2 group had a higher 

mean variance than the PB1 group, meaning their ratings were less consistent by the time 

of the second mid-semester survey. 

 

Table 10. Means and Standard Deviations of Variance Scores for Groups 

(Chemistry 2) 

Group Mean Standard Deviation 

PB1 0.675 0.446 

PB2  1.254 0.194 

 

  
. The results of the t-tests for the remaining six classes are presented in Table 11. 

The differences between the PB1 and PB2 groups for these classes were all not 

significant: Chemistry 1 t (38) = 1.690, p = .099; Business Management 1 t (38) = 0.335, 

p = .740; Business Management 2 t (38) = 0.951, p = .348; Business Management 3 t (38) 

= -0.368, p = .715; Psychology t (38) = 0.142, p = .887; and Communications t (38) = -

0.155, p = .878. The results imply, though, that student ratings at seven weeks into the 

semester vary about as much as student ratings at 11 weeks into the semester. 

. 
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Table 11. T-tests by Time (Chemistry 1; Business Management 1, 2, 3; Psychology; 

Communications) 

Class t df p 

Chemistry 1 1.690 38 0.099 

Business Management 1 0.335 38 0.740 

Business Management 2 0.951 38 0.348 

Business Management 3 -0.368 38 0.715 

Psychology 0.142 38 0.887 

Communications -0.155 38 0.878 

 

Survey Comments 

 The purpose of examining the qualitative data contained within the comments 

section of both mid-semester surveys (PB1/HEH1 and PB2/HEH2) and the SET (PBSET 

and HEHSET) was to be able to identify the following: any patterns in the number of 

students who commented over time in the same group and within each class, and the 

frequency of different dimensions of teaching effectiveness mentioned in the comments, 

including those not measured by the survey items. Like the quantitative data analyses, the 

value placed on students’ comments (i.e. positive or negative) was not as important or 

necessary as the mere identification of the dimension being discussed.  

 Comments from study participants on all of the surveys were first coded with the 

global or primary types of dimensions, which not only included “overall instructor” and 

“overall course” but also a global dimension not necessarily addressed in the PB or SET 

surveys, “overall self.” The comments were then coded into secondary types of 

dimensions, many of which corresponded to other survey items, and some of which did 

not. Any comments that did not have any explicit remarks about the instructor, the 
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course, or the students themselves were disregarded, such as “Toodles” and “None so 

far.” Otherwise, once the primary and secondary coding procedures were completed, the 

next step involved tallying the number of comments per category.  

 Although many of the primary and secondary dimensions directly relate to items 

contained in the PB and SET surveys, enough variation in the comments existed that 

further explanation of the interpretation of each dimension became necessary. 

Additionally, the presence of other dimensions not at all referenced within the surveys 

required more definition based on the comments categorized under that dimension. The 

descriptions of all of these dimensions then are presented in Tables 12, 13, and 14.
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Table 12. Definitions of Dimension Codes for Survey Comments (Instructor) 
Dimension Corresponding Survey Item Definition 

Global – PB/SET Survey Related 

overall instructor  Overall, this instructor is (very unsatisfactory - excellent). satisfaction with instructor’s performance overall 

PB/SET Survey Related 

effective 

communication skills 

The instructor communicates information effectively. instructor’s ability to communicate information clearly 

enough that students understand  

content knowledge The instructor shows a thorough knowledge of course 

material. 

instructor’s knowledge of the subject, including past study 

or work experience 

student interest/ 

motivation 

The instructor inspires me to think more about the 

content of the course than what is required. 

instructor’s ability to engage or motivate students  

active learning Students have a great deal of choice over how they are 

going to learn in this course. 

students’ perception of having multiple paths to reach the 

same goal 

interest in student 

progress 

The instructor shows interest in the progress of students. instructor’s genuine interest in student progress, including 

compassion and accessibility 

prompt feedback The tests/assignments are usually graded and returned 

promptly. 

students’ perception of receiving any form of feedback 

from the instructor in a timely manner 

fair evaluation of 

students 

My performance in this course is being evaluated fairly. students’ perception of fair evaluation of their performance, 

including test questions, use of grading curves, and 

breakdown of final course grade 

interest in 

teaching/enthusiasm 

The instructor seems genuinely interested in teaching the 

course. 

instructor’s genuine interest in teaching subject material, 

including enthusiasm and passion 

evaluation of teaching/ 

learning from students 

The instructor frequently gives the impression that he or 

she can learn from students. 

instructor’s genuine interest in feedback or knowledge from 

students 

individual rapport The instructor relates to students as individuals. instructor’s ability to treat students on an individual basis 

class interaction Students are actively encouraged to participate in class 

discussions. 

instructor’s genuine interest in encouraging class discussion 

Non-PB/SET Survey Related  

use of examples  instructor’s use of concrete examples, anecdotes, or 

demonstrations (i.e. modeling) to supplement material 

pacing  instructor’s use of class time 

personality  instructor’s personality, including sense of humor, attitude, 

patience, and professionalism 

preparation  instructor’s level of preparation for the class 

effort  instructor’s level of effort towards teaching the class 
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Table 13. Definitions of Dimension Codes for Survey Comments (Course) 

Dimension Corresponding Survey Item Definition 

Global – PB/SET Survey Related 

overall course  Overall, this course is (very unsatisfactory …excellent). satisfaction with course overall 

PB/SET Survey Related 

course organization The course is well organized. anything related to course organization, 

including course requirements, procedures, 

and timing or due dates 

course value At this point in time, I feel that this course will be (or has 

already been) of value to me. 

students’ perception of course value, including 

applicability of course to their lives or long-

term goals 

clear objectives Course objectives and assignments are clearly stated. anything related to clear objectives, including 

clear expectations for exams and assignments 

use of supplementary 

materials 

The instructor provides a variety of activities in class. instructor’s use of a variety of activities or 

resources, such as guest speakers or small 

group work 

use of technology The instructor uses a variety of media and outside resources. instructor’s use of technology, including 

Power Point presentations, movies, and 

Blackboard 

positive classroom 

environment/ freedom 

to think 

The instructor makes me feel free to ask questions, disagree, 

and express my ideas. 

students’ perception of comfort level in class 

and effects on participation or willingness to 

seek help 

classroom 

management 

The instructor maintains a classroom atmosphere conducive 

to learning. 

students’ perception of classroom atmosphere 

and effects on ability to pay attention or learn 

workload/difficulty In my opinion, the workload in this course is (excessive, 

high, average, light, insufficient). 

anything related to level of workload or 

difficulty of the course 

Non-PB/SET Survey Related 

class size  impact of class size on overall course 
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Table 14. Definitions of Dimension Codes for Survey Comments (Self) 

Dimension Definition 

Global – Non-PB/SET Survey Related 

overall self any comments made about the effects on the student’s 

individual self as a result of participating in the class or 

interacting with the instructor, and as opposed to the effects 

on the students in the class overall 

Non-PB/SET Survey Related  

motivation students’ perception of their own personal motivation in the 

class, including their goals, drive, and interest 

learning students’ perception of their own learning in the class 

time management students’ ability to manage their time to meet class 

requirements 

study skills students’ use of study strategies or test taking strategies 

prior knowledge impact of students’ level of prior knowledge on participation 

in the class 
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The definitions provided for the different dimensions of teaching effectiveness 

referenced in students’ comments revealed some similarities and differences among 

dimensions. For example, comments referring to “clear objectives” were often also 

referring to “fair evaluation,” meaning a student may be explaining that because 

objectives were unclear, the result was being evaluated unfairly as well. Defining these 

dimensions somewhat more concretely also created more of a distinction between “use of 

supplementary materials” and “active learning,” the former relating to a variety of 

activities or materials and the latter relating to students having choice over those 

activities. Finally, the addition of the dimension, “use of examples,” should also be 

treated independent of “use of supplementary materials” because it concentrates more on 

an instructor’s ability to explain abstract concepts by providing concrete examples, real-

life applications, personal experiences, or step-by-step demonstrations, which do not 

always involve additional materials. 

 In order to illustrate further the meaning of each identified dimension, example 

quotes from the comments are presented in Appendix K, including the class and survey 

from which the quote was taken: 

 Once all of the definitions were established, the frequency count for each 

dimension was recorded, and the results for each class are shown in tables in Appendix L. 

Each table separates the comments according to the survey from which they were taken 

and includes the total sample size for each survey. All other values contained in the table 

represent the frequency of comments made, not the number of students. Therefore, one 

student may have commented on multiple dimensions, but each dimension was only 
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counted once per student. In addition, although the items on the HEH survey measured 

different aspects of the students’ learning, students who completed that survey were 

provided with the same prompt as the PB survey to give general comments about their 

instructor and the course, so their comments were also included in the following analysis. 

First, sample sizes listed in the tables for each survey within each group and 

within each class were reviewed to determine if any significant patterns emerged. In four 

of the classes, differences in sample sizes within groups did not appear to follow any 

logical pattern. However, in both the Business Management 2 and Psychology classes, 

while there was no significant trend of sample sizes for the PB group, sample sizes 

gradually decreased in student comments for the HEH group. The Business Management 

3 class, which had the largest sample sizes among the classes, interestingly had a strong, 

steady decrease in the number of students commenting within each group over time. 

Following the examination of the frequency counts for each class, any totals at the 

two extremes naturally became of greater interest, and the most noteworthy of those 

extremes became the focus of this analysis. Frequencies and totals were reported within 

each class as well as across classes overall; however, because of limited sample sizes in 

most classes, frequencies and totals were not reported within or across groups. The 

within-class results are presented in Tables 15 and 16. 
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Table 15. Most Frequently Mentioned PB/SET Dimensions by Class 

Class PB/SET Dimension # / n % 

interest in student progress 7 / 22 32% 
Chemistry 1 

student interest/motivation 6 / 22 27% 

course organization 14 / 43 33% 
Chemistry 2 

effective communication skills 13 / 43 30% 

course organization 13 / 29 45% 
Business Management 1 

use of technology 7 / 29 24% 

course organization 22 / 47 47% 
Business Management 2 individual rapport; clear objectives; use 

of technology (3-way tie) 
8 / 47 17% 

course organization 43 / 118 36% 
Business Management 3 

effective communication skills 26 / 118 22% 

course organization 8 / 30 27% 
Psychology student interest/motivation; fair 

evaluation of students (2-way tie) 
6 / 30 20% 

Communications 

effective communication skills; content 

knowledge; student interest/motivation 

(3-way tie) 

4 / 12 33% 

 

Table 16. Most Frequently Mentioned Non-PB/SET (Additional) Dimensions by 

Class 

Class Non-PB/SET Dimension # / n % 

Chemistry 1 use of examples 4 / 22 18% 

Chemistry 2 use of examples 15 / 43 35% 

Business Management 1 
use of examples; pacing; personality 

(3-way tie) 

5 / 29 17% 

Business Management 2 use of examples 5 / 47 11% 

Business Management 3 use of examples 13 / 118 11% 

Psychology learning (self) 5 / 30 17% 

Communications motivation (self) 3 / 12 25% 

 

The information presented in both Tables 15 and 16 were certainly useful for the 

purposes of this study, and as a result, two important trends emerged. In Table 15, one of 

the most interesting results to note was the most frequently occurring PB/SET dimension 

mentioned through the comments within five of the seven classes; students in Chemistry 
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2; Business Management 1, 2, and 3; and Psychology provided comments about course 

organization the most often, with 33%, 45%, 47%, 36%, and 27% of those students for 

each of those classes, respectively. In Table 17, the most frequently occurring Non-

PB/SET dimension mentioned through the comments within five of the seven classes was 

use of examples. Students in Chemistry 1 and 2; and Business Management 1, 2, and 3 

commented about this added dimension the most often, with 18%, 35%, 17%, 11%, and 

11% of those students for each of those classes, respectively.  

As for any comparisons of frequencies and totals across classes, the inspection of 

the data concentrated on the most rarely mentioned PB/SET dimensions as well as the 

most frequently mentioned Non-PB/SET dimensions. The results of these comparisons 

are explained in the following section.  

 In five out of the seven classes, no students provided comments on the PB/SET 

dimensions of active learning, class interaction, evaluation of teaching/learning from 

students, or prompt feedback. This finding may have been due to the relatively small 

number of students who had provided comments for each class compared to the total 

class enrollment, which may also explain why the Communications class lacked 

comments relating to 13 of the dimensions and the Business Management 1 class lacked 

comments relating to nine of the dimensions. However, it could still lead to some insight 

about the level of importance of each dimension to certain students. 

 On the other hand, at least one student in all seven classes spoke about the impact 

the instructor or the course had on their own motivation. Additionally, in six out of the 

seven classes, at least one student wrote a comment about four different Non-PB/SET 
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dimensions: use of examples, pacing, personality, and study skills (self). The presence of 

Non-PB/SET dimensions in general could speak to their value in determining ways to 

assess effective teaching but possibly even more for the dimensions that were mentioned 

at least once in all or most classes. Dimensions related to overall self were meaningful 

because they uncovered some potentially important effects on students by the instructor 

and/or the course. 

 

Focus Group Sessions 

 Of the two focus group sessions conducted at the end of the semester, one 

included participants from the PB group in any of the seven classes, and the other 

included participants from the HEH group in any of the seven classes. The PB focus 

group session consisted of four participants: one from Business Management 1 and three 

from Business Management 3. The HEH focus group session also consisted of four 

participants: one from Business Management 1, one from Business Management 2, one 

from Business Management 3, and one from Communications.  

 Because the PB group had completed an SET-type survey during the semester, 

and the HEH group had not gone through the same experience, some of the questions 

posed during their respective focus group sessions differed, naturally resulting in 

different perspectives on similar topics. Tables 17, 18, and 19 report the responses 

provided by the participants of both groups to questions they both shared regarding the 

SET survey items, general SET use, and their overall experience participating in this type 

of study in order to compare any differences in those areas between groups.  



 

76 

Table 17. Response Differences Between Groups on Questions Related to SET 

Survey Items 

Group 
Questions 

PB HEH 

Related to SET Survey Items 

student 

interest/motivation 

student interest/motivation (2) 

prompt feedback positive classroom 

environment 

workload/difficulty communication skills 

overall instructor (2) content knowledge 

course value course organization 

interest in teaching 

workload 

use of supplementary 

materials (2) 

NOT global items (too broad) 

In general, which items 

do you find are the most 

valuable to help 

colleges define effective 

teaching? 

 

overall course 

all non-PB/SET items 

how assignments and 

tests are related 

usefulness of textbook, course 

materials 

effective communication 

outside of class 

questions about interactions 

with TAs 

course requirements, due 

dates/(clear objectives?) at 

beginning of semester 

On a SET or any other 

survey like this, what 

other topics do you 

think we should include 

to help colleges define 

effective teaching? 

instructor appears to be 

constantly improving, 

changing, engaging  

instructor’s ability to relate 

material to students (use of 

examples?) 

course value evaluation of teaching (2) Which items, if any, 

were more difficult for 

you to answer during 

the semester than at the 

end of the semester? 

(PB) 

What items on the SET, 

if any, surprised you? 

(HEH) 

fair evaluation active learning (difficult in 

large class) (4) – instead, 

“instructor provided different 

ways to learn the material” 

Note: Values in parentheses represent number of participants who provided that response. 

All other responses were provided by one participant. 
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Table 18. Response Differences Between Groups on Questions Related to General 

SET Use 

Group 
Question 

PB HEH 

Related to General SET Use 

always wanted it mid-

semester 

biased because of day 

administered (i.e. end of 

semester) 

liked it, wonder if it helps 

comments section takes too 

much time (3) 

In general, how do you 

feel about Students’ 

Evaluation of Teaching 

surveys as a way of 

measuring the 

effectiveness of an 

instructor and a course? 

 

waste of time if professor 

doesn’t change (3) 

wonder how they’re effective, 

why professor is still here if 

ratings are low 

Note: Values in parentheses represent number of participants who provided that response. 

All other responses were provided by one participant. 

 

Table 19. Response Differences Between Groups on Questions Related to Study 

Procedures 

Group 
Question 

PB HEH 

Related to Study Procedures 

SET – copies of 

additional items for 

everyone 

good to email procedures to 

participants 

online SET 

worth doing (3) 

What feedback do you 

have about the 

procedures of this study 

(e.g. how surveys were 

conducted)? 
NOT worth doing  

nice to include comments 

section 

Note: Values in parentheses represent number of participants who provided that response. 

All other responses were provided by one participant. 

 

 Both groups responded to questions related to SET survey items, including which 

items were important to them, items that were not contained in the survey, and the timing 

of the SET during the semester. Referring to Table 17, when participants were asked first 

to identify SET survey items they found to be the most valuable to assess the 

effectiveness of their instructor and course, both groups named workload and student 

interest/motivation, with three participants across groups agreeing to the latter. 
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Interestingly, the most major difference between the two groups was the mention of both 

global items by the PB group while the HEH group negated the value of the same items 

because they were too global.  

Participants who provided responses to the second question in Table 17 that 

requested additional items they would like to include on the SET had very general 

similarities; both groups suggested items that could be related to clear objectives (e.g. 

“how assignments and tests are related” and “course requirements and due dates at the 

beginning of the semester”) and communication skills (“instructor’s communication 

skills outside of class” and “interactions with TAs”). Although in broad terms, clear 

objectives and communication skills already existed as dimensions of teaching 

effectiveness on the SET, the participants further distinguished between more specific 

kinds of information within each dimension that could prompt more investigation for the 

inclusion of such detailed items. The response of “instructor appears to be constantly 

improving, changing, engaging” by the PB group alludes to the pre-existing SET 

dimensions of evaluation of teaching/learning from students and student 

interest/motivation while the response of “instructor’s ability to relate material to 

students” by the HEH group may be similar to the non-PB/SET dimension found within 

the survey comments, use of examples.  

Finally, the third question related to SET items in Table 17 differed slightly for 

each group, but because they were both addressing the timing of the SET at the end of the 

semester, the reasoning behind participants’ responses seemed similar enough to present 

in the same table. The PB group noted course value and fair evaluation of students as 
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dimensions that were difficult to rate during the semester, implying that they were not 

fully informed about them until the end of the semester. Compared to the global items 

identified by the panel of experts as “fully measurable only at the end of the semester” for 

the quantitative analysis of this study’s first research question, these dimensions 

presented by the PB group suggest the relative sensitivity of those dimensions to the time 

of semester from the student perspective. Two participants from the HEH group 

identified evaluation of teaching/learning from students as a surprising SET item because 

of its difficulty to observe, and four participants agreed that active learning may not be 

possible in larger classes. One even suggested that this particular item about active 

learning could be worded differently, “The instructor provided different ways to learn the 

material.” 

Table 18 provides the responses from students about their perceptions of the 

usefulness of the SET, and although each group came from slightly different 

perspectives, the two sets of responses were more or less quite similar. One participant 

from the PB group indicated the value of a mid-semester SET-type survey by expressing 

that he or she had always wanted to have the opportunity while one participant in the 

HEH group felt that the SET was somewhat biased because of its administration only at 

the end of the semester. Both students could be implying that the SET may be more 

useful if conducted more than once in a course. Three participants from the PB group 

agreed that the mid-semester SET-type survey was a “waste of time” if no changes were 

observed in the professor, and one participant from the HEH group speculated about the 

effectiveness of the SET if the professor’s status did not change. In either case, this 
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possibly illustrates one of the more interesting findings from the focus group sessions: an 

instructor’s willingness to change after receiving feedback from students can have serious 

consequences on the students’ perceptions and attitudes of the instructor and their 

experience overall.  

In Table 19, the only common responses from both groups of participants to give 

feedback about this study’s procedures referred to the convenience of receiving study-

related information and completing the mid-semester surveys online. One participant 

suggested the administration of the SET online at the end of the semester, but because an 

online SET containing additional items was not possible at the institution where this 

study took place, it may still be a consideration for future studies. In addition, three out of 

the four PB participants indicated that the study as a whole was “worth doing,” offering 

the encouragement to continue pursuing this line of research. 

The focus group questions that centered around the participants’ unique 

experiences over the semester were more varied because of group membership. The 

responses to these questions are listed in Table 20 for the HEH group and Table 21 for 

the PB group. 
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Table 20. Responses on Questions Related to HEH Group Experiences 

Questions Responses 

appearance 

communication skills 

student interest (2) 

individual rapport 

use of examples (2) 

interest in teaching 

course organization 

mood 

pacing 

clear objectives 

In general during the semester, what 

aspects of your instructor’s teaching or 

behavior do you observe? 

 

attendance 

How informed did you feel about your 

instructor and the class at the end of the 

semester when you completed the SET? 

some items were still open to 

interpretation and not necessarily under 

professor’s control 

Note: Values in parentheses represent number of participants who provided that response. 

All other responses were provided by one participant. 

 

 

Table 21. Responses on Questions Related to PB Group Experiences 

Questions Responses 

no change (2) After the first and second surveys you 

completed online, what changes, if any, 

did you observe in your instructor’s 

teaching or behavior?  

remedied use of technology 

After the first and second surveys you 

completed online, what changes, if any, 

did you notice in your own behavior? 

(Because professor didn’t change) 

pointless to attend class (3) 

willing, but pointless How did you feel at the end of the 

semester completing the SET when you 

had already completed the same survey 

previously? 

appreciated (2) only if professor cared; 

would be able to grade professor more 

fairly 

Note: Values in parentheses represent number of participants who provided that response. 

All other responses were provided by one participant. 

  

Participants in the HEH group reported several previously mentioned aspects or 

dimensions of teaching effectiveness they felt they observed in general, but they also 

noted their awareness of three new aspects: appearance, mood, and class attendance. 
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When asked about their experiences completing the SET at the end of the semester, one 

participant acknowledged that because some items were still open to interpretation and 

not necessarily under the professor’s control, perhaps students are not fully informed 

about those items at any point during the semester. 

Although three out of the four participants in the PB group were from the same 

class and thus referring to the same instructor, the responses from the group overall to 

questions about their observations of instructor behavior over the course of the semester 

revealed no substantial change. The one participant who had a different instructor 

indicated some change in behavior but could only think of one example of change, use of 

technology. Apparently, though, the instructors’ lack of substantial change after receiving 

feedback from students inadvertently made an impact not only on these participants’ own 

behavior regarding the class (i.e. “pointless to attend class”) but also these participants’ 

attitudes about completing any similar, subsequent surveys (i.e. “willing, but pointless”). 

This result further substantiates the finding from participants’ responses to general SET 

use, and as one PB participant stated, “I thought this was a brilliant idea so long as the 

professors actually looked at student commentary and made adjustments as they saw 

fitting to the students' remarks.” In other words, the importance of viewing any SET-type 

survey as an opportunity to improve one’s teaching can make the survey more 

meaningful for students, which also follows the recommendations of many authors in the 

literature regarding formative evaluations of teaching (Abrami, 2001; Berk, 2006; Kulik, 

2001; Marsh, 1984, 1987; McKeachie, 1997b; Ory, 2000; Paulsen, 2002; Schiller et al, 

2004; Theall & Franklin, 1990). 
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CHAPTER FIVE: DISCUSSION 
 

 

This chapter will discuss the meaning behind the results of this study by first 

addressing each research question, followed by some patterns that emerged from both the 

quantitative and qualitative data, limitations of the study, general implications, and 

directions for future research. 

 

Research Question 1 

• Will the consistency of student ratings collected during the semester differ from the 

consistency of student ratings at the end of the semester, either as a whole or on 

individual items or factors? 

 

The first research question of this study attempted to identify any consistency  

differences between student ratings during the semester and student ratings at the end of 

the semester on any of the individual items. Any significant differences found from this 

analysis could indicate that students do not have enough information or experience 

regarding the overall instructor or the overall course until the end of the semester or that 

further research is still necessary to explore other reasons that could explain why these 

items are time sensitive. 

 The results of the t-tests for each of the 20 items that compared the first mid-

semester survey of the PB group and the HEHSET survey revealed no significant 

differences. Because ratings did not differ substantially on any of the items, future studies 

may investigate the ratings students provided on these particular items early in the 

semester with the ratings of the same students at the end of the semester.  
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 For those who use, interpret, and report the data from student ratings, including 

university administrators, faculty developers, and the instructors themselves, this finding 

could suggest that student ratings on these items may be requested at virtually any time 

during the semester because students as a whole seem to have a general impression of 

their instructor and the course that does not significantly change over the course of a 

semester.  

 

Research Question 2, Part A 

• Will the experience of observing during the semester (priming) have an effect on 

the consistency of student ratings at the end of the semester?  

 

This first part of the second research question addressed the unique experience of  

the PB group, which had the opportunity to provide student ratings on a variety of  

dimensions related to the instructor and the course twice during the semester. As a result, 

because this group of students had been primed, their SET ratings were then compared to 

the SET ratings of the HEH group, who had not had the same experience. Significant 

differences between these two sets of ratings within any class on all of the items was 

expected to show that the responses of the PB group would have less variance on the all 

of the items, meaning they would be more consistent at the end of the semester.  

 For six of the seven classes, the results of the t-tests revealed that variability of 

responses on the items for each class were not significantly different between the PB and 

HEH groups; therefore, students responded just as consistently on the SET regardless of 

having the experience of being primed. This finding may lead one to believe that 

students’ prior exposure to SET items in the same class does not drastically change their 
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perceptions on the final SET for the semester. However, the results of the same tests on 

the last of the seven classes offers some evidence to the contrary that encourages further 

research. 

 In the Business Management 3 class, statistically significant differences were 

found between the variability ratings of the PB and HEH groups on the SET. 

Interestingly, although these differences were significant, the means of variance scores 

indicated that the responses of the PB group actually had more variance and were 

therefore less consistent by the end of the semester, the exact opposite of the result 

originally hypothesized for this part of the research question. The impact of the priming 

experience for the PB group may make those students more metacognitively aware of 

different dimensions of teaching effectiveness. If they had already provided responses to 

SET-type items, they could possibly be more observant of those characteristics of the 

instructor and the course and actively acquire more information about those 

characteristics by the time of the final SET. At that point, they would then be more 

conscientious and discriminating in their end of semester ratings, resulting in a wider 

variety of responses depending on the particular dimension. On the other hand, the 

responses from the HEH group on the SET may have been more consistent because 

without the exposure to SET-type items beforehand, they may have been less likely to 

treat the items individually and more likely to perceive them in groups, rating the items in 

each group more or less the same way. 

 The findings from the Business Management 3 class certainly suggest that further  
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investigation in other classes, especially with larger sample sizes, is needed to help 

explain whether the observed result can be replicated and possibly to allow for a more 

thorough analysis that can explain why this particular result was indeed not due to 

chance. Because stereotypes and affective reactions (Wyer & Adaval, 2003) and 

nonverbal behavior (Burgoon & Bacue, 2003) all have the potential to influence the 

impressions students have, collecting feedback during the semester could also alert the 

instructor to potential problems and allow him or her to modify selected behavior before 

the end of the semester. Combined with the students’ greater sensitivity to the subtle 

differences among items as a result of being primed, students could possibly be more 

informed when they complete the SET at the end of the semester. The second part of 

Research Question 2 was intended to address part of this hypothesis. 

 

Research Question 2, Part B 

• Will the consistency of student ratings change over time? 

 

The answer to this part of the second research question intended to demonstrate 

that student ratings became more consistent by the end of the semester. Any significant 

differences that existed among the variance of responses of any of the three survey 

administrations completed by the PB group could indicate that students’ ability to provide 

evaluations of the instructor and the course do depend on the time of the semester that 

information is requested. 

 The results for the separate t-tests for this part of the research question showed no 

significant differences over time in six of the seven classes. However, the significant 
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results of the Chemistry 2 class showed that the PB students became less consistent from 

the first to the second mid-semester survey. Similar to the significant result of the 

Business Management 3 class from the first part of this research question, this result 

could imply that students who are exposed at least once to the different dimensions of 

teaching effectiveness actually become more observant and distinguish more easily 

among items.  

 

Observations from Qualitative Survey and Focus Group Data  

 The following observations were mostly derived from students’ written comments 

contained in the surveys and students’ responses during the focus group sessions. These 

data were not approached in line with standard qualitative gathering methods; instead, 

they were inspected only for any superficial, distinguishable patterns and only with the 

expectation that they may supplement some of the quantitative findings.  

When examining students’ perceptions of teaching effectiveness overall from the 

qualitative data, the results revealed some interesting student perceptions that were not 

necessarily evident in the quantitative data alone. The qualitative data gathered from 

survey comments and focus group sessions gave students the opportunity to provide more 

explanation for their feedback, including reasoning for giving certain ratings on the 

surveys. The observations drawn from focus group participants in the Business 

Management 3 class in particular, are consistent with the quantitative results from the 

same class, suggesting that mid-semester surveys may still be useful for the purpose of 

priming students for the final SET. In addition, the qualitative data led to more insight 
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about the usefulness of student ratings in general, the usefulness of particular survey 

items, and some practical considerations for users of student ratings, as described below. 

 Many of the survey comments as well as some of the responses to the focus group 

questions revealed that some students do indeed present feedback in an articulate way, 

have the ability to express in detail their expectations of the instructor and the course, and 

even offer concrete suggestions and constructive criticism when they feel the instructor 

can improve. In light of this overall finding, researchers and users of students ratings 

should not entirely discount the value of students’ free response opinions; on the 

contrary, as Theall and Franklin (2001) have pointed out, students often demonstrate that 

they have the knowledge and insight to contribute meaningful feedback to their 

instructors in that format.  

 For example the dimensions of teaching effectiveness measured by the PB/SET 

surveys frequently prompted general feedback from students in both their survey 

comments and the focus group data. In addition to the PB/SET dimension of course 

organization mentioned most frequently in survey comments for five out of the seven 

classes, the majority of comments in all classes also focused on the PB/SET items of 

interest in student progress, effective communication skills, content knowledge, student 

interest/motivation, use of technology, individual rapport, clear objectives, and fair 

evaluation of students. The tendency for some comments to reflect survey items may 

mean the corresponding teaching dimensions are important, observable, or noteworthy 

from the perspective of students. Students may have felt strongly enough about these 

items to provide such comments, implying that these dimensions may possibly be better 



 

89 

indicators of effective teaching than other dimensions that were not mentioned in the 

comments. On the other hand, because the students provided ratings for these dimensions 

on the survey, the items themselves may have prompted students to write comments to 

explain their ratings.  

 As for the focus group data, the difference between the opinions of the PB group 

and the HEH group on the value of the two global items may relate to the reasoning 

offered for the significant quantitative results in the Business Management 3 class for the 

research question about priming. More specifically, the PB focus group participants who 

had been primed during the semester may have reported that the global items were quite 

useful because they had the opportunity to distinguish among more specific items that 

refer to the overall instructor and the course. On the other hand, the HEH focus group 

participants who had not been exposed to the mid-semester PB/SET items may have 

perceived the global items as too similar to the other items contained on the final SET 

and therefore commented that these items were less valuable. 

 One of the more interesting findings from the qualitative data, particularly data 

from the survey comments, involved dimensions that were not measured by the SET. 

Students identified other characteristics of the instructor, the course, and even themselves 

that could help determine more ways to evaluate teaching effectiveness. In five of the 

seven classes, the most frequently mentioned non-PB/SET dimension, use of examples, 

represents another characteristic of instructors that many students value. One student in 

the HEH group also referred to this dimension during the focus group session by 

expressing a desire for the opportunity to rate an instructor according to the degree to 
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which he or she can relate course material to students. An instructor’s ability to model by 

providing concrete examples and demonstrations can promote students’ understanding of 

the information, which can possibly directly affect the students’ perceptions of that 

instructor. Additionally, survey comments that focused on the impact of the instructor or 

the course on their own personal learning, motivation, time management, study skills, and 

prior knowledge, previously categorized as dimensions of “self” in the results chapter, 

can also have an effect on their ratings on an SET, which encourages researchers to 

pursue these dimensions as another avenue for evaluating teaching.  

  Finally, one of the outcomes of the PB focus group session in particular may 

demonstrate the importance of the use of formative evaluations of teaching. Three of the 

four participants expressed feelings of frustration by the end of the semester SET because 

they believed their mid-semester ratings did not appear to make a different to their 

instructor, leading to less interest in completing the SET. An instructor who receives mid-

semester feedback that highlights reasonable areas of improvement should strongly 

consider modifying aspects of his or her instruction or the course, not only to help 

improve their ratings at the end of the semester, but perhaps more importantly, to help 

students feel more motivated to provide those ratings. These comments from the PB 

group were somewhat surprising because one of the reasons given to students at the 

beginning of the semester to encourage study participation was meant to help them feel 

more empowered by having the ability to give feedback that could ultimately affect their 

experience in the class.  
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Limitations 

Similar to other empirical studies in the field of education, a number of limitations 

for this study exist, due to the particular items contained on the PB/SET surveys, 

procedural issues, and certain contextual factors, which are explained in further detail for 

the remainder of this section.  

The quantitative and qualitative results of this study presented some concerns 

about students’ ability to apply and interpret specific PB/SET items. In other words, some 

items may have proven difficult for students to rate depending on the circumstances of 

the class. This became especially apparent during the focus group sessions when four 

students agreed that measuring active learning may not be feasible in larger classes, at 

least because of the way the actual item is phrased (i.e. “Students have a great deal of 

choice over how they are going to learn in this course.”). Although proponents of active 

learning like Chickering and Gamson (1987) support the idea of offering students some 

choice over their learning, an inability to do so may not necessarily be the fault of the 

instructor. It is also possible that the item itself may not capture the entire essence of 

active learning, and in future studies, this type of item should represent the dimension 

more clearly. Even the items measuring class interaction and the use of supplementary 

materials may have similar practical limitations because of the large number of students 

in a class, so perhaps the format of the class should be considered when using ratings on 

these items. Their variance in the quantitative analyses may be a result of difficulty of 

interpretation rather than the student inconsistency. In addition, ratings for separate items 

that were applicable to characteristics of the instructor or characteristics of the course 
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may not have been interpreted by students as corresponding to the global items of overall 

instructor or overall course, thus contributing to more or less variance. If the ratings on 

the course-specific or instructor-specific items were not consistent with ratings on the 

overall course and overall instructor items, then perhaps students view all of the items as 

more independent from one another. However it should be noted that these are the actual 

items used in most SETs and therefore they need to be used in the study to reflect what 

actually happens in classrooms. It is another project to study the interpretation of these 

particular items and therefore another topic for future research. 

The most important procedural issue that emerged after conducting this study 

involved the level of participation overall as well as the level of participation during the 

mid-semester surveys compared to the end of semester SET. In general, the relatively 

small sample sizes within each class resulted in some difficulty to examine any class 

level effects adequately. This study also relied on the instructors’ and students’ 

willingness to participate without compensation, with the exception of the Business 

Management 3 class. Whether compensation was offered, though, relying only on 

volunteers limits the generalizability of any significant results.  

The use of end of the semester student ratings in this study compared with student 

ratings during the semester has other potential limitations on generalizability, similar to 

issues that some authors have described previously (Feldman, 1997; Marsh, 1984, 1987; 

Marsh & Dunkin, 1997; Marsh & Roche, 1997; McKeachie, 1997b; Murray, 1997). 

Marsh (1984) in particular lists certain contextual factors as potential biases, such as the 

effects of specific background characteristics, students’ prior subject interest, student 
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workload/difficulty, students’ expected grades in the course, and class size. Because 

overall statistical comparisons were not drawn across classes, a significant result within a 

class would prevent the generalizability to other classes. Much larger sample sizes would 

be needed to compare any significant effects within classes as well as across classes. The 

generalizability of this study was also limited by other contextual factors, such as subject 

area of the class, the particular instructor teaching the class, or even the level of teaching 

experience the instructor had, an indication of the complex nature of teaching and its 

probable dependence on context to help determine a more effective means of evaluation.  

 

General Implications 

 The interpretation of the results and limitations of this study naturally lead to 

some important general implications when considering the use of student ratings, 

including the overall use of students as a source of information for evaluating teaching. 

 Although this study lacks evidence that student ratings change over time, the 

significant difference found in the comparison of SET surveys in the Business 

Management 3 class between students who had been primed with those who had not 

encourages further investigation into the issue of priming students and whether that 

experience can produce more accurate ratings on a final SET survey. The Business 

Management 3 students’ early exposure to the dimensions of teaching effectiveness that 

was eventually measured at the end of the semester may have given them the awareness 

needed for them to be more observant of such dimensions throughout the semester, but 

continued research on this particular finding remains necessary.  
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 The results of this study imply that giving students an opportunity to provide open 

responses to questions results in an additional level of understanding about their ratings 

of instruction. In particular, detailed feedback about the instruction and the class 

examined in students’ survey comments and responses to focus group questions 

demonstrate not only students’ unique perspectives on certain dimensions of teaching 

effectiveness, but also their ability to communicate those perspectives effectively and 

constructively when requested (Zimmaro et al., n.d.). This may indicate that further 

comparisons between student ratings and student comments are worthwhile in future 

studies  

 

Directions for Future Research 

 This study contributes to the growing line of research that focuses on teaching 

effectiveness in higher education by attempting to continue the pursuit of clearer, more 

applicable definitions of effective college teaching, alternative methods to evaluate 

college teaching, and the improved use and interpretation of student ratings results. 

However, this pursuit is far from completion, and further investigation of such topics is 

needed for the advancement of education. 

 Given the small number of classes volunteered for this particular study, some 

overall themes across classes could not be explored but may be useful variables in future 

research studies. For example, comparisons should eventually be made between larger 

classes and smaller classes with respect to student ratings within and at the end of the 

semester. Students in classes of different sizes may be more or less discriminating with 
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regard to issues of effective teaching in their respective situations. Further comparisons 

could also involve the particular rank of the instructor (e.g. Assistant Instructor, Lecturer, 

or Professor) as well as the subject area of the class. Other interesting class characteristics 

that still require more exploration into the relationship between mid-semester and end of 

semester feedback include courses that consist of more than one section taught by the 

same instructor and different instructors teaching the same course material in different 

classes.  

 The course material in each of the classes involved in this study was primarily 

delivered using a lecture format, leading to the consideration for more research that 

examines any differences in evaluations of teaching due to the instructional methods that 

an instructor chooses to incorporate. The use of instructional methods other than lecture, 

including inquiry, case-based, peer learning, and team-based learning methods, or 

possibly the use of a variety of such methods within a single class, serves as yet another 

variable worthy of future study in student ratings research since several of these 

instructional methodologies could result in differential ability for students to give more or 

less consistent feedback. 

 

Reflections 

 Defining and evaluating college teaching still prove to be two of the most 

challenging tasks that researchers face in higher education, but the greater need to 

continue improving that education certainly outweighs such challenges. Determining 

more reliable ways to measure effective teaching will not only help refine the 
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performance of the instructors themselves but also ensure that students are receiving the 

exemplary education they expect and deserve. Therefore, those who work in colleges and 

universities cannot afford to lose sight of the true purpose of this important line of 

research; on the contrary, they have a responsibility to support and continue such research 

to benefit those who need it most, the students. 

 The results of this study suggested that the items contained on the SET may not 

measure all of the dimensions of teaching effectiveness that students value. Adding to the 

already long list of possible dimensions that have been present in previous literature only 

provides more areas of research to be explored when attempting to determine the 

characteristics of instructors and the course that would encourage student success in the 

classroom.  

 Furthermore, this study also led to the conclusion that practical implications for 

the use and interpretation of student ratings in general, especially student ratings for the 

purpose of formative evaluation should continue to be explored because results were not 

significant overall. Future studies could help determine whether informing students of the 

dimensions of teaching effectiveness earlier in the semester plays an important role in 

gathering more usable feedback from them at the end of the semester. Perhaps students’ 

knowledge of such dimensions would provide them the awareness so necessary for 

thinking critically and seriously about their ratings. With further attempts to use 

evaluation data in a constructive way, instructors who view them as opportunities for 

improvement may also make changes that can impact students’ perceptions of effective 

teaching and ultimately, students’ education overall. 
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  In conclusion, the use of student ratings in higher education continues to be a 

relevant and important source of information for evaluating teaching effectiveness, and 

the results of this study prompt more evaluation of such ratings in similar and varied 

settings. Further research may effectively identify a relationship between mid-semester 

and end of semester feedback on instruction, or at least continue to suggest the value of 

student feedback in general., As a result, those working to improve higher education may 

still rely to some degree on the opinions and attitudes of students by simply providing 

them with a means to express them. 
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Appendix A: Examples of Student Email Replies for Each Class 

Chemistry 1 

• I will like to participate in your dissertation. 

• I would be more than happy to help you with your research. 

• I'd be willing to help. Just let me know when to fill out the online survey. Good 

luck with your studies! 

• I am interested, but can I please have more information? THANKS!! So do you 

have a thesis yet? Or a hypothesis? 

• You came to my Chemistry class on February 14 to ask us if we were interested in 

participating in your study of course instructor surveys and education. I am 

replying to say that I am interested in participating in this project. I hope it helps 

better our education for the future...Thank you! I look forward to more 

information regarding this study soon! 

• I would be happy to participate in both surveys, given the e-mail reminder. :) I 

hope your study goes well. 

• I will participate in your survey. You’re very welcome. :) Good luck! 

 

Chemistry 2 

• I will participate in your research study. I think it is a great idea. 

• Sure, I'd love to help out! No problem! 10 minutes is no time at all! I am 

registered for the 12:30 [Chemistry 2] class. I hope your studies go well 

• I would like to participate in the survey. It sounds like a good idea. 

• I’d be willing to participate. I’m a psych major and having to design my own 

study right now and know how hard it is to get participants sometimes. Count me 

in. 

• Sure, I'll participate. Good luck in your project. 

• I would love to help you out. 

• I am interested in helping out with your project. 

• I would love to help you out and participate in the surveys. Let me know what I 

have to do. 

• I would love to participate in this study! Please send me the email with the survey 

link whenever the time comes. Thank you so much! 

• I'd like to participate in your study/surveys on classroom performance/teacher 

evaluation. Please send me the e-mails to take the surveys in the future. Thanks 

and good luck with your studies. I hope you find enough volunteers. :) 

• I'm [name of student], and I'm currently enrolled in the 12:30 class and would be 

glad to help you if you send me the information. Hope you get enough volunteers. 

• I would be more than happy to participate in this study that you have. =) 
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Psychology 

• I would like to participate in your study. Good luck with your research! I 

definitely agree that course instructors should all conduct surveys throughout the 

semester in order to obtain optimal student performance and satisfaction with the 

course. 

• I am willing to help you with your research via participation in the online course 

evaluation surveys. Please send me the links or whatever else I will need to fully 

complete the information you need. I hope your final project turns out nicely. 

• I'll help you out with your survey! I hope everything is going well for you. 

• I am willing to help you with the survey. Good luck. 

• I am a [Psychology] student and I would like to partake in filling out the course 

evaluations several times throughout the semester. It will not be a problem and I 

will not miss any of them to ensure that you have good results in the experiment. I 

hope that you have a wonderful day and a great weekend.  

 

Communications 

• I would be more than happy to help out. : ) 

• Yes, I'm interested. Thank you! 

• My English teacher did a survey after only a few lectures to see how we felt about 

the course. It was very beneficial so I'd love to participate in your survey. 

• I am interested in taking the surveys to help out your studies. Keep me informed. 

•  [Name of student] would like to sign up to participate. I think this is a really good 

idea. 

• I will definitely do the survey for you! Good luck with your dissertation!! 

• This is [name of student] and I was a student in [Mr. R’s Communications] class 

the day that you came and spoke to the class about your research. Well, I guess 

I'm still a student in his class, but I am writing because I would like to offer to 

help you with your research. Please let me know what I need to do! 

• I'm really sorry about not having this email to you by Friday--I've been tied up 

with studying for exams and organizations. If you're still in need of participants, 

and it isn't too late, I would love to help out. The current [Students’ Evaluation of 

Teaching] method does need to be looked at. 

 

Business Management 1 

• I will participate in the surveys. Thanks! 

• I would love to participate in the study. I think it’s a fantastic idea. 

• I would be definitely interested in participating in the research study. Please do 

send me a reminder during the last week of February. 

• I would love to help your study out. I think it's a good idea. I look forward to 

taking the survey. 

• I am willing to help you out in your research. Thank You. 

• I like your idea and think you will get a wealth of information from these surveys. 

Put me down on the list! 
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• I know it's late, but if you need more people to help with the study, I am available. 

If not, good luck with your study! 

 

Business Management 2 

• I'm willing to participate. Good luck!! 

• Sure. I'll take your surveys and help out. 

• I'll help you out and take the survey. 

• I am willing to participate in your Teacher Evaluation Survey. Thanks! 

• I would like to help! 

• I just wanted to let you know that I would be happy to take your survey. 

• I'll help you out with your study. Ten minutes of time isn't even a big deal! Hope 

this helps you. 

• I will participate in the survey. Good luck with your research! 

• If you still need participants I would be happy to help. 

 

Business Management 3 

• I would love to participate! 

• I have long been dissatisfied with the Course Evaluation process and would be 

happy to participate in your study. Thank you for working on improving teaching 

effectiveness. 

• I would be happy to help you out and do the survey. 

• I will do the survey! :) Hope it helps with your research! 

• I would love to participate in the study! 

• I would love to be involved with your survey. Please let me know what else I 

have to do. 

• I'd love to help. 

• Anything to help out... Let me know when the survey is offered, and I'll try to 

provide useful answers in full detail. 

• I am interested and willing to participate in your research study. Thank you for 

the opportunity. 

• I would love to participate in the survey! Thanks for providing us with the 

opportunity! 

• I am [name of student] and would like to be a part of your research. Thanks! 

• I would be very interested in participating in this study. 

• I would be more than willing to help you out. 

• I would be willing to help with this study. 

• How are you doing today? I am highly interested in participating in your survey. 

I would like to help you out by participating in your study. 
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Appendix B: Professor Bucky (PB) Survey 

 
1. How often do you usually attend class? 

Answer choices: every class meeting, most class meetings, some class 

meetings, no class meetings 

 

Based on your experience in this course SO FAR THIS SEMESTER, please indicate the 

degree to which you agree with the following statements: 

Answer choices: strongly disagree, disagree, neutral, agree, strongly agree, 

N/A 

 

2. The course is well organized.      

3. The instructor communicates information effectively.   

4. The instructor shows interest in the progress of students.  

5. The tests/assignments are usually graded and returned promptly. 

6. The instructor makes me feel free to ask questions, disagree, and express my 

ideas.  

7. At this point in time, I feel that this course will be (or has already been) of value 

to me. 

8. Course objectives and assignments are clearly stated.  

9. The instructor shows a thorough knowledge of course material. 

10. The instructor seems genuinely interested in teaching the course. 

11. My performance in this course is being evaluated fairly.  

12. The instructor inspires me to think more about the content of the course than what 

is required. 

13. Students have a great deal of choice over how they are going to learn in this 

course. 

14. The instructor frequently gives the impression that he or she can learn from 

students. 

15. The instructor relates to students as individuals.    

16. Students are actively encouraged to participate in class discussions. 

17. The instructor provides a variety of activities in class.  

18. The instructor uses technology when applicable.    

19. The instructor maintains a classroom atmosphere conducive to learning. 

 

Based on your experience in this class SO FAR THIS SEMESTER, circle the appropriate 

response from those given for each statement: 

 
20. In my opinion, the workload in this course is:  

Answer choices: excessive, high, average, light, insufficient 

21. Overall, this instructor is: 

Answer choices: very unsatisfactory, unsatisfactory, satisfactory, very good, 

excellent 

22. Overall, this course is: 
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Answer choices: very unsatisfactory, unsatisfactory, satisfactory, very good, 

excellent 

23. My overall GPA to date is: 

Answer choices: less than 2.00, 2.00-2.49, 2.50-2.99, 3.00-3.49, 3.50-4.00 

24. My probable grade to date in this course is: 

Answer choices: A, B, C, D, F 

 

Please write any comments you have regarding this class and/or the instructor, including 

aspects you have liked the most and areas for improvement. 



 

103 

Appendix C: Hidden Educational Help (HEH) Survey 

 
1. How often do you usually attend class? 

Answer choices: every class meeting, most class meetings, some class 

meetings, no class meetings 

 

Based on your experience in this course SO FAR THIS SEMESTER, please indicate the 

degree to which you feel the following statements are true for you: 

Answer choices: 7 point Likert-type scale from “not at all true of me” to “very 

true of me” 

 

2. In a class like this, I prefer course material that really challenges me, so I can 

learn new things. 

3. Even if I have trouble learning the material in this class, I try to do the work on 

my own, without help from anyone. 

4. The most important thing for me right now is improving my overall grade point 

average, so my main concern in this class is getting a good grade. 

5. When I can’t understand the material in this course, I ask another student in this 

class for help. 

6. I often feel so lazy or bored when I study for this class that I quit before I finish 

what I planned to do. 

7. I ask the instructor to clarify concepts I don’t understand well. 

8. I work hard to do well in this class even if I don’t like what we are doing. 

9. If I can, I want to get better grades in this class than most of the other students. 

10. In a class like this, I prefer course material that arouses my curiosity, even if it is 

difficult to learn. 

11. When course work is difficult, I give up or only study the easy parts. 

12. Getting a good grade in this class is the most satisfying thing for me right now. 

13. When studying for this course, I often try to explain the material to a classmate or 

a friend. 

14. The most satisfying thing for me in this course is trying to understand the content 

as thoroughly as possible. 

15. I try to work with other students from this class to complete the course 

assignments. 

16. When studying for this course, I often set aside time to discuss the course material 

with a group of students from the class. 

17. Even when course materials are dull and uninteresting, I manage to keep working 

until I finish. 

18. I want to do well in this class because it is important to show my ability to my 

family, friends, employer, or others. 

19. I try to identify students in this class whom I can ask for help if necessary. 

20. When I have the opportunity in this class, I choose course assignments that I can 

learn from even if they don’t guarantee a good grade. 
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21. My overall GPA to date is: 

Answer choices: less than 2.00, 2.00-2.49, 2.50-2.99, 3.00-3.49, 3.50-4.00 

22. My probable grade to date in this course is: 

Answer choices: A, B, C, D, F 

 

Please write any comments you have regarding this class and/or the instructor, including 

aspects you have liked the most and areas for improvement. 
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Appendix D: Students’ Evaluation of Teaching (Basic Form with Additional Items) 
 

Instructor’s Name: _____________________ 

Course Abbreviation and Number: ______________________ 

Course Unique Number: _________________ 

Semester and Year: __________________ 

 

Answer choices for items 1-6: strongly disagree, disagree, neutral, agree, strongly agree 

1. The course was well organized. 

2. The instructor communicated information effectively. 

3. The instructor showed interest in the progress of students. 

4. The tests/assignments were usually graded and returned promptly. 

5. The instructor made me feel free to ask questions, disagree, and express my ideas. 

6. At this point in time, I feel that this course will be (or has already been) of value 

to me. 

 

7. Overall, this instructor was:  

Answer choices: very unsatisfactory, unsatisfactory, satisfactory, very good, 

excellent 

8. Overall, this course was: 

Answer choices: very unsatisfactory, unsatisfactory, satisfactory, very good, 

excellent 

9. In my opinion, the workload in this course was: 

Answer choices: excessive, high, average, light, insufficient 

10. My overall GPA to date is: 

Answer choices: less than 2.00, 2.00-2.49, 2.50-2.99, 3.00-3.49, 3.50-4.00 

11. My probable grade to date in this course is: 

Answer choices: A, B, C, D, F 

 

Answer choices for additional items 12-23: strongly disagree, disagree, neutral, agree, 

strongly agree 

12. Course objectives and assignments were clearly stated.   

13. The instructor showed a thorough knowledge of course material. 

14. The instructor seemed genuinely interested in teaching the course. 

15. My performance in this course was being evaluated fairly.   

16. The instructor inspired me to think more about the content of the course than what 

is required. 

17. Students had a great deal of choice over how they are going to learn in this 

course. 

18. The instructor frequently gave the impression that he or she can learn from 

students. 

19. The instructor related to students as individuals.    

20. Students were actively encouraged to participate in class discussions. 

21. The instructor provided a variety of activities in class.  
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22. The instructor used technology when applicable.   

23. The instructor maintained a classroom atmosphere conducive to learning. 

 

24. If you participated in an online survey during this semester, what was the name of 

your survey? 

Answer choices: Professor Bucky, Hidden Educational Help
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Appendix E: Selection Process of Dimensions of Teaching Effectiveness 
Source 

Dimension SET 

Basic 

SET 

Expanded 

Abrami 

et al 

(1997) 

Chickering & 

Gamson 

(1987) 

Dunkin & 

Precians 

(1992) 

Feldman 

(1997) 

organization • • •  • • 

communicates effectively • • •   • 

interest in student progress • • •  • • 

prompt feedback • • • • • • 

freedom to think • • •   • 

course value • •    • 

workload/difficulty • •    • 

instructor overall • • •    

course overall • • •    

overall GPA • •     

probable grade • •     

clear objectives   • •   • 

well-prepared  •     

content knowledge  • •  • • 

interest in teaching  • •  • • 

accessible  • • •  • 

fair evaluation   •   • • 

ample instructions  •     

makes course valuable  •    • 

increases knowledge in area   •     

student interest   •   • • 

worthwhile requirements  •     

respects diversity   • •   

develops cooperation    •   

active learning    •   

time management    •   

high expectations    •  • 

improves teaching     •  

responds to student 

feedback 
    •  

colleagues’ teaching     •  

intelligence      • 

use of supplementary 

materials 
     • 

personality      • 

respects students      • 

research      • 

classroom management      • 

individual rapport      • 

met objectives      • 

class interaction       

flexibility       

creativity       
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Source 

Dimension 
Hativa 

et al 

(2001) 

Marsh 

(1984) 

Murray 

(1983) 

Ramsden 

(1992) 

Young & 

Shaw 

(1999) 

Frey et 

al 

(1975) 

organization • • •  • • 

communicates effectively •  •  • • 

interest in student progress    • • • 

prompt feedback  •     

freedom to think •    •  

course value  •   •  

workload/difficulty  •    • 

instructor overall •      

course overall       

overall GPA       

probable grade       

clear objectives   • • •   

well-prepared •      

content knowledge  •     

interest in teaching  • • •   

accessible       

fair evaluation   •  •  • 

ample instructions       

makes course valuable       

increases knowledge in area        

student interest  •    •  

worthwhile requirements  •     

respects diversity       

develops cooperation       

active learning    •   

time management •      

high expectations       

improves teaching       

responds to student feedback    •   

colleagues’ teaching       

intelligence       

use of supplementary materials   •    

personality       

respects students       

research       

classroom management       

individual rapport  • •   • 

met objectives       

class interaction  • •   • 

flexibility       

creativity       

 
 

 

 



 

109 

Source 
Dimension Hildebrand et 

al (1971) 
Warrington 

(1973) 
Tuckman 
(1995) 

Freq Final Dimensions 

organization • • • 13 course organization 

communicates effectively 
•   

9 effective 

communication skills 

interest in student 

progress 
 •  

9 interest in student 

progress 

prompt feedback    7 prompt feedback 

freedom to think •   7 freedom to think 

course value    5 course value 

workload/ difficulty    5 workload/ difficulty 

instructor overall    4 instructor overall 

course overall    3 course overall 

overall GPA    2 overall GPA 

probable grade    2 probable grade 

clear objectives   •  7 clear objectives 

well-prepared    2  

content knowledge    5 content knowledge 

interest in teaching 
•  • 

9 interest in teaching/ 

enthusiasm 

accessible    4  

fair evaluation   •  7 fair evaluation 

ample instructions    1  

makes course valuable    2  
increases knowledge in area     1  

student interest  
 •  

6 stimulate 

interest/motivating 

worthwhile requirements    2  

respects diversity    2  

develops cooperation    1  

active learning    2 active learning 

time management    2  

high expectations    2  

improves teaching    1 
responds to student feedback    2 

evaluation of teaching/ 

learning from students  

colleagues’ teaching    1  

intelligence    1  

use of supplementary 

materials 
   

2 use of supplementary 

materials/technology 

personality    1  

respects students   • 2  

research    1  

classroom management    1 classroom management 

individual rapport •   5 individual rapport 

met objectives    1  

class interaction • •  5 class interaction 

flexibility   • 1  

creativity   • 1  

Note: Freq = Frequency of each dimension mentioned across sources. 
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Appendix F: Cover Letter for Internet Research (Professor Bucky Survey) 
 

You are invited to participate in a survey entitled, Professor Bucky Survey. The study is 

being conducted by Rochelle M. Roberts, Department of Educational Psychology, of 

Participating Institution. 

 

The purpose of this study is to examine the attitudes and perceptions students have about 

a particular instructor and class during two different weeks. Your participation in the 

survey will contribute to a better understanding of the characteristics of effective 

teachers. We estimate that it will take about 10 minutes of your time to complete the 

questionnaire. You are free to contact the investigator at the above address and phone 

number to discuss the survey.  

 

Risks to participants are considered minimal. There will be no costs for participating, nor 

will you benefit from participating. Identification numbers associated with email 

addresses will be kept during the data collection phase for tracking purposes only. A 

limited number of research team members will have access to the data during data 

collection. This information will be stripped from the final dataset.  

 

Your participation in this survey is voluntary. You may decline to answer any question 

and you have the right to withdraw from participation at any time without penalty. If you 

wish to withdraw from the study or have any questions, contact the investigator listed 

above.  

 

If you have any questions or would like us to email another person for your institution or 

update your email address, please call Rochelle Roberts at (phone number) or send an 

email to (email address). You may also request a hard copy of the survey from the 

contact information above.  

 

This study has been reviewed and approved by the Participating Institution’s Institutional 

Review Board. If you have questions about your rights as a study participant, or are 

dissatisfied at any time with any aspect of this study, you may contact - anonymously, if 

you wish - the Institutional Review Board by phone at (phone number) or email at (email 

address).  

 

IRB Approval Number: 2007-09-0101 

 

If you agree to participate please click the "Next" button at the bottom right of the screen; 

otherwise, click the X at the upper right corner to close this window and disconnect. 

 

Thank you.  
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Appendix G: Cover Letter for Internet Research (Hidden Educational Help Survey) 

 
You are invited to participate in a survey entitled, Hidden Educational Help Survey. The 

study is being conducted by Rochelle M. Roberts, Department of Educational 

Psychology, of Participating Institution. 

 

The purpose of this study is to examine the attitudes and perceptions students have about 

a particular class during two different weeks. Your participation in the survey will 

contribute to a better understanding of the characteristics of effective teachers. We 

estimate that it will take about 10 minutes of your time to complete the questionnaire. 

You are free to contact the investigator at the above address and phone number to discuss 

the survey.  

 

Risks to participants are considered minimal. There will be no costs for participating, nor 

will you benefit from participating. Identification numbers associated with email 

addresses will be kept during the data collection phase for tracking purposes only. A 

limited number of research team members will have access to the data during data 

collection. This information will be stripped from the final dataset.  

 

Your participation in this survey is voluntary. You may decline to answer any question 

and you have the right to withdraw from participation at any time without penalty. If you 

wish to withdraw from the study or have any questions, contact the investigator listed 

above.  

 

If you have any questions or would like us to email another person for your institution or 

update your email address, please call Rochelle Roberts at (phone number) or send an 

email to (email address). You may also request a hard copy of the survey from the 

contact information above.  

 

This study has been reviewed and approved by the Participating Institution’s Institutional 

Review Board. If you have questions about your rights as a study participant, or are 

dissatisfied at any time with any aspect of this study, you may contact - anonymously, if 

you wish - the Institutional Review Board by phone at (phone number) or email at (email 

address).  

 

IRB Approval Number: 2007-09-0101 

 

If you agree to participate please click the "Next" button at the bottom right of the screen; 

otherwise, click the X at the upper right corner to close this window and disconnect. 

 

Thank you.  
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Appendix H: Consent Form for Focus Group Participants 
 

Title: A Test of the Reliability of Student Ratings Over Time  

IRB PROTOCOL #: 2007-09-0101 

Conducted By: Rochelle M. Roberts 

Of the Participating Institution: Educational Psychology 

 

You are being asked to participate in a research study on your experiences in this class. 

This form provides you with information about the study. Please read the information 

below, and contact the principal investigator if you have any questions about anything 

you don’t understand before deciding whether or not to take part. Your participation is 

entirely voluntary, and you can refuse to participate without penalty or loss of benefits to 

which you are otherwise entitled. You can stop your participation at any time. To do so 

simply tell the researcher you wish to stop participation. The researcher will provide you 

with a copy of this consent for your records. 

 

The purpose of this phase is to gather feedback from students regarding their 

experiences in this research study. 

  

If you agree to be in this study, we will ask you to do the following: 

• attend a follow-up focus group meeting with other student participants from 

your class at the end of the semester to provide feedback about your 

experiences in this research study 

 

Total estimated time to participate in the study is approximately 1 hour. 

 

Risks and Benefits of being in the study 

• The only risks associated with this study are those related to possible loss of 

confidentiality. Since we will not be retaining your name in any way 

associated with the data, the risk applies only until the actual data are 

collected. After that there is no direct link between you and your data.  

• The benefits from participation in this study include the possibility of 

enriching your experiences as students by becoming more aware of the 

characteristics of effective teachers. You will also be helping to make a 

contribution to this field of research by serving as a new source of data.  

 

Compensation: 

• Each student will receive a pizza lunch for his or her participation. This 

compensates the students for their time and any inconvenience from attending 

a focus group meeting. Compensation will occur at the end of the focus group 

meeting, and after all data have been collected. 
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Confidentiality and Privacy Protections: 

• No identifying information will be linked to study results. All other 

identifying information will be kept separate from the data and the final study 

results. All research data for this study will be secured in a locked office. 

 

The records of this study will be stored securely and kept confidential. Authorized 

persons from The Participating Institution, members of the Institutional Review Board, 

and (study sponsors, if any) have the legal right to review your research records and will 

protect the confidentiality of those records to the extent permitted by law. All 

publications will exclude any information that will make it possible to identify you as a 

subject. Throughout the study, the researchers will notify you of new information that 

may become available and that might affect your decision to remain in the study. 

 

Contacts and Questions: 
If you have any questions about the study, please contact the principal investigator 

conducting the study at (phone number) or (email address). If you have questions about 

your rights as a research participant, or complaints, concerns, or questions about the 

research, please contact (contact person), PhD, Chair of The Participating Institution’s 

Institutional Review Board for the Protection of Human Subjects, (phone number) or 

(email address).  

 

 

 

Statement of Consent: 
 

I have read the above information and have sufficient information to make a decision 

about participating in this study. I consent to participate in the study. 

 

 

_______________________________________________ __________________ 

Signature of Participant      Date 

 

 

 

_______________________________________________ __________________ 

Signature of Investigator     Date 
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Appendix I: PB Focus Group Protocol 

 

Students’ Evaluation of Teaching 

PB Focus Group Protocol – May 5, 2008 

 

Introduction 
 

Good afternoon. I would like to thank you for agreeing to participate in this focus group 

for my dissertation regarding Students’ Evaluations of Teaching. 

 

Background Information 
 

First, I’ll start with some background information about this study. I’ve handed out a 

copy of the items that were on the online survey you completed as well as on your class’s 

Students’ Evaluation of Teaching at the end of the semester. You may refer to these items 

when you provide responses during this session. 

 

My main research interests involve defining and evaluating teaching effectiveness in 

college. And because Students’ Evaluations of Teaching are so frequently used on many 

college campuses, from a very practical standpoint, it made sense to study them further. I 

conducted this study in a total of 7 sections of classes, taught by 5 different professors, in 

4 different departments. I’ll be happy to answer any other questions about the background 

of this study at the end of this focus group session, so as not to interfere with your 

responses. 

 

Focus Group Questions 
 

I am asking you not to use any personal identifying information when you respond, either 

about yourself or anyone else in the group, in order to protect everyone’s anonymity. 

Instead, in order for me to connect your responses to the professor about whom you are 

providing feedback, please use the number I have given you. Whenever you respond, 

please remember to state your number first and then your response.  

 

I am hoping to get your perspective on the experiences you had as a result of your 

participation in this study during the semester. I am primarily interested in your thoughts 

on the content of the survey (i.e. what the survey asked you about) and what happened as 

a result of your participation in the survey. At the end of this focus group session, there 

will be an opportunity for you to provide feedback on the procedures of the survey (i.e. 

how the survey was conducted). 

 

I am interested in your honest feedback, so please don’t hesitate to share your 

experiences, both good and not so good. Do you have any questions before we begin? 
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Survey Items 

Glance through the survey items on your handout. You’ll notice there are items from the 

SET forms, and there are also items that you may not normally see on a SET.  

 

1. In general, which items do you find are the most valuable to help colleges define 

effective teaching and why? 

 

2. On a SET or any other survey like this, what other topics do you think we should 

include to help colleges define effective teaching and why? 

 

3. Which items, if any, were more difficult for you to answer during the semester 

than at the end of the semester and why? 

 

Student Experience 

 

4. After the first and second surveys you completed online, what changes, if any, did 

you observe in your instructor’s teaching or behavior?  

 

5. After the first and second surveys you completed online, what changes, if any, did 

you notice in your own behavior? 

 

6. How did you feel at the end of the semester completing the SET when you had 

already completed the same survey previously? 

 

General Course Instructor Survey Use 

 

7. In general, how do you feel about Students’ Evaluations of Teaching as a way of 

measuring the effectiveness of an instructor and a course? 

 

 

Study Procedures 

 

8. What feedback do you have about the procedures of this study (e.g. how surveys 

were conducted)? 

 

9. Do you feel this study is worth replicating on a larger scale? Why? 

 

 

10. Do you have any questions? 

 

 

Thank you for your participation! 
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Appendix J: HEH Focus Group Protocol 

 

Students’ Evaluation of Teaching 

HEH Focus Group Protocol – May 6, 2008 

 

Introduction 
 

Good afternoon. I would like to thank you for agreeing to participate in this focus group 

for my dissertation regarding Students’ Evaluations of Teaching. 

 

Background Information 
 

First, I’ll start with some background information about this study. I’ve handed out a 

copy of the items that were on the online survey you completed as well as on your class’s 

Students’ Evaluation of Teaching at the end of the semester. You may refer to these items 

when you provide responses during this session. 

 

My main research interests involve defining and evaluating teaching effectiveness in 

college. And because Students’ Evaluations of Teaching are so frequently used on many 

college campuses, from a very practical standpoint, it made sense to study them further. I 

conducted this study in a total of 7 sections of classes, taught by 5 different professors, in 

4 different departments. I’ll be happy to answer any other questions about the background 

of this study at the end of this focus group session, so as not to interfere with your 

responses. 

 

Focus Group Questions 
 

I am asking you not to use any personal identifying information when you respond, either 

about yourself or anyone else in the group, in order to protect everyone’s anonymity. 

Instead, in order for me to connect your responses to the professor about whom you are 

providing feedback, please use the number I have given you. Whenever you respond, 

please remember to state your number first and then your response.  

 

I am hoping to get your perspective on the experiences you had as a result of your 

participation in this study during the semester. I am primarily interested in your thoughts 

on the content of the survey (i.e. what the survey asked you about) and what happened as 

a result of your participation in the survey. At the end of this focus group session, there 

will be an opportunity for you to provide feedback on the procedures of the survey (i.e. 

how the survey was conducted). 

 

I am interested in your honest feedback, so please don’t hesitate to share your 

experiences, both good and not so good. Do you have any questions before we begin? 
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Survey Items 

Glance through the survey items on your handout. You’ll notice there are items from the 

SET forms, and there are also items that you may not normally see on a SET.  

 

1. In general, which items do you find are the most valuable to help colleges define 

effective teaching and why? 

 

2. On a SET or any other survey like this, what other topics do you think we should 

include to help colleges define effective teaching and why? 

 

3. What items on the Students’ Evaluation of Teaching, if any, surprised you and 

why? 

 

Student Experience 

 

4. In general during the semester, how much do you feel you observe your 

instructor’s teaching or behavior in any class?  

 

5. How informed did you feel about your instructor and the class at the end of the 

semester when you completed the SET? 

 

General Course Instructor Survey Use 

 

6. In general, how do you feel about Students’ Evaluations of Teaching as a way of 

measuring the effectiveness of an instructor and a course? 

 

 

Study Procedures 

 

7. What feedback do you have about the procedures of this study (e.g. how surveys 

were conducted)? 

 

8. Do you feel this study is worth replicating on a larger scale? Why? 

 

 

 

9. Do you have any questions? 

 

 

Thank you for your participation! 
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Appendix K: Examples of Survey Comments 

Overall Instructor 

• Overall I am very disappointed with the professor… (Business Management 3 

PB1) 

• Pretty good teacher. (Business Management 3 PB2) 

• I've never had such a terrible experience with a professor... (Business 

Management 3 PBSET) 

• Among the best of my instructors for my current semester. (Chemistry 1 PB1) 

 

Effective Communication Skills 

• I feel that Dr. C communicates to the class in a very effective manner and is very 

clear and straightforward. (Chemistry 1 HEHSET) 

• She overly generalizes when she makes statements to the class that can be seen as 

almost slanderous. (Business Management 2 HEH1) 

• Stop talking about yourself and talk more about the material in the class. 

(Business Management 3 PB1) 

• I find the way the professor presents the material in her lecture make the concepts 

easy for me to understand. (Psychology HEH1) 

 

Content Knowledge 

• He obviously knows what he is talking about… (Communications HEH1) 

• …knows subject matter thoroughly… (Chemistry 1 PB1) 

• She is credible because of her experience and how she incorporates her own 

experiences. (Business Management 2 HEH1) 

• My professor has a lot of experience and knowledge in the area of business 

management. (Business Management 3 PB1) 

 

Student Interest/Motivation 

• As a lecturer, Dr. C is very engaging, which is actually very impressive in a large 

lecture class. (Chemistry 2 HEH1) 

• I think Professor B is an excellent teacher and has inspired me to take a look at 

every day life in regards to a business mindset. (Business Management 2 PB1) 

• …really makes every student in class bored and thus becoming a reason for those 

people who do not want to attend class. (Business Management 3 PB1) 

 

Active Learning 

• …students were given plenty of opportunities to succeed. (Business Management 

2 HEHSET) 

 

Interest in Student Progress 

• The aspect that I like the most is that the instructor really cares about her students. 

(Business Management 1 PB1) 
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• You genuinely care about the students and help us to succeed. (Business 

Management 2 HEHSET) 

• She really takes the time to teach us and help us understand. (Chemistry 1 PB1) 

 

Prompt Feedback 

• It would be nice if class averages were posted so that we could have some idea of 

what our grades might be based on the bell curve final grade. (Psychology PB2) 

• Because of the curve, we don't know what our grades will be until the end of the 

course. I wish I had a better idea of where I stood. (Psychology PB2) 

 

Fair Evaluation of Students 

• My only complaint about the class is the way the curve works. I felt that only 

giving the top 20% of the class an A can potentially hurt some students. 

(Psychology PB1) 

• …but sometimes feel like the homework doesn't completely correspond to what 

we learned in class. (Chemistry 2 HEH1) 

• I like the way the grading system is set up. I appreciate the online quizzes and 

attendance quizzes that act as buffers to our overall grades. (Business 

Management 1 PB1) 

• However, when it came to the tests I felt that the material taught in class didn't 

appear on the test. The test was a lot of application and not theory like how it was 

presented in class. (Business Management 2 PBSET) 

• I don't think the tests are fair. I think the questions are way too detailed. (Business 

Management 3 PB1) 

 

Interest in Teaching/Enthusiasm 

• The instructor really I think is interested himself in the content of the course and 

that is always infectious… (Communications HEH2) 

• The instructor is very engaging and passionate. (Business Management 2 HEH1) 

• He seems kind of bored when teaching, and I don't blame him. (Business 

Management 3 PB1) 

 

Evaluation of Teaching/Learning from Students 

• Overall, a good teacher who is open to new ideas and suggestions. (Business 

Management 2 PBSET) 

• She is always concerned in ways that she can improve the way she teaches. 

(Chemistry 2 PB1) 

 

Individual Rapport 

• It doesn't matter and I don't really care, but implying that all of us go out and 

party all the time seems inappropriate for a professor who has no other 

relationship with her class. (Business Management 2 HEH1) 
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• I think that the professor shows approval of gender roles in our society. He makes 

comments and uses examples that subliminally reinforce the lower status of 

women. (Business Management 3 PB1) 

• I like the relaxed atmosphere that Professor P creates by not getting mad when 

students are a couple minutes late and have to walk around the room to find a 

seat. (Psychology HEH1) 

• Dr. C is very in tuned with her students. (Chemistry 2 PB1) 

 

Class Interaction 

• Professor M’s ability to engage with the class has improved since the prior 

survey. He seems to ask questions more frequently, allowing students to better 

participate in lecture. (Business Management 3 PB2) 

• Participation was encouraged, but few students did. There needs to be a better 

connection between participation and learning. Group activities, controversial 

articles or maybe an online discussion forum could all be useful. (Business 

Management 3 PBSET) 

• I hate that Professor M tries to instigate meaningful discussion in class. (Business 

Management 3 HEH2) 

 

Use of Examples 

• I like the fact that the professor talks about his business in order to further 

illustrate some of the concepts. (Business Management 3 HEH1) 

• …the professor has a lot of real life business experience and can usually give 

relevant examples which is very helpful for me… Business Management 3 

HEH1) 

• I thoroughly enjoy hearing the personal stories the professor has to tell, giving us 

real life examples of various psychological interactions. (Psychology PB1) 

• It is good that she uses different material and ways to make in-class 

demonstrations. (Chemistry 2 PB1) 

• …she sometimes gets carried away with numerous examples. (Business 

Management 1 HEH1) 

 

Pacing 

• The lectures move very slowly and not much ground is covered in class. 

(Business Management 3 PB2) 

• You talk fast and it's hard to get it all down. (Communications PBSET) 

• I really like the way Dr. C teaches and the pace of the class is great. (Chemistry 1 

HEH1) 

• I appreciated your attempts at trying to not run through end slides, but maybe 

cutting out more of your 'filler' slides could help more. (Business Management 1 

HEHSET) 
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Personality 

• Dr. B is very outgoing and entertaining and that drives me to get up in the 

morning. (Business Management 1 HEH1) 

• I like her goofiness. (Business Management 2 PB1) 

• His subtle humor is entertaining. (Business Management 3 HEH1) 

• Very patient with students. (Psychology PBSET) 

 

Preparation 

• She comes well-prepared to teach the material… (Chemistry 2 HEHSET) 

 

Effort 

• She really made an effort for students to learn and enjoy the class. (Business 

Management 2 PBSET) 

 

Overall Course 

• I love the class… (Communications PB2) 

• I greatly dislike chemistry, however I do find this class to be not so bad. 

(Chemistry 2 PB1) 

• Overall, I am very satisfied with the class. (Business Management 2 HEH1) 

• The class is ok. (Business Management 2 HEH2) 

 

Course Organization 

• The professor has too many slides for each chapter, and they're usually filled with 

useless clipart. (Business Management 2 HEH2) 

• I enjoy how the class is very organized and structured. (Business Management 3 

PB1) 

• My only recommendation is to post the slides on Blackboard earlier. (Psychology 

PBSET) 

• However, I would enjoy the course more if there were more assignments, exams 

or quizzes. (Psychology PB1) 

• The syllabus is well organized and gives dates that are followed. (Psychology 

PB1) 

 

Course Value 

• I don’t feel like it's that beneficial right now. (Business Management 2 HEH1) 

• …I am certain this management class will be incredibly helpful in life… 

(Business Management 2 (HEH1) 

• Dr. C makes the material much more relatable than any teacher I've had in all my 

years of chemistry/science. (Chemistry 2 HEHSET) 

 

Clear Objectives 

• She is clear on what will be on the exam and emphasizes the stuff she considers 

important. (Business Management 1 HEH1) 
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• He seems to talk almost aimlessly, and he does not put much weight on any one 

particular topic or emphasize what concepts are really important. (Business 

Management 3 HEH1) 

• I like the fact that if you attend class, Dr. P gives hints as to what material to study 

for the test. (Psychology HEH2) 

 

Use of Supplementary Materials 

• I would prefer more activities and movies that would make the class more 

interesting. (Business Management 2 HEH1) 

• More guest lecturers would be nice. (Business Management 3 HEH1) 

• The only area in need of improvement that I can think of is implementing more 

activities that will get the students involved. I find myself having a much easier 

time remembering information if the professor relates it to something else, like a 

story or activity. (Psychology PB1) 

 

Use of Technology 

• Occasionally, he does attempt to present video clips, but he does so at the end of 

the lecture when everyone's attention span has vanished - and it is sometimes 

difficult to see the relevancy of the media played. It is extremely ineffective to 

stream media wirelessly in a classroom with an inconsistent signal. (Business 

Management 3 HEH1) 

• The Power Points are a great help to note taking. (Psychology PB2) 

• I really enjoy using the iclicker. I think it really helps me practice what I am 

learning by giving me a sample test question about what we just covered. 5 stars 

for iclicker!!! (Chemistry 1 PB1) 

• I love the 3D models, video clips, and use of demos during class; they help a 

visual learner like myself picture what we are learning. (Chemistry 2 PB1) 

• The laser pointer was hard to see, especially on white backgrounds. (Business 

Management 1 HEHSET) 

 

Positive Classroom Environment 

• I think the professor is really nice and very approachable. If I had a question, I 

would go talk to her. (Business Management 2 HEH2) 

• When I've asked for help or definition of a word, I have not been given much 

help. (Business Management 3 HEH2) 

• The classroom atmosphere is really friendly, and I have no hesitations to ask any 

questions. (Psychology PB1) 

• …it is hard to ask questions because it can sometimes feel as if she cuts you off. 

(Chemistry 2 HEH1) 
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Classroom Management 

• The environment in the class, though, is detestable. In other words, most of the 

students either talk or play on their laptops and cell phones--missing all the 

important information to trivial things. (Business Management 3 HEH1) 

• Classroom is too noisy. (Business Management 3 HEH1) 

• …is mindful of the quality of the learning environment. (Chemistry 1 PB1) 

 

Workload/Difficulty 

• The point of foundation is to get the general understanding of the topic not to 

memorize the book. (Business Management 3 PB1) 

• The only reason I think the workload is high/excessive is because there is a lot of 

reading but the quizzes are excellent to help with that. (Business Management 1 

PB1) 

• …a lot of the material is common sense… (Business Management 1 HEH1) 

• This class is one of the easier classes I've taken... (Business Management 3 PB1) 

• The class is a good mix of challenging material and interesting topics. 

(Psychology HEH1) 

• The material is relatively difficult… (Chemistry 2 HEH1) 

 

Class Size 

• It's a very large class and it doesn't feel like the professor is teaching as effective 

as he could be in a smaller sized class. (Business Management 3 PB1) 

• Area for improvement not just for this class, but for public education as a whole is 

smaller classes. (Business Management 3 HEH1) 

• It's too big of a class to be having discussions. (Business Management 3 HEH2) 

 

Overall Self 

• I enjoy attending class… (Communications PB1) 

 

Motivation 

• I really enjoyed this class. It makes me want to encourage all of my managers to 

take it! (Business Management 1 HEHSET) 

• …it is very boring and does not motivate me to want to learn anything in this 

class. As of right now I am just concerned with getting an A rather than the course 

material. (Business Management 3 HEH1) 

• Thanks to the professor I have grown a strong interest in it and enjoy coming to 

class and learning the material. (Psychology HEH1) 

• I genuinely like attending lecture and discussion sections. (Communications PB1) 

 

Learning 

• So far I feel like I am learning more chemistry than ever before. (Chemistry 1 

HEH1) 

• I don't feel that I'm getting too much out of it. (Business Management 1 HEH2) 
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• The talking hinders my ability to clearly understand the lecture. (Business 

Management 3 HEH1) 

• I find the way the professor presents the material in her lecture make the concepts 

easy for me to understand. (Psychology HEH1) 

 

Time Management 

• … I don’t have time to do everything. I think the class has too much extra work 

on top of studying and going to class. (Business Management 2 HEH1) 

• It moves WAY too fast for me and so when we start learning new stuff I’m so far 

behind that I just give up and cram it all at the end. (Chemistry 2 HEH1) 

 

Study Skills 

• How do you study for that? I don't want to read seven detailed chapters and focus 

on what I think is important and then the test doesn't even hold relevance to what 

I studied. (Business Management 3 HEH1) 

• The Power Points help me take my notes, so it sucks when I can't get to them 

before class. (Psychology PB1) 

 

Prior Knowledge 

• I also appreciate that even if we are expected to come into the course knowing 

certain things she still explains it from scratch not assuming you already know or 

remember everything from the past. (Chemistry 2 HEH2) 

• Unlike most of my classmates, I have experienced many of the management 

styles (both good and bad) mentioned in the class material first-hand. I find the 

parts that relate to my past experience especially interesting. (Business 

Management 1 HEH1) 
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Appendix L: Frequency Counts of Comment Dimensions by Survey and Group 

Chemistry 1 

Survey 
PB1 PB2 PBSET HEH1 HEH2 HEHSET 

Dimension 

 

survey related additional  n=6 n=2 n=3 n=5 n=2 n=4 

overall instructor 5 2 3 5 2 4 

effective communication 

skills 
   2  1 

content knowledge 1    2  

student interest/motivation 1 1 2  2  

active learning       

interest in student progress 3 1 1 1  1 

prompt feedback   1    

fair evaluation of students      1 

interest in 

teaching/enthusiasm 
 1     

evaluation of 

teaching/learning from 

students 

      

individual rapport      1 

class interaction       

use of examples 2   1  1 

pacing    2   

personality    2   

overall course 2    1 2 

course organization      2 

course value       

clear objectives       

use of supplementary 

materials 
    1  

use of technology 2    1  

positive classroom 

environment/freedom to think 
      

classroom management 1      

workload/difficulty       

overall self  1  1   

motivation  1     

learning    1   

time management     1  

study skills     1  
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 Chemistry 2 

Survey 
PB1 PB2 PBSET HEH1 HEH2 HEHSET 

Dimension 

 

survey related additional  n=8 n=4 n=7 n=10 n=5 n=9 

overall instructor 7 4 5 10 5 7 

effective communication 

skills 
2 1 2 4 3 1 

content knowledge  1  1   

student interest/motivation   1 2 1 1 

active learning       

interest in student progress 2   2 1 2 

prompt feedback       

fair evaluation of students 1 1  1 1 1 

interest in 

teaching/enthusiasm 
     1 

evaluation of 

teaching/learning from 

students 

1      

individual rapport 2    1 1 

class interaction       

use of examples 1 3 3 3 2 3 

pacing    2   

personality     1  

preparation      1 

overall course 4 1 4 7 1 7 

course organization 1 1 3 4 1 4 

course value      1 

clear objectives      1 

use of supplementary 

materials 
      

use of technology 1      

positive classroom 

environment/freedom to think 
   3  1 

classroom management 1      

workload/difficulty    1  1 

overall self 1 1 4 3 1  

motivation 1 1 2    

time management    1   

study skills   1 3   

prior knowledge   1  1  
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 Business Management 1 

Survey 
PB1 PB2 PBSET HEH1 HEH2 HEHSET 

Dimension 

 

survey related additional  n=8 n=3 n=4 n=6 n=4 n=4 

overall instructor 7 1 3 5 3 3 

effective communication 

skills 
  1 1   

content knowledge       

student interest/motivation 1  1 1 2  

active learning       

interest in student progress 1   1   

prompt feedback       

fair evaluation of students 1   1  1 

interest in 

teaching/enthusiasm 
      

evaluation of 

teaching/learning from 

students 

      

individual rapport 1      

class interaction       

use of examples    2 2 1 

pacing 2 1  1  1 

personality 1   1 1 2 

overall course 6 3 3 5 2 4 

course organization 2 3 1 2 1 4 

course value 1   1   

clear objectives    1   

use of supplementary 

materials 
      

use of technology 1   3 2 1 

positive classroom 

environment/freedom to think 
   1   

classroom management       

workload/difficulty 1   2 1  

class size 1      

overall self 2 1  1 2 2 

motivation 1     2 

study skills 1 1   1  

prior knowledge    1   

learning     1  
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Business Management 2 

Survey 
PB1 PB2 PBSET HEH1 HEH2 HEHSET 

Dimension 

 

survey related additional  n=9 n=5 n=7 n=12 n=8 n=6 

overall instructor 5 2 5 9 6 5 

effective communication 

skills 
1  1 1 1  

content knowledge    2 2 1 

student interest/motivation 1  1  3  

active learning      1 

interest in student progress  1  1  1 

prompt feedback       

fair evaluation of students  1 1 1   

interest in 

teaching/enthusiasm 
   3 1 2 

evaluation of 

teaching/learning from 

students 

  1    

individual rapport 1   3 2 2 

class interaction       

use of examples 2   2  1 

pacing   1 1   

personality 1   1   

effort   1    

overall course 6 4 6 7 4 3 

course organization 4 3 6 4 3 2 

course value 3  2 2 1  

clear objectives 1 1 2    

use of supplementary 

materials 
   1   

use of technology 1 1 1 2 3  

positive classroom 

environment/freedom to think 
   1 1 1 

classroom management       

workload/difficulty 3   2 1  

overall self    3 1 1 

motivation    2 1 1 

time management    1   

study skills     1  
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 Business Management 3 

Survey 
PB1 PB2 PBSET HEH1 HEH2 HEHSET 

Dimension 

 

survey related additional  n=25 n=18 n=10 n=35 n=23 n=7 

overall instructor 17 11 6 26 16 6 

effective communication 

skills 
9 3  8 4 2 

content knowledge 3 1  2 1 1 

student interest/motivation 7 2 1 9 2 1 

active learning       

interest in student progress       

prompt feedback       

fair evaluation of students 2 2 3 8 9 1 

interest in 

teaching/enthusiasm 
1   1 3  

evaluation of 

teaching/learning from 

students 

      

individual rapport 1 1 1 3   

class interaction  1 1 1 2  

use of examples 4 2  4 2 1 

pacing  1  1   

personality    2   

overall course 18 14 8 26 18 4 

course organization 8 11 4 10 7 3 

course value 1 2 1 4   

clear objectives 3  1 5 7 1 

use of supplementary 

materials 
1 1 2 4 2  

use of technology 6 2  10 3  

positive classroom 

environment/freedom to 

think 

 1  1 2  

classroom management 3 3  6 1  

workload/difficulty 3   2 1  

class size 1   2 2  

overall self  2 1 11 5 1 

motivation  2 1 6 1 1 

prior knowledge    1   

learning    4 2 1 

study skills    1 2  
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 Psychology 

 

 

Survey 
PB1 PB2 PBSET HEH1 HEH2 HEHSET 

Dimension 

 

survey related additional  n=7 n=4 n=7 n=6 n=5 n=1 

overall instructor 6 3 5 5 4 1 

effective communication 

skills 
1  1 1   

content knowledge 2  1    

student interest/motivation 3 1  2   

active learning       

interest in student progress 1  1    

prompt feedback  2     

fair evaluation of students 1  1 1 2 1 

interest in 

teaching/enthusiasm 
2      

evaluation of 

teaching/learning from 

students 

      

individual rapport    1   

class interaction       

use of examples 1  1    

personality   1    

overall course 5 2 5 4 4  

course organization 4 1 1 1 1  

course value       

clear objectives    1 1  

use of supplementary 

materials 
1      

use of technology 1 1 1    

positive classroom 

environment/freedom to 

think 

1  1 1   

classroom management    1   

workload/difficulty    2   

overall self 3 1 1 4 1  

study skills 1 1  1   

learning 2   3   

motivation   1 2 1  
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 Communications 
 

 

Survey 
PB1 PB2 PBSET HEH1 HEH2 HEHSET 

Dimension 

 

survey related additional  n=5 n=1 n=3 n=1 n=2 n=0 

overall instructor 5 1 3 1 2  

effective communication 

skills 
3  1    

content knowledge 1  1 1 1  

student interest/motivation 2   1 1  

active learning       

interest in student progress   1    

prompt feedback       

fair evaluation of students       

interest in 

teaching/enthusiasm 
    1  

evaluation of 

teaching/learning from 

students 

      

individual rapport   1    

class interaction       

pacing       

overall course   1    

course organization  1     

course value       

clear objectives       

use of supplementary 

materials 
      

use of technology       

positive classroom 

environment/freedom to 

think 

      

classroom management       

workload/difficulty       

overall self       

motivation 2  1  1  

prior knowledge 2    1  
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