
This research responded to the lack of emphasis on more effective use of the data 

for the purpose of improving teaching effectiveness by questioning the opinions and 

practices of the three stakeholder groups: students, faculty, and administrators.  More 

importantly, this research raised the question of the value of SRTs: Is the effort of doing 

SRTs worth the institutional investment or is it simply a routine process which has little 

or no effect on improving teaching effectiveness? 

 

Purpose of the Study 

Students in the higher education system have assumed a major role in the 

evaluation of faculty. Data from the student ratings become part of the faculty member’s 

file and can have a direct impact on personnel decisions. Results from the student ratings 

can affect annual evaluations, merit pay, advancement in faculty rank, and tenure 

opportunities. Students may or may not be aware of the influence their responses have in 

the evaluation of faculty.  Therefore, in order to improve the process of formal student 

evaluation of faculty, it is important to examine the perceptions students have about 

SRTs. The purposes of this research were to: (a) assess community college students’ 

perceptions of the student evaluation practice; (b) assess community college faculty 

members’ responses to student evaluations of teachers and the extent to which 

instructional modifications result from student ratings; and (c) assess community college 

administrators’ responses to student evaluations of teachers, the extent student ratings 

influence administrators’ evaluations of faculty, and how the results from student ratings 

are used to promote instructional effectiveness.  
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Summary and Discussion of Statistical Findings 

A total of 358 student, faculty, and administrator participants from 5 Florida 

community colleges contributed their opinions on the value of student ratings of teaching. 

The student sample consisted of 320 participants; the faculty sample consisted of 21 

faculty members and the administrator sample consisted of 17 volunteers. The researcher 

studied each group’s perceptions about the value of student ratings through personal 

contact with each participant. To examine and understand the phenomenon or the 

meaning of the experience of student ratings for each stakeholder group (students, faculty 

members, and administrators), the researcher became one of the three instruments for 

data collection. The other instruments for data collection were surveys and interview 

questionnaires. Each survey and interview session was conducted on location at the 

respective participating community college.  

In conducting this quantitative and qualitative study, the researcher consciously 

set aside personal experiences with student evaluations in order for the interview sessions 

and data interpretation processes to be understood through the experiences of the 

participants (Moustakas, 1994). The researcher had personal experiences with SRTs as 

both a faculty member, who had been evaluated by students for more than 10 years, and 

as a department chairperson, who used results from SRTs when evaluating full time and 

adjunct faculty within the department. Using the principles for survey design 

recommended by Dillman (1999), the researcher developed the Grading Faculty survey 

and interview questionnaires to address the four research questions. Moreover, the 

phenomenological methodology outlined by Moustakas (1994) was used to organize and 

analyze the qualitative data. 
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Research Question 1 

How did students in Florida community colleges perceive the value of their role 

as faculty evaluators?  For this study, the definition of value referred to participants’ 

beliefs about the usefulness, importance, or general worth of the SRT practice. The 

student sample included 320 participants who were asked to complete a 19-item survey. 

The survey was administered by the researcher during a regularly scheduled class 

session. In addition to the 15 survey statements, the student version of the survey asked 

students to respond to 4 demographic questions: gender, age, program of study, and 

approximate number of college credits earned. There were more female participants  

(n = 203) than male participants (n = 116). The mean age for the student group was 25.13 

years and the ages ranged from 18 to 56 years. The most frequent age reported was 21  

(n = 57).  Seven students did not respond to the age question. The demographics of 

gender and age were comparable to the community college system student profile 

(American Association of Community Colleges, 2004). The majority of students (60%) 

identified the associate of arts as their program of study. The associate of science 

program was identified by 27.2% of the students followed by the associate of applied 

science (8.4%), personal interest (3.4%), and vocational certificate programs (0.6%). 

Nearly 8% (n = 25) of the students did not answer or misunderstood this question 

regarding the number of college credits or semester hours earned.  Of the 295 students 

who responded with usable data, the mean number of credits earned was 47.03 semester 

hours. 

Results from data analyses from survey statements, 1-5, 10, and 15 were used to 

describe the 320 community college students’ perceived value of their role as faculty 
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evaluators. These seven statements comprised the scale, Beliefs about Student Ratings. 

The students rated the survey statements on a scale of 1 to 5: (1 = strongly disagree,  

2 = disagree, 3 = neither agree nor disagree, 4 = agree; and 5 = strongly agree). Research 

Question 1 was examined in three phases using descriptive and inferential statistics. 

Survey statement 1 asked if students should complete formal evaluations of their 

instructors. A large majority of the students (88.1%) agreed or strongly agreed that 

students should complete formal evaluations of their instructors.  

Survey statement 2 asked if students took the process of evaluating their 

instructors seriously. Overall, nearly half of the community college students (45.3%) 

believed that students took the process of evaluating their teachers seriously, but slightly 

over half of the students did not believe this to be a fact or did not know (54.7%). 

Survey statement 3 asked if student surveys were a valuable method of evaluating 

instructors. Overall, 67.2% of the students believed that student surveys were an 

important system of teacher evaluation. 

Survey statement 4 asked if students provided fair evaluations of their instructors. 

Students were almost evenly divided between those who believed students provided fair 

evaluations of their instructors (50.3%) and those who did not believe this to be a fact or 

did not know (49.4%). 

Survey statement 5 asked if students knew the qualities of an effective teacher.  

Overall, 79.4% of the community college student respondents believed that students 

knew the characteristics of an effective teacher.  
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 Survey statement 10 asked if administrators should inform professors about the 

results. The great majority of students (95%) agreed or strongly agreed that college 

administrators should tell faculty members about the student ratings results. 

Survey statement 15 asked if a summary of the results from student evaluations 

should be available online for students to review. Overall, 79.7% of the community 

college students believed that a summary of student ratings should be accessible through 

online resources. 

In summarizing the seven statements underlying the construct, Beliefs about 

Student Ratings, the researcher developed the following conclusions: the large majority 

of community college students strongly believed that students should complete formal 

evaluations of their instructors, that administrators should inform faculty about the 

ratings, and that a summary of the results should be available online. Furthermore, 

participants believed that students, in general, took the process of evaluating their 

instructors seriously, that student surveys were a valuable method of evaluating 

instructors, that students provided fair evaluations of their instructors, and that students 

knew the qualities of an effective teacher.  

In the second analysis phase for Research Question 1, students’ responses from 

the 7 statements were categorized according to perceived value to describe the composite 

variable, Beliefs about the Value of Student Ratings. Based on descriptive analysis of the 

2237 responses to the 7 survey statements underlying scale 1, the large majority of the 

sample group of community college students (72.2%) believed that student ratings had 

value, and, thus their role as teacher evaluator was important. 
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The third analysis phase for Research Question 1 examined the effects that the 

student demographic variables (gender, program of study, age, and credits earned) had on 

the dependent variable (scale mean for the seven beliefs underlying Scale 1, Beliefs about 

Student Ratings). A one-way analysis of variances (ANOVA) indicated a statistically 

significant difference between gender and the Beliefs Scale mean, F(1, 317) = 17.61, p < 

.01. There was a statistically significant difference in the means between the male (M = 

3.7, SD = .60) and female (M = 4.0, SD = .54) respondents. The female respondents 

tended to respond slightly more positive than the male respondents. A one-way analysis 

of variances (ANOVA) indicated no statistically significant difference between program 

of study and the Beliefs Scale mean. This finding suggested that a student’s program of 

study does not bias the student’s perceptions regarding student evaluations. This sample 

of students held similar beliefs about student ratings. This finding was different from 

previous research which indicated that student ratings were slightly biased by discipline. 

However, it is important to note that the present study focused on general perceptions 

regarding the student evaluation practice and not the evaluation of a specific course. 

Furthermore, simple linear regression indicated that neither age nor credits earned 

accounted for a lot of practical significance in predicting the Beliefs Scale mean score. 

This finding supported previous research that student age does not bias ratings. Centra 

(1993) reported that a common myth was that more mature students provided more valid 

student ratings than younger students. For this group of community college students, 

gender affected the responses to the Beliefs Scale, but program of study, age, and credits 

earned had slight or no significance to the Beliefs Scale mean score. 
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McKeachie (1997) noted that students have not been trained to be teacher 

evaluators nor were students’ concepts of effective teaching similar. Findings from this 

study indicated that this student sample believed their role in the evaluation of faculty 

was important and that they recognized the characteristics of effective instructors. 

However, training students to be more effective evaluators could enhance the quality of 

feedback particularly the written comments that faculty in this study indicated that they 

preferred. 

Dunegan and Hrivnak (2003) raised important concerns about deficiencies in the 

SET process including the possibility that the procedures may be creating the mindless 

manner in which students respond. In offering recommendations to improve the system, 

these two researchers suggested that “most academic institutions have not been very 

active in making students feel their SET input is being used or valued” (p.299). 

Therefore, affirming the purpose of student evaluation, training students to provide 

meaningful feedback, and affirming the value of the students’ opinions could improve the 

quality of responses and reward the institutional effort. Although the findings from this 

study indicated that students believed students, in general, took the evaluation process 

seriously and were generally fair in their assessment of teachers, student feedback may be 

improved if the institution confirmed the value of their role in the faculty assessment 

process.  

 

Research Question 2 

Was there a statistically significant relationship between students’ perceptions of 

the relevance or importance of the student survey for evaluating professors and how 
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students believed the survey results were used? Students’ responses to survey items 6-9 

and 11-14 were used to provide the data for Research Question 2.  Importance of Student 

Ratings included survey items 6-9, and Effects of Student Ratings included survey items 

11-14. A Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient was computed to assess the 

degree that the total score from the Importance of Student Ratings Scale was related to 

the total score from the Effects of Student Ratings Scale to provide a measure of the 

relationship between perceived importance and perceived effects of student ratings. The 

correlation between the Importance of Student Ratings Scale and the Effects of Student 

Ratings Scale was statistically significant, r(318) = .397, p < .01. A significant linear 

relationship existed between the two scales. Results indicated a medium positive 

relationship between students’ perceptions of the relevance or importance of the student 

survey for evaluating professors and how students believed the survey results were used. 

Descriptive statistics were used to analyze the responses to each of the eight 

survey statements which described the eight variables underlying the two dimensions. 

Survey statement 6 asked if student evaluations were important to the college 

administrators. The majority of students (62.2%) believed that college administrators 

valued student evaluations.  

Survey statement 7 asked if student evaluations were important to the instructor. 

The large majority of students (72.2%) believed that instructors valued student ratings.  

Survey statement 8 asked if professors cared about the opinions of their students. 

The majority of community college student participants (63.1%) believed that teachers 

valued their opinions.  
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Survey statement 9 asked if professors used class evaluations to improve their 

teaching. Student responses reflected that less than a majority (45.9%) believed that 

student ratings were valued by professors as a resource to improve their teaching. Most 

notable was the fact that 123 students (38.4%) neither agreed nor disagreed with this 

statement. 

Survey statement 11 asked if professors changed their grading system based on 

feedback from the evaluations. The large majority of students (83.7%) believed that 

results from student evaluations had an uncertain or no effect on professors’ adjustments 

to a course grading system. Most notable was the fact that 155 students (48.4%) neither 

agreed nor disagreed with this statement.  

Survey statement 12 asked if results from student evaluations were used to 

dismiss professors. The overwhelming majority of students (89.1%) believed that results 

from student evaluations had an uncertain or no effect on dismissal status for faculty 

members. Most notable was the fact that 172 students (53.8%) disagreed or strongly 

disagreed with this statement.  

Survey statement 13 asked if results from student evaluations were used to 

promote professors. The overwhelming majority of students (77.5%) believed that results 

from student evaluations had an uncertain or no effect on promotion status for teachers. 

Most notable was the fact that 141 students (44.1%) neither agreed nor disagreed with 

this statement.  

Survey statement 14 asked if results from student evaluations influenced faculty 

salary increases. The overwhelming majority of students (85%) believed that results from 

student evaluations had an uncertain or no effect on salary increases for teachers. Most 

 149



notable was the fact that 142 students (44.4%) neither agreed nor disagreed with this 

statement, and 130 students (40.6%) disagreed or strongly disagreed with this statement. 

In summarizing the eight statements underlying the two constructs, Importance of 

Student Ratings and Effects of Student Ratings, the researcher developed the following 

conclusions: the large majority of community college students believed that student 

evaluations were important to the college administrators, that student evaluations were 

important to the instructor, and that professors cared about the opinions of their students. 

However, it was evident that participants, in general, did not know how the results from 

the student evaluations were being used. Students most frequently responded neither 

agree nor disagree to the following statements: professors used class evaluations to 

improve their teaching, professors changed their grading system based on feedback from 

the evaluations, results from student evaluations were used to promote professors, and 

results from student evaluations influenced faculty salary increases. In fact, more than 

half of the respondents (53.8%) generally did not believe that student ratings results were 

used to dismiss professors. The findings from these survey factors supported the 

principles of Theall and Franklin (2001) who suggested a comprehensive and effective 

evaluation system should establish the purpose of the evaluation and the uses and users of 

ratings. Students in this study believed ratings were important, but they did not know the 

consequences of their involvement. 

Descriptive statistics were used to describe the students’ general opinions about 

the perceived value of the importance of student ratings. Based on the 1278 responses to 

the 4 survey statements underlying dimension 2, Importance of Student Ratings Scale, the 

majority of the sample group of community college students (61%) believed that student 
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ratings had importance for administrators and faculty. Conversely, based on the 1276 

responses to the 4 survey statements underlying dimension 3, Effects of Student Ratings 

Scale, the majority of the sample group of community college students (84.1%) believed 

that student ratings had an uncertain effect (43.2%) or no effect (40.9%). This finding 

offers an explanation as to why some students may hurriedly complete a student 

evaluation form. Their not knowing what effects the ratings could have on faculty 

assessment may lead to the mindless completion of the evaluation form. This fact lends 

support to the research of Dunegan and Hrivnak (2003) on student cognition. Their 

research suggested that “students might not be completing the SET instruments as 

deliberately and mindfully as we would hope” (p. 300). Marsh and Roche (1997) reported 

that when the purpose of the evaluation is known to be for tenure or promotion students 

tend to rate higher. 

In addition to the survey statements and demographic questions on the survey 

form, there was additional space for students to enter comments. Analyses of written 

comments which were provided by 124 students indicated that students were divided on 

the perceived value of student ratings; 25% believed student ratings had no value; 27% 

believed student evaluations had value; 31% believed student evaluations had uncertain 

value. Comments not related to student ratings were assigned to a general comments 

category and were not assigned a value.  

Overall, the majority of students believed that student evaluations had importance 

for faculty and administrators. However, students were unaware of the effects that student 

evaluations had on professors changing their grading systems, faculty promotions, and 

teacher salary increases. Interestingly, students overwhelming believed results from 
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student evaluations were not used to dismiss professors. Although a Pearson product-

moment correlation coefficient indicated that there was a statistically significant medium 

positive relationship between the Importance of Student Ratings Scale and the Effects of 

Student Ratings Scale, this correlation accounted for approximately 16% of the common 

variance. Furthermore, almost 84% of the variance between the 2 scales was influenced 

by other factors. Ory and Ryan (2001) suggested that there needed to be research on 

understanding the ratings process and its consequences to improve validity.  Based on 

this research study, students believed ratings were important but did not know the effects 

of the evaluations. Their knowing how the student evaluations affected the teaching and 

learning process could enhance students’ efforts while completing the evaluation forms.  

 

Research Question 3 

What were the Florida community college faculty member respondents’ 

perceptions of the student evaluation process and its impact on instruction? In this study, 

process and practice were terms used to denote the customary action or series of actions 

leading to the use of student rating forms to evaluate teaching effectiveness. The 

researcher enlisted the assistance from each community college academic vice president 

to secure faculty participants. Data were collected from 21 Florida community college 

faculty members during 5 interview sessions. Each interview session was conducted at 

the participating college location. At the conclusion of the 90-minute interview session, 

each faculty participant was asked to respond to the same 15 survey statements which 

were administered to the student participants. However, the faculty version of the survey 

asked faculty to respond to 6 demographic questions including identifying their gender; 
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faculty employment status—adjunct or full time; faculty position—non-tenured or 

tenured; faculty rank—instructor, assistant professor, associate professor, professor, or 

senior professor; and area of primary instruction—college preparatory, associate of arts 

general education, associate of science/associate of applied science, vocational certificate, 

or combination of the above; and total years teaching in higher education.  Descriptive 

results indicated that the faculty group included more female (61.9%) than male (38.1%) 

participants. Faculty members were primarily full time (95.2%). One part time instructor 

contributed to the study. The majority of teachers indicated that they were tenured 

(66.7%). The most frequent rank identified was associate professor (38.1%). Most of the 

faculty taught either in the associate of arts general education programs (38.1%) or the 

associate of science/associate of applied science programs (28.6%). The average number 

of years of higher education teaching was 16.48; the years of higher education teaching 

ranged from 2 years to 31 years.  

The data from the faculty responses to the survey and to the interview questions 

were used to address Research Question 3. Two analysis procedures were used, 

inferential statistics and phenomenological inquiry. Inferential statistics tested the 

hypothesis that the student group and the faculty group were similar in their overall 

perceptions regarding the student evaluation practice. Results of the independent-samples 

t test was not statistically significant, t(339) = .924, p = .356. The effect size (d = .21) 

indicated a small difference between the means of the two groups. The average mean 

response for the 15 survey items for the student group was 3.5 (SD=.51), and the average 

mean response for the faculty group was 3.4 (SD=.62). The average total mean survey 

response between the faculty and student groups indicated no statistically significant total 
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mean difference; therefore, the null hypothesis was not rejected. Although student 

responses were slightly more positive than faculty responses, the total mean response 

from both groups suggested more uncertainty than certainty regarding the general value 

of SRTs.  

The Moustakas (1994) method for organizing and analyzing phenomenological 

data was used to analyze the transcribed data from the interview sessions and to develop 

a composite statement highlighting the essence of student ratings for the faculty group. In 

order to construct the composite or essence statement, each interview experience was 

analyzed through a series of processes: Epoch, Phenomenological Reduction, Imaginative 

Variation, and Synthesis (Moustakas, 1994). Analysis of the lengthy data from the five 

interview sessions suggested that a significant relationship between the results from the 

student evaluations being used as a method to impact instruction was not demonstrated 

through the currently adopted student evaluation practices among the five participating 

community colleges. This finding supported Centra (1993) who indicated that student 

ratings feedback will improve teaching if teachers learn something new and important 

from the results. The findings from this study indicated that ambiguous protocols, 

inadequate instruments, feelings of faculty trust juxtaposed with feelings of faculty 

distrust, and limited or non-existent feedback cast doubt on garnering significant data, 

and, thus student evaluation results had little effect on promoting teaching effectiveness. 

A common belief among the community college faculty participants can be summarized 

with the following: “If you took all of the evaluations on campus, the average would 

probably be agree.” A unanimous sense of frustration surfaced with the “lousy 

instrument” and “wrong questions.” Many teachers devised their own methods for 
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finding out “what works in the classroom and what doesn’t.” Most teachers felt “written 

information is much more effective than just the number information.” Overall, for this 

group of community college faculty participants, their perceptions of the student 

evaluation process and its impact on instruction could be described as lacking 

effectiveness. Research by Marsh (1987) and Marsh and Roche (1993) indicated that 

student evaluations could influence teaching effectiveness provided appropriate 

consultation was awarded. For many of the participants in the current study, they 

described their frustration with receiving minimal and timely feedback. The 

institutionalized student evaluation practice for these faculty participants appeared to be a 

directive which held nominal significance.  

 

Research Question 4 

What were the Florida community college administrators’ perceptions of the 

student evaluation process and its impact on instruction and faculty evaluation? With the 

assistance of the academic vice presidents from each of the 5 participating community 

colleges, data were collected from 17 Florida community college administrator 

participants during 5 administrator interview sessions. For purposes of this research, 

administrator was defined as a community college program manager, department chair, 

dean, and vice-president whose job function included supervising and evaluating faculty. 

There was almost equal representation between female (52.9%) administrators and male 

(47.1%) administrators. More deans or assistant deans (41.2%) participated in the 

interview sessions. Vice presidents from three of the five community colleges joined in 

one of the interview sessions. At one of the community colleges, the evaluation of faculty 
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was not conducted at the department chair level. That duty was reserved for the level of 

dean. At another community college, program managers were involved in the evaluation 

of faculty. 

The data from the responses to the interview questions were used to address 

Research Question 4. The phenomenological data analysis approach advanced by 

Moustakas (1994) was used to organize and analyze the data in order to construct the 

composite or essence statement. Overall, for the administrator group the value of the 

student ratings practice was in its existence. Having a process which gave students a 

voice was vital to institutional integrity. However, results from student evaluations were 

marginally effective in their impact on instruction and evaluation. The following excerpts 

were taken from the administrators’ transcripts. “That they exist is the most important 

thing for the administration at this point.” “Students here are very skeptical about their 

use, but if they don’t get an opportunity to evaluate they are not happy.” “There are just 

lots of faculty members that the evaluation just doesn’t tell you anything that you don’t 

already know.” “The value comes from the faculty doing his/her own self-evaluation.” 

Administrators believed the impact on instruction depended on “instructors really being 

conscientious about the comments they received and wanting to take those to heart to 

improve their teaching performance.” However, the administrators made a distinction 

when reviewing student evaluation results and weighing the impact on faculty evaluation.  

The importance and the consequence of the student feedback depended on the faculty 

member’s employment status. Results from student evaluations were typically of greater 

value when deciding whether to rehire an adjunct instructor. The following is a comment 

which described the belief of many administrators: “For part time faculty, it is one of the 
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few pieces of information that we have and so in that situation it influences retention 

fairly strongly.” 

The data from student evaluations had a minimal effect on full time faculty 

evaluation. The following comment represents a common perception: “They’re just one 

thing I am noticing about what is going on in the department, what is going on with 

faculty, and I expect people to do their own reflection on it.” In view of current student 

ratings research, this philosophy suggested prudence on the part of this group of 

community college administrators. The data from student evaluations at their institutions 

were not being used as the sole criteria for judging teaching effectiveness which was an 

issue raised by Cashin (1999), and Theall and Franklin (2001). Abrami, Theall, and Mets 

(2001) and Ory (2001) maintained that data from student ratings provide one important 

factor in the evaluation of teaching effectiveness. Abrami and d’Apollonia (1999) 

encouraged caution when using ratings in judging faculty and advocated “the use of 

ratings to make only gross distinctions regarding teaching effectiveness” (p. 519). The 

findings from this study supported that this was how the data were being used. 

Of additional significance to this study was the fact that two of the five colleges 

had begun the process to examine their student evaluation practices. One of the 

community colleges had revised its philosophy to include the critical role of students in 

the teaching and learning process. This college had revamped its evaluation tool in order 

to reflect the responsibility that the students must have to affect learning.  

 

 157



Research Limitations 

This study had two important limitations. Participants for the three sample groups 

were volunteers who may not have completely represented each of the sample 

populations. Thus, the assumption of independence may have been violated since this 

was not a simple random sample. Further, analysis and interpretation of the qualitative 

data were completed by a researcher who holds a faculty position which includes 

supervisory duties of evaluating faculty as a community college department chairperson. 

Another researcher may have been examined the phenomenological data differently.  

 

Implications for Student Evaluation Practices 

This research posed the core question of the value of SRTs: Is the effort of doing 

SRTs worth the institutional investment or is it simply a routine process which has little 

or no effect on improving teaching effectiveness?  Results from this study suggested that 

although the 320 community college students perceived their role as faculty evaluators as 

important and that student ratings had value, they were unsure of the overall effects that 

their evaluations had on faculty. Based upon the descriptions provided by the faculty 

participants, a significant relationship between the results from the student evaluations 

being used as a method to impact instruction was not demonstrated. Finally, for the 

administrator group although the value of student ratings was vital to institutional 

integrity, the results from student evaluations were marginally effective in their impact on 

enhancing instruction and of limited value in faculty evaluation. Of significance was the 

fact that the community college administrators in this study did not rely exclusively on 
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student ratings when making decisions on teaching performance; ratings were viewed as 

one source of information.  

This study was conducted to examine the perceptions that community college 

students, faculty, and administrators had of the student evaluation practice. Implications 

for student evaluation practices drawn from this study included the need for institutions 

to: (a) assess the value of their student evaluation practice and its impact on teaching 

effectiveness; (b) define and clearly articulate a statement of purpose for conducting 

student evaluations; (c) refine procedures for administering the student evaluation 

practice; (d) examine their student evaluation practices and instrument on a regular 

review cycle; (e) adopt alternative methods for collecting and disseminating student 

feedback; (f) implement student evaluation measures that reflect the varied teaching 

approaches and diverse learning environments. 

 

Recommendations for Future Studies 

 Although there has been extensive research in the area of student ratings as a 

measure of teaching effectiveness, there has been limited research on the usefulness of 

the data to promote teaching effectiveness and students’ attitudes regarding their role. To 

advance knowledge in the area of student evaluation of teaching effectiveness, the 

following research suggestions are offered: 

1. Conduct an investigation at other colleges and universities throughout the United 

States to determine how student evaluation data are used to promote teaching 

effectiveness.  
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2. Conduct a study among the academic departments of an institution to compare the 

following: the methods used for providing student ratings feedback to faculty and 

students, the extent ratings information is used for faculty development, and the 

value of the student evaluation practice.  

3. Design a study to investigate what general teaching behaviors students identify as 

effective and how they believe students could be more engaged in the assessment 

of the teaching and learning process. 

4. Design a study to investigate the seriousness and fairness with which students 

evaluate their instructors and identify factors that may affect their judgment.  

5. Examine online instructional evaluation models. An online evaluation system 

would decrease the manual processing of data and provide more timely feedback. 

These two issues were presented as primary problems for the current paper-based 

student evaluation system used by the community colleges in this study. 
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Florida Community College System (n = 28) 

Annual Unduplicated Student Headcount Enrollment by College 2002 – 2003  

College Total Enrollment
Rank  

Brevard 28,009 10
Broward 53,821 5
Central Florida 20,797 17
Chipola 5,016 26
Daytona Beach 30,322 9*
Edison 17,068 19
FCC Jacksonville 58,601 2
Florida Keys 3,257 28
Gulf Coast 21,494 14
Hillsborough 44,500 7
Indian River 34,089 8*
Lake City 7,608 24
Lake-Sumter 6,688 25
Manatee 18,066 18
Miami-Dade 126,491 1
North Florida 3,335 27
Okaloosa-Walton 13,848 20
Palm Beach 45,400 6
Pasco-Hernando 12,775 21
Pensacola 21,213 15
Polk 20,866 16
St. Johns River 9,082 22
St. Petersburg 54,565 4
Santa Fe 22,903 13*
Seminole 27,173 11*
South Florida 8,358 23
Tallahassee 24,721 12*
Valencia 55,253 3
 
System Total 795,319
Note. *Denotes participating community colleges for this research project. 
Total headcount is an unduplicated count of students served by each college.  
This total excludes Recreation and Leisure Students. (U.S. Department of  
Education, National Center for Education Statistics: 1998 – 1999 through  
2002 – 2003 Student Data Base) 
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         1200 W. International Speedway Blvd. 

          Daytona Beach, FL 32114 
               (386) 506-4403 

Date 

 

President/Vice President Name 
Community College Name 
Address 

Dear President/Vice President: 

A few days from now you will receive a request for Community College to participate in 
an important research project being conducted through the University of Central Florida, 
College of Education Graduate Program. The research concerns the student evaluation of 
instruction and how students, faculty, and administrators feel about students’ evaluation 
of teachers’ performance and how this information is used in the faculty evaluation 
process.  
 
I am writing in advance because we have found many individuals prefer to know ahead 
of time that they will be contacted.  The study is an important one that will help advance 
the concept of student as evaluator. 
 
Thank you for your time and consideration. Your participation in this research study is 
important to its success. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

Judith P. Campbell 
Professor and English Language Institute/ESOL Chairperson 
College of Arts and Sciences 
University of Central Florida Educational Leadership Ed.D.Student  
 

P.S.     You will receive a copy of the final research project as a gesture of my gratitude. 

 

 164



APPENDIX C 

LETTER OF REQUEST 
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             1200 W. International Speedway Blvd. 

               Daytona Beach, FL 32114 
 
Date 
 
 
President/Vice President Name 
Community College Name 
Address 
 
Dear President/Vice President: 
 
I am writing to ask your help in a study being conducted through the University of 
Central Florida, College of Education Graduate Program. This study is part of an effort to 
examine the perceptions that students, faculty, and administrators have of the student 
evaluation process and how they believe the data impact instruction and evaluation. This 
evaluation process is commonly referred to as student ratings of teaching. 
 
This study is limited to Florida community colleges which are similar in annual 2002-
2003 unduplicated enrollment according to the National Center for Education Statistics. 
Therefore, the participation of your Community College will complement the research 
efforts.  
 
Results from the study will be used to enhance existing knowledge in the research area of 
student ratings of teaching particularly the use of the results to improve teaching 
effectiveness. 
 
With your assistance, I would like to arrange a visit to your campus during October or 
November. The study will involve surveying students and faculty. In addition, the project 
will include interviewing a small group of faculty and administrators. I will contact you 
by phone within the next week to schedule the visit.  
 
If you have any questions or comments about this study, I would be happy to talk with 
you. Please contact me at DBCC (386) 506-4403 or by e-mail at campbeju@dbcc.edu. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Judith P. Campbell 
Professor and English Language Institute/ESOL Chairperson 
College of Arts and Sciences 
University of Central Florida Educational Leadership Ed.D.Student
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APPENDIX D 

INTERVIEW QUESTIONS – ADMINISTRATORS  
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Interview Protocol—Administrators (chair, dean, instructional vice-president) 
Estimated interview time: 1 to 1 ½ hours per focus group session 
 
Project: Evaluating Teacher Performance in Higher Education:  

  The Value of Student Ratings 
 
Project Description: The significance of this study is to examine the perceptions that 
students, faculty, and administrators have of the student evaluation process and how the 
SRT data impact instruction and evaluation. 
 
Questions: 
 

1. What is your opinion of the process of the student evaluation of teaching 
effectiveness? 

 
2. How do you use the results from the student ratings of teaching (SRT)? 
 
3. How useful are the data from the student evaluations to promote teacher 

development?  
 
4. To what degree do SRTs impact your decision regarding faculty retention, tenure, 

and promotion decisions? 
 
5. Do you personally review the evaluation data with each faculty or only with 

selected faculty? 
 
6. What method do you use to review the data? 

a. a personal review session 
b. a written review of the evaluation data 
c. return data to the teacher with a request that he/she review the data and 

develop 
d. an action plan 
e. return data to the teacher with few comments 

 

7. How often is the SRT form reviewed by your institution?  
 
8. What is the extent of training the administrators have had in interpreting the data? 
 
9. How could the process of using the SRT information at your institution be 

improved? 
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APPENDIX E 

INTERVIEW QUESTIONS – FACULTY  
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Interview Protocol—Faculty 
Estimated interview time: 1 to 1 ½ hours per focus group session 
 
Project: Evaluating Teacher Performance in Higher Education:  

  The Value of Student Ratings 
 
Project Description: The significance of this study is to examine the perceptions that 
students, faculty, and administrators have of the student evaluation process and how the 
SRT data impact instruction and evaluation.  
Questions: 
 

1. What is your opinion of the process of the student evaluation of teaching 
effectiveness? 

 
2. How do you use the results from the student ratings of teaching (SRT)? 
 
3. How useful are the data from the student evaluations to promote teacher 

development?  
 
4. To what degree do SRTs impact your instruction? Please explain. 
 
5. Does your immediate supervisor personally review the evaluation data with you? 
 
6. What method does your supervisor use in reviewing the data? 

a. a personal review session 
b. a written review of the evaluation data 
c. returns data with a request that you review the data and develop 
    an action plan 
d. returns data to you with few comments 
 

7. How effective is this method of reviewing the data?  
 
8. If you had a personal review session or received written comments, what were the 

effects on your instruction? 
a. no effect on improving my teaching 
b. learned strategies to improve my student ratings 
c. learned strategies to improve my teaching effectiveness 
 

9. How could the process of using the SRT information at your institution be 
improved? 
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APPENDIX F 

GRADING FACULTY SURVEY – STUDENT VERSION 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 171



 

 172



 

 173



APPENDIX G 

GRADING FACULTY SURVEY – FACULTY VERSION 
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APPENDIX H  

INFORMED CONSENT – STUDENT GROUP 
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College Classroom Participant Verbal Consent 
 
Hello.  My name is Judy Campbell, and I am a graduate student at the University of 
Central Florida in the Department of Education.  I am working on a research project 
supervised by faculty member Dr. William Bozeman.  Our project is studying how 
students feel about evaluating teachers’ performance and how students believe this 
information is used.  If you have previously completed a Student Evaluation of 
Instruction, I would like to ask you to participate in this survey that will take about ten 
minutes of your time.   
 
Participation is anonymous.  I will not ask for your name or identifying information.  You 
do not have to answer any question you do not wish to answer, and you may discontinue 
participation or withdraw your data at any time without consequence.  There is no 
anticipated risk or direct benefit to participants. Although I cannot compensate you for 
your time, your participation is greatly appreciated.   
 
If you have any questions about the survey, you may contact Dr. Bozeman at (407) 823-
1471.  If you have any questions about research participants' rights, you may contact the 
University of Central Florida Institutional Review Board at (407) 823-2901.   
 
If you have previously completed a Student Evaluation of Instruction survey and are 
willing to answer some questions for our research project, let’s begin. 
 
Thank you for your willingness to participate.   
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INFORMED CONSENT – FACULTY GROUP 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 179



Dear Community College Educator: 
 
I am a graduate student at the University of Central Florida.  As part of my research 
study, I am conducting a survey and interview of students, faculty, and administrators. 
The purpose of the study is to learn how students, faculty, and administrators feel about 
students evaluating teachers’ performance and how each group believes this information 
is used. 
 
I am asking you to participate in this interview as a faculty member of Community 
College. The interview, which will last approximately 90 minutes, will be conducted in a 
small faculty focus group of approximately four to five representatives. The interview 
will be held in an area designated by your Faculty Senate president after I receive your 
letter of consent. For your review, the list of questions is enclosed with this letter.  You 
will not have to answer any question you do not wish to answer.  With the group’s 
permission, I would like to audiotape the interview.  I will be the only person to have 
access to the tape, which I will personally transcribe. All identifiers will be eliminated 
during transcription.  The tape will then be erased.  Your identity will be kept 
confidential; it will not be revealed in the final manuscript. Immediately following the 
interview session, you will be asked to complete a brief survey.  
 
There are no anticipated risks, compensation, or other direct benefits to you as a 
participant in this interview and survey. However, I will provide Community College a 
copy of the final research project. You are free to withdraw your consent to participate 
and may discontinue your participation in the interview and/or survey at any time without 
consequence. 
 
If you have any questions about this research project, please contact me at (386) 506-
4403 or by e-mail at campbeju@dbcc.edu.  My faculty supervisor is Dr. William 
Bozeman. Questions or concerns about research participants' rights may be directed to the 
UCFIRB office, University of Central Florida Office of Research, Orlando Tech Center, 
12443 Research Parkway, Suite 207, Orlando, FL 32826.  The phone number is (407) 
823-2901. 
 
Please sign and return one copy of the letter in the enclosed envelope.  A second copy is 
provided for your records.  By signing this letter, you give me permission to report your 
responses anonymously in the final manuscript to be submitted to my faculty advisor as 
part of my research. 
 
Sincerely, 
Judith P. Campbell                                                                                                                                         
Professor and English Language Institute/ESOL Chairperson                                       
 I have read the procedure described above for the faculty small group interview. 
 I voluntarily agree to participate in the interview and complete the survey. 
     /     
Participant       Date  
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APPENDIX J 

INFORMED CONSENT – ADMINISTRATOR GROUP 
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Dear Community College Administrator: 
 
I am a graduate student at the University of Central Florida.  As part of my research 
study, I am conducting a survey and interview of students, faculty, and administrators. 
The purpose of the study is to learn how students, faculty, and administrators feel about 
students evaluating teachers’ performance and how each group believes this information 
is used.  
 
I am asking you to participate in this interview as an administrator at Community 
College. The interview, which will last approximately 90 minutes, will be conducted in a 
small administrator focus group of approximately two to four representatives. The 
interview will be held in an area designated by your academic vice-president after I 
receive your letter of consent. For your review, the list of questions is enclosed with this 
letter.  You will not have to answer any question you do not wish to answer.  With the 
group’s permission, I would like to audiotape the interview.  I will be the only person to 
have access to the tape, which I will personally transcribe. All identifiers will be 
eliminated during transcription.  The tape will then be erased.  Your identity will be kept 
confidential; it will not be revealed in the final manuscript.  
 
There are no anticipated risks, compensation, or other direct benefits to you as a 
participant in this interview. However, I will provide Community College a copy of the 
final research project. You are free to withdraw your consent to participate and may 
discontinue your participation in the interview at any time without consequence. 
 
If you have any questions about this research project, please contact me at (386) 506-
4403 or by e-mail at campbeju@dbcc.edu.  My faculty supervisor is Dr. William 
Bozeman. Questions or concerns about research participants' rights may be directed to the 
UCFIRB office, University of Central Florida Office of Research, Orlando Tech Center, 
12443 Research Parkway, Suite 207, Orlando, FL 32826.  The phone number is (407) 
823-2901. 
 
Please sign and return one copy of the letter in the enclosed envelope.  A second copy is 
provided for your records.  By signing this letter, you give me permission to report your 
responses anonymously in the final manuscript to be submitted to my faculty advisor as 
part of my research study. 
 
Sincerely, 
Judith P. Campbell                                                                                                                                          
Professor and English Language Institute/ESOL Chairperson                                       
DBCC College of Arts and Sciences 
 I have read the procedure described above for the administrator small group 
interview. 
 I voluntarily agree to participate in the interview. 
      /     
Participant       Date  
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MEMO OF NEEDS FOR COLLEGE PARTICIPATION 
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MEMORANDUM 

TO:  Academic Vice President 
 
FROM: Judy Campbell 
 
RE:  Dissertation Study 
 
Purpose of the study: Learn how students, faculty, and administrators feel about students 
evaluating teachers’ performance and how each group believes this information is used. 
 
Your assistance is needed to  

 Arrange a date to visit. 
 Identify classes for surveys to be administered (3-5 classes from different 

programs). 
 Arrange the faculty small-group interview session.  
 Arrange the administrator small-group interview session.  

 
Student Group 

 40-80 students needed to complete the survey “Grading Faculty” 
 The student group must come from sophomore level courses. 
 I will administer the survey at a time convenient for the faculty member– less than 

15 minutes is needed.  
 I will read the informed consent “College Classroom Participant Verbal Consent” 

to the student group prior to administering the survey. 
 
Faculty Group 

 4-5 volunteers representing the following categories: tenured, non-tenured, 
adjunct, Faculty Senate officer, faculty development representative 

 Group interview session – 90 minutes using a set of 9 questions. Following the 
interview, participants will be asked to complete the “Grading Faculty” survey – 
estimated time 10 minutes 

 The informed consent letter and questionnaire will be mailed to each volunteer 
prior to the campus visit. Please provide a list of participants with their campus 
addresses so that the informed consent and questionnaire can be mailed. 

 
Administrator Group 

 2-4 volunteers from the ranks of academic vice-president, dean, and department 
chair 

 Group interview session-90 minutes using a set of  9 questions 
 The informed consent letter and questionnaire will be mailed prior to the campus 

visit. Please provide a list of participants with their campus addresses so that the 
informed consent and questionnaire can be mailed. 

 
Thank you very much for your assistance. 

 184



APPENDIX L  

INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD PERMISSION LETTER 
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