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Abstract
The study discusses the student ratings of a professor teaching sociology
disciplines in different undergraduate courses. The data were obtained from
questionnaires consisting of a series of inquiries about the discipline,
focusing on how it fits in the curricular structure (discipline evaluation) and,
also, on teacher’s performance (professor evaluation). A total of 480 students
answered the questionnaire and, for each question they had a total of five
possible answers: very poor (1 point), poor (2 points), fair (3 points), good (4
points) and excellent (5 points). Considering discipline and professor
evaluations, students from Animal Science, Food Engineering and Veterinary
Medicine courses consider "fair" the performance of the sociology professor.
Regarding to the professor evaluation, the students of the three
undergraduate courses considered the performance of the teacher "good".
For discipline evaluation, the Animal Science and Veterinary Medicine
students considered the discipline "fair" and the Food Engineering students
considered the discipline "poor". The results obtained can serve as a basis
for the design of a institutional evaluation system of teaching based on
student ratings, however the evaluation of the discipline and the performance
of the teacher must be considered separately.
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1. Introduction
Student evaluation of teaching has an important role when it comes to measuring the
quality of high-level education and it has been used as one of the most important indicators
of teaching effectiveness (Kulik, 2001). As a rule, gathering feedback from students
through questionnaires (Serrano & Rueda, 2001) is a frequently used method in most
universities around the globe and it has been generally accepted by those involved.
However, once this method is adopted, some criteria must be established to assure its
effectiveness (Garcia-Garduño, 2003).
The first step is to determine the main objective for applying the feedback form, since it can
be used to assess the administrative sphere as well as faculty’s teaching performance and
student learning (Ory, 1990). One of the most important goals of the evaluation centered in
student feedback is to give teachers a more deep understanding of the effectiveness of their
teaching methods. According to Stake (2006), a comprehensive evaluation should highlight
both positive and negative aspects in teaching practices. Therefore, the author considers the
evaluation as participatory when it summons those involved in the process to actively
engage, in a thoughtful manner, in the activity.
The tensions surrounding the classroom in the contemporary university bring about
constant changes in the ways of teaching and demand a better comprehension of the
teaching-learning process and how the relationship between professors and students affects
it. As stated by Krasilchik (2009), teachers focus primarily in the subject they teach, which
is desirable, but only if they do not lose sight of students, those who will receive such
teachings. For that reason, the ultimate goal of participatory evaluation is to give students a
voice in a systematic and organized way.
In the past, our University adopted an institutional evaluation system through online
surveys distributed in all Colleges and Institutes. Nevertheless, due to low participation
rates, this evaluation method was extinguished. In fact, the research literature shows this as
a commun phenomenal: undergraduate students don’t usually take part in online surveys to
evaluate their teachers and courses (Avery et al. 2006, Adams & Umbach 2012), although
higher participation rates can be achieved when universities divulge the importance of
student engagement in the evaluation process (Young et al. 2018). Actualy, in our College
the online survey system has been currently used to classify the data obtained and, thus,
have immediate results.
This study aims to reflect on some aspects that have to be considered when this type of
student evaluation of teaching methods is institutionally applied, especially when these
evaluations are used as criteria to improve teaching effectiveness. It is already documented
that the result of the student ratings is dependent on the undergraduate course and discipline
evaluated (Uttl & Smibert 2017). Finally, our paper discusses the experience of one
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particular faculty member, responsible for sociology discipline as a component of curricular
structure in different Biological and Engineering undergraduate courses.

2. Method
The following data were obtained from feedback forms. The questionnare was divided by
two parts and each part focused on a different evaluation object: 1) the discipline and how it
is positioned in the curricular structure discipline evaluation) and 2) the individual faculty
member’s teaching efficacy (professor evaluation). As it is clear, these two different aspects
structured the entire evaluation process, because it stimulates students and encourages them
to formulate organized answers. Furthermore, by separating these different aspects of the
teaching-learning process, students are allowed to elaborate deeper observations on each
theme. In fact, this was one of the main objectives when we adopted this separation method
in the structure of the form: by allowing students to focus specifically on each theme, they
can reveal how they understand the division itself while answering each question.
Table 1 displays the individual questions, all concerning one same teacher who is
responsible for the sociology discipline in three different undergraduate courses: Animal
Science, Food Engineering and Veterinary Medicine. The questions involving discipline (1
to 3) and professor (4 to 7) evaluations were built in a multiple-choice format with five
options: very poor (1 point), poor (2 points), fair (3 points), good (4 points) and excellent (5
points). From this configuration a quantitative analysis was carried out to identify the
possible effects of the discipline and undergraduate courses in the student evaluation of the
professor. The questionnares were anonymously applied by an online survey platform at the
end of the semester. The data collected is the result of 480 student evaluations (160/course).
Table 1. Questions used to Student Evaluation of Teaching.
N

Questions

1

Is there integration of the discipline with the others of the course?

2

Is the discipline important to your higher education?

3

Are the prerequisites necessary to follow the discipline sufficient?

4

Have the contents been clearly taught?

5

Was the evaluation coherent with the topics presented in the classes?

6

Did the professor stimulate your critical thinking?

7

Did the teaching methods captured your interest?
1 to 3 = Discipline, 4 to 7 = Professor.
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3. Results
Considering discipline and professor evaluations, Animal Science, Food Engineering and
Veterinary Medicine students assessed the Social Sciences teacher’s performance as “fair”,
as shown by the following data: 3.7 ± 0.4, 3.3 ± 0.5 e 3.8 ± 0.4, respectively. Figure 1
displays the score means of questions referring to the discipline assessment (questions 1 to
3) and individual teaching efficacy (questions 4 to 7) for each undergraduate course.
Regarding the professor evaluation, students from all three courses considered it as “good”,
as shown by the following average scores: 4.0 ± 0.4, 4.1 ± 0.5 e 4.4 ± 0.4 for Animal
Science, Food Engineering and Veterinary Medicine, respectively. When it comes to
discipline assessment, Animal Science and Veterinary Medicine students considered the
discipline as “fair”: 3.4 ± 0.2 e 3.4 ± 0.1, respectively. On the other hand, Food Engineering
students considered the discipline as “bad”, with an average score of 2.4 ± 0.3. This lower
results were due to the fact that most students felt that the Sociology discipline did not
really fit into their curricular structure (question 1).
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Figure 1. Means ± SEM of Student Evaluation of Teaching Score;
1=Very Poor, 2=Poor, 3=Fair, 4=Good, 5=Excellent.
Different letters = P<0.05.
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4. Discussion
Our preliminary study indicates that student evaluation of teaching could be institutionally
applied to promote a diagnosis about teacher performance. The participation of the students
in this process demands the understanding of how students see their classroom, their
teacher’s role in their education process and their particular way of accumulating
knowledge and establishing relations between such knowledge and their own discoveries. It
is also very relevant the perception that the students have about the impact that an
evaluation system can have on the group of their teachers. However, some factors should be
considered when the purpose of the institution is to use student evaluation as one of the
criteria for promoting the teaching career.
One particular factor has to be considered when it comes to producing the feedback forms
and the interpretation of the results. Usually questionnaires are composed by questions
related to teacher’s performance in the classroom and other questions that involve the
relevance of the discipline within the curricular structure. According to our results, students
from all three undergraduate courses rated the professor as “fair”. However, these results do
not entirely reflect teacher’s performance, since they derive from an overall analysis of the
data collected. Furthermore, once we analysed these results by separating professor
evaluation from discipline evaluation, students from all three undergraduate courses
considered teacher’s performance as “good”, while the results concerning discipline varied
according to each undergraduate course. Animal Science and Veterinary Medicine students
considered discipline as “fair”, while Food Engineering students considered it as “poor”.
The results emphasize something already pointed out by the research literature: many
factors can affect the results of student ratings, especially when it comes to assessment of
teacher’s performance (Kulik 2001, Beran & Violato 2005, Uttl & Smibert 2017).
Another important factor to be considered refers to the discipline and/or undergraduate
course. The Social Science disciplines (in this case, Sociology) as a component of
curricular structure of Biological the Engineering courses have been the focus of the present
study because of its interdisciplinary character. It is clear that even if Food Engineering
students rated teacher’s effetiveness as “good”, they do not believe that this discipline is
important to their education or professional goals, since the discipline doesn’t openly
relates to others in the Food Engineering curriculum. This shows that student evaluation
can be also used to reformulate pedagogical projects (Steyn et al. 2018).
This research show that higher education institutions can use the student ratings for various
purposes using a single questionnaire. However, the questions elaborated for each purpose
should be analyzed separately. Questions involving the discipline as part of the curricular
structure should be avoided when student ratings are used to measure teaching
effectiveness.
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Finally, the results obtained may lead to the elaboration of an institutional evaluation
method based on student evaluation of teaching. This evaluation method can also create for
faculty members moments of reflection and self-evaluation, allowing them to define what
kind of changes and improvements could be implemented on a day by day basis. However,
the evaluation of the discipline and the performance of the teacher must be considered
separately.
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