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ABSTRACT 

 

This is a quantitative methods study investigating the perceptions that teacher 

trainees at a tertiary level educational institution have of the evaluation process for 

courses and lecturers. Student evaluation of courses and lecturers is mandated by the 

standards of the University Council of Jamaica (UCJ) and the University of the West 

Indies (UWI), and hinges on the quality of educational experiences within tertiary level 

educational institutions. Teacher trainees are vested with the responsibility to be engaged 

in the exercise which must be afforded by the respective institutions. The primary sources 

of data were generated from the responses to a Likert-type questionnaire administered to 

teacher trainees (TTQ). The results indicated that the teacher trainees were generally 

supportive of the evaluation process. Moreover, these positive results were not related to 

the trainees‟ age, gender, or area of specialization. There were, however, some areas of 

concern noted. In particular, the trainees believe that the evaluation process should be 

conducted online since there is concern about anonymity. The implications of these 

results for the Ministry of Education were listed and suggestions for future research were 

provided. 
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CHAPTER ONE 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

Publications of student evaluations results began appearing in academic journals 

during the 1920s. Earlier research on the topic focused on issues surrounding the 

construction of the evaluation form. During the 20
th

 Century most of the research on 

student evaluation of teaching focused on various predisposing factors that were believed 

to affect these evaluations. Validity and reliability studies dominated the research in the 

1980s. The studies undertaken in the 1990s regarded student, instructor, or classroom 

conditions that might have had an influence on students‟ scores. Abrami (2001), 

d‟Apollonia (2001), Centra (1973), Feldman (1976), Marsh and Roche (1997), and Seldin 

(1999) are frequently cited authors on the topic of student evaluation of courses and 

instructors. Over time, the potential relationship between scores and grades or expected 

grades has received the most attention. 

 Students have been increasingly involved in evaluating their formal and informal 

programmes. Seldin (1991) reported that student ratings are now the most widely used 

source of information of effective teaching. Owing to the varied options available to 

students today, it is of great importance that educational institutions understand how 

students view their educational experience. This topic has been the subject of much 

controversy concerning whether student evaluations indicate teacher quality in learning 

and teaching, or whether students favor teachers and courses with little work and easy 

grading (Felder, 1992; Greenwald & Gilmore, 1997; Johnson, 2003; Marsh et al., 2000). 

The issue of student evaluation of their educational experiences has gained importance as 
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competition to attract and retain students has become more intense among the providers 

of education, locally and internationally. 

 Locally, the University Council of Jamaica (UCJ), which has the mandate to 

establish standards and ensure quality in Tertiary Level educational institutions, requires 

students to be actively involved in the activity of evaluating their courses and lecturers. 

This emphasis is supported by international requirements for assessing student learning 

(Association of American Colleges and Universities, 2008; Council of Higher Education 

Accreditation, 2002). 

 This research study was designed to provide insight into teacher trainees‟ 

perceptions of the evaluation process for courses and lecturers. The introductory portion 

that follows provides supporting details that address the questions that guide the research. 

Additionally, I will identify the purpose of the study, the definition of key terms, the 

significance of the study, and its theoretical background. A description of the research 

methodology follows the literature review. 

Background to the Research 

 Increasingly, students at the undergraduate level have become more involved in 

evaluating their academic experiences. The resulting information is then used for a 

variety of purposes such as for instructional improvement, evidence for promotion and 

tenure decisions, student course selection, programme effectiveness, departmental 

instructional merit, and teaching awards (Abrami et al., 2001). The emphasis placed on 

the evaluation of instructors makes it important to understand how students arrive at their 

overall perception of the teaching they receive. 
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 It is this emphasis on the evaluation of teaching that is the context for the present 

study. The formal evaluation of courses and lecturers at the tertiary level educational 

institution used in this research started in September 2011. This was at the time when the 

three-year Teacher Education programmes were being replaced by the four-year Bachelor 

of Education Programmes – Early Childhood Education, Primary Education and Secondary 

Education. Prior to this period, attempts by the institution to ensure that students evaluated 

their courses and lecturers toward the end of each semester were met with resistance from 

students and faculty. It was evident that teacher trainees wanted to avoid being involved in 

evaluating courses and lecturers at the end of each semester. This was shown by the 

unwillingness to complete and return forms within given timelines. This was true despite 

the assumptions that such evaluations could improve the courses and the teaching and 

learning processes at the institution. It was hoped that the new system would eliminate or 

at least reduce the problems that existed in the past. 

 Several steps were taken to ensure that the new evaluation system would be 

implemented correctly. The students attended large and small group sensitization sessions 

during which they were introduced to the reasons for their involvement in evaluating 

courses and lecturers, the need for the data from their evaluations and their rights and 

responsibilities as important customers or clients in the process. During the sensitization 

sessions, teacher trainees were given copies of the evaluation instrument/evaluation form. 

Guidance was provided as they read the instructions and each item. This was followed by 

each student completing the form, thereby giving them practice. Opportunities were 

given to students to voice their queries and / or concerns regarding the evaluation process 

for courses and lecturers. 
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 The class representatives were trained concerning collecting and signing out 

evaluation forms from the Academic Office, particular time/s for engaging classmates in 

the evaluation process, collecting completed evaluation forms and signing them in at the 

Academic Office.   

 Despite this training, many students still resisted participating; and if they did, it 

was with some amount of reluctance. Some of the returned forms were incomplete, 

students sat as a group and gave similar answers and some did not return the forms. The 

class representatives expressed their frustration about their colleagues‟ nonchalant 

attitudes and generally poor disposition towards this important activity. Consequently, 

additional sessions were held to improve the students‟ attitudes toward the new 

evaluation system. To ensure that the students submitted the completed instruments, class 

meetings were scheduled by way of re-orientation and completed forms were collected at 

the end of each session. In discussing the new system with the students, certain problems 

became evident. For example, students cited the actions of some lecturers as intimidating 

when they sought to do the evaluations at the end of the respective session. They reported 

being told that their handwriting was easy to pick out and so the lecturer would know 

which student made particular comments. The students became fearful of the lecturers‟ 

knowledge of their ratings and comments and also feared that they would be victimized 

by the lecturers who would fail them for the respective course. 

 It also became evident that there were administrative problems. The collected data 

were analyzed and presented but were not given the needed attention by the 

administrators at the institution. The expected meetings with the Heads of Departments 

and the respective lecturers were not held on a large scale. In light of these administrative 
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issues, several steps were taken. A schedule for the meeting was organized and each 

group of teacher trainees was met and data from the evaluation of courses and lecturers 

were shared. They acknowledged the usefulness of the exercise and vowed to do better 

the next semester. The data from the evaluation process were used by the Heads of 

Departments in the assignment of lecturers per courses for the upcoming semester of the 

academic year. Lecturers who were considered in need of improvement were dialogued 

with and closely monitored by the Head of Department in the next semester or an entire 

academic year. Despite all these efforts, it was still evident that the new system was not 

working as planned.  

 As a member of the administrative arm of the institution, I was perturbed by the 

nonchalant attitudes of teacher trainees regarding evaluating courses and lecturers. I was 

equally upset by the attitudes of members of faculty who made comments that proved 

intimidating to students who were at times hesitant to participate in the evaluation 

process. The data gleaned from the evaluation process were intended to improve the 

educational experiences for the teacher trainees. This new phenomenon was creating 

dissonance among faculty and teacher trainees as the administrators sought to ensure the 

smooth execution and success of the evaluation process. 

 Based on my observations across several semesters, the behavior of the teacher 

trainees during the times slated for the evaluation of courses and lecturers was rather 

unprofessional. There was the tendency not to give the needed attention to complete the 

instrument at the end of teaching sessions. They preferred to collect a set of forms to take 

home, to complete with their friends‟ input, and refused to return the completed forms to 

their class representatives at the scheduled times.  
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 The students‟ behavior during the evaluation process for their courses and 

lecturers has piqued my interest and caused me to seek to investigate this matter further.  

Why has this reluctance to evaluate lecturers and courses occurred? What factors have 

caused the problem? What can be done to make the situation better? The current study 

was designed to provide answers to these questions. 

 This study is concerned with the perceptions of teacher trainees in regard to the 

evaluation process for courses and lecturers. This is supported by Hinton (1993) and 

Bligh (1998) who purported that student evaluation, like consumer surveys, may reveal as 

much about students (consumers) as about the instructors of courses. 

Research Objectives 

The primary objectives of this study were to: 

1. highlight the perceptions and descriptions of teacher trainees to discover how they 

understand the evaluation process 

2. discover organizing principles in teacher trainees‟ evaluation of their education 

3. start the local (Jamaican) exploration and contribution on the issue and 

4. provide practitioners, and policymakers with data for improving the evaluation 

process 

Research Questions 

The following research questions guided the study: 

1. What are the teacher trainees‟ perceptions of the evaluation process for courses 

and lecturers? 

2. Is there a difference in the perceptions of the evaluation process based on a 

teacher trainee‟s demographic characteristics? These characteristics are: 
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 Gender 

 Age 

 Year in College 

 Area of Specialization 

Significance of the Study 

 In order for educational institutions to be able to retain their students, plans must 

be in place to assist them in their academic pursuits. Administrators must embrace the use 

of student evaluations as an accepted practice, to do a good job at planning for and 

executing the evaluation process as much as possible and to avail themselves of the latest 

research on the phenomenon. I was interested in undertaking this study because I desire 

to highlight the matters of: 

1. guiding and motivating students to be actively involved in their own learning, 

thereby assisting them to become more effective, self-assessing, and self-directed 

learners (Angelo & Cross, 1993) 

2. administrators, faculty and other stakeholders becoming aware of important 

findings from the research study 

3.  acceptance of the need by the college community for their involvement in the 

evaluation process and 

4. ensuring teacher trainees‟ involvement in the evaluation process and using data to 

ensure quality assurance procedures within the institution. 
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Definition of Terms 

The following terms are of importance to the study and necessitate clarification. 

Courses 

 In higher education in Canada and the United States of America, a course is a unit 

of teaching that typically lasts one academic term, is led by one or more instructors 

(teachers or professors) and has a fixed roster of students. A course is usually an 

individual subject (usually referred to by faculty and school officials) or the entire 

programme (usually referred to by students and outsiders). A course is usually specific to 

the students‟ major and is taught by an instructor. These courses are made up of 

individual sessions typically on a fixed weekly schedule (Merriam-Webster Online 

Dictionary, 2008). 

 Petty (2004) cites that courses should be subjected to self-corrective feedback; it 

is the only way they will improve. An analysis and review are carried out at the end of a 

course; the aim is to arrive at an informed decision about the course‟s effectiveness, or 

some aspect of it, and use this to make suggestions for improvements. 

Evaluation 

 Petty (2004) posits the meaning of evaluation as giving the value of something, to 

state its strengths and weaknesses. Students can be required to evaluate an argument, 

policy, plan, solution, or experience. However, they also need to evaluate their own work. 

If students cannot evaluate, then they cannot take even the first steps towards their own 

improvement. 

 Evaluation requires that students know what criteria to consider. Such criteria 

help instructors to use the „spectacles‟ that focus on the important aspects of what we are 
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evaluating (Petty, 2004). Woolfolk (1998) states that at the heart of evaluation are 

judgment-making decisions based on values. In the process of evaluation, instructors 

compare information to criteria and then make a judgment. 

 For the purpose of this study, evaluation will suggest teacher trainees‟ active 

engagement in valuing their educational experiences by completing the evaluation forms 

for courses and lecturers and returning them to their class representatives within the 

specified timeframes. 

Teacher Trainees 

 Teacher trainees are individuals pursuing a four-year Bachelor of Education 

degree at a tertiary level educational institution. This term will be synonymous with 

„students‟ in the study. 

Perceptions 

 Perceptions are referred to as the process by which students arrange and interpret 

sensory data in order to make meaning regarding the quality of lecturer performance 

environment (Dearborn & Simon, 1958). For this research study, teacher trainees‟ 

perceptions will be the focus as they become engaged in the evaluation process for 

courses and lecturers. 
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CHAPTER TWO 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

Introduction 

 This research sought to investigate teacher trainees‟ perceptions of the evaluation 

process for courses and lecturers. Accordingly, the literature review pertinent to this 

investigation has been organized into two parts. 

Part I consists of the sections: Context of Student Evaluation, the Purposes of 

Evaluation, the Content of the Evaluation Instrument, Factors that affect Student 

Evaluations and Critiques of Student Evaluations.  

Part II consists of the sections: Tertiary Education in Jamaica-Historical 

Perspectives, Historical Perspectives – Current Perspectives and History of the Tertiary 

Level Educational Institution. 

 Part I 

The Context of Student Evaluation 

 McPherson (2005) cites extensive literature related to the matter of student 

evaluation of teaching (SET) scores. As early as 1936, research was conducted in this 

area with Heilman and Armentrout‟s article in the Journal of Educational Psychology 

and has continued unabated. It has been further cited by Heilman and Armentrout (1936) 

that the quantity of research is indicative of the importance of student evaluation of 

teaching (SET) scores in higher education. 

 Spooren et al. (2013) state that although the use of SETs as feedback for a 

professor‟s teaching effectiveness and for making high stakes administrative decisions 
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about instructor‟s hiring, firing, merit, pay, and promotions is very common, it is also 

highly controversial. Proponents of SETs as a measure of instructor teaching 

effectiveness have put forward a number of reasons for their use. The proponents also 

assume that students observe instructors‟ behavior, assess how much they learned from 

the instructor, and rate the instructor according to how the instructor contributed to their 

learning (Murray, 2005; Spooren et al., 2013; Stark & Freishtat, 2014; Wachtel, 1998). 

The Purposes of Evaluation 

 One of the major issues in the use of student ratings of teacher effectiveness 

focuses on the issue of formative versus summative evaluation. The purpose of formative 

evaluation is to inform teaching and learning so teachers can improve their instructional 

delivery systems thereby rendering courses more effective. Kulik (2000) posits that 

formative evaluation is important for faculty in the onset of their career when they are 

developing their personal teaching style. For example, this type of evaluation can focus 

on issues such as an instructor‟s punctuality, preparedness, and delivery. Such feedback 

can also provide an instructor with students‟ perception of the fairness and 

appropriateness of the grading process used in the course. When used wisely, formative 

assessment can focus on an instructor‟s strengths and weaknesses and can prove 

invaluable to the instructor‟s professional development. 

 Student evaluations can be used for formative and summative assessment. 

Formative or summative evaluation may be used by faculty to make changes in the 

teaching process or it may be used by other key stakeholders in specific educational 

institutions or the general educational arena. Chen and Hoshower (2003) declare that 

students view formative uses of evaluation (to help the teacher improve) as far more 
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important than summative uses of evaluation (such as to make tenure or promotion 

decisions). Furthermore, Young, Delli and Johnson (1999) highlight that students adopt 

different cognitive schema, with resulting differences in evaluations, when these different 

purposes are used as the basis of evaluation. 

The Content of the Evaluation Instrument 

Gramlich and Greenlee (1993) state that there are various ways of measuring 

college teaching performance. The most common method is through student evaluations 

of teachers (SETs) often administered near the end of a course. Typically, students are 

administered a questionnaire and asked to rate their teacher on various criteria. Another 

way to measure the productivity of a teacher is by analyzing students‟ final examination 

answers or end of semester projects to determine how much the students learned in the 

teacher‟s course. 

 To Hand, Manilla and Smyth (2001), procedure, structure, and purpose are 

considered key elements of gathering evaluation information. They further cite that the 

varied avenues of collecting data include interviews, focus groups, and questionnaires 

which demand specific items or questions to be answered. Research evidence supports 

the view that carefully constructed evaluation instruments with well-developed 

procedures for their administration can yield high consistency reliabilities (Hand et al., 

2001). Scriven (1995) suggests that the validity of evaluations may also be affected by 

the length of the form. 

 Several higher education institutions, nationally and internationally, have 

mandated the use of a common course evaluation instrument across all courses in each 

institution. These forms have been developed through a teaching or evaluation office, 
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through an evaluations‟ committee or may be determined through governance processes. 

However, the various items included on course evaluation forms should assess different 

and separate aspects of an instructor‟s teaching behavior and the course (Beran et al., 

2007). 

 Ory and Ryan (2001) and Theall and Franklin (2001) state that for evaluations to 

be valid measures of teaching effectiveness, the questions on the evaluation instrument 

must reflect: 1. ways in which the evaluations are used for formative or summative 

evaluation of teaching and 2. current pedagogical and instructional goals of the 

institution. 

Ory and Ryan (2001) also state the importance of ensuring the evaluation 

questions match only and all of that which the evaluation is attempting to measure. 

Balam and Shannon (2010) in purporting the multi-dimensional nature of instruction, cite 

the form developed by Marsh (1982) for student perception responses based on nine 

dimensions of effective teaching. Balam and Shannon (2010) utilized a 34 item Student 

Evaluation of Educational Quality (SEEQ) instrument which focused on learning or 

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

coverage, workload, exam grading, assignments, and workload difficulty. Marsh and 

Roche (1977) support this idea by noting that any evaluation instrument needs to address 

the issue of the multi-dimensionality of teaching. Similar components representing the 

multi-dimensional nature of instruction have been highlighted by Feldman (1976), 

Panasuk and Lebaron (1999) and Kim, Damewood and Hodge (2000). 

 Student evaluations of courses using scaled responses are common in higher 

education institutions. Bassin (1974) conducted a study using a series of Likert scales 
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concerned with five aspects of teaching. These were: lecturer quality, exam quality, test 

suitability, participation, and consideration. Gathering student feedback has also become 

easier with the development of reliable and valid instruments. 

 There is no standardized set of items that evaluate effective teaching and 

empirical research studies analyze different sets of items. Kolitch and Deans (1999) 

carefully examined items typically included on student evaluation instruments and 

determined the forms were not inclusive enough to measure all aspects of instruction. 

Centra (1993) and Braskamp and Ory (1994) identified six factors commonly found in 

student rating forms: course organization and planning, clarity, communication skills, 

teacher and student interaction, rapport, course difficulty, workload, grading and 

examination, and student self-rated learning. 

 Algozzine et al. (2004) reinforce the need for the structure of the data collected to 

be directly connected to its purpose. Questions or items on a questionnaire may be free-

response, numerical or categorical; thereby making the appropriate summary and analysis 

different for each response type. Theall and Franklin (2001) highlight the importance of a 

clearly defined policy and process for student evaluation information. This will safeguard 

against involving students in utilizing similar forms for evaluating face-to-face classroom 

settings and a course delivered solely online.  

Factors that affect Student Evaluations 

 An understanding of the factors that might be related to evaluation scores has 

implications for the persons being evaluated and for individuals who will use the 

evaluation information. Kulik (2001) highlights that too often the evaluation scores are 

misunderstood or misused in evaluating teaching. Individual faculty scores are not as 
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controversial as comparing scores across teachers, grade levels (undergraduate or 

graduate), class type (required or elective), disciplines (Arts, English, Engineering, 

Natural Sciences, Social Sciences, Business, etc), class size, or other differences. Pounder 

(2007) categorizes possible factors that might show differences in evaluation scores given 

by students into three categories: student, teacher, and course characteristics. Marsh and 

Roche (1997) highlight areas of concern in relation to the usefulness of poorly 

constructed forms. Whenever this occurs, it proves difficult to authenticate comparisons 

while using previously published empirical studies. 

 Traits that bear relations to student evaluation scores even though such traits do not 

have any theoretical relationship with effective teaching or student learning are considered 

as biasing factors. To Hill (2008), fixed instructor traits such as age, gender, and race that 

cannot be changed are examples of student held biasing factors. Marsh (1983) states that 

characteristics that influence student ratings as a result of them being directly related to 

teaching effectiveness; should not be considered a biasing factor. Class size is one such 

characteristic that could be influential yet is not a biasing factor when student learning is 

related to it. 

Student Factors 

 Students have over time provided evaluation data through means of interviews, 

focus groups, personal contact, questionnaires, and web generated surveys. However, 

most universities use individual student questionnaires as the primary method for 

collecting information (Seldin, 1999). Empirical studies have not been consistent in 

indicating any set of student characteristics as being directly related to evaluation scores. 

This could be because of the lack of data collection on student attributes. Reviews of 
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studies undertaken on student evaluation have revealed reports of gender effects, yet the 

relationship was not consistent across studies (Bachen et al., 1999; Feldman, 1993; 

Walumbwa et al., 2004). Other studies reporting gender differences are not cited due to 

small sample sizes. Marsh (1983) cites four characteristics that were associated with 

higher ratings, one of which is student interest. 

 Jacobs (1987) highlights the following student factors as important to student 

ratings of college teaching: expected grade, motivation, major and gender. To Hecker, 

Katier, Ringwald-Burton and Drazen (2006), student effort was positively related to all 

dimensions of course evaluation. Grimea, Millea and Woodruff (2004) used locus of 

control as a measure of internally oriented student beliefs. It was found that students with 

more internally oriented locus of control scores were more likely to assign higher 

evaluation marks for instructor performance. 

 The extant literature reveals that another area of investigation regarding student 

evaluations of teaching is student perceptions of the evaluation process, although some 

authors have commented that student attitudes have received minimal research attention 

(Ahmadi et al., 2001; Dommeyer et al., 2002). To Abbott, Wulff, Nyquist, Ropp and 

Hess (1990) this line of research is important because students‟ satisfaction may affect 

their willingness to participate, may influence their opinions about teaching effectiveness, 

or both. Abbott et al. (1990) also found that students preferred mid-term versus end of 

semester evaluations. In addition, students reported being more satisfied with a group 

interview method of providing teacher evaluations than with the standardized 

questionnaire format. As it relates to students‟ perceptions of the comments section of the 

faculty evaluation form, Ahmadi et al. (2001) found that the students only sometimes 

16 



 
 

complete this portion of the form. Reasons cited by students range from: lack of time, 

fear of responses not being anonymous, belief that the form is useless, indifference, belief 

that their comments will have no influence and the notion that it is only necessary to 

complete the written section when something about the class or professor is exceptionally 

good or bad. 

 Read, Rama and Raghunandan (2001) cite that student evaluations of instructors 

can be influenced by student characteristics (such as expected course grades), instructor 

characteristics (such as gender, race, rank, appearance and personality), characteristics of 

the course (such as difficulty), and environmental characteristics (such as size of 

classroom). 

Instructor Factors 

 Theall, Abrami et al. (2001) argue that many teachers applaud the increased use 

of ratings on college campuses. They view ratings as reliable and valid measures that 

bring scientific accuracy to the evaluation of teaching. Much research has been conducted 

on how student ratings of instructors can be influenced by specific factors; however, 

findings at times appear to be inconsistent. Rice, Stewart and Huber (2000) found that 

sociability and interaction with students, among other factors such as organization that 

“being an effective communicator is an essential component of being an effective 

instructor” (p. 253). Radmacher and Martin (2001) found that teachers who are perceived 

as extroverts receive significantly higher evaluations than those who are not. 

Disagreement exists between the relevance and importance of personal characteristics 

versus competence of the educator. Several studies have found positive personality traits 

possessed by the educators such as being empathetic, encouraging dialogue outside of 
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class, respecting students‟ opinions and being genuinely concerned about students‟ well-

being are all qualities students rely on to comprise an ideal educator (Alewashahi, Harley 

& Cook, et al., 2007). However, other studies cite educator competence or subject 

mastery as necessary for educational effectiveness through the lens of student raters 

(Aron & Reichel, 2007; Roberts, 1981). 

 In addition, characteristics such as gender, age, grade point average, degree of 

student integration and even classroom environment have also been shown to influence 

determinants of the „ideal‟ educator as well as color students‟ perceptions (Amin, 1994; 

Baso, 2000; Freeman, 1994; Mannan, et al., 2001). Research on instructor rank, age, 

gender, and experience has produced mixed results (Bachen, McLoughlin & Garcia, 

1999; Feldman, 1993). Gravestock and Gregor-Greenleaf (2008) did not find that rank or 

experience had a measurable impact on ratings. Radmacher and Martin (2001) found 

teacher extraversion as the only significant predictor when modeling student evaluation 

scores. Other variables in their model included grades, student age, and class size; this 

information did not contribute unique information to the model. 

 Some studies indicate college students prefer male and younger instructors to 

female and older educators (Arbuckle & Williams, 2003; Kaschal, 1978) while other 

studies have found a faculty-student, gender and age interaction mediates this outcome 

(Bason, 2000; Hill, 2008). Christian and Hill (2012) declare that in using college student 

data, most students prefer a combination of desirable traits and subject competence to 

mere competence alone. Older students indicated a preference for instructors who are 

competent over those who are personable. 
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 The research on student satisfaction identifies a number of factors including 

perception of faculty knowledge and performance (Deshields, Kara & Kayanak, 2005; 

Elliott & Shinn, 2002), interaction (Cao, Griffin & Bai, 2009; Wu, Tennyson & Hsia, 

2010), communication (Parayitam, Desaii & Phelps, 2007; Weunch, Azia, Kishore & 

Tabrizi, 2008), the learning environment (Beard & Harper, 2002), and the university 

image and value (Alves & Raposo,2007) that lead to higher satisfaction. 

 Backer (2008) postulates that critics of Student Evaluation of Teaching (SETs) 

have seized on Naftulin, Ware and Donnely‟s (1973) research which is commonly 

referred to as the Dr. Fox study. In that study, the authors hypothesized that SETs largely 

rate charisma and popularity and that even experienced educators exposed to an irrelevant 

and meaningless but charismatic lecture, can be seduced into feeling satisfied that they 

have learned. To examine this, the authors prepared a „professional actor‟ who looked 

distinguished and sounded authoritative (Naftulin et al., 1973) to deliver a charismatic but 

insubstantial lecture on a topic that the actor had no knowledge of. Introduced as Dr. 

Myron Fox, as being an authority on the application of Mathematics to human behavior, 

he delivered a one-hour lecture on „Mathematical Game Theory as Applied to Physician 

Education.‟ He deliberately used an excessive amount of double-talk, neologisms, non 

sequiturs and contradictory statements interspersed with parenthetical humor and 

meaningless references to unrelated topics (Naftulin et al., 1973). In what has become 

known as the „Dr. Fox effect,‟ the responses were favorable as indicated in the feedback 

provided by an anonymous questionnaire. Backer (2008) further states that across the 

three groups of respondents; ninety-one percent (91%) of the 55 respondents believed 
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that Dr. Fox stimulated their thinking. Despite Dr. Fox having no knowledge of the 

subject he lectured on, the respondents were seduced into feeling that they had learned. 

 Healy (2007) cited by Backer (2008) suggests that the university lecture must 

evolve and „be more of a performance‟ in order to have a purpose. He cites a valid 

concern that content knowledge is important if the lecture is to be more than just a 

„performance‟. Backer (2008) highlights the fact that having Dr. Fox‟s charisma can 

indeed add much to the classroom atmosphere and can result in a high SET score from 

students. However, Dr. Fox‟s charisma alone was not enough to be a good teacher 

especially when it came to understanding the subject, which became apparent in the 

marking of student essays. 

Course Factors 

 Courses have characteristics that may influence student evaluation scores. Class 

size, course level (undergraduate or graduate), course modality (face-to-face), blended 

approach or fully online are characteristics that can be related to the evaluation scores. 

Most of the evaluation research undertaken over time has been in relation to grades and 

student evaluation scores. The literature cites research done in relation to: grades and 

workload regarding instructor ratings; courses rated by students as the „right‟ difficulty 

level receiving higher evaluation than either too difficult or elementary courses; a 

significant relationship between student ratings and expected grades, even after 

controlling for possible alternative effects (Centra, 2003; Eizler,2002; Greenwald & 

Gillmore, 1997). 

 The academic discipline of the course may also have an influence on student 

evaluation scores. Cashin and Clegg (1987) and Feldman (1978) highlight results 
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regarding course area and student evaluation scores. They cite that Mathematics and 

Natural Science courses consistently exhibit lower scores, whereas Literature and History 

have higher scores. Williams and Ory (1992) found an average correlation of negative 

point zero nine (p = -.09) between class size and other rating items. This negative 

correlation indicates that smaller classes tend to receive higher ratings; however, that 

small size of the correlation indicates that class size is not a very important factor 

affecting the validity of ratings. Centra (2000) posits that classes with less than 15 

students get higher evaluation scores. Centra (2003) later interpreted results of class size 

studies and states that if small classes produce higher scores on student evaluations 

because students are learning more, then class size is not truly a biasing factor. 

Critique of Student Evaluations   

 Berrett (2015) cites Wieman (2015) as having cast doubts relating to the validity 

and reliability of student evaluations. Wieman declares that current methods fail to 

encourage, guide or document teaching that leads to improved student learning outcomes. 

In a bid to find alternatives, the following questions have become relevant in Wieman‟s 

discourse: Is there a better tool out there? If student input matters, how can it be made 

meaningful? 

 Benton, Go, Li and Gross (2013) argue that they find Wieman‟s critique of 

student ratings of instruction (SRIs) limited. Benton et al. (2013) respond to Wieman‟s 

definition of teaching effectiveness, which is producing the desired learning outcomes for 

the given student population (p. 8). It is their belief that this definition conforms to the 

underlying model of the IDEA Student Ratings of Instruction system, which was created 

by Donald P. Hoyt (1973) 40 years ago. More specifically, IDEA has considered student 
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progress on instructor-identified learning objectives the best measure of teaching 

effectiveness. Benton et al. (2013) cite their reluctance to conclude that the instructor 

„produces‟ the learning outcome which is contrary to decades of research on the role of 

the student in learning. They declare that students construct knowledge and are, therefore, 

active, and responsible for their own learning. Moreover, students tend to give instructors 

higher ratings who expect students to take the share of responsibility for learning. 

 Issues of validity can arise in approaches which incorporate students‟ perceptions 

of the effectiveness of their tutors. Shevlin et al. (2000) suggest that student rating of 

effectiveness is distorted by the extent to which they perceive their teachers as being 

charismatic rather than relating to their ability to promote learning. Evans and Abbott 

(1998) found that students value highly an experience which results in high grades and 

that most students were found to be more impressed by innovative teaching than by 

traditional approaches.  

Part II 

Tertiary Education in Jamaica: Historical Perspective 

 The history of education in Jamaica has underpinnings of the country‟s colonial 

past. The education system and its administration were modeled after the British system 

and have evolved over-time. The country‟s many historical educational developments can 

be traced to events such as the abolition of slavery in 1834, the onset of public education 

in 1944, and the birth of an independent nation in 1962. Of note is that the former 

education system was established in an agrarian society with the sole intention to 

maintain and reinforce a social structure characterized by a small white elite and a largely 

black labor class (Winston Spence Foundation [WSP], 2015). 
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 Currently, the education system has embraced the Industrial and Information and 

Communication Technology (ICT) age. In so doing, it has contributed to the shaping of a 

system which is dynamic in nature, preparing students who are literate and numerate and 

who realize and explore their full potential, while responding to national and global  

demands. In 1965, the institution of an Education Act sought to regulate the system as a 

way to meet the needs for greater self-financing capability, a better definition of the 

country‟s educational goals and the expansion of the system to meet both individual and 

national needs. Over time, further developments in the system have led to a more 

organized structure, better management, and performance (WSP, 2015). 

  The present Jamaican education landscape is overseen by the Ministry of 

Education Youth and Information (MoEYI) and administered at the local levels by school 

districts. As in the former years, it is modeled after that of the British and public 

schooling and is free and compulsory for all children between the ages of 6 and 18 years. 

The Jamaican Ministry of Education Youth and Information executes the government‟s 

mandate of ensuring a system which secures quality education and training for all 

Jamaicans to optimize development – nationally and individually. The Ministry has the 

responsibility to be the driving force for educational change, growth, and development, 

providing the legislative framework, policies, strategies, plans and resources to enable 

institutions to achieve their established goals (Vision 2030 Jamaica, 2009). 

 Formal education in Jamaica is provided by the government along with 

collaborations with private and public organizations. As outlined in the Education Act of 

1980, the public education system should consist of the following levels: Early 
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Childhood Education (pre-school), Primary Education, Secondary Education and Tertiary 

or Higher Education. 

 The Jamaican educational landscape accounts for institutions that provide 

postsecondary and tertiary level programmes. These institutions are inclusive of but not 

limited to: Teacher Training Colleges, Community Colleges, Vocational Training Centres 

and Institutes, The University of the West Indies (UWI- a regional institution), the 

University of Technology (UTech), the Northern Caribbean University (NCU), the 

Caribbean Maritime University (CMU), the University College of the Caribbean (UCC) 

and the International University of the Caribbean (IUC). Each institution differs in terms 

of history, mission, philosophy, programme offerings and structure.  

The Teacher Training Colleges offer a Bachelor of Education which normally 

takes four years of study inclusive of Practicum across the period of study. The 

matriculation requirement for entry is five Caribbean Secondary Examination Certificate 

subjects (CSEC), inclusive of Mathematics and English Language. 

The multi-disciplinary Community Colleges in Jamaica offer pre-university, 

professional, commercial and upper-level vocational training in a variety of fields, as well 

as community-oriented courses. The majority of the programmes offered in the 

Community Colleges lead to the award of Bachelor‟s Degrees, Associate of Science 

Degrees, Diploma and Certificates. Most Tertiary level institutions have entered 

partnerships and / or affiliations with local and international universities to offer 

undergraduate, postgraduate, and terminal degrees. 
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All Tertiary or Higher Education institutions were established in response to 

educational needs at various times. They provide opportunities for the pursuit of 

academic certification and skills training. 

History of the Tertiary Level Educational Institution 

 The Tertiary level educational institution (College B) was established on June 3, 

1861 at Bethabara, Newport, Manchester, by the Moravian Church in Jamaica. It began 

with the expressed intention of training female teachers and was the first women‟s 

college in Jamaica, West Indies. College B started with three (3) students and was headed 

by the Minister of the Moravian congregation, Reverend J.J. Seiler. The post of Principal 

was held by the Minister of the church until 1959. After Rev Seiler became ill, Reverends 

E. Weiss, J. T. Zorn and F. Moderah managed the affairs of the college. The college was 

staffed by female teachers who were recruited from overseas [Bethlehem Moravian 

College Beacon Magazine, 1969, 1972, 1998]. 

 The Bethabara campus closed in 1887 when the buildings which housed the 

college fell into disrepair. The church could not find the money to defray the cost of 

repairs, so the college was relocated to Beeston Spring in Westmoreland where the 

church had a congregation called Salem. College B remained in Beeston Spring for three 

years before it was transferred to Malvern, St. Elizabeth in 1899 with an enrolment of 20 

students. By then, the church had established a local congregation in 1832; and since the 

church had owned over 100 acres of land in Malvern, it was deemed to be the ideal 

location for the college [Bethlehem Moravian College Beacon Magazines, 1969, 1972, 

1998]. 
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College B remained a female training institution until 1980 when men were 

admitted for the first time. Prior to that, men attended classes at College B as registered 

students of Mico College (now The Mico University College). The programmes offered 

and the status of the college continued to evolve and in 1988 it became a multi-

disciplinary institution. 

 By 1998, College B was offering the programmes listed below: 

 Diploma in Teaching, as a member of the Joint Board of Teacher Education 

(JBTE) 

 Associate Degrees under the auspices of the Council of Community Colleges of 

Jamaica (CCCJ). 

 Under Franchise from the University of the West Indies, the Certificate in Public 

Administration and Management Studies was offered. This collaboration was 

discontinued due a significant reduction in applicants. 

College B began offering the Bachelor of Education in 2011when the Diploma in 

Teaching was phased out and all Teachers‟ Colleges entered into an agreement with the 

University of the West Indies (UWI) to award the degree. This initiative was mandated 

by the Ministry of Education (MoEYI).  College B offers four (4) year degrees in: 

 Early Childhood Education 

 Primary Education 

 Secondary Education 

 

Specializations in Secondary Education are: 

 Business Studies major / Accounting minor 

 Accounting major / Computer Science minor 

 History major / Social Studies minor 

 English Language major / Literature minor 

  Mathematics Double major and 

 Office System and Administration. 
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 All programmes are offered mainly on a full-time basis. Opportunities are also 

available for holders of a Diploma in Teaching to pursue the bachelor‟s degree via 

Advanced Credit which can be pursued on a part-time or full-time basis. Other 

programmes that offer opportunities for studies at College B are: Associate of Science 

Degrees in: 

 Business Administration 

 Hospitality and Tourism Management 

 Culinary Operations 

 Computer Servicing and Electronics and 

 Criminal Justice  

Opportunities are afforded unattached youths to pursue studies in the Career 

Advancement Programme (CAP), a Ministry of Education, Youth and Information 

(MoEYI) initiative. Specializations are concentrated in: Tour Guide, Commercial Food 

Preparation, Teacher Assistant, Computer Repairs and Servicing and Data Operations. 

The programme‟s duration is for one year.  Successful students from the Commis Chef 

and Computer Repairs and Servicing specializations have opportunities to matriculate 

into the Centre for Occupational Studies COS – two years‟ Associate Degrees: Culinary 

Operations and Computer Repairs and Electronics, respectively. This is another initiative 

from the Ministry of Education Youth and Information (MoEYI) for unattached youths. 

The main campus and headquarters are situated at Malvern, St. Elizabeth. Two 

satellites operate at Rhodes Hall High School in the parish of Hanover and at St. 

Elizabeth Technical High School in Santa Cruz. These two satellites, however, provide 

class space only. 

The present student enrollment accounts for 281 in the bachelor‟s degrees 

programme and 331 in the other programmes. Students are given opportunities to assume 

27 



 
 

leadership in college life through the Guild of students, peer leaders, batch 

representatives, class representatives, hall representatives, house leaders, clubs and 

societies‟ leaders and denominational group leaders. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

METHODOLOGY AND PROCEDURES 

Overview 

 This research study was concerned with teacher trainees‟ perceptions of the 

evaluation process for courses and lecturers at a tertiary level educational institution in 

Jamaica. This chapter is organized into the following sections: Research Approach, 

Research Design, Population and Sample, Data Collection, Pilot Testing, Data Analysis, 

Ethical Considerations, and Limitations of the Study. 

Research Approach 

 Creswell (2010) highlights that research design involves the intersection of 

philosophy, strategies of inquiry and specific methods. Creswell further cites the 

importance of researchers thinking though the philosophical worldview assumptions that 

they bring to the study, the strategy of inquiry that is related to this worldview, and the 

specific methods or procedures of research that translate the approach into practice. 

 The worldview or basic set of beliefs that guided this research study is that of 

Postpositivism. This worldview as outlined by Creswell (2010) represents the traditional 

form of research, and these assumptions hold true more for quantitative research than for 

qualitative research. Creswell (2010) cites Burbules (2000) who posits that this 

worldview is also called the Scientific Method or conducting Science Research. It is 

called Postpositivism because it represents the thinking after positivism, challenging the 

traditional notion of the absolute truth of knowledge and that we cannot be „positive‟ 

about our claims of knowledge when studying the behavior and actions of humans. 
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 As cited by Creswell (2010), Postpositivists hold a deterministic philosophy in 

which causes probably determine effects or outcomes. Thus, the problems studied by 

Postpositivists reflect the need to identify and assess the causes that influence outcomes. 

It is also reductionistic in that the intent is to reduce the ideas into a small, discrete set of 

ideas to test, such as the variables that comprise hypotheses and research questions. The 

knowledge that develops through a Postpositivist lens is based on careful observation and 

measurement of the objective reality that exists „out there‟ in the world. 

 This study entailed the collection of quantitative data which is advantageous to 

the economy of the design, the rapid turnaround in data collection, and that of identifying 

attributes of a large population from a small group of individuals (Babbie, 1990; Fowler, 

2002). 

Research Design 

 Data were collected using a survey during the period for evaluation for courses 

and lecturers at the participating institution. In this research study, the bounded system 

was the geological location of the tertiary educational system (place) and the period for 

the evaluation process for courses and lecturers (time). The rationale for the selection of 

this design was gleaned from scholars who posited that a quantitative methodology 

allows the researcher to make wider generalizations that would be of interest to a larger 

group of people (Bastick & Matalon, 2007; Gaye, Mills & Airasian, 2011; John & 

Christensen, 2008). 
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Population and Sample 

 All 612 registered students at the tertiary institution during the academic year 

were identified as the population for this research study. The 281 teacher trainees were 

identified as the sample from the population of students through the purposeful sampling 

technique. As posited by Creswell (2010) purposeful sampling is when “researchers 

intentionally select individual and sites to learn or understand the central phenomenon” 

(p. 214). 

The teacher trainees pursued studies in the four-year bachelor‟s in education in 

the following programmes: Early Childhood Education, Primary Education and 

Secondary Education in specializations of: Business Studies, Computer Studies, Office 

Systems and Administration, History/Social Studies and Language/Literature. The 

teacher trainees‟ ages ranged from 18 to 40 years old. The data gathered enabled 

generalizations to this defined group of teacher trainees. 

Data Collection 

 The data collection instrument comprised a Teacher Trainees‟ Questionnaire 

(TTQ) with a Likert-type response format. Likert-type scales describe respondents‟ 

evaluations on a uni-dimensional scale and responses indicate the degree of positive or 

negative attitudes, perceptions, feelings, or emotions about something the researcher 

wants to investigate. The degrees are assigned numerical positions to make the distinction 

of the degree possible. In a Likert-type scale, the respondents are asked to respond to 

each item on a questionnaire in terms of five different degrees of agreement or 

disagreement (Bastick & Matalon, 2007). They further highlight that the items making up 
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the scale are generally written so that the higher the numeric value, the more the person 

shows agreement with the statement. 

 The Teacher Trainees Questionnaire (TTQ) was adapted from a Faculty and 

Course Evaluation Questionnaire (FCEQ) used by Heine and Maddox (2009) in their 

research of Student Perceptions of the Faculty Course Evaluation Process and Abedin, 

Taib and Jamil‟s (2013) evaluation forms, known as Student Feedback Online (SuFO) in 

a Comparative Study on Course Evaluation Process. I adjusted and expanded the 

instrument to become a five-point Likert format. The Teacher Trainees‟ Questionnaire 

(TTQ) provided opportunities for teacher trainees to respond as to whether they Strongly 

Agree (5), Agree (4), Neither Agree nor Disagree (3), Disagree (2) and Strongly Disagree 

(1) with each item. 

 Part One (1) of the Questionnaire consisted of four areas that required participants 

to provide demographic data relative to: age range, year group, specializations, and 

gender. Part Two consisted of 10 items which sought responses about Teacher Trainees 

Perceptions regarding the Rationale for Evaluating. Part Three consisted of 10 items 

relative to Teacher Trainees‟ Perceptions of the Use of the Evaluation Results. Part Four 

consisted of 11 items which assessed Teacher Trainees‟ Perceptions of the Evaluation 

Process. The final item on the questionnaire was open-ended and solicited responses from 

the teacher trainees relative to the changes they would make to the Evaluation Process for 

courses and lecturers, if given the opportunity. See Table 3.1 for the identification of 

sections on the Questionnaire. 
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Table 3.1: Identifying sections and Related Items on the Questionnaire 

Part Areas Related Items 

1 Participant‟s Profile 
Demographic questions 1 – 

4 

2 Rationale for Evaluating Items 1 – 10 

3 
Perceptions of the Use of 

Evaluation Results 
Items 11 – 20 

4 The Evaluation Process Items 21 – 31 

 

Procedures for Data Collection 

 To solicit the participation of the teacher trainees, contact was made by written 

correspondence to the Principal of the Tertiary level Educational institution referred to as  

(College B) for research purpose and the Chief Education Officer at the Ministry of 

Education Youth and Information (MoEYI). These correspondences were intended to 

garner permission to undertake the research at the participating institution (See 

Appendices A & B). 

 Subsequent to permission being given, I sensitized the college family inclusive of 

all categories of staffs and students regarding my research intentions at scheduled 

meetings of staffs and students, respectively. At a later date, I met with the population of 

teacher trainees across first, second, third, and fourth years that were pursuing Early 

Childhood Education, Primary Education and Secondary Education Programmes at the 

institution. This afforded me the opportunity to remind them of the upcoming research, 

explain the fact that they would be the sample from the population of students and seek 

their consent to actively participate in the research process. I solicited their participation 
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in order to gain valuable data to assist the institution and extend the body of knowledge in 

the area locally. Assistance was sought from the members of faculty, administrative, and 

support staff members by way of them encouraging teacher trainees to complete the 

questionnaires and return within the given timeframe. 

 The class representatives for each group of teacher trainees were engaged in 

training session/s so as to inform them of their critical roles in the distribution of 

questionnaires and collection of completed questionnaires within the respective groups. 

This was similar to their duties during the end of semester evaluation activity for their 

courses and lecturers at the institution. 

 A total of 281 questionnaires was packaged and distributed according to year 

groups and class sizes, through the respective class representatives. This activity was 

conducted towards the end of the semester but prior to the regular period when students 

were normally engaged in the evaluation process for courses and lecturers. 

 Of the 281 questionnaires that were packaged and distributed to teacher trainees 

by their class representatives 216 questionnaires were returned that were considered 

worthy of being utilized for analyses of the data. This represents a seventy-six percentage 

(76%) response rate. The percentage return rate was within the range highlighted by 

Brennan, Williams and Richardson (2003) who posit that when collecting feedback from 

students, lecturers should aim for a response rate of sixty percent (60%) and should treat 

with extreme care the results obtained where the response rate is below thirty percent 

(30%). 
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Pilot Testing 

 I pilot tested the questionnaire in mid-semester as this activity is cited as a 

standard in research. Johnson and Christensen (2008) highlight the need to „try out‟ or 

„pilot test‟ the questionnaire to find out whether it operates properly before using it in a 

research study. They further highlight that one should conduct the pilot test with a 

minimum of five to ten persons, representative of those who will be engaged in the 

research study. I piloted the questionnaire mid-semester to ensure that all anomalies 

related to the questionnaires were corrected prior to the administration of the 

questionnaires nearing the end of the semester. Participants in the pilot test were required 

to respond to my questions regarding the questionnaire. These questions were relative to 

the number of items, manageability of the questionnaire, spacing, appearance and clarity 

of the questionnaire. 

Data Analysis 

 The data obtained from the questionnaires were collated and analyzed by means 

of descriptive statistical analyses. This entailed frequency counts, percentage responses, 

and the calculation of means and standard deviations. Data from item 31 which was the 

only open-ended item on the questionnaire were coded and reported in relation to the 

research questions. The Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) program was 

utilized to calculate and analyze the data. 

 Reporting was done to include how the results answered the research questions 

and also attempted to explain why the results occurred. 
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Ethical Considerations 

 There were several ethical considerations which I contemplated as part of this 

study.  Permission to conduct the research was sought and received from the Tertiary 

level institution (College B) (See Appendix F), the Ministry of Education, Youth and 

Information (MoEYI) (See Appendix E) and Temple University Institutional Review 

Board (See Appendix G). I completed and received Certificates from the Collaborative 

Institutional Training Institute (Citi Program) (See Appendix H). I delivered a letter to 

each teacher trainee regarding the nature of the research and secured written consent from 

them to be active participants of the research (See Appendices B and C).  

The teacher trainees‟ identities and names were not divulged, thereby meeting the 

requirements of the code of ethics of the institution, adhering to research principles of 

protecting the human rights of participants and ensuring that the research being 

conducted did not have harmful effects for the participants.  The information collected 

during the study was used solely for the purpose of this study and was kept confidential. 

Limitations of the Study 

 There were several limitations of this research. First, only one tertiary institution 

was studied. This limited the findings to this institution. Second, the sample comprised 

only teacher trainees at the tertiary level educational institution. Third, the number of 

hours spent piloting the instrument and collecting data at the institution was limited to 

one semester of the academic year 2019-2020. This was due to time constraints resulting 

from scheduled institutional activities, being a lone researcher and the deadline for 

completing the research process. Nonetheless, sufficient rigor was applied during data 

collection and analysis to ensure confidence in the findings of this investigation. Fourth, 
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there has been no research conducted locally regarding teacher trainees‟ perceptions of 

the evaluation process for courses and lecturers at a tertiary level educational institution. 

The existing international research has limitations inclusive of methodologies, sample 

sizes and types of institutions. 
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CHAPTER 4 

ANALYSIS OF DATA 

 This chapter presents data related to the perceptions of teacher trainees of the 

tertiary educational institution studied. There were two main research questions. The 

second main question was separated into four sections. 

These questions relate to the issues of: 

1. What are teacher trainees‟ perceptions of the evaluation process for courses and 

lecturers? 

2. Is there a difference in the perceptions of the evaluation process based on a 

teacher trainee‟s demographic characteristics? These characteristics are: 

 Gender 

 Age 

 Year in college 

 Area of specialization 

Background of the Institution Studied 

The study was conducted at a tertiary level educational institution located in the 

rural parish of St. Elizabeth, Jamaica. This institution was established over 159 years ago 

by the Moravian Church of Jamaica and the Cayman Islands. This institution serves a 

wide cross-section of individuals from all 14 parishes in the island of Jamaica. Over time, 

this institution has made and continues to make worthwhile contributions to the 

educational landscape of the island. Support for this institution has been forthcoming not 

only from the coffers of the government, but from the Moravian Church, alumni, and 

other stakeholders. 
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Presently, the student population is approximately 600 students across all 

programmes offered. The programme offerings at the institution provide opportunities for 

individuals to pursue studies in: Bachelor of Education in: Early Childhood Education, 

Primary Education, Secondary Education with specializations in: Business Studies, 

Computer Studies, Language and Literature, History and Social Studies, Double Major 

Mathematics, Double Major Geography. For the Associate Degrees, opportunities for 

studies are: Business Administration, Hospitality and Tourism Management, Criminal 

Justice, Computer Servicing and Electronics and Culinary Operations. The Career 

Advancement Programme (CAP) which is funded by the government provides unattached 

youths with certification from skills training in: Tour Guide, Teacher Assistant, 

Commercial Food Preparation and Computer Repairs and Servicing upon successful 

completion of their studies. These individuals will gain a Level 2 National Vocational 

Qualification of Jamaica (NVQJ) certification that positions them to pursue an Associate 

Degree in the respective areas or secure jobs in the world of work. The teacher trainees 

are the focus of this study as the teacher education programmes are the flagship of the 

institution since its inception in 1861. 
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A. Demographic Data on the Participants 

Descriptive data on the participants are contained in Table 4.1. 

Table 4.1:           Demographic Profile of Participants 

Variables Categories Frequencies 
Percent of the 

Sample (%) 

Gender 
Male 63 29.2 

Female 153 70.8 

Age Range 

Below 21 years 21 9.8 

21-30 years 183 85.1 

31-40 years 11 5.1 

Year Groups 

Year 1 58 27.0 

Year 2 58 27.0 

Year 3 49 22.8 

Year 4 50 23.3 

Areas of 

Specialization 

Early Childhood 35 16.2 

Primary 94 43.5 

Secondary 87 40.3 

 

As shown in Table 4.1: the participants were primarily females in the 21-30 years age 

range. They were evenly divided according to their year in college with a majority being 

in Primary or Secondary specializations. 

 

B. Reliability Coefficient Analysis 

As an initial analysis on the data, Cronbach alpha coefficients were computed on the 

three subscales in the questionnaire. The results are presented in Table 4.2. 
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Table 4.2: Cronbach Alpha Coefficients on Questionnaire Subscales 

Subscales Number of Items Reliability Coefficient 

Rationale for Evaluating 10 0.660 

Perceptions of the use of 

Evaluation Results 
10 0.799 

The Evaluation Process 10 0.641 

 

Although several authors have quoted different reliability coefficients, Reynolds, 

Livingston and Wilson (2006) endorsed reliability estimates that are from 0.70 and 

above. As such, the three components come close to this acceptable level. 

 

C. Analyses Relevant to the Major Research Questions 

Research Question 1: What are teacher trainees‟ perceptions of the evaluation process for 

courses and lecturers? 

To answer this question, each section of the questionnaire is presented. Descriptive data 

on the Part 2 of the questionnaire (Rationale for Evaluating) are contained in Table 4.3. 

Table 4.3:  Frequencies of Teacher Trainees’ Perceptions of the Rationale for 

Evaluating. 

 

Items Strongly 

Agree 

 

 

Agree 

 

 

 

Neither 

Agree nor 

Disagree 

 

 

Disagree 

 

 

 

Strongly 

Disagree 

 

 

Mean 

 

Q1. I take evaluating the 

lecturers and courses 

seriously. 

 

120 

 

65 

 

21 

 

7 

 

3 

 

4.35 

Q2. I tend to evaluate a 

female lecturer higher than 

a male lecturer. 

 

31 

 

15 

 

23 

 

89 

 

58 

 

2.41 

Q3. I feel comfortable 

giving a negative 

evaluation to a lecturer. 

 

102 

 

53 

 

22 

 

21 

 

18 

 

3.93 
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Table 4.3 Continued 

Q4. A lecturer‟s 

personality and enthusiasm 

are important in my 

evaluation. 

 

105 

 

45 

 

25 

 

18 

 

22 

 

3.90 

Q5. When I get good 

grades in a course it is due 

to the effectiveness of the 

lecturer. 

 

13 

 

13 

 

23 

 

74 

 

92 

 

1.98 

Q6. I don‟t write many 

comments on the 

evaluation forms for fear of 

being identified 

 

59 

 

30 

 

19 

 

49 

 

59 

 

2.91 

Q7. I don‟t read all the 

instructions and items in 

the evaluation forms 

 

26 

 

31 

 

10 

 

75 

 

74 

 

2.35 

Q8. The relevance of the 

course to my programme is 

important to my 

evaluations. 

 

3 

 

84 

 

26 

 

30 

 

45 

 

3.12 

Q9.A lecturer‟s 

preparedness for delivery 

and punctuality are 

important in my 

evaluations 

122 66 19 4 5 4.37 

Q10. Overall, I think the 

lecturer and course 

evaluation process is 

important. 

 

126 

 

71 

 

11 

 

7 

 

1 

 

4.45 

 

The data in Table 4.3 demonstrate a wide range of opinion about the rationale for 

the evaluation process. The highest mean is for Question 10 question which asks the 

respondents if they believe that the course evaluation process is important. The lowest is 

for Question 5 which shows that the students do not believe that getting good grades is 

due to the effectiveness of the instructor. It is interesting that a significant number of 

respondents say that they do not write comments for fear of being identified. Questions 

from Part 3 of the questionnaire (Perceptions of the Use of Evaluation Results) are 

presented in Table 4.4. 
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Table 4.4:           Teacher Trainees’ Perceptions of the Use of Evaluation Results 

 

Items Strongly 

Agree 

 

Agree 

 

Neither 

Agree nor 

Disagree 

 

 

Disagree 

 

Strongly 

Disagree 

 

 

 

Mean 

Q11. Lecturers take my evaluation 

comments seriously. 
31 55 86 24 19 3.26 

Q12. My evaluations are used in 

lecturers‟ appraisals by the Head of 

Department. 

14 17 151 19 25 2.98 

Q13. Lecturers use the results of the 

evaluations to improve their courses. 
18 62 102 21 13 3.24 

Q14.When teacher trainees give low 

evaluations lecturers adjust and 

improve their teaching. 

13 54 107 24 17 3.10 

Q15. Lecturers adjust their 

behaviors at the approach of the end 

of the semester to get good 

evaluations. 

15 54 100 28 29 3.08 

Q16.Teacher trainees are 

encouraged by the lecturers to 

participate in the evaluation process 

by evaluating them and the courses. 

22 61 78 44 11 3.18 

Q17. Lecturers appreciate teacher 

trainees evaluating them and the 

courses they facilitate. 

17 69 81 40 9 3.21 

Q18. Lecturers behave 

unprofessionally when they receive 

poor evaluations. 

 

6 45 96 48 21 2.85 

Q19. Teacher trainees‟ involvement 

in the process for the evaluation of 

courses and lecturers is important to 

quality in teaching/ learning at the 

institution. 

37 128 39 7 5 3.86 

Q20. I look forward to the sharing 

of the feedback from teacher 

trainees‟ evaluations of lecturers and 

courses by the Vice Principal. 

39 118 48 9 2 3.85 

 

The means of data displayed in Table 4.4 show how the teacher trainees rated 

their Perception of the Use of the Evaluation Results. Eighty (80%) percentage of the 

means ranged from 3.08 to 3.86 which demonstrate teacher trainees‟ agreement with the 
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particular items. The remaining twenty (20%) percent of the means ranged from 2.85 to 

2.98. This demonstrates the teacher trainees‟ neutrality of responses to the respective 

items concerning the use of the evaluation results. It is interesting to note that on eight of 

the ten questions in this section, Neither Agree nor Disagree is the modal response. Data 

from Section 4 of the questionnaire are contained in Table 4.5. 

Table 4.5:  Teacher Trainees’ Perceptions of the Evaluation Process 

 

 
Items 

 

 

Strongly 

Agree 

 

 

Agree 

 

 

Neither 

Agree 

nor 

Disagree 

 

 

Disagree 

 

 

Strongly 

Disagree 

 

 

Mean 

Q21. The sensitization session 

with the Vice Principal before 

the start of the evaluation 

process, and at the end of each 

semester are enlightening. 

 

20 

 

104 

 

79 

 

9 

 

4 

 

3.59 

Q22. Class representatives are 

important to the evaluation 

process for courses and 

lecturers. 

 

 

24 

 

118 

 

58 

 

13 

 

3 

 

3.68 

 

 

Q23. Completing the forms at 

the beginning of the class is 

better than after the class. 

 

13 

 

15 

 

26 

 

136 

 

26 

 

2.32 

Q24. I would be comfortable 

completing the forms in the 

presence of the respective 

lecturers. 

 

17 

 

13 

 

17 

 

89 

 

90 

 

2.06 

Q25. I would be comfortable 

completing the forms in a 

private setting or designated 

area. 

 

85 

 

69 

 

30 

 

27 

 

5 

 

3.94 

Q26. I would prefer completing 

the forms online. 
148 8 21 12 27 4.10 

Q27. I prefer participating in the 

evaluation process ahead of the 

start of the examinations. 

57 95 26 35 3 3.78 

Q28. The questions asked on the 

instrument are clear to me. 
144 51 11 7 0 

4.56 
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Table 4.5 continued 

Q29.I look forward to 

participating in the evaluation 

process for courses and 

lecturers. 

85 99 25 5 2 4.20 

Q30. Overall, I think the 

evaluation process for courses 

and lecturers is important to the 

quality of educational 

experiences at the institution. 

94 97 19 4 1 4.30 

 

Table 4.5 shows details of how the teacher trainees perceived the Evaluation 

Process. A close examination of the means reveals that forty (40%) percent of the means 

range from 4.10 - 4.56. Another forty (40%) percent of the means range from 3.59 - 3.94. 

These data indicate that teacher trainees are in general agreement with the items related to 

Perceptions of the Evaluation Process. This is clearly evident in the respondents‟ answer 

to Question 30 where there is strong agreement that the evaluation process is important to 

the quality of educational experiences at the Tertiary level educational institution. 

The final question on the questionnaire asked the respondents what changes they 

would make to the evaluation process. These data are presented in Table 4.6 in rank 

order. 

Table 4.6: Responses to Open-Ended Question about changes to the Evaluation 

Process 

Teacher Trainees’ Suggestions for Changes Number of Responses 

Use an online format 42 

Do evaluations twice per semester 9 

Do evaluations in a private area 6 

Do sensitization sessions 6 

Change timing, Do it before/after exams 5 

Would not change evaluation process 5 

Include incentives for completing process 4 
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Table 4.6 continued 

Train lecturers about evaluation-to manage process 4 

Make evaluation mandatory for all students 4 

Change timing and location for completing 2 

Give more time to complete forms 2 

Students should write names on forms 2 

Use results to improve teaching and learning 2 

Alternate between online and manual 1 

Cease doing evaluations  1 

Change forms to short answers with explanations 1 

Ensure immediate feedback 1 

Wouldn‟t evaluate every semester 1 

Not necessary – students shouldn‟t do it 1 

Lecturers should know which students evaluate them 1 

Lecturers with low scores should be spoken to 1 

Make changes after each evaluation session 1 

Not a good thing 1 

Not all items apply to lecturers 1 

Print lecturers‟ names on the forms 1 

 

Table 4.6 presents data related to teacher trainees‟ perceptions regarding changes 

they would make to the evaluation process, if given the opportunity. The majority of 

teacher trainees (42) suggested that they would change the process to an online format. 

The next most common suggestion was to do the evaluations twice per semester. 

Research Question Two: Is there a difference in the perceptions of the evaluation 

process based on a respondent’s demographic characteristics? These characteristics 

are: 

 Gender 

 Age 

 Year in college 
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 Area of specialization 

Gender 

All the questions from the questionnaire were analyzed by separate sample t-tests 

comparing the means for males and females. There was only one significant difference. 

These data are presented in Table 4.7. 

 

Table 4.7:      Means and Standard Deviations by Gender of Respondents 

 

Item 

 

Mean and 

(Standard 

Deviations) for 

Males 

 

Means and 

(Standard 

Deviations) for 

Females 

 

T 

 

Significance 

Lecturers adjust their behaviors at 

the approach of the end of the 

semester to get good evaluations. 

 

 

3.30 

(.98) 

 

 

2.99 

(1.00) 

 

2.07 

 

.040 

 

Since there were thirty (30) t-tests computed and since only one (1) of these was 

marginally significant, the most valid conclusion is that there are no meaningful 

differences between male teacher trainees‟ and female teacher trainees‟ perceptions of the 

evaluation process. 

Age 

As before, all thirty (30) questions were analyzed using a one-way analysis of 

variance. One of the problems with this analysis is that the size of the youngest group 

(below 21 years) and the oldest group (over 31 years) was too small to make the analysis 

completely appropriate. As such, this analysis will not be presented in detail since it is of 
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questionable validity. There were six cases where there was a significant difference. In all 

cases, the older group of participants was more favorable to the evaluation process. 

Respondent’s Year in College 

One- way ANOVAs were computed on the thirty (30) questions. In this case, 18 

of the analyses were significant. The means and significance levels are presented in Table 

4.8. 

Table 4.8:     Means and Significance Level by Year in College 

 

Items 

 

Year 

1 

 

Year 

2 

 

Year 

3 

 

Year 

4 

 

Significance 

3. I feel comfortable giving a negative evaluation for a 

lecturer. 
3.82 3.48 3.95 4.50 .001 

4. A lecturer‟s personality and enthusiasm are important 

in my evaluation. 
3.62 3.65 3.79 4.58 .001 

5. When I get good grades in a course it is due to the 

effectiveness of the lecturer. 
2.31 2.07 1.79 1.70 .024 

6. I don‟t write many comments on the evaluation forms 

for fear of being identified. 
2.45 2.64 3.18 3.46 .003 

8. The relevance of my course to my programme is 

important to my evaluation 
3.03 2.78 2.92 3.80 .001 

10. Overall, I think the lecturer and course evaluation 

process is important. 
4.60 4.06 4.55 4.64 .000 

13. Lecturers use the results of the evaluations to improve 

their courses.  
3.32 2.91 3.57 3.16 .003 

14. When teacher trainees give low evaluations, lecturers 

adjust and improve their teaching. 
3.17 2.78 3.39 3.10 .009 

16. Teacher trainees are encouraged by the lecturers to 

participate in the evaluation process by evaluating them 

and the courses. 

3.34 3.00 3.63 2.74 .000 

17. Lecturers appreciate teacher trainees evaluating them 

and the courses they facilitate 
3.38 3.02 3.57 2.84 

.000 
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Table 4.8 continued 

19. Teacher trainees‟ involvement in the process for the 

evaluation of courses and lecturers is important to quality 

in teaching/learning at the institution. 

3.93 3.51 4.14 3.88 .001 

20. I look forward to the sharing of the feedback from 

teacher trainees‟ evaluations of lecturers and courses by 

the Vice Principal. 

3.91 3.58 4.12 3.80 .005 

24. I would be more comfortable completing the forms in 

the presence of the respective lecturer. 
2.43 2.13 2.14 1.50 .000 

25. I would be comfortable completing the forms in a 

private setting or designated area. 
3.60 3.62 4.31 4.30 .000 

27. I prefer participating on the evaluation process ahead 

of the start of examinations. 
3.75 3.38 3.88 4.16 .000 

29. I look forward to participating in the evaluation 

process for courses and lecturers. 
4.27 3.82 4.39 4.38 .000 

30. Overall, I think the evaluation process for courses and 

lecturers is important to the quality of educational 

experiences at the institution, 

4.48 3.96 4.27 4.50 .000 

 

While there is some variation, in general, the data in Table 4.8 indicate that the 

students in Year 2 have the least positive perception of the evaluation process. To 

demonstrate this further, the questions from each section of the questionnaire were 

summed and then the compared across the four years. These data are presented in Table 

4.9.  

Table 4.9:  Differences among Year Groups of the Components 

Components Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 

Rationale 33.09 31.98 33.55 36.68 

Use 33.21 30.21 35.04 32.20 

Process 36.72 34.65 37.26 37.80 
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As shown in Table 4.9, students in Year 2 have the lowest mean in all three 

sections of the questionnaire. 

Teaching Area or Specialization 

One-way ANOVAs were computed on all 30 questions comparing the three 

teaching areas/specializations (Early Childhood, Primary, and Secondary). There were 

four significant differences. These data are presented in Table 4.10. 

Table 4.10:  Means and Significance Level by Teaching Areas/Specializations 

 

Items 
 

Primary 

Early 

Childhood 

 

Secondary 

 

Significance 

21. The sensitization sessions with the 

Vice Principal before the start of the 

evaluation process at the end of each 

semester are enlightening. 

 

3.43 

 

3.80 

 

3.67 

 

.032 

22. Class representatives are important to 

the evaluation process for courses and 

lecturers. 

 

3.49 

 

3.86 

 

3.82 

 

.008 

23. Completing the forms at the beginning 

of the class is better than after the class. 

 

2.13 

 

2.20 

 

2.57 

 

.006 

24. I would be comfortable completing the 

forms in the presence of the respective 

lecturers. 

 

1.85 

 

1.89 

 

2.37 

 

.008 

 

Since only four of the 30 analyses were significant, the most reasonable 

conclusion is that area of specialization does not have a meaningful effect on the 

perceptions of the teachers. 

As a final analysis, the three components of the questionnaire were compared by 

paired samples t-tests. The means and standard deviations are presented in Table 4.11. 
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Table 4.11:  Means and Standard Deviations of the Three Components 

Component Mean Standard Deviation 

Rationale 33.78 6.15 

Use 32.61 5.69 

 

Process 
36.54 4.86 

 

As shown in Table 4.11, the highest mean is for the Evaluation Process and the 

lowest mean is for Evaluation Use. While all three of the paired samples t-tests were 

statistically significant, the effect sizes were small. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

DISCUSSION 

 

This chapter includes a discussion of the findings and their implications and 

recommendations for future research. The study was designed to investigate the 

perceptions of teacher trainees of the evaluation process for teachers and courses at a 

rural tertiary level educational institution in Jamaica. 

The Research Questions that guided this investigation are: 

1. What are teacher trainees‟ perceptions of the evaluation process for courses and 

lecturers? 

2. Is there a difference in the perceptions of the evaluation process based on a 

respondent‟s demographic characteristics?  These characteristics are: 

 Gender 

 Age 

 Year in college 

 Area of specialization 

The selected sample was administered a Teacher Trainees‟ Questionnaire (TTQ) 

using a Likert type response format. The Questionnaire was arranged in four (4) parts: 

Part 1 – Participants‟ Profile, Part 2 – Perceptions regarding Rationale for Evaluating, 

Part 3 – Perceptions of the Use of the Evaluation Results and Part 4 – Perceptions of the 

Evaluation Process. 

The Discussion, Implications of Findings and Recommendations pertinent to this 

Chapter will be presented in two Sections: - 1 and 11. 

 

 

52 



 
 

Section 1 

Discussion and Implications of Findings 

 In general, the findings indicate that the teacher trainees are positive about the 

evaluation process when evaluating the Rationale for Evaluating. Specifically, the 

teacher trainees take evaluating the lecturers and courses seriously (Item 1, M = 4.35); 

they feel comfortable giving a negative evaluation to a lecturer (Item 3, M = 3.93); a 

lecturer‟s personality and enthusiasm are important to their evaluation (Item 4, M = 3.90); 

a lecturer‟s preparedness for delivery and punctuality are important in the evaluation 

(Item 9, M = 4.37 and that overall, the lecturer and course evaluation is important (Item 

10, M = 4.45). 

On the other hand, the respondents indicated that the teacher‟s personality and 

traits are not a relevant consideration. Teacher trainees disagreed that they tend to 

evaluate a female lecturer higher than a male lecturer (Item 2, M = 2.41); when they get 

good grades in a course it is not due to the effectiveness of the lecturer (Item 5, M = 

1.98); and, that they do not write many comments on the evaluation forms for fear of 

being identified (Item 6, M = 2.91). These findings are consistent in some cases and vary 

in others from previous studies (Abrami, Leventhal & Perry 1982; Hameresh & Parker, 

2005; Hejase, Al Kaakour, Halawi & Hejase 2013; Jones, 1989).  

Perhaps the clearest example of where these data differ from previous research is 

in the area of the teacher‟s personality. Hejase, Al Kaakour et al. (2013) cite Abrami, 

Leventhal and Perry (1982) who argue that instructional ratings should not be used in 

decision making about faculty promotion and tenure because they are affected by the 

instructor‟s attributes with charismatic and enthusiastic faculty receiving more favorable      
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 student ratings regardless of how well they know the subject matter. On the other hand, 

Jones (1989) examined the influence of teacher‟s personality on SET ratings and found 

that students‟ perceptions of the teacher‟s personality are very significantly related to 

their teaching effectiveness. Additional citing by Hamermesh and Parker (2005) 

compared students‟ ratings of professors based on their good looks and appearances 

against their scores received on the courses they have taught and found that SET scores 

increased by one point for the professors who had been rated among the most beautiful or 

handsome. As noted above, the respondents in this study indicated that the teacher‟s 

personality did not affect their ratings. 

 In relation to the component the Use of Evaluation Results, the most common 

response was to neither agree nor disagree with the questions. Some of these items are: 

my evaluations are used in lecturers’ appraisals by the HOD (Item 12, M = 2.98); 

lecturers use the results of the evaluations to improve their courses (Item 13, M = 3.24); 

when teacher trainees give low evaluations lecturers adjust and improve their teaching 

(Item 14, M = 3.10); lecturers adjust their behaviors at the approach of the end of 

semester to get good evaluations (Item 15, M = 3.08) and that lecturers behave 

unprofessionally when they receive poor evaluations (Item18, M = 2.85). It is interesting 

to note that none of the means in this section of the questionnaire was above 4.0, and that 

the total for this section was lower than for the other two sections of the questionnaire. 

This suggests that there are uncertainties in teacher trainees‟ perceptions of the actual use 

of the evaluation results. However, Chen and Hoshower (2003), cited by Sherwani and 

Singh (2015), studied the student perception and motivation relevant to the evaluation of 

teaching. They found students consider an improvement in teaching and improvement in 
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course content - and format to be the most important outcomes of teaching evaluation. 

Likewise, Heine and Maddox (2009) highlight that students believe that professors adjust 

their in-class behavior at the end of semester to achieve higher evaluations 

 Regarding the teacher trainees‟ perceptions relative to the Evaluation Process, the 

responses were somewhat more positive. This is perhaps most evident in their responses 

to Item 30 (Overall, I think the evaluation process for courses and lecturers is important 

to the quality of educational experiences at the institution) where the mean was 4.30. 

There were, however, a few areas where the means were lower. These include, 

completing the forms at the beginning of the class is better than after class (Item 23, M = 

2.32) and being comfortable completing the forms in the presence of the respective 

lecturers (Item 24, M = 2.06). These negative ratings are not probably meaningful in 

terms of understanding teacher trainees‟ perceptions. It gives the impression that teacher 

trainees were unsure of how they perceive the evaluation process as it relates to items 23 

and 24 respectively. However, the items relate to a preference of timing for evaluating 

and the privacy required by teacher trainees while engaged in the evaluation process. 

The data from the open-ended question (Item 31) on the instrument (see Table 

4.6), indicate that 63 teacher trainees of the 216 teacher trainees made suggestions for 

changes to be made to the evaluation process. This accounts for 41.3% of the respondents 

for this item. The four popular responses relate to: changing to an online format, doing 

evaluations two times per semester, doing evaluation in a private area and doing 

sensitization sessions. From the discussion of findings, it is evident that these suggested 

changes have implications for the strategic planning process for the institution generally 

and the procedures and processes of the Quality Assurance Unit specifically. It is not 
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difficult to understand that the teacher trainees think the evaluation process for courses 

and lecturers is important to the quality of educational experiences at the institution. It is 

also obvious that the sensitization sessions conducted by the Vice Principal-Academic 

Affairs is central to teacher trainees‟ positive perceptions of the evaluation process for 

courses and lecturers.  

Gender 

 The results indicate that there are no meaningful differences between male and 

female teacher trainees‟ perceptions of the evaluation process for courses and lecturers 

since there was a significant difference on only one of the 30 questions. This finding may 

suggest fairly consistent perceptions of the evaluation process for courses and lecturers at 

the tertiary level educational institution. This finding is not consistent with the extant 

literature. Kilpatrick (1997) highlights that gender did influence lecturers‟ perceptions in 

a study that intended to examine students‟ perceptions of Student Feedback Online 

(SuFo) processes as well as to look at gender and other differences existing in the 

perceptual schema that students collectively retain about faculty and the class evaluation 

process. Rowden and Carlson (1996), in the study of gender issues and students‟ 

perceptions of instructor‟ immediacy and evaluation of teaching and course, report that 

there were no differences by gender for immediacy, but three gender differences were 

found: female instructors received higher teacher and course ratings than their male 

peers; and female students with male instructors rated the course lower than any other 

gender grouping. In addition, Feldman (1993) highlights that a majority of studies have 

found that male and female college teachers do not differ in the global ratings they 
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receive from their students; when statistically significant differences are found; more of 

them favor women than men. 

 Heine and Maddox (2009) cite that female students were found to take the 

evaluation process more seriously than their male counterparts. Additionally, female 

students reported believing that the evaluation process was more important than males 

believed it to be. The gender difference results also suggest that male students may 

experience more cynicism related to the Student Evaluation of Teaching (SET) process 

than do female students. Overall, the findings from the Heine and Maddox research 

suggest that females have a more positive and less cynical views of the SET process and 

dynamics than do males. They further opine that it is believed by male students that 

professors adjusted their in-class behavior at the end of the semester to achieve higher 

evaluations. Dev and Qayyum (2017), in deliberating that gender is a notable factor 

involving SET scores, reference Boring (2015) citing that male students are thirty percent 

(30%) more likely to rate male teachers‟ overall satisfaction scores as excellent than 

when evaluating female teachers. 

Age 

 Although there were a few significant differences due to age, in general the 

variability of ages in the sample was too small to derive valid conclusions. As mentioned, 

where differences existed, it was the older teacher trainees who were more positive.  

These results are consistent with Dev and Qayyum (2017) who also found that the age of 

the evaluator had no effect on the ratings. 
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Year in School 

 Of the four demographic variables investigated, year in school had by far the 

greatest number of significant results. Specifically, eighteen of the analyses proved 

significant; most of which showed that students in Year 2 had less positive perceptions as 

compared to the teacher trainees in the other three years. Year 2 teacher trainees would 

have completed two academic years comprising four semesters of study at the 

educational institution and completed 60 credit hours. Their experiences or challenges of 

Year 1 would have provided a platform for future life at the institution. The transition 

from Year 1 to Year 2 seems to have created difficulties for them as they adjusted and 

accommodated to life at a tertiary level educational institution. Hassel and Ridout (2018) 

cited that the gap between students‟ prior expectation and the reality of university life can 

cause significant distress, poor academic performance and increased drop-out rates if not 

managed effectively. 

The group of students would have been promoted from Year 1 to Year 2 with 

unmet expectations and desires which would have produced dissatisfaction with their 

teaching/learning experiences. The likelihood is that they had problems within and across 

the specializations with lecturers, course/s and administrative matters.  All of these 

explanations, however, are speculative. It is possible that some event or events occurred 

relevant to this group that produced these negative evaluations. It is also possible that 

there are components of the Year 2 curriculum that are problematic. This finding, 

therefore, needs further exploration to ascertain if this is specific to this one group, or if 

the situation should investigate the second-year experience. 
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Area of Specialization 

 In terms of differences in teacher trainees‟ perceptions regarding teaching area of 

specialization, the data reveal that there are only four significant differences out of the 30 

questions related to the three areas of specialization. The results, therefore, show that the 

areas of specializations have no meaningful effect on the teacher trainees‟ perceptions of 

the evaluation process for courses and lecturers. 

Summary 

 Overall, the data collected from the student trainees suggest that there is general 

approval of the evaluation process. As mentioned above, a large majority of the means 

for the questions in all sections of the questionnaire is in the 4.0 or above range and the 

respondents indicates that the process is important. There is some suggestion that the 

trainees are not completely confident that the results are anonymous since there was a 

strong agreement that they would prefer the process for evaluating courses and lecturers 

to be online. They also believe that it would be better if the evaluation process was 

conducted twice during each semester rather than once as currently exists. 

Recommendations 

The following are recommendations for the Evaluation Process for courses and lecturers 

which are derived from the data: 

(1) The participating Tertiary Educational Institution needs to provide opportunities 

for teacher trainees to complete the forms online and in a private area (See Table 

4.6). By doing so, teacher trainees will be more comfortable in participating in the 

evaluation process for courses and lecturers. This will help to eliminate the 
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element of fear in completing forms in the presence of the respective lecturers 

(See Tables: 4.5, 4.6). 

(2) The findings provide support that teacher trainees take the evaluation of courses 

and lecturers seriously. The effort should be made to ensure that they are 

motivated and convinced that their opinions and participation in the evaluation 

process are valuable to improve future teaching efforts. Teacher trainees should 

see results from their evaluations of courses and lecturers. Careful attention must 

be given to their expressed dissatisfaction concerning the lecturers who facilitate 

the particular course/(s). One must be mindful that they are the customers of the 

institution; and that a dissatisfied customer will not market a product (See Tables 

4.3, 4.8). 

(3) Heads of Departments need to pay attention to the teacher trainees‟ evaluations of 

courses and lecturers within the departments as they appraise the respective 

lecturers. When the Vice Principal-Academic Affairs shares critical information 

with the respective Heads of Departments regarding teacher trainees‟ evaluation 

of the lecturers and courses within each department such information must have 

bearing on the appraisal process for the respective lecturer (See Table 4.4). 

(4) Members of faculty may consider the data that emerged in this study to guide 

their teaching, course design, and encourage teacher trainees to continue 

evaluating courses and lecturers. (See Tables 4.3, 4.4, 4.5, 4.6). 

(5) The Vice Principal of Academic Affairs must continue to provide the sharing 

sessions with teacher trainees before the start of the evaluation process and after 

the evaluation results are submitted by the Quality Assurance Unit. By 
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committing to this activity, the officer will reinforce the element of trust for the 

process and an appreciation for the feedback among the teacher trainees.  This is 

so, as teacher trainees perceived this activity as very important to the evaluation 

process for courses and lecturers. They also look forward to participating in the 

evaluation process for courses and lecturers (See Tables: 4.4, 4.8 and 4.10). 

Conclusions 

 The purpose of this research was to ascertain the perceptions of the teacher 

trainees in the three components of the Evaluation Process for courses and lecturers: - 

Rationale for Evaluating, Use of the Evaluation Results and the Evaluation Process 

determined Teacher Trainees‟ Perceptions of the Evaluation Process at the Tertiary Level 

Institution. The reality is that the reasons underpinning the evaluation of courses and 

lecturers must be clearly outlined to teacher trainees with unfailing regularity. Likewise, 

feedback must be provided following the analysis of data. These activities will help to 

boost the teacher trainees to perceive the evaluation process for courses and lecturers as 

serious and as important to their academic journey at the institution. 

 The findings indicate the worthwhileness of teacher trainees‟ perceptions 

regarding the courses and lecturers at the institution. It indicates to the institution the 

need to key into the challenges identified, to make provisions for an improved evaluation 

process, thereby producing more satisfied teacher trainees. The continuation of the 

evaluation process at the institution is critical to the life of the institution and can 

potentially lead to genuine change/s to a course and /or the effectiveness of teaching. 
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Section 11 

Suggestions for Future Research 

 There are endless possibilities of conducting additional research in the area of 

students‟ perceptions of the evaluation process for lecturers and courses. Some of these 

listed below are worthy of being considered: 

(1) Further research work should be conducted with a larger sample size from other 

Tertiary level institutions in the island of Jamaica. 

(2) Further research should include the perceptions of members of faculty regarding 

the evaluation process for courses and lecturers. 

(3) Future research should investigate the perceptions of faculty versus the entire 

student population at the institution regarding the evaluation process for lecturers 

and courses 

(4) In extending research in the area, a longitudinal study could be conducted to track 

the perceptions of each group of teacher trainees throughout their duration of 

study at the tertiary level educational institution. This might help to explain the 

finding that in this sample, the teacher trainees in the second year had a less 

positive evaluation of the process. 

(5) Researchers should consider the use of mixed methodologies when studying the 

area of concern. This would make possible the triangulation of data sources and 

the presentation of rich data in such regard. 

Given the results of the study, teacher trainees‟ perceptions of the evaluation process for 

courses and lecturers will provide helpful information for:  
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1. The Board of Management which has direct responsibility regarding policy 

development, strategic planning and reporting duties to the Ministry of Education 

Youth and Information (MoEYI) regarding operational matters at the institution, 

2. The administrators as it relates to their planning, organizing, and coordinating 

activities that will ensure the introduction of and engagement in processes and 

procedures that will continue to facilitate total quality management within the 

institution, 

3. The teacher trainees by way of ensuring their total involvement in the 

teaching/learning process and engagement in the evaluation process for courses 

and lecturers, and, 

4. The marketing and recruitment team as they liaise with and engage internal and 

external stakeholder in the marketing of the institution‟s programme offerings. 

The research concludes that College B, a tertiary level educational institution, has 

a significant opportunity to undertake the mandate of the University Council of Jamaica 

(UCJ). This is to ensure the practice of engaging students with regularity in the 

evaluation process for lecturers and courses at the institution. It is important for the 

institution to acknowledge and strengthen the existing feedback loop of reporting back to 

teacher trainees the results of their evaluation and the plans for actions. The plans of 

actions must be outlined to teacher trainees and faculty members as clearly as possible. 

By so doing, teacher trainees will hopefully continue to take the evaluation process 

seriously and willingly participate constructively. 
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APPENDIX A 

 

QUESTIONNAIRE – TEACHER TRAINEES 

Teacher Trainees’ Perceptions of the Evaluation Process for Courses 

and Lecturers 

I am requesting that you voluntarily participate in this research by reading the 

instructions and completing the instrument. DO NOT WRITE YOUR NAME. 

This is in partial fulfillment of a Doctoral Programme with Temple University, U.S.A. 

PART 1: PROFILE 

Instruction: Please respond by ticking the appropriate boxes. 

1.  What is your gender? 

 Male  Female  Prefer Not to Declare  

2. What is your age range? 

Below 20 years  

21-30 years   

31-40 years   

Above 40 years  

 

3.      To which year group do you belong? 

One                Two     

Three              Four    

 

4. What is your area of specialization?  

 Primary Education   

Early Childhood Education  

Secondary Education   
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PARTS 2 TO 4 

Instructions: Use the Likert scale to rate your Perceptions of the Evaluation Process for 

Courses and Lecturers at your institution: 5 = Strongly Agree, 4 = Agree, 3 = Neutral, 2 = 

Disagree, and 1 = Strongly Disagree. 

PART 2: RATIONALE FOR EVALUATING 5 4 3 2 1 

1 

 

I take evaluating the lecturers and courses seriously      

2 

 

I tend to evaluate a female lecturer higher than a male lecturer      

3 I feel comfortable giving a negative evaluation to a lecturer      

4 A lecturer‟s personality and enthusiasm are important in my 

evaluation 
     

5 When I get good grades in a course it is due to the 

effectiveness of the lecturer 
     

6 I don‟t write many comments on the evaluation forms for fear 

of being identified 
     

7 I don‟t read all the instructions and items on the evaluation 

forms 
     

8 The relevancy of the course to my programme is important to 

my evaluations 
     

9 A lecturer‟s preparedness for delivery and punctuality are 

important in my evaluation 
     

10 Overall, I think the lecturer and course evaluation process is 

important 
     

PART 3: PERCEPTIONS OF USE OF EVALAUTION RESULTS 

11 Lecturers take my evaluation comments seriously      

12 My evaluations are used in lecturers‟ appraisals by the Head 

of Department 
     

13 Lecturers use the results of the evaluations to improve their 

courses 
     

14 When teacher trainees give low evaluations, lecturers adjust 

and improve their teaching 
     

15 Lecturers adjust their behaviors at the approach of the end of 

the semester to get good evaluations 
     

16 Teacher trainees are encouraged by the lecturers to participate 

in the evaluation process by evaluating them and the courses 
     

17 Lecturers appreciate teacher trainees evaluating them and the 

courses they facilitate 
     

18 Lecturers behave unprofessionally when they receive poor 

evaluations 
     

19 Teacher trainees‟ involvement in the process for the 

evaluation of courses and lecturers is important to quality in 

teaching/learning at the institution 
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20 I look forward to the sharing of feedback from teacher 

trainees‟ evaluations of lecturers and courses by the Vice 

Principal 

     

PART 4: THE EVALUATION PROCESS 5 4 3 2 1 

21 

 

 

The sensitization sessions with the Vice Principal before the 

start of the evaluation process at the end of each semester are 

enlightening 

     

22 Class representatives are important to the evaluation process 

for courses and lecturers 
     

23 Completing the forms at the beginning of the class is better 

than after the class 
     

24 I would be comfortable completing the forms in the presence 

of the respective lecturers  
     

25 I would feel more comfortable completing the forms in a 

private setting or designated area 
     

26 

 

I would prefer completing the forms online      

27 I prefer participating in the evaluation process ahead of the 

start of examinations 
     

28 The questions asked on the instrument are clear to me      

29 I look forward to participating in the evaluation process for 

courses and lecturers 
     

30 Overall, I think the evaluation process for courses and 

lecturers is important to the quality of educational experiences 

at the institution 

     

31. If given the opportunity, what changes would you make to the evaluation process for 

courses and lecturers? Please do write your responses below.                                                                                                                                                   

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________ 
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APPENDIX B 

PARTICIPANTS’ CONSENT LETTER 

Date: 

Dear Student, 

 

I am writing to you to request your participation in a research study, which is critical to my 

completing the Doctor of Education Degree at Temple University, Pennsylvania, U.S.A. 

 

The purpose of this quantitative research is to investigate teacher trainees‟ perceptions of the 

evaluation process for courses and lecturers at a tertiary level educational institution. You will be 

required to complete a Likert type questionnaire as you rate your experiences in the evaluation 

process. Your name must not be written on the questionnaire. 

 

It is important to know that your participation is voluntary; and everything possible will be done 

to protect the human rights of all participants. It is my intention that your identity will be kept 

anonymous and that you will be supplied with information regarding the study that you may 

require. There are no identified risks in the study but there are many benefits regarding to the 

development of policies and procedures that will impact the evaluation process for courses and 

lecturers in Tertiary level institutions, like yours. It is also my intention to adhere to all ethical 

principles of APA and the College. 

 

It is against this background that I request that you sign and return the consent form. It will 

provide evidence of the care and trust that will exist between the researcher and teacher trainees. 

It will also signify that you understand that your information but not your identity will be utilized 

in the study. 

 

Should you have any questions about participating in the study, please feel free to contact me at: 

andreagraham@bmc.edu.jm or (876) 878-4729. 

Thank you for consenting to participate in the study. 

Yours truly, 

 

Andrea M. Wilson-Graham  
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APPENDIX C 

PARTICIPANTS’ CONSENT FORM 

 

I have consented to complete the questionnaire provided by Andrea Wilson-Graham to 

complete her research study as partial fulfillment for her Doctoral studies with Temple 

University, U.S.A. 

My signature on this form grants her permission to use the data for analysis and to make 

meaning from the results of the questionnaire administered. 

I categorically state that my participation is totally voluntary. I was not coerced to 

participate in this study. 

 

I wish my comments to remain anonymous:                                                yes ____     

no____ 

I request the questionnaire be destroyed once the data has been extracted: yes ___   

no____ 

 

Name: 

________________________________________________________________________ 

Date: 

________________________________________________________________________ 

Signature: 

_____________________________________________________________________ 

 

E-mail: ________________________________________________________________ 

 

Telephone: _____________________________________________________________ 
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APPENDIX D 

TIMELINE FOR COMPLETION OF RESEARCH 

 

ACTIVITIES 

 

 

DATES 

 

Apply for Ethics 

 

June - July 2019 

 

 

Establish contact with site 

 

Submission of Research Proposal 

 

 

 

August - September 2019 

 

Piloting of Questionnaires 

 

Administration of Questionnaires 

 

 

 

September - November  2019 

 

Data Analysis 

 

 

December  2019 

 

Write Up 

 

January - July  2020 
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APPENDIX E 

PERMISSION LETTER FROM THE MINISTRY OF EDUCATION YOUTH AND 

INFORMATION (MOEYI) 
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APPENDIX F 

PERMISSION LETTER FROM COLLEGE B 
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APPENDIX G 

APPROVAL LETTER FROM TEMPLE UNIVERSITY INSTITUTIONAL 

BOARD 
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APPENDIX H 

CITI TRAINING CERTIFICATE 
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