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ABSTRACT Student Evaluation of Faculty (SEF) is an important component of the US educational system and an
indispensable tool to keep track of the faculty’s role to make the institution’s academic practice more engaging,
objective and effective. SEF also allows institutions to assess faculty performance, future career stability, advancement
and promotion. Unfortunately, SEFs generally exempt students from any responsibility in their own academic
outcome. The article presents an analysis of a study based on a modified version of the current SEF form utilised
by the Bronx Community College. This modified form includes questions about a student’s responsibilities, to
measure their accountability making the evaluation more objective using a descriptive research design method.
Results confirmed that students must play an active part in the process by assuming their own responsibilities of
regularly and timely attending class, increasing study time, utilising the resources of tutoring, faculty office hours,
and extended recitation to improve their own outcome and produce a valid evaluation of faculty.

INTRODUCTION

The Student Evaluation of Faculty (SEF) as
a measure of teaching effectively has a long his-
tory in the United States (Berk 2018a), and it is
being utilised by 92.2 percent of four-year liberal
arts colleges in the country (Miller and Seldin
2014). The input of students’ perception on their
teaching experience has reached worldwide di-
mensions to the point that now it is recommend-
ed on an international scale (Surgenor 2011).
Despite this wide reception, it has received se-
vere criticism because of lack of reliability (Marsh
2007), objectivity (Aleamoni 1999), integrity (Ger-
main and Scandura 2005) and many other rea-
sons. Nevertheless, it is still highly regarded as
avaluable criterion for faculty-self-improvement,
promotion, and tenure purposes. Berk (2018b)
has pointed out four major setbacks of using
SEF as a defining benchmark for decision-mak-
ing purposes, and they are the:
Students’ limited qualifications as raters
Technical inadequacy and bias
Misuse of scales and misinterpretation of
ratings

4. Inadequate sources of evidence for deci-
sion-making (Miller and Seldin 2014).

Aleamoni (1999) in his research has identi-

fied sixteen myths recognised over almost 80

W=

years of SEF practice adding substantiated ev-
idence to determine how, in spite of the intrinsic
contradictions created by using this barometer,
one can still benefit from this practice to im-
prove and document instructional effectiveness.

There is a lot of research that has been done
on this controversial topic. In fact, it is not a
simple academic routine, but it can become life
changing. For faculty, it can determine whether
or not he or she is awarded a contract reap-
pointment, annual salary increase, merit pay, pro-
fessional development, promotion or tenure.
These considerations are strictly from a profes-
sional standpoint, not to mention the psycho-
logical, emotional and mental health repercus-
sions that may result from an unfair appraisal,
which may damage any instructor’s academic
and personal future and stability. There are hun-
dreds of papers written on the pros and cons of
SEF as a valid standard to measure teaching
effectiveness (Vanacore et al. 2019; Connors
2019; Clayson 2018), but paradoxically, there is
very little written on the psychological, emo-
tional, mental and behavioural side effects on
faculty under this amorphous appraisal system.
In fact, the concept of “teacher efficacy” intro-
duced by Bandura (1977) and modified later by
Milson (2003), presents the idea that the indi-
vidual’s belief in his or her ability will produce
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desired outcomes (Milson 2003). This is one of
the few examples found in the literature where a
teacher’s mindset is considered an important
factor to assess effectiveness in education. How-
ever, can a stressful and unstable job climate
stimulate the best mental attitude and perfor-
mance in an educator?

Many studies have been conducted on psy-
chological and behavioural effects of teaching
practices on students (Hein 2012; Dunlosky et
al. 2013; Effective Programs for Emotional and
Behavioural Disorders 2013) whereas, very little
had been done regarding the same effects on
educators. No wonder SEFs can be perceived
by some educators as a punishment and an evil
(Miller and Seldin 2014) instrument, favouring a
confrontational image rather than a valuable
measure of teaching effectiveness. This polem-
ic measurement method was tested in a study
conducted by Naftulinetal. (1973), in which pro-
fessional actors were hired to teach students,
and later on, students were surveyed to find out
the overall student satisfaction. It looks like the
educator’s ability to satisfy students does not
necessarily mean that students learned any-
thing. However, it seems that for the students,
the extent to which they are satisfied with the
teaching received and the degree to which they
feel they have learned, reflects little more than
their illusions of having learned (Naftulin et al.
1973). This observation is critical, and raises a
question, that is, whether the educational insti-
tutions are making decisions about real life fac-
ulty’s career, future and stability based on an
illusion?

Another side of SEF is the likelihood that
some instructors may compromise their peda-
gogy by decreasing the rigor of their courses in
order to positively influence student ratings
(Goldman 1985). Grade inflation is described as
the positive change in grade point average of
large numbers of students generally, over an
extended period of time (Goldman 1985). SEF has
measurable psychological effects. A positive
evaluation may represent a reward, such as a
salary increase or career advancement and sta-
bility” while a negative one on the contrary, may
be interpreted as a punishment from the admin-
istration with very negative connotations, such
as dismissal or a decision to not renew contract
or tenure (Festinger 1957). Faculty threatened
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by this uncertain future will react with an emo-
tional response to cope with the stress caused
by the possibility of falling out of grace. Hence,
they would give easier tests and lower demands
and expectations from students in order to gain
a more favourable SEF, and “very quickly they
will realise how much easier and happier every-
one becomes” (Germain and Scandura 2005).
Students will be happier, which in turn will make
the work environment more enjoyable, and ad-
ministrators will also be pleased with better grad-
uation rates and student retention increase. To
top all of this off, faculty salary will go up and
tenure will be secured.

From the psychological prospective, Fest-
inger’s theory of cognitive consistency (Hart-
ford 2017) backs up these predictable behav-
ioural changes. Since this theory focuses on the
preservation of one’s life baseline, disruptive
life events will generate conflict perceived as an
inconsistency between behaviours and beliefs.
Consequently, the individual will change his or
her behaviours in order to restore the lost equi-
librium in his or her life (Festinger 1957). Every-
one has expectations about people, relation-
ships, job security, and family. Any situation that
compromises one’s comfort zone will prompt an
emotional reaction to restore the familiar condi-
tions. The unknown always generates uneasi-
ness, discomfort, anxiety, and in this case, a neg-
ative SEF appraisal will trigger a similar response
in the faculty member, creating doubts about his
or her knowledge and adequacy to teach, and
lowering his or her confidence and self-image.
These negative responses will be interpreted as
a poor job performance, which can crush the
individual’s cognition, and this in turn, will gen-
erate negative feelings of cognition or disso-
nance. The individual will be psychologically
primed to change behaviours to neutralise the
dissonance, and that is when the risk of peda-
gogic changes and lowering academic standards
runs higher, because these changes can nega-
tively affect students, institutions and the soci-
ety in general.

Obijectives
The general objective of the present study

is to explore the impact of adding a student ac-
countability component to the existing SEF at
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the Bronx Community College. Specifically, the
researchers want to see whether this additional
component will strengthen the process of eval-
uation of faculty, help to objectively separate
likability from teaching effectiveness, change and
make the appraisal more fair for both faculty and
students, will increase faculty confidence in
holding onto high academic standards, make this
new SEF foster a more engaged and responsible
students that will fulfil their own part in the teach-
ing-learning process. Also, this study strives to
determine the correlation between the answers
given by students to the “student evaluation of
faculty survey” and the performance of the stu-
dents studying under the surveyed instructor.

Student’s Accountability: ANew Component for
aComprehensive SEF

The root cause of SEF negative effects is
the fact that students are not accountable for
the final academic outcome with the required
rigor (Kuh et al. 2008). In the current system,
teaching is considered separate from learning,
and so, it gives the impression that it is solely
the faculty’s responsibility to make sure that stu-
dents learn. However, the policies in some insti-
tutions, such as no mandatory attendance, de-
feat the very same principle of academic excel-
lence. If the college is the place of training for
the future transition to a professional workforce
(Barr and Tagg 1995), flexible attendance policy
might communicate the wrong message to the
students, as it will be very challenging to find a
workplace where the employer will be willing to
tolerate a “flexible” attendance work policy in-
cluding full benefits and compensation for em-
ployees that only will work on their own time-
line. Academic policies must be consistent with
expected outcomes, otherwise someone will
have to pay the price for the predictable antago-
nistic results, and usually it will be the faculty
member. Some institutions with traditional edu-
cational practices, in which attendance is criti-
cal, are expecting an excellent student academic
performance and a satisfactory SEF for their fac-
ulty body given by students who are missing
significant portions of the academic semester
because of the attendance flexibility rule. These
inconsistencies might send the wrong message
to the students, to whom the natural scapegoat
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will be the professor (Martin 1987). The lack of
regularity in the students’ attendance can nega-
tively affect the perception of the teaching-learn-
ing process, prompting them to consider the
teacher’s explanations unclear, unfair, the con-
tent of tests perceived as never covered in class,
confusion in deadlines for homework, evalua-
tions and reports, and ultimately, favouring the
loss of track of the important aspects of the
course. Would a faculty member under the de-
scribed circumstances have a real chance to get
a fair appraisal from his or her students? Ideally,
an effective, fair and objective teaching-learn-
ing process must be considered as a whole unit,
with common shared rights and responsibilities
in order to truly reach academic excellent.

The researchers have taken Bronx Commu-
nity College’s SEF form to analyse its strengths
and weaknesses and to open a respectful dis-
cussion to truly assess the teaching and learn-
ing process in order to guarantee the best out-
come for both students and faculty members.
After all, this is the soul of any educational in-
stitution in the world.

Research Question and Related Hypotheses

The central question considered for this
study is if a student’s accountability makes any
difference on the SEF outcome. Hypothetically,
assuming that introducing additional questions
about the students’ accountability in the teach-
ing and learning process, to the traditional SEF
questionnaire including some control questions
to ensure transparency in their answers, will al-
low the researchers to gather more reliable data
to objectively appraise teaching effectiveness.
Students will respond to questions specifically
designed to measure their active involvement in
the class such as, attendance to tutoring or to
instructor’s office hours, amount of time study-
ing the subject, timely class attendance, and
some more questions related to their general at-
titude toward the class. The answers will help
the researchers to draw a more accurate conclu-
sion about the correlation of their responses to
the first 15 questions pertaining to the teacher’s
performance, and the last 10 questions related
to student’s responsibilities, to their real chanc-
es of success in the class and the effect of this
awareness on SEF outcome. Physical sciences,
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for the most part, will always require extra time
to practice solving problems and truly master-
ing concepts (Simon 2015). Students may not
have an exact idea about the amount of effort
that certain subjects will require when they reg-
ister for these courses, compared to some other
classes where they might feel academically stron-
ger. The role of the academic advising is also an
essential component of the final outcome (Chit-
eng 2014), as the advisor should make students
aware of the amount of effort and work that
STEM subjects will require to get a good grade
especially for students preparing to transfer to
majors with high Grade Point Average (GPA)
score requirements.

METHODOLOGY

The research design used to collect data in
this study is descriptive research design. De-
scriptive research design can be defined as a
type of quantitative research that can also qual-
ify as a qualitative research in certain cases. A
survey has been used to collect data for this
study utilising the official BCC’s SEF form and
introducing a student accountability component.
This new part, will allow the researchers to ex-
plore whether the teaching practice can be con-
sidered separate from the learning component
as it is now, or if making the student account-
able for his or her final academic outcome pro-
duces a more reliable tool that could lead to an
increase in faculty, students and institutional
academic satisfaction.

Subject

The SEF form customised for this study was
distributed among the participating students in
weeks 8 to 10. The forms contain 2-way, close-
ended questions and the faculty member is asked
to leave the room while students complete the
forms anonymously. Data was collected over a
two-year period and from 2 of the 18 sections of
an introductory level chemistry course offered
every semester by the Department of Chemistry
at the Bronx Community College, CUNY. The stu-
dents represented a range of majors and grade
levels, with a median age of 21 years.

The average size of a class per section at the
beginning of the semester is about 25 students,
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while after 9 or 10 weeks into the academic se-
mester it gets reduce to about 15 students. Some
of the surveyed sections were taught by two
different professors, one for the Lab and anoth-
er one for the Lecture/Recitation portion.

The survey form utilised for this study not
only contains questions to assess the instruc-
tor on several topics such as students’ class
participation, explanation clarity, fairness, and
evaluation methods, but also to reveal the stu-
dents’ attitude toward the class, their commit-
ment with time, dedication and use of academic
resources such as tutoring, office hours, and
class attendance in order to draw a more com-
prehensive picture of the dual nature of the teach-
ing-learning process and ultimately, render a
more objective evaluation that will represent a
win-win situation for students, faculty and in-
stitution at large. About 110 students complet-
ed the entire survey.

Instrument

The SEF form given to students for this study
contained 24 close-ended questions with ‘yes’
or ‘no’ answer options. There is an additional
blank space for every question given to explain
their answers when necessary. The original
BCC'’s SEF questionnaire has well differentiated
sections:

1. Toevaluate effectiveness of about 5 ques-
tions of out of 15 in total (course objec-
tives, level of comfort in answering ques-
tions, quality and clarity of the answers
in the original BCC’s form).

2. To comment on assessments and meth-
ods, assignments, and homework reviews
on 5 questions out of 15 in total in the
original BCC’s form.

3. Toevaluate interpersonal skills on 5 ques-
tions out of 15 in total (respect, commu-
nication, and understanding in the origi-
nal BCC’s form).

The customised SEF for this study contains
ten more questions for a total of 25, compared to
the original SEF form to determine student’s ac-
countability for their success in this class. It
also includes involvement traits such as amount
of time students assign to after-class study of
the subject, listening to the professor’s recom-
mendations, commitment to the class, and at-
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tention focused during class time. Finally, class
attendance, looking for help from tutors or in-
structors during office hours, and a couple more
questions about personal difficulties beyond
their control, were also included. The survey
was anonymous, hoping to stimulate student
participation and freedom to openly express their
opinions.

RESULTS

The data collected over four consecutive
semesters including two participating sections
per semester for a total of 8 sections were analy-
sed to determine whether the ratings given to
the participating faculty member correlate with
the student’s expected involvement and com-
mitment to get the desired results. Special atten-
tion was placed on the faculty’s lowest scored
questions. A set of control questions spread out
through the entire form was also analysed to
determine students’ consistency and transpar-
ency with the answers. The effect of splitting
the class between two professors was also con-
sidered, as some students revealed that this as-
pect was certainly disruptive for a better aca-
demic performance.

The results of the eight participating sec-
tions in the survey have been consolidated in
Table 3, which contains the average percentag-
es of positive and negative responses given by
the students to the questions asked. Table 1
presents the complete form utilised for this study
with a total of 24 questions and one additional
question that asks for the overall satisfactory
impression of the class with answer options rang-
ing from “Yes’, ‘Maybe’ and ‘No’. The official
BCC faculty evaluation form (Table 2), employed
for all BCC students in every discipline, is em-
bedded in this form as the questions #2 to #14.
The questions have been slightly rephrased, but
the meaning from the official form was retained.
The Appendix contains data that has been col-
lected and organised per semester to compare
the findings across semesters and watch for any
consistent trend that can be used to objectively
predict SEF outcome.

The purpose of the SEF form prepared for
this study is to evaluate how students perceive
their learning process by mid-semester, so that
both the instructor and students will have am-
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Table 1: Questions asked to students registered in
CHMO02

1. Did you read the syllabus thoroughly?
Course objectives and requirements were clearly
stated
| feel encouraged and comfortable during class to
ask questions
My questions are always satisfactorily answered
| have been treated with respect
| feel encouraged to participate in class
We are treated fairly and equally
My intellectual curiosity is stimulated during class
Explanations during class are clear
The stated outline/syllabus is followed
Quizzes, homework, tests given are always about
material already covered during class
The methods used to evaluate my work were
clearly explained
. Assignments, quizzes, test are reviewed with
comments
14. My responsibilities to succeed in this class were
made clear to me
15. Am | really doing my part?
16. Am | listening recommendations
17. Am | expending enough time studying?
18. Am | going for tutoring?
19. Am | taking advantage of the office hours?
20. Am | paying attention during class?
21. Am | attending class regularly and timely?
22. Am | taking my responsibility seriously?
23. Am | dealing with personal difficulties beyond my
control?
24. Am | feeling overwhelmed?
25. Choose the option that better describe your overall
impression with the instruction
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ple time to make the appropriate adjustments to
improve teaching and learning outcomes. This
form uses the same questions that the instruc-
tor evaluation form has, but it integrates a very
important component, that is, students’ account-
ability, which is a fundamental part in order to
guarantee a truly fruitful academic experience.
Questions 1 and 15 to 24 were included to dig
deeper into a student’s participation in this dual
process. The intention of this exercise is to un-
derstand the complexity of the instructor and
student relationship and to find better ways to
communicate to one another and to commit to
make the academic experience rewarding for
everyone.

The scale goes from “Yes’, “Maybe’ and ‘No’
Table 3 summarises the responses from stu-

dents enrolled in CHM 02 during four consecu-
tive semesters (fall 2017, spring 2018, fall 2018
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Table 2: Official BCC’s student evaluation of
faculty survey form- The scale goes from Yes, Maybe
and No

=

Course requirements were clearly stated in the course
outline/syllabus

The instructor encouraged students to ask questions

The instructor carefully answered questions raised
by students

The instructor used appropriate examples to help
get points across in class

The instructor treated students with respect

The instructor encouraged class participation

The instructor dealt with students in a fair and
equal manner

The instructor stimulated intellectual curiosity

The instructor’s explanations were clear

. The instructor followed his/her stated courser
outline/syllabus

. The instructor gave tests and quizzes that covered
material assigned/presented in the course

. The instructor methods of evaluating my work were
explained clearly

. The instructor reviewed exams and assignments
with comments so that learning was reinforced

. The instructor made my responsibilities for success
in this class clear to me

. My overall impression of the instruction offered
In this section is satisfactory
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and spring 2019 semesters) with two participat-
ing sections per semester for a total of eight
sections involved in the whole study with 129
students in total. The data for each individual
semester is in Tables 4, 5, 6 and 7 in the supple-
mentary information section.

Analysis of Data

Question #1: The answers for this question
show that eighty-six percent of the students took
the time to read the syllabus while fourteen per-
cent did not. The fourteen percent of the stu-
dents that dismissed or did not recognise the
importance of the syllabus might indicate a lack
of attention and perhaps preparedness to take
charge of their individual responsibilities with
the coursework. It might also have a negative
effect in their time management outcome, as the
scheduled events will not be brought to their
attention on time therefore, increasing the stu-
dents’ likelihood to fail.

Question #2: “Course objectives and re-
quirements were clearly stated”, should rate one

Table 3: Consolidated answers collected over the course of four consecutive semesters and eight

different CHMO02 sections involving 129 students

Question number Answers Percentage
Yes No Yes
1. Did you read the syllabus thoroughly? 103 14 88
2. Course objectives and requirements were clearly stated. 113 5 96
3. | feel encouraged and comfortable during class to ask questions 95 26 79
4. My questions are always satisfactorily answered 94 25 79
5. | have been treated with respect 116 1 99
6. | feel encouraged to participate in class 102 18 85
7. We are treated fairly and equally 115 2 98
8. My intellectual curiosity is stimulated during class 102 12 89
9. Explanations during class are clear 74 50 60
10. The stated outline/syllabus is followed 108 8 93
11. Quizzes, homework, tests given are always about material already 100 20 83
covered during class
12. The methods used to evaluate my work were clearly explained 111 7 94
13. Assignments, quizzes, test are reviewed with comments 106 11 91
14. My responsibilities to succeed in this class were made clear to me 113 2 98
15. Am | really doing my part? 93 30 76
16. Am | listening recommendations 103 11 90
17. Am | expending enough time studying? 85 38 69
18. Am | going for tutoring? 60 64 48
19. Am | taking advantage of the office hours? 38 80 32
20. Am | paying attention during class? 104 2 98
21. Am | attending class regularly and timely? 100 8 93
22. Am | taking my responsibility seriously? 103 14 88
23. Am | dealing with personal difficulties beyond my control? 55 60 48
24. Am | feeling overwhelmed? 58 37 61
25. Choose the option that better describe your overall impression 30 12 71

with the instruction

Supplement Information

Int J Edu Sci, 31(1-3): 109-122 (2020)
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Table 4: Responses in percentage for 41 participating students in fall 2017

Question number Answers Percentage
Yes No Yes
1. Did you read the syllabus thoroughly? 28 3 90
2. Course objectives and requirements were clearly stated. 28 1 97
3. | feel encouraged and comfortable during class to ask questions 19 12 61
4. My questions are always satisfactorily answered 23 7 77
5. | have been treated with respect 29 1 97
6. | feel encouraged to participate in class 22 8 73
7. We are treated fairly and equally 29 2 94
8. My intellectual curiosity is stimulated during class 22 7 76
9. Explanations during class are clear 16 15 52
10. The stated outline/syllabus is followed 27 3 90
11. Quizzes, homework, tests given are always about material already 19 11 63
covered during class
12. The methods used to evaluate my work were clearly explained 27 3 90
13. Assignments, quizzes, test are reviewed with comments 25 5 83
14. My responsibilities to succeed in this class were made clear to me 29 1 97
15. Am | really doing my part? 22 8 73
16. Am | listening recommendations 26 3 90
17. Am | expending enough time studying? 23 7 77
18. Am | going for tutoring? 13 17 43
19. Am | taking advantage of the office hours? 7 34 17
20. Am | paying attention during class? 30 1 97
21. Am | attending class regularly and timely? 27 4 87
22. Am | taking my responsibility seriously? 29 2 94
23. Am | dealing with personal difficulties beyond my control? 12 19 39
24. Am | feeling overwhelmed? 15 14 52
25. Choose the option that better describe your overall impression - - -

with the instruction

hundred percent affirmative. The assumption is
that students were attentive when the instruc-
tor discussed the syllabus in class, or that they
read the syllabus hand-out or that they read the
instructions and list of activities posted on Black-
board, otherwise, problems will arise, because
students are not even sure about the course
contents, objectives and activities. When im-
portant components of the class such as quiz-
zes, homework, exams are due, conflicts will be
created, especially when additional courses tak-
en in the same semester are added to their sched-
ule. Some results that were considered perplex-
ing occurred in the fall 2018 section of B10-12,
wherein it was observed from the responses to
Q #1 that thirty-seven percent of these students
did not read the syllabus. Nevertheless, one
hundred percent of students answered affirma-
tively to Q #2. Note that Q #2 relates directly to
the instructor’s responsibility to state in class
or otherwise broadcast the course contents. A
possible conclusion from this data set is that
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there may be a problem of integrity, which is a
red flag to give to the evaluation, as such a ma-
jor weight that could decide the future of a fac-
ulty member.

Question #3: To the question, “I feel encour-
aged and comfortable during class to ask ques-
tions”, seventy-five percent of students an-
swered “Yes’, and twenty-five percent said ‘No’.
It’s a well-known fact that social anxiety is the
most pernicious and common anxiety disorder,
increasing from fifty percent occurrence by age
11 and raising up to eighty percent by age 20
(Stein and Stein 2008). It will require a more de-
tailed study to determine whether the percent-
age of students answering negatively to this
question has more to do with the social anxiety
disorder, than with the lack of encouragement
from the instructor.

Question #4: For “My questions are always
satisfactorily answered”, eighty percent an-
swered affirmatively and twenty percent re-
sponded negatively. The original question in the
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Table 5: Responses in percentage for 34 participating students in spring 2018

Question number Answers Percentage
Yes No Yes
1. Did you read the syllabus thoroughly? 31 3 91
2. Course objectives and requirements were clearly stated. 33 3 92
3. | feel encouraged and comfortable during class to ask questions 29 9 76
4. My questions are always satisfactorily answered 27 11 71
5 | have been treated with respect 34 0 100
6. | feel encouraged to participate in class 30 6 83
7. We are treated fairly and equally 34 0 100
8. My intellectual curiosity is stimulated during class 33 2 94
9. Explanations during class are clear 24 17 59
10. The stated outline/syllabus is followed 33 2 94
11. Quizzes, homework, tests given are always about material already 30 7 81
covered during class
12. The methods used to evaluate my work were clearly explained 34 2 94
13. Assignments, quizzes, test are reviewed with comments 31 4 89
14. My responsibilities to succeed in this class were made clear to me 34 0 100
15. Am | really doing my part? 29 12 71
16. Am | listening recommendations 30 4 88
17. Am | expending enough time studying? 28 13 68
18. Am | going for tutoring? 23 19 55
19. Am | taking advantage of the office hours? 17 24 41
20. Am | paying attention during class? 30 0 100
21. Am | attending class regularly and timely? 29 3 91
22. Am | taking my responsibility seriously? 30 3 91
23. Am | dealing with personal difficulties beyond my control? 23 16 59
24. Am | feeling overwhelmed? 23 13 64

25. Choose the option that better describe your overall impression

with the instruction

official BCC form is, “The instructor carefully
answered questions raised by students”. This
is a question with several implications. For ex-
ample, do the students attend class on time and
regularly, do they spend sufficient time study-
ing and practicing to grasp the concepts, do
they have the basic academic requirements to
take the class, and are they motivated to do the
work. All these aspects are important, as they
will influence how much understanding the stu-
dents have about the topic under discussion. If
all these requirements are fulfilled, then most of
the time explanations will be clear, because stu-
dents will have built enough conceptual back-
ground in such a way that the instructor’s expla-
nation will be satisfactory.

Question #5: For “I have been treated with
respect”, ninety-nine percent answered ‘Yes’,
and one percent said ‘No’.

Question #6: For “I feel encouraged to par-
ticipate in class”, eighty-five percent answered
‘Yes’, and fifteen percent said ‘No’. The per-
centage of the responses may be affected by
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the same reasons discussed in Q # 3. It may be
related to social anxiety, or perhaps other exter-
nal factors.

Question #7: For “We are treated fairly and
equally”, ninety-eight percent said ‘Yes’, and
two percent said ‘No’. The results are encour-
aging and reflect a very good attitude from both
students and instructors.

Question #8: For “My intellectual curiosity
is stimulated during class”, eighty-seven per-
cent answers are ‘Yes’, and thirteen percent are
‘No’. There is always room for improvement,
thanks to the percentage of students not satis-
fied with their expectations. It should be under-
stood that attaining one hundred percent satis-
faction might not be likely.

Question #9: For “Explanations during class
are clear”, fifty-four percent said “Yes’ and for-
ty-six percent said ‘No’. To really weigh the val-
ue of these answers, this question needs to be
analysed carefully in conjunction with issues
related to attendance (Q #21), effective use of
help offered by the department, such as tutor-
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Table 6: Responses in percentage for 20 participating students in fall 2018

Question number Answers Percentage
Yes No Yes
1. Did you read the syllabus thoroughly? 15 5 75
2. Course objectives and requirements were clearly stated. 20 0 100
3. | feel encouraged and comfortable during class to ask questions 19 1 95
4. My questions are always satisfactorily answered 17 3 85
5. | have been treated with respect 20 0 100
6. | feel encouraged to participate in class 20 1 95
7. We are treated fairly and equally 20 0 100
8. My intellectual curiosity is stimulated during class 18 2 90
9. Explanations during class are clear 12 8 60
10. The stated outline/syllabus is followed 18 2 90
11. Quizzes, homework, tests given are always about material already 19 1 95
covered during class
12. The methods used to evaluate my work were clearly explained 20 0 100
13. Assignments, quizzes, test are reviewed with comments 19 1 95
14. My responsibilities to succeed in this class were made clear to me 20 0 100
15. Am | really doing my part? 16 4 80
16. Am | listening recommendations 20 0 100
17. Am | expending enough time studying? 13 7 65
18. Am | going for tutoring? 9 11 45
19. Am | taking advantage of the office hours? 4 14 22
20. Am | paying attention during class? 19 0 100
21. Am | attending class regularly and timely? 19 0 100
22. Am | taking my responsibility seriously? 18 1 95
23. Am | dealing with personal difficulties beyond my control? 4 15 21
24. Am | feeling overwhelmed? 4 8 33
25. Choose the option that better describe your overall impression 14 6 70

with the instruction

ing (Q #18), office hours (Q #19), and study time
(Q #17). The responses to Q #3 and Q #4 must
also be considered to arrive at a sound conclu-
sion from the student responses about clarity of
the instructor’s explanations.

Questions #15, 17, 18 and 19 are analysed
here, as these questions confirm the degree of
students’ involvement. Surprisingly, the an-
swers range from thirty percent to eighty per-
cent negatively, clearly indicating that students’
expectations are not aligned with their effort and
the effective utilisation of the available resourc-
es that could overcome any academic challeng-
es. If a student shows up late or misses a class,
and does not seek help, there is a probability
that the student will not understand the expla-
nations for questions that may require a good
amount of time and practice to master a concept.

Question #10: For “The stated outline/syl-
labus is followed”, ninety-one percent said ‘Yes’
and nine percent said “No’. This negative result
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is consistent with the answers received for Q
#1, where a low percentage (14%) of students
did not read the syllabus.

Question #11: For “Quizzes, homework and
tests given are always about material already
covered during class”, eighty percent answered
“Yes’ and twenty percent said ‘“No’. For reasons
already discussed for Q #9, compounded with
inconsistent attendance shown in Q #21, it is
possible for poorly attending students to think
that topics covered in quizzes, homework and
exams were never covered during lecture time.

Question #12, 13 and 14: For “The methods
used to evaluate my work were clearly explained”,
“Assignments, quizzes, test are reviewed with
comments”, and “My responsibilities to success
in this class were made clear to me”, the affirma-
tive answers to these three questions average
ninety-five percent and the negative, five per-
cent. These questions were grouped together,
because they all relate to the joint teacher and
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Table 7: Responses in percentage for 34 participating students in spring 2019

Question number Answers Percentage
Yes No Yes

1. Did you read the syllabus thoroughly? 29 3 91
2. Course objectives and requirements were clearly stated. 32 1 97
3. | feel encouraged and comfortable during class to ask questions 28 4 88
4. My questions are always satisfactorily answered 27 4 87
5. | have been treated with respect 33 0 100
6. | feel encouraged to participate in class 30 3 91
7. We are treated fairly and equally 32 0 100
8. My intellectual curiosity is stimulated during class 29 1 97
9. Explanations during class are clear 22 10 69
10. The stated outline/syllabus is followed 30 1 97
11. Quizzes, homework, tests given are always about material already

covered during class 32 1 97
12. The methods used to evaluate my work were clearly explained 30 2 94
13. Assignments, quizzes, test are reviewed with comments 31 1 97
14. My responsibilities to succeed in this class were made clear to me 30 1 97
15. Am | really doing my part? 26 6 81
16. Am | listening recommendations 27 4 87
17. Am | expending enough time studying? 21 11 66
18. Am | going for tutoring? 15 17 47
19. Am | taking advantage of the office hours? 10 8 56
20. Am | paying attention during class? 25 1 96
21. Am | attending class regularly and timely? 25 1 96
22. Am | taking my responsibility seriously? 26 8 76
23. Am | dealing with personal difficulties beyond my control? 16 10 62
24. Am | feeling overwhelmed? 16 2 89
25. Choose the option that better describe your overall impression

with the instruction 16 6 73

student evaluation and responsibilities for the
success in this class. The results indicate that
students understood the methodology pro-
posed for their evaluation, and their responsi-
bilities were also sufficiently clear to them. The
lower positive responses to Q #13 are not statis-
tically significant. This result might reflect the
need for some students to have more instructor
comments written in their papers about mistakes
made.

Questions from #15 to #25 all have to do with
the students’ accountability for their own aca-
demic outcomes. Instead of analysing each of
them individually, they will be taken as a group
because they relate to one another. From Q #1 to
Q #14, answers were predominantly affirmative,
except Q #9, which focused on the instructor’s
ability and skill to explain topics clearly. The
answers to Q #15 to Q #25 are predominantly
negative except Q #20, #21 and #22, which are
control questions for Q #1, #9, #17, #18, and
#19. Affirmative answers to questions Q #15 (Am
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I really doing my part?) with seventy-two per-
cent, and Q #16 (Am | listening to recommenda-
tions?) with ninety-three percent would reflect
an ideal situation, because that would also mean
that the answers to the question of study time
(Q #17), tutoring (Q #18), and office hours (Q
#19) should also be high. However, thirty per-
cent of students do not spend enough time
studying, almost sixty percent of them do not
look for tutoring help, and more than eighty per-
cent never look for help from the class instruc-
tor. Interestingly enough, ninety-nine percent
of students answered ‘Yes’ to Q # 14 (“My re-
sponsibilities to succeed in this class were made
clear to me”), and ninety-one percent answered
“Yes’ to Q #22 (“Am | taking my responsibility
seriously™). Are not studying, looking for help,
attending class regularly and being on time (Q
#21) parts of the students’ responsibilities? Q
#21 (timely attendance) and Q #22 do not match
with the attendance sheet the researchers use
for these courses, in which the arrival time must
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be noted in writing to corroborate the student’s
responses. The attendance sheet shows a very
different reality, because around thirty-five per-
cent of students regularly arrive at least 10 min-
utes late. It is also hard to understand how, if
everyone is paying attention in class, Q #20 (pay-
ing attention in class) should it not then corre-
late with Q #9’s answers to the question about
the instructor’s ability and skill to present top-
ics clearly. How is it possible that almost fifty
percent of students do not understand the ex-
planations to the questions raised in class if
everybody is paying close attention? As previ-
ously stated, many extra-academic issues could
eventually negate a successful academic per-
formance. However, Q #23 (“Am I dealing with
personal difficulties beyond my control?”) and
Q #24 (“Am | feeling overwhelmed?”) do not
show more than thirty-five percent average pos-
itive response for these issues. It must be noted
that these issues are related more to stress, poor
time management and unrealistic prioritisation,
rather than medical problems or any incapacitat-
ing physical or psychological condition.

DISCUSSION

The teaching and learning process must be
bidirectional, with responsibilities equally shared
by both parties. At the beginning of the semes-
ter, students signed a contract, in which they
agreed to the conditions clearly stated in the
document to succeed in CHM 02 class, as pre-
sented in the methodology section

The nine key points summarise the students’
part of the contract if they want to succeed in
the class. Success to a student may mean “mas-
tery” of the subject, which actually translates
into a high grade in the course. Success to an
instructor is more complicated, as it involves a
number of variables such as number and quality
of publications, prestige among peers in the in-
structor’s field of study, the degree of campus
and community involvement, and evaluations by
the administration, mentors and other faculty
members. Depending on an institution’s customs
and policies, the weight placed on student evalu-
ations is a variable, which can have a deciding
factor on an instructor’s security or survival.

The current BCC evaluation forms, and oth-
ers like it, primarily focus on evaluating the in-
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structor’s role and performance in the classroom,
without attempting to reveal or hold students
accountable for their role and performance in
the process. Class participation by both stu-
dents and instructors is a 2-part contract, and
these contracts and others like it, require that
both parties work in earnest to cooperate and
fulfil the tasks and objectives stated in the con-
tract. The instructor’s role in student evaluation
is clear and has been well established through-
out history. Instructors evaluate students with
assessment tools such as quizzes, exams, class
participation, writing assignments, presentation,
lab reports, etc. However, if either party will not
or cannot perform as expected, then frustration
and resentment will surface and dissatisfaction
will result.

The SEF forms used nowadays intend to
focus mainly on the instructor’s performance and
the student’s level of satisfaction with it. Thus,
by design, the results will be one-sided. None-
theless, if student satisfaction is a by-product
of student grades, it might mean that a student
with poor academic results will give a poor eval-
uation to the instructors. So, can this be an im-
partial evaluation? Or, is it just reflections of the
frustration students are experiencing because
of weak academic preparedness, lack of motiva-
tion, and inadequate study habits that are caus-
ing their poor performance, namely, poor grades?
The question is, “Are we really evaluating the
instructor’s performance or are we evaluating
the student’s satisfaction with his or her own
high academic achievement, or dissatisfaction
stemming from his or her frustration?”

The reason why the survey used for this
study was developed was to derive, hopefully, a
more reasonable and objective evaluation of the
instructor. The newly developed survey aims to
extract an evaluation that is tempered by a de-
gree of student input in terms of their role in the
educational process. The new form, shown ear-
lier, includes 10 additional questions (Questions
#15 to #24) that focus on the student’s role and
their responsibility in their success in the course.
The answers collected for Questions #17, #18
and #19 clearly measure the level of student
responsibility.

Q #17 shows that thirty-four percent of stu-
dents do not spend enough time to explore and
learn the material, Q #18 shows that fifty-seven
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percent never utilised the college tutoring ser-
vices, and Q #19 shows that eighty-one percent
never take advantage of the instructor’s office
hours. As a result, forty-six percent of students
complain about the lack of clarity in the explana-
tions during the class time. Without spending
the time needed to read the textbook, study class
notes, and seek help to solve problems (wheth-
er chemical or personal), it is unlikely that stu-
dents will be able to find clarity in the instruc-
tor’s lectures and explanations, and it will be
impossible to have good results in chemistry or
in any other course.

The survey used for this study, in combina-
tion with the student’s commitment to strive for
high academic achievement and regular, timely
class attendance, will hold both parties account-
able, and may lead to a more objective evalua-
tion of instructor performance. In the end, both
students and faculty will have equal chances of
finding common ground to ensure a high quali-
ty educational experience, while protecting each
other from bias and retaliatory evaluations.

Many of the questions are related to one
another and are intended to validate responses
from other questions within the survey. For ex-
ample, Q #1 asks if students read the syllabus
thoroughly and the results show that fourteen
percent of them did not. Therefore, it seems un-
likely that ninety-six percent would answer ‘yes’
to Q #2, when asked if the course objectives
were clearly stated. Clarity can only reach this
high level if students read the syllabus or were
otherwise informed of its contents.

Questions #3, #4, #6 and #9 are somehow
related. They are formulated to find out how clear-
ly information is transmitted to students, and
how communication in the classroom really is.
Is the instructor using sufficient resources to
present information in such a way that students
are engaged in the process? This seems to be a
very reasonable approach. Nevertheless, it does
not take in to account if the students are paying
attention, and are regularly attending class and
are on time. That is why Q #20 and #21, respec-
tively, were introduced. Not surprisingly, the
survey shows that ninety-seven percent of stu-
dents pay attention in class. The students’ re-
sponses also show that ten percent of them do
not attend class regularly and/or do not arrive
on time. This is in sharp contrast to the class
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attendance sheet, which more realistically reports
close to thirty-five percent. What is the likeli-
hood that a student who shows up late to class,
or simply does not attend, will be able to catch
up and fully understand a topic by just asking
one question or two? With such high actual late-
ness and absentee rates, it is only logical that
students would respond to Q #9 (that is, expla-
nations during class are clear) with high value
of forty-six percent as “No”.

For example, let one assume that some stu-
dents have personal issues that prevent them
from going to class regularly and or arrive on
time. Q #23 (Am | dealing with personal issues?)
and Q #24 (Am | feeling overwhelmed?) focus
on these students to determine if these issues
are present and how they may hamper academic
outcome. Thirty to forty percent of the class
responded “Yes” that such issues do exist. To
see if the resources offered by the college could
help their academic outcome, Q #18 (Am | going
for tutoring?) and Q #19 (Am | taking advantage
of office hours?) were included in the survey.
The survey showed that fifty-seven percent of
students did not go for tutoring, and eighty-one
percent of people did not take advantage of of-
fice hours. In this hypothetical case, these are
the very same students who should be looking
for help to make up for lost time, or should be
doing what is necessary to make up for the top-
ics they have missed out.

Interestingly, ninety-nine percent of students
answered, “Yes” to Q #14 (“My responsibilities
were made clear to me”). Yet the responses to
several related questions are not consistent to
this very high positive response. Besides Q #18
and #19 mentioned above, other inconsistent
answers were to Q#15, #17 and #22, as follows:

+ Q #15 relates to motivation and commit-
ment (Am | really doing my part?), and twen-
ty-eight percent of students admitted that
they were not.

*  Q#17 (Am I spending enough time study-
ing?), and thirty-four percent of students
did not spend sufficient time to study

*  Q#22 (Am I taking my responsibility seri-
ously?), and ninety-one percent of stu-
dents think they are. This remarkably high
positive response is puzzling. It is difficult
to understand how having a timely class
attendance record, looking for help with
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tutoring and office hours, spending suffi-
cient time studying and overall, being mo-
tivated and committed are not part of a stu-
dent’s responsibilities

CONCLUSION

The results of the eight surveys conducted
in this study reveal several important factors
involved in the success of the teaching-learn-
ing partnership. CHM 02, the introductory chem-
istry course at BCC, was developed to prepare
incoming students for higher-level chemistry
courses, required for those planning careers in
science, technology, engineering, math and
health care. Those who enrol in the course may
have never been exposed to chemistry, math or
science, or may have taken parts of these many
years ago. CHMO2 is a skill builder course that
will provide students with basic chemical knowl-
edge, lab techniques and math proficiency to help
them acquire and sharpen the skills needed to
succeed in more advanced chemistry courses.

The original BCC’s SEF conveys very im-
portant components of the teaching-learning
process such as:

1. Clarity and understanding of the objec-

tives and topics to be covered in CHMO2.

2. Instructor’s communication and pre-

paredness to interact, respond and chan-
nel students’ interest in the subject.

3. Grading methods, respect and fairness.

The modified SEF has added the additional
component of student accountability in order to
dig deeper into the consistency of students’
answers and to try to identify possible bias in
these answers triggered by the students’ self-
defence mechanism that will invariably try to
find an external subject to blame for the lack of
better outcomes. The study identified that:

1. Fourteen percent of the students did not
read the syllabus, which is to aid them in
adequately preparing for their schedules.

2. Twenty-one percent do not feel comfort-
able asking questions while twenty-one
percent are unhappy with the answers to
their questions.

3. Forty percent feel like the explanations
during class are not clear enough.

4. Seventeen percent feel like quizzes and
evaluations are not fair.

5. Eleven percent did not feel intellectually
inspired.
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These answers do not allow the researchers
to draw any conclusions about the level of in-
volvement of the students to get better academ-
ic outcomes and the instructor to identify better
ways to improve his or her effectiveness.

The modified SEF revealed that:

1. Twenty-four percent of the students are
not doing their part.

2. Ten percent are not listening the sugges-
tions to improve.

3. Thirty-one percent are not spending
enough time studying.

4. Fifty-two percent have not sought help
from the tutoring centre.

5. Sixty-eight percent have not gone to the
instructor to ask for help.

6. Twelve percent are not taking their respon-
sibility seriously.

7. Fifty-two and thirty-nine percent attribut-
ed their situation to extra academic issues.

These results combined will help the institu-
tion to assess, in a more objective manner, the real
extension of the impact that the instructor realisti-
cally can have ina CHM 02 average class with the
current level of students” academic involvement.

Beyond the exposure to basic science and
math skills, there are several other skills that are
needed for success in any course in any col-
lege. From data collected in a separate unpub-
lished study among CHM 02 students (study in
progress), it seems that a high percentage of
students enrolled in CHM 02 lack several impor-
tant skills and habits, which are not directly re-
lated to the course. These include, stress and
time management, study habits, assertiveness,
seeking assistance when needed, respecting
rules and policies, integrity and perseverance. If
these characteristics are not present, the dream
of academic success can quickly become a night-
mare of stress, anxiety and debt.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The motivational component has been iden-
tified in other studies as a pivotal one that
should be addressed by itself in a future project.

Social anxiety disorder is a complex issue in
itself and it will help enormously to study this
issue separately, just to identify how much of the
problem is the responsibility of the instructor and
what portion comes from different sources.
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It is also advisable to expand this study to a
larger scale, as higher student participation will
allow researchers to draw a clearer picture of the
effectiveness of the proposed instrument and
the possible changes needed to make it more
representative of the whole BCC’s student body
and perhaps to CUNY at large.
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