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Abstract
Many studies have been conducted on teaching evaluations completed by students and on myths and facts
concerning these evaluations performed by students at academic institutions. The current study is unique in
examining the meaning of teaching evaluations as perceived by academic faculty members in Israel through direct
questions, with an emphasis on faculty's recommendations for improving the evaluations to make students'
comments meaningful for enhancing and advancing their teaching. The perception of evaluations is unique too.
Evaluations are part of faculty's learning outputs in their courses, with the aim being for graduates of academic
systems to have the ability to provide objective and fair assessments.
One hundred seventy seven questionnaires were gathered from senior faculty at several academic institutions.
Qualitative and statistical research tools were used in order to form a model that expresses the negative implications
as seen by faculty members and alternatives for measuring the performance of faculty in academic teaching. The
research findings indicate that lecturers note "professional" alternatives and see teaching evaluations as a populist
rather than a professional tool. Moreover, although the lecturers gauge the damage caused to them as a result of
student evaluations, where the enormous damage caused to them is disproportionate to the number of respondents,
and although faculty members believe that student evaluations are untrustworthy, students' opinions on the courses
are important. Their recommendation is that the evaluation should be a tool for teaching how to perform evaluations
and convey criticism – and in this field not much has been done in academic institutions, if at all. Academia sees
evaluations as a technical matter, a means of satisfying students by letting them express their opinions and of giving
students a feeling that the system is attentive to their voice, to their views.
Indeed, students' voice is important to the lecturers – their opinions of teaching are important – and that is precisely
why action should be taken to render these evaluations fair. Students should understand the power of the words that
express their evaluation of the lecturers. This point of view is a first of its kind, where academic faculty members
support students' opinions and provide recommendations aimed at their improvement.
Keywords: teaching evaluations, myths, lecturers, assessment
1. Introduction
The status of evaluation forms has gained significance in the past decade and they have been transformed from an
evaluation tool that provides recommendations for improvement to a tool whose results have significant
consequences for academic careers – tenure, promotion, and appointments (Ehie & Kararthanos, 1994; Harrison et
al., 2004; Smith et al., 2004; Williams & Ceci, 1997). These aspects have inevitable impacts on salaries, perceived
prestige, and possibilities for career development. Evaluation results are awarded considerable significance and
constitute measures utilized by superiors. The considerable dominance of evaluation forms (Chandler, 1978) dictates
and determines the lecturer's career development track to a not insignificant degree.
These implications have turned the forms into a source of much criticism by the academic faculty (Smith et al., 2008)
and an object of many studies that seek to examine their reliability and validity, as well as to what degree students'
perceptions should be given the power to affect the career of academics. Opinions are divided in two – supporters
and objectors. Some claim that this dispute is the most significant in all research on teaching (Kulik, 2001).
Despite the dispute, everyone agrees about the significance of promoting "efficient teaching" and improving the
quality of teaching (National Survey, 2002). Academic institutions develop policy and criteria with the purpose of
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encouraging, rewarding, and measuring "good teaching" (Ballantyne et al., 2000). Hence, the dispute is not about the
need for control rather about how it should be carried out and its efficacy.
The purpose of the current study is to examine the recommendations of academic faculty members in Israel as to
how students' evaluations of teaching in courses can be improved so that students' comments will have significance
for improving and advancing faculty teaching. This, based on a perception of evaluations as part of the learning
output of faculty members in their courses, with the goal of instilling in graduates of academic systems the ability to
provide objective and fair assessments and criticism.
2. Preface
Forms for evaluating lecturers were first introduced to academia at the beginning of the previous century, but their
status and significance increased mainly from the 1970s (Hativa, 2008). Over the years, the forms received the status
of an efficient and inexpensive tool constituting a way of assessing the efficacy of teaching and a means of deriving
operative conclusions regarding improvement of teaching quality and assessing lecturers' performance. Use of the
forms is very popular in the United States and Canada, which see the great importance of transforming teaching into
a professional career and setting strict standards of knowledge and skill for teaching (Hativa, 2003; Hativa, 2002).
Evaluation forms are perceived as a means of realizing these goals and are leading European countries to embrace
the evaluation method, despite the disputes regarding the forms as a valid measure for reaching applied decisions
(Reinderman & Schofield, 2001).
In the first years of their use, evaluation tools had no far-reaching implications, however over the years the status of
teaching evaluations has grown and they have been transformed from a mere evaluation tool that provides
recommendations for improvement to a tool whose results have significant consequences for academic careers –
academic tenure, promotions, and appointments (Ehie & Kararthanos, 1994; Harrison et al., 2004; Smith et al., 2004;
Williams & Ceci, 1997).
These aspects have inevitable impacts on salaries, perceived prestige, and possibilities for career development.
Evaluation results receive considerable significance and provide measures for superiors. The large dominance of
evaluation forms dictates and determines the lecturer's career development track to a not insignificant degree.
These implications have turned the forms into a source of much criticism by the academic faculty (Smith et al., 2008)
and an object of many studies that seek to examine the reliability and validity of the evaluation forms, to what degree
students' perceptions should be given power to affect the career of academics. Opinions are divided in two –
supporters and objectors. Some claim that this dispute is the most significant dispute in all research on teaching.
On one hand, some see the very existence of the form as a judgmental means that harms the lecturer's academic
status, puts him or her at a disadvantage, and is forced on him (Avdor, 2006). Advocates of this approach feel that
they are expected to "provide the merchandise" for the students, and in return the latter give them credit points. This
point of view often stems from a lack of dialogue between the lecturers and their superiors, among the lecturers, and
between lecturers and students (ibid.). These are countered by those who support the forms and recognize the
significance of the evaluations as a means of advancing and improving the quality of teaching as well as the
satisfaction of the students-consumers (Marsh, 1987; Marsh & Roche, 1994; Ramsden, 1991).
Despite the dispute, everyone agrees on the significance of promoting "efficient teaching" and improving the quality
of teaching (National Survey, 2002). Academic institutions develop policy and criteria with the purpose of
encouraging, rewarding, and measuring "good teaching" (Ballantyne et al., 2000). The dispute is not about the need
for control but rather about how it should be carried out and its degree of efficacy. The question is whether the
academic system, which recognizes the significance of students' teaching evaluation results, indeed also considers
how students should be taught skills of assessment and measurement. How can students' assessment skills be
improved so that their comments will be meaningful for improving and advancing faculty teaching. The perspective
regarding how evaluations are perceived is unique too, where evaluations are perceived are part of the faculty's
learning outputs in their courses, with the aim being that graduates of academic systems should have the ability to
provide objective and fair assessments.
2.1 The CHE: Academic Institutions will be Required to Meet Standards for Improving Teaching
The Council for Higher Education (CHE) encourages use of these evaluations, and as of the 2010/11 school year
they constitute part of the quality assessment report submitted to the CHE by academic institutions, intended for the
use of the international committees that inspect the quality assessment process in the various departments.
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Completion of the forms in the institutions was carried out in the past by writing on printed forms distributed to
students in one of the last classes in the semester. Since then, students have transitioned to completing surveys
online.
Despite efforts invested in marketing and in promoting students' motivation to complete the online teaching survey,
participation rates were very low (25%-30%).
In 2015 the findings of a survey on teaching quality and evaluation at institutions of higher education were
formulated – most institutions of higher education invest efforts in improving the quality of teaching.
According to a decision of the CHE plenum, all government-funded universities and colleges must meet a list of
criteria that require them to take steps to improve the quality of teaching.
The decision determines that all government-funded academic institutions will be required to maintain an official
apparatus in charge of carrying out the mandatory steps: holding professional training sessions on teaching for new
faculty on all levels, including external teachers and teaching assistants; administering evaluation surveys of teaching
in each semester and in all courses given at the institution; providing the findings of the surveys and the students'
comments to all lecturers evaluated and to their superiors, while stating their relative rating in the department and in
the institution; maintaining a system for dealing with lecturers for whom the results of the teaching surveys deviate
from the standard (in both directions); providing an accessible and public system for accepting students' complaints
regarding teaching and handling these complaints; publicizing and distributing detailed syllabi for all courses as well
as rules concerning requirements for courses and how grades are determined; transparency in faculty schedules and
lecturer availability; and support for faculty with all matters related to teaching technologies.
The significance of student evaluations of teaching is growing in the capitalist academic world, in the sense of –
what do the clients have to say? Very little research attention has been given to the meaning of teaching surveys in
the current era, particularly in a generation when people write without stopping to think, where everything is exposed
for all to see – digital and online.
2.2 The "Response to Needs" Approach – Learner-Centered
Paradigmatic transformations have occurred in Israel's system of higher education (Mizrachi, 1994), indicating that
the face of higher education has changed with the changes, reflecting the different and preferential treatment of the
needs of science, society, and the individual (Yaoz & Iram, 1987). The changes are, to a large degree, the product of
developments in educational thought in general, higher education in particular, and shifts in Israeli society as
manifested in higher education. The effects of "progressive" trends in the philosophy of education, which demand
that the learners be placed in the center, have gradually intensified in Israel. These trends have been translated into
the language of education, in all educational systems, in the form of excess individualization (Chen, 1998; Iram,
1978).
Higher education is measured from this perspective of responding to needs (Miller, 1990). This approach is
compatible with the aims of institutions of higher education: research and teaching, which constitutes a service for
the community of learners (Mizrachi, 1994).
Until World War II, the main role of the higher education system was to nurture the elite. This system served as a
mirror of the elite and as an instrument for preserving the existing social order. The change that occurred is that
higher education, which could previously be defined as an opportunity reserved for the privileged few, became a
universal right and even a civil duty. From the latter half of the 20 th century we witnessed a phenomenon of
massification of higher education, when higher education was expanded from the elite to the masses, namely, a
transformation was evident in the composition of the student population, their motives for studying, and their study
habits – a new reality (Davidovitch, 2014).
Hence, one of the challenges encountered in this new reality was to preserve quality: in research, in teaching.
Following the transformation of higher education to a system that is accessible by the masses we are witnessing
phenomena such as: large classes, a diminishing of the humanities and the natural sciences, degree
commercialization, degree inflation, grade inflation and superficial demands, disrespect for research values,
involvement of workplaces, studies motivated by the desire to acquire money and status, "advanced" degrees for
everyone (with no thesis), plagiarism, and more. These are phenomena that affect academic teaching processes, and a
new profile of learners has emerged, who are now "consumers". As a result, faculty members are currently skeptical
regarding the results of teaching surveys that indicate students' satisfaction with faculty teaching.
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In summary, the research literature indicates that in recent years fissures have emerged in academia – forming a
backdrop for the faculty's gradually increasing lack of confidence in the results of teaching surveys reflecting
students' satisfaction with faculty teaching.
This is the background for examining the effect of faculty's frustration with student evaluations of teaching, on one
hand, and the understanding that in the current times it is important to hear the students, the "clients".
In the desire to approach the issue from both angles, in the current study we examined the recommendations of
faculty on how to improve students' assessments so that their comments will have meaning for faculty members, with
the purpose of improving and advancing teaching and learning processes in courses. The very existence of these
faculty recommendations was found to reflect the perception of evaluations as part of faculty's learning output in
their courses, with the aim being for graduates of academic systems to be capable of providing objective and fair
assessments.
Academic teaching has undergone deep transitions throughout the world and therefore it is important to examine
ways of properly and fairly evaluating the quality of teaching in academia, and teaching should definitely constitute a
factor in processes of appointment and promotion – the question is how?
2.3 Evaluation of Lecturers by Students – Educating on How to Provide Assessments and Criticism
In faculty members' perception, numerical rankings given as part of students' evaluations of teaching would be more
meaningful if students would also note their assessment verbally. Therefore, in order for the verbal part of the
evaluation to be positive, students must be educated and must be taught to think before completing assessments.
Faculty members note that assessments of faculty should not be given absent-mindedly, without teaching students
how to perform assessments and to express criticism.
Faculty see assessments as one of the lecturer's learning outcomes generated by the course.
According to this approach, assessments are an integral part of planning a course in the learning-focused approach,
and they help form a dialogue between academic faculty and students and lead to compatibility between the learning
results (course goals) and the teaching methods and assessment goals (Davidovitch, 2013, 2016).
Learning outcomes are statements by a lecturer or a group of lecturers that specify what students will know or will be
capable of doing as a result of the learning activity. Outcomes are usually expressed as knowledge, proficiencies, or
views.
Learning outcomes are declarations regarding what students are expected to know, understand, and/or be capable of
demonstrating by the end of the learning process.
The research literature on assessments does not refer to this innovative approach that sees assessments as a challenge
embodied by the formulation of learning goals.
2.4 Planning a Course in the "Learning Outcomes" Method – What is it?
At the end of the course students are not asked: What did you learn in order to complete the course? But rather: What
do you know and what can you do now that you couldn't do before you took this course? Therefore, the first step in
planning a course is defining teaching goals: What will the student know and be capable of doing in general by the
end of the course?
2.5 How to Plan a Course in the Learning Outcomes Based Approach?


Focus on the student's point of view.

 Focus on outcomes. Learning outcomes express what students are expected to do by the end of the learning
period.


Outcomes are defined clearly and unequivocally.

 Outcomes determine the contents of the study program, the structure of the program, the teaching methods, the
assessment process, and the schedule. Learning outcomes also provide a framework for assessing the study program.
2.6 Example: Developing a Course in Stages in STEM Disciplines
Stage 1: Formulating student-focused overall goals
-

What do you expect the graduate to know and to be able to do?

What do you expect the student to know and to be able to do by the end of the course/unit (with regard to
skills, knowledge, proficiencies, conceptions, values)?
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-

What effect would you like this course to have on students' life by the end of the course? In a few years?

-

What are the practical expectations of the course graduates?

According to the STEM approach, possible goals are by the end of the course students will have the capacity of:
assessment and criticism; understanding professional and ethical responsibility; ability to understand the wide
education required and to recognize the need and ability to engage in learning throughout life.
This is a holistic approach (Nisanholtz-Ganot & Davidovitch, 2018) – hence, after the course goals are formulated
by the lecturer, the lecturer shall select the assessment methods (for measuring the achievability of the teaching
goals) and will determine standards for evaluating performance – How can the student demonstrate that he knows
and is capable of doing what was formulated in the goals and the teaching methods. For example, an open-ended
exam (rather than a closed-end multi-choice exam – so that students will acquire the art of written expression; or
choosing peer assessment, which includes imparting evaluation and critical skills as well as ethical and collegial
responsibility.
In summary, the uniqueness of the teaching method based on learning outcomes begins with identifying the learning
goals of the course rather than the material and contents of the course.
How are goals identified? The lecturer asks himself: What should students know and be capable of doing by the end
of the course? The lecturer chooses the evaluation methods and determines criteria for assessing performance:
according to the goals, as well as selecting the teaching method according to the goals: What is the best way for me
to teach as an lecturer in order to achieve the learning goals: both regarding the material that will be included in the
course and regarding the teaching strategy, as well as assessment and critical skills that we wish to instill in students,
based on the conception of assessment as a shaping and significant factor.
This approach, which sees assessments as a means in higher education, as part of the learning outputs, is also part of
the SWOT model.
The goal: Lecturers (as well as students) strive to improve students' performance on assignments and to evaluate
performance in a way that will advance students' learning.
The method: Use of teaching strategies based on giving students feedback on performance of an assignment
during the course. The feedback is given by students-peers, by the lecturer, and through class discussions.
This type of teaching is based on the SWOT model (Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, Threats).
Embracing the model as an evaluation method in academic courses
The SWOT model refers to the demands of the academic course and includes (Davidovitch & Levy, 2017):
 Strengths – Identifying and diagnosing strengths, abilities, and positive situations concerning the assignment
given, with the aim of enabling students to achieve their goals;
 Weaknesses – Identifying and diagnosing inabilities and situations capable of preventing students from
achieving their desired goals;
 Opportunities – Identifying and diagnosing factors and situations that can help students achieve their goals but
have not yet been utilized by them in the outcome presented;
 In addition, Treatments – Presenting operative suggestions for necessary improvement, as evident in
weaknesses and/or opportunities not utilized by students.
Based on previous studies (Davidovitch, 2013, 2017), the current study sees evaluations given by students as part of
faculty's learning output in their courses.
The hypotheses
1. Providing textual content in students' evaluations of lecturers’ teaching will have a positive effect in the form of
higher scores in the evaluations.
H1. STUDENT positively affects TEXT
H2. TEXT positively affect SCOREPOS
2.

Teaching students to think before completing evaluations of lecturers, will result in more positive contents.

H3. STUDENT positively affects THINK
H4. THINK positively affects THINKPOS
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3. Methodology
3.1 Initial Sample
Surveys were distributed online using Google Docs to the senior faculty members of seven academic institutions.
One hundred seventy seven completed questionnaires were collected, divided as follows. Ariel University (88),
Ben-Gurion University (20), Emek Yezreel Academic College (19), 7 respondents were divided between four other
institutions, and the rest did not mention their affiliation. Gender wise, 49.4% of the respondents were females and
50.6% males. Respondents' age ranged from 22-39 (17.1%), 40-49 (40.8 %), and 50+ (42.1 %).
The survey included four open-ended questions: “Do you think the teaching evaluation format should change, and
how?”, “In your opinion, are there alternatives for the teaching evaluation, in order to assess teaching? What are
they?”, “How do you think the teaching evaluations cause harm?”, “What is the value of the teaching evaluations?”,
along with demographic questions.
3.2 Survey Analysis
Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) was used to test the model’s goodness-of-fit (Eckhaus, 2019; Eckhaus &
Sheaffer, 2018a). Model fit was estimated using CFI, RMSEA, and minimum discrepancy, divided by their degrees
of freedom (CMIN / DF). Values of CFI, NFI, and TLI above .9 are considered acceptable (Hinz et al., 2017), the
ratio CMIN / DF should be as small as possible (ibid.); typically, lower than 3 is considered a good fit. RMSEA
should be .06 or smaller (Hu & Bentler, 1999).
3.3 Content Analysis
We employed a mixed methods design, with both quantitative and qualitative analysis, which provides a better
understanding of the research problem (Ghasempour, Bakar, & Jahanshahloo, 2014).
3.4 Manual Classification
Initially, we manually reviewed all the respondents’ texts and identified major themes, as follows. STUDENT –
refers to students. TEXT – the open questions/qualitative feedback that the students write in their evaluations of the
lecturers. THINK - thinking before writing and a serious approach to the evaluations. SCORE – the grades and
students’ exams. POSITIVE - refers to positive implications, such as improving, contributing, and motivating.
Next, we constructed interaction variables: TEXTPOS – positivity of the textual content the student writes in the
evaluation. SCOREPOS – positivity regarding the scores the students give in the evaluations, i.e., good scores in
evaluations of lecturers.
3.5 The Following are Quotes from Faculty Statements
Regarding the need to teach students to focus on what is before them faculty state that "comments are not to the
point" or "sometimes the evaluation is not relevant". Another faculty member added that "the evaluations are often
not to the point and are insulting". Another faculty member expanded on the consequences of this: "Comments that
are not to the point or are insulting create an unpleasant feeling that obviously affects energies".
In addition, faculty members state that "students who do not attend give evaluations" and that "there is no correlation
between students who attended the course and those who complete the forms". This has the effect, as stated by
faculty members, that "at present the evaluations are a very untrustworthy evaluation tool" and that "at present
evaluations do not give a true picture of what is happening in the course and it is necessary to think of an alternative
method".
In contrast, when faculty members were asked to find alternative solutions, several ideas were raised, such as "to
interview several students in a focus group", "holding interviews with selected students during the semester",
"meeting… with students at the end of the semester in order to hear about the teaching personnel", or even "ongoing
and direct contact with the students themselves". Namely, solutions that require students to respond judiciously and
that do not enable irresponsible completion of evaluations, which might ultimately hurt the lecturer unjustifiably. As
described by a faculty member, "quite a few complain unfoundedly although they did not attend/participate/make an
effort during classes".
In summary, the problem was well described by one of the survey respondents, who described himself as "a former
undergraduate student here" and claimed: "I understand the thinking of students here. Most of them want to receive
as much information as possible about exams and to have the teaching assistant only solve exams. They are not
interested in understanding the study material or how to approach the exercises". This statement clarifies the essence
and depth of the problem; in an institution that is supposed to educate and to develop knowledge, students are not
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engaged in learning. This problem is the Achilles heel of the academic world, whose prestige is gradually
diminishing versus organizations that promise their students a profession. The same approach reflecting disinterest in
that which is before them is evident in the evaluations, together with results that might be harmful to lecturers.
3.6 Automated Text Classification
We employed TEXTIMUS, a software that supports text mining and automated content analysis (Eckhaus &
Ben-Hador, 2017, 2018). In the first step, we generated n-gram frequencies. N-gram refers to a contiguous sequence
of n words from a given sequence of text (Davidovitch & Eckhaus, 2018b; Toosinezhad, Mohamadpoor, &
Tabatabaee Malazi, 2018). For instance, when applying n-gram to the sentence “happiness may be enriched and
sustained” (Eckhaus & Sheaffer, 2018b), unigram represents collections of single words and bigram each pair of
words (such as ‘Happiness may,’ ‘may be,’ ‘be enriched,’ etc.). Next, we made use of the ‘Bag-of-Words’ (BoW)
technique (Davidovitch & Eckhaus, 2018a; Eckhaus, 2018; Eckhaus & Davidovitch, 2018a, 2018b), known as the
most common method for text analysis based on Natural Language Processing (NLP). This technique is based on the
concept that documents are represented as a collection of words, regardless of grammar and order. A set of keywords
is explored in all the documents, with values weighted according to whether the word appears in a document, or the
number of times it appears (Davidovitch & Eckhaus, 2018b). Therefore, we analyzed the frequency of all words in
the set of texts, and compiled groups of the most frequent words employed for each of the research variables. Similar
to studies that employed BoW in organizational contexts (Eckhaus, 2016; Eckhaus & Sheaffer, 2018c; Eckhaus,
Taussig, & Ben-Hador, 2018; Eckhaus, Weber, Koppel, & Spiegel, 2018), we then summed the words’ occurrences
to create the variables.
4. Results
The correlations, means, and standard deviations between the research variables are presented in Table 1.
Table 1. Correlation matrix: Means, SD
STUDENT

THINK

TEXT

TEXTPOS

SCOREPOS

STUDENT

-

THINK

.30***

-

TEXT

.29***

.09

-

TEXTPOS

.23**

.21**

.54***

-

SCOREPOS

.38**

.01

.19*

.31***

-

Mean

1.81

.10

.46

.67

.78

SD

1.97

.41

.86

3.1

2.67

*p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001
Demographic variables: Gender, institution type (university or college), age, and seniority in the institution (in years),
were added to the interaction variables as control variables.
Figure 1 illustrates the model and the regressions’ weights. The hypothesized model showed a very good fit: CMIN /
DF = 1.59, p>.05, CFI = 0.91, RMSEA = 0.058. All hypotheses were supported. STUDENT positively affected TEXT
(H1), TEXT positively affected SCOREPOS (H2), STUDENT positively affected THINK (H3), THINK positively
affected THINKPOS (H4). The demographic variables had no statistical significance.
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Figure 1. Model path and weights
The model proves that when students make an effort to think this affects their writing of positive comments.
Moreover, there is more chance of good numerical rankings in the evaluation if it includes a verbal part.
According to these results, the clear recommendation indicated is as follows. In order to reach positive outcomes in
the verbal part of the evaluation, students must be educated and taught to think before completing the evaluations.
Completion should not take place without thinking and consideration. Once the approach is level-headed, it is
necessary to make sure that there is a verbal part to complete in the evaluation and this will lead to higher rankings of
lecturers.
4. Conclusion and Discussion
This study presents a new conception of academic teaching, one that sees evaluations as part of the learning
outcomes of faculty members in their courses. Despite the potential sense of harm as a result of the evaluations, as
we showed in previous studies, and recognizing the significance of students' opinions on the course, lecturers raise
the significance of taking action to render these evaluations fair. Students must understand the power of the words
that express their evaluation of the lecturers. This point of view is the first of its kind, with academic faculty
supporting students' opinions and offering recommendations for their improvement.
In the learning outcomes view, planning the course begins with identifying the learning goals rather than the material
and contents of the course. In order to identify the goals the lecturer must ask himself: What should students know
and be capable of doing by the end of the course? Furthermore, he must choose the evaluation methods and standards
for measuring the quality of performance. The teaching method will be selected according to the goals defined. The
lecturer must choose the best teaching method for him as a lecturer, both with regard to the material to be included in
the course and with regard to the teaching strategy, planning the schedule, and designing the syllabus. Perceiving the
evaluation as an inseparable part of planning the course will make it possible for students to acquire evaluation and
critical skills on the personal level.
The more knowledge becomes accessible, the more lecturers are required to bring added value to studies. This is not
a simple requirement and it compels lecturers to think "outside the box" and to give up regular teaching patterns. It
demands acquaintance with the students, readiness for change and to receive evaluations and criticism. In this way, a
lecturer cannot come to class without holding a type of self-examination concerning the goals and means he intends
to use. This involves considerable effort, however such an effort makes it possible for the lecturer to face the students
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with a true and honest answer to questions such as "What will I do with it in real life?" or "Why is it necessary to
come to class?".
As perceived by the lecturers, evaluation and criticism are important values in the academic world, in the
employment world – and in fact, in all areas of life. Evaluations enable lecturers to perform teaching activities
capable of challenging this area.
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