Evaluating Teacher’s Classroom Performance

Raul Ramirez-Velarde1[0000-0001-7186-1914] | aira Hervert-Escobarl0000-0003-2465-7106] and Neil Her-
nandeZ_Gress[0000-0003-0966-5685]

Tecnologico de Monterrey. Eugenio Garza Sada 2501 Sur, Col. Tecnolégico, Monterrey, N. L.,
Mexico, 64849.

Abstract. Teacher evaluation in the classroom is a multifaceted challenge, with
no one-size-fits-all solution. While student evaluations provide valuable feed-
back, they are limited by students' inability to accurately assess their own learn-
ing. This reliance on student evaluations alone can lead to biased assessments,
grade inflation, and misconceptions about learning. To address these issues, a
multidimensional approach to teacher evaluation is proposed. This approach in-
corporates various assessment methods, including on-site evaluations, standard-
ized tests, portfolio reviews, and student surveys, to provide a comprehensive
view of a teacher's performance.
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1 Introduction

As in any professional environment, the evaluation of professors at any university is an
exercise that not only aids the institute in improving its educational processes but also
assists professors in discovering their strengths and areas for improvement. This paper
will exclusively discuss the evaluation of professors in the classroom, without consid-
ering their roles in administrative positions, scientific production, or participation in
projects.

The evaluation of professors in universities plays a crucial role in the educational pro-
cess as it aims to ensure the quality and effectiveness of teaching. This mechanism
allows academic institutions to gather valuable feedback from students regarding the
performance of teachers, thereby opening the door to continuous improvement. Evalu-
ation has become an essential tool for measuring aspects such as clarity in communica-
tion, the ability to motivate students, and currency in content knowledge, among others.

However, its implementation poses challenges, such as the inherent subjectivity in stu-
dent opinions, mapping the personal and professional characteristics of the professor to
a score in the evaluation, intellectual production, and the need to balance quantitative
and qualitative evaluation. In this context, the evaluation of professors emerges as a
dynamic process aimed at raising educational standards and promoting academic ex-
cellence.
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This paper aims to conduct a scientific evaluation of performance evaluation of profes-
sors in the classroom and the role that the Students Evaluation of Teaching (SET) plays
in it by reviewing recent available literature. Based on the research findings, a reference
model for the classroom performance evaluation of professors is proposed.

The assertion that the outcome of the SET significantly influences professor evaluation,
salary increments, and future career trajectory is widely acknowledged. SETs serve as
the primary means to measure a professor's performance in their interaction with stu-
dents. There is a prevailing assumption that a higher evaluation score on the SET cor-
relates with better student learning outcomes. However, is this true?

In this paper, we will address the following points:

1. Students' perception of their own learning.
2. Evaluation of professors and actual learning outcomes.
3. The illusion of learning: a definition of teaching fluency.
4. Factors biasing the evaluation of professors.
5. The persistence of professor evaluation: correlations over time and space.
6. The relationship between professor evaluation and their level of rigor.
7. The relationship between learning, professor evaluation, and grades.
8. Does professor evaluation incentivize poor teaching practices?
9. The role of social networks.
10. Alternatives for evaluating professors' performance in the classroom: A Tec Model.

To address these topics, a literature review has been conducted, summarized as follows.

2 Students’ Perception of Their Own Learning

How proficient are students in assessing their own learning? It is reasonable to assume
that students are adept at estimating how much they have effectively learned, especially
considering that they have spent decades learning and dedicating most of their time to
education. Initially, in the mid-20th century, experiments seeking to measure students'
perception of their own learning found substantial evidence that students were adept at
gauging their level of learning [1]. However, more careful measurements conducted
later revealed that these results were influenced by three biases: a) publication bias,
b) small sample bias, and c) disciplinary bias. Publication bias occurs because results
with a positive correlation are more likely to be published in a journal than those
with a null or negative correlation. Small sample bias implies that correlations found
in small or non-carefully selected samples must be very large to be statistically
significant. That is, if the sample size is small and the correlation is not close to 1, the
result is not valid because the confidence interval in small samples is very wide. The
most significant bias is disciplinary bias. The field of Pedagogy consistently, suffer-
ing from the two biases mentioned above, finds a positive correlation between per-
ception of learning and actual learning, while disciplinary areas such as business,
science, and engineering have found results that are precisely the opposite. See
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Clayson's meta-analysis (2009) [1] and Uttl et al.'s meta-analysis of meta-analyses
(2017) [2]. Perhaps initially, students could accurately evaluate their learning, and then
this changed as the teaching system evolved. Thus, experiment after experiment has
shown that students are poor at estimating their own learning. Under normal conditions,
students consistently overestimate their learning, resulting in generally negative reac-
tions when their actual performance is communicated to them. Not only that. Students
may believe they have learned more than they have if the instructor speaks fluently and
enthusiastically. And they may believe they have learned less than they have if the in-
structor speaks less fluently and lacks enthusiasm. The literature on this matter is vast.
In addition to Clayson and Uttl et al., we have Papamitsiou and Economides (2014) [3],
Deslauriers et al. (2019) [4], Clauss and Geedey (2010) [5], Stroebe [6], and many more
references included within these articles. Uttl et al. is a meta-analysis of previous meta-
analyses.

A very interesting result is found in Claus et al., where the difference between perceived
learning and assessed learning reached a value of up to 36 on the Kruskal-Wallis test,
when the limit is 8 [5]. The problem with this study is the small sample size. The sample
contains about 80 evaluations when the minimum sample size is 384. More robust and
interesting results are found in Papamitsiou et al., where, using pre- and post-tests, the
difference between perceived learning both pre and post, compared against the meas-
urement of actual learning, is up to 6.56 standard deviations, whereas the limit for sta-
tistical significance is approximately 2 standard deviations [3]. This means that stu-
dents are not bad at assessing their own learning.

What does this mean for the evaluation of professors? We will discuss this in the fol-
lowing section.

3 Professor Evaluation and Actual Learning

The first article on student evaluations of their professors (SET) was published over 80
years ago, in 1927. In the 1960s and 1970s, the use of student evaluations expanded
significantly in the United States, and currently, nearly all North America employs SET
to assess the effectiveness of professors. Such evaluations are used for hiring, salary
increases, promotions, selection for special projects, classification, department and
school evaluations, among other purposes.

There are several reasons for utilizing SET. Among them, a) it is a quick, relatively
inexpensive, and numerical way to evaluate teaching, b) it allows students to have a
voice in the evaluation of their professors and academic departments, and c) students
are the primary witnesses to how professors conduct teaching [1] [2].

Although there is abundant literature defending SET as a good indicator of learning,
this literature is subject to publication bias, in the sense that it mainly comes from the
field of pedagogy and typically has methodological issues such as lack of statistical
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rigor in data treatment and small sample sizes [1] [2]. A vast array of studies, including
a couple of meta-analyses that reassess the conclusions of several previous studies [1]
[2] [3]1 [4] [7] [8], demonstrate that the correlation between professor evaluation and
actual learning is at best very low, commonly null, and even occasionally negative.
Uttl et al. found that SET can only explain 1% of measured learning and that if the
student's prior learning is considered, the relationship between SET and learning
is not statistically different from zero [2]. The positive correlation, typically low,
occurs on rare occasions and is highly dependent on disciplinary area, professor, course
level, and multiple other factors [1]. And in general, the more objectively learning is
assessed, for example, in analytical classes using standardized exams, the relation-
ship between learning and SET disappears [1]. To clarify, a negative correlation
means that a professor with certain speaking characteristics gives a false sense of learn-
ing but teaches less than a professor who is rated worse. This will be discussed in the
following section.

4 The Illusion of Learning: A Definition of Teaching Fluency

If students are poor at estimating their learning within a class, what are we evaluating?
Actually, SETs measure student satisfaction with the course, which, while a genu-
inely useful measurement, is not a measurement of learning. SET is based on the stu-
dent's perception of their professor's characteristics, such as their level of subject
knowledge, clarity of expression, organization, enthusiasm, likability, fairness, availa-
bility, accessibility, sense of humor, personal treatment, etc. [2]. But there are many
other factors, all outside the control of the professor, that influence student satisfaction
with the subject matter and therefore influence SET. For example, whether the student
has received the grades they believe they deserve, the student's interest in the topics of
the subject, whether the subject is elective or the student is forced to take it, whether
the course is analytical or quantitative or not, the level of the class in the student's career
profile, the class time and duration, whether the student has had any disputes with the
professor, whether the student finds the professor's accent strange, whether the profes-
sor is male or female, and even the well-known effects of height and attractiveness on
perceived competence [2] [8].

As we have already mentioned, students are poor at estimating their own learning. De-
rived from this, multiple studies have shown that students feel they have learned more
when the lesson is taught by a professor who achieves fluency in presentation than when
the lesson is taught by a professor who disrupts fluency for active learning. Even when
it is the same professor. Carpenter et al call this the "lllusion of Learning".

There are a couple of experiments by Carpenter et al. [7] and Deslauriers et al. [4]. In
Carpenter's experiment, the same professor taught two classes. In the first group, the
professor gave the class with great fluency, and in the second group with little fluency.
In both experiments, a fluid class is defined as one in which the presenter stands upright,
maintains eye contact with the students, does not consult their notes, and is expressive
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in their gestures. Additionally, the professor must speak clearly, and the presentation
must be well-organized with a defined structure. In the non-fluid class, the professor
had a slouched posture, somewhat hiding behind furniture, did not maintain eye contact
with the students, consulted their notes constantly, spoke in a monotone, and was not
expressive in their gestures. The students gave a much better evaluation to the fluent
version of the professor and expressed that they felt they learned a lot with this profes-
sor, while the students of the non-fluid version rated the professor much lower and
expressed having learned little. Surprisingly, the exams showed that the learning of
both groups was the same.

In Deslauriers' experiment, two classes were set up again. One was a fluid class, without
interruptions for activities, taught by an excellently well-rated star professor, and the
other class was taught using active learning considering the best practices of the disci-
pline. This learning included difficult activities that students should perform within the
classroom. Again, the students of the fluid class rated the professor up to 20%
higher. However, when tests were conducted to assess learning, it was found that the
students in the active class achieved higher grades, as expected. In both experiments,
the results passed the test of statistical significance.

There is another experiment conducted in 1973 [8], called the "Dr. Fox" experiment,
and its results are called the "Dr. Fox Effect.” In this experiment, Naftulin, Ware, and
Donnelly offered a course on the applications of game theory to human behavior that
would be taught by the expert Dr. Myron L. Fox. Dr. Fox was a Hollywood actor who
knew nothing about the topic. Additionally, the actor was asked to make the presenta-
tion less precise, including vague material, contradictory statements, redundancies, and
some humor unrelated to the topic. Dr. Fox delivered the presentation in an enthusiastic
and passionate manner. How was the presentation evaluated? 90% of the feedback
stated that the presentation was well-organized, interesting, and contained interesting
examples.

It is evident that students prefer a professor with fluent speech over one who engages
students with activities. It is also evident that most students do not learn much in class
and prefer to be entertained. There is a statement that, although an exaggeration, sum-
marizes what we have seen. In 1965, journalist Donald R. P. Marquis said, "If you make
people think they're thinking, they'll love you. If you actually make them think, they'll
hate you" (quoted by Morley & Everett, 1965, p. 237). In short, the best teacher is not
the one who produces the best learning, indicating that the problem of teaching and
learning is truly complicated.

5 Factors Biasing Professor Evaluation. Honesty in Evaluation.

Apart from fluency and enthusiasm, there are numerous factors that influence professor
evaluation that are unrelated to learning. Some of these factors may be controlled by
the professor, while others are not.
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We have already mentioned some factors. For example, whether the student has re-
ceived the grades they believe they deserve, the student's interest in the subject topics,
whether the subject is elective or mandatory, whether the course is analytical or quan-
titative, the level of the class in their career profile, class time, and duration, whether
the student has had any disputes with the professor, whether the student finds the profes-
sor's accent strange, whether the professor is male or female, and even the well-known
effects of height and attractiveness on perceived competence [1] [2] [8] [9].

In Carpenter et al. [8], studies on biases in SET are mentioned containing many biblio-
graphic references that we will not mention here. The following biases have been found:

1. One of the most documented biases is gender. Most of the time, men are better eval-
uated than women, although occasionally it is the other way around. It all depends
on what is being asked. If the question is exclusively about effectiveness, men are
better evaluated. However, in interactions, women are usually better evaluated.

2. Leniency and severity in grading also affect SET. We will address this topic in the
following section.

3. The age of the professor is negatively correlated with SET. That is, younger profes-
sors are usually better evaluated than older ones.

4. The appearance of the professor affects SET. More attractive professors receive
better evaluations than those perceived as less attractive.

5. Race and accent. Multiple studies in the United States show that Caucasian profes-
sors or those who speak without an accent are better evaluated than non-Caucasians
or those who speak English with the accent of a non-native English speaker.

6. And although Carpenter et al. do not document it we also have height, it is known
that taller people in general are perceived with more authority and competence.

7. Even chocolate. In an experiment conducted by Youmans and Jee in 2007, where
students taking two statistics courses and one research methods course were enrolled
in either of two discussion groups on course topics. Halfway through the course, it
is evaluated using the discussion groups. Just before evaluating the course, one dis-
cussion group received chocolate and the other did not. The students in the discus-
sion group that received chocolate rated the professors better than those that
did not receive chocolate. There was no statistically significant difference in grades
between discussion groups in each course [8].

SET is partly a memory exercise. Students must remember relevant aspects that have
happened in the class over a period of several months. And it is a well-known fact that
feelings influence memory [10]. Facts with emotional connotations are remembered
more easily. Therefore, students will mainly remember facts that emotionally affected
them positively or negatively. If there was no emotional connotation, it is likely that
students will not remember enough of the class to conduct an objective SET.

In another experiment mentioned in [8], conducted by Uijtdehaage and O’Neal in 2015,
in a medical course normally taught by several professors, fictitious professor names
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were included. And although students could select "*"Not Applicable," only 34% of
students selected this option. The rest, 66%, provided creative evaluations of the
fictitious professors. In an additional experiment conducted in 2008 by Brown, it was
found that some students used SET to retaliate against professors for not receiving the
grade they expected, that 36.5% of students personally reported knowing other stu-
dents who made evaluations with false comments about the professor because they
didn't like them, and it is estimated in the same study that 30% of SETs contain de-
liberately false information introduced by students.

6 Persistence of Professor Evaluation: Correlations Over Time
and Across Groups

SET exhibits persistence within the same group and across groups, as well as over time.
This means that professors are often evaluated similarly at the beginning and end of the
course. If they teach other courses, they are also likely to be evaluated similarly. It is
rare for a professor to receive a low evaluation in one course and a high evaluation in
another. The latter can only occur if there are significant differences in the courses. For
example, students who take a course voluntarily tend to rate their professors better than
those who are compelled by the academic program. Students in advanced semesters
tend to rate their more demanding professors better, etc. As mentioned, SET depends
on many factors that cannot be controlled by the professor. However, this persistence
in evaluation indicates that SET is based on relatively stable aspects and therefore
difficult for the professor to change. Evidence indicates that each professor has a
baseline evaluation related to their appearance, background, and personality,
which has nothing to do with student learning. Therefore, some professors may need to
make significant changes to alter their baseline evaluation, or they may need to exert
more effort than other professors to compensate for their inherent disadvantages. Ewing
found that in SET, under the same conditions, simply changing the professor altered
the intercept of regression models, i.e., the baseline evaluation. This is known in statis-
tics as a fixed-effect parameter, indicating that the instructor has a predetermined
average evaluation [9].

7 The Relationship Between Professor Evaluation and Their
Level of Rigor

One of the oldest questions that has been raised is the relationship between a professor's
rigor and Student Evaluation of Teaching (SET). Is it true that more demanding profes-
sors are evaluated worse than more lenient ones?

The quick answer to this question is yes. The correlation between a professor’s rigor
and SET is negative. This can be observed in [1], [8], [9], and [11], along with many
references to experiments contained in these articles. Generally, when a professor is
perceived as demanding in grading and in designing activities (creating more
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challenging activities and grading them rigorously), they will receive a lower SET than
a less demanding professor in the same circumstances (and with the same students).

Furthermore, the effects of rigor and lack of fluency in teaching can combine to create
the perfect storm. Under certain circumstances, for example, in advanced elective
courses where students voluntarily enroll, students may accept rigor as fair and concede
that it enhances learning. But if students do not perceive significant learning, as would
be the case with a professor who teaches with little fluency, they will consider high
grading rigor very unfair and evaluate this professor poorly.

Now we know that rigor affects SET, but to what extent? This is difficult to estimate
due to the challenge of measuring rigor in evaluation while keeping all other factors
constant. However, it has been established that the negative correlation between rigor
and SET is clear and has been demonstrated through various experiments. However, a
relationship that is much more documented is the relationship between SET and grades.
Since grades are easily available, there are many studies exploring this relationship.

8 The Relationship Between Learning, Professor Evaluation,
and Grades

Multiple studies show a positive relationship between SET and student grades. Not only
that, but it has also been proven that there is a relationship between SET and the grade
that students expect to receive in the course. And this expected grade serves as a
proxy for rigor. In other words, students expect lower grades with demanding profes-
sors, and they tend to give them a lower evaluation.

This relationship between the grade and the expected grade and SET is discussed in [1],
[81, [9], [12], [13], and other studies mentioned within these articles show a positive
relationship, ranging from low to moderate, between grades and SET. However,
Ewing and Clayson and others have found a strong relationship between the grade
expected by the student and SET [1], [9], as well as Lindsay [12] and Eiszler [13].

This association between grades and SET, which has been widely documented, is like
the chicken or the egg problem. The relationship has been extensively discussed, and
two hypotheses have been proposed. A) Reciprocity. Better-evaluated professors are
better teachers, and therefore, students achieve better grades. Students feel they learn
more and reward the professor with a better evaluation. B) Leniency. Students reward
professors who grade leniently because the grade they expect will be higher, closer to
the grade they believe they deserve. Both effects, reciprocity and leniency, blend and
are difficult to separate. However, there is a moment in time when the effects do not
blend, and that is the future. Both Clayson [1], Uttl et al [2], and Carpenter and
Witherby [8] found that students who took introductory courses with professors with
high SET, getting high grades on average, significantly lowered their grades in subse-
quent courses. So, there is evidence of leniency, although it cannot be said that all
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professors with high SET are lenient. There is also evidence, at least to some extent,
that the grade students expect influences SET positively. And there is compelling evi-
dence that rigor negatively affects SET. The same articles mentioned also found evi-
dence that students who participated in classes where the assessment was rigorous
in introductory courses performed better in subsequent courses on the same topic,
even if SET was not as high.

9 Does Teacher Evaluation Encourage Poor Teaching
Practices? Grade Inflation and Student Work Deflation

The use of SET has its positive aspects. As previously mentioned, it is a numerical
instrument from which information is easily obtainable directly from the main partici-
pants of the process. The cost of obtaining this information is moderate and allows
students to express and reflect on their experiences in the teaching-learning process. It
is a quality control instrument intended to improve teachers' classroom performance.

However, despite the advantages of SET, the imperfections of the instrument discussed
earlier lead to a series of problems in the teaching-learning process. These are:

1. Promoting enthusiastic and entertaining lessons that have little influence on
students’ true learning, reducing student engagement during class, and being
generous in evaluation [4] [8]. Students favor teachers who give fluid, entertain-
ing, and enthusiastic classes. This way of teaching promotes passivity in students,
a fact that has been proven in multiple studies. Remember that passive learning,
even if interesting and entertaining, leads to inferior learning compared to learning
obtained in a class where students have periods of active learning. Naturally, giving
a fluid class is not bad and can be good, if this oratory is accompanied by effective
learning activities in which students actively apply themselves to their learning.

2. Promoting learning at the lower levels of Bloom's taxonomy at the expense of
higher levels [5]. Clauss et al. observed that students were more widely mistaken
in their perception of their level of learning at the intermediate (and perhaps higher)
levels of Bloom's taxonomy. This means that as teachers raise the cognitive level,
and therefore the effort required to learn, students may feel that they are being asked
too much and that they are not being graded properly [5]. This could lower teachers'
evaluations and incentivize them to reduce cognitive demand to the lower levels of
Bloom's taxonomy. Uttl et al. (pp. 40) report that teachers who teach courses with
more quantitative content receive lower evaluations on average than teachers
who teach courses without quantitative content [2]. While Butcher et al. report
that departments teaching humanities and social sciences courses generally receive
higher SETSs than departments teaching economics and sciences [14].

3. Poor student decisions regarding study habits. Carpenter et al. report that stu-
dents who took classes with fluent-speaking professors believe they have learned
more, therefore, they dedicate less time to study [7]. While Babcock reports that the
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expected grade significantly affects study time. Students who took classes where
the average grade was A, dedicated 50% less time to studying than students who
took classes in courses where the average grade was C [15].

. Lower performance in advanced courses. Uttl et al.'s meta-study reports that the

limited follow-up given to students' performance in advanced courses after taking
basic courses indicates that students who took classes with fluent-speaking profes-
sors continuously had lower performance than students who took courses with less
fluent professors that included more activities in the classroom [1] [2] [8].

. Deliberate selection of courses where a higher grade can be obtained with less

effort. Multiple studies indicate that students are much more likely to select courses
where the expected grade is higher [1] [9] [14]. This is a bad study habit that can
have consequences for student performance in more advanced courses.

. Grade inflation. Grade inflation is a phenomenon that occurs in almost all higher

education institutions in North America primarily but has also been observed in
Europe. It is a widely studied phenomenon, which is why it is proven and docu-
mented. Grade inflation has multiple causes, and the relationship between SET and
grades as a probable cause has been studied since the first SETs began. There is
strong evidence that SET is, at least in part, a cause of grade inflation [1] [2] [8] [9]
[12] [16] [17]. The degree of this relationship is unclear. However, although the
relationship between SET and grades can be debated, there is no doubt that both
teachers and students believe that there is a positive correlational relationship
between them [1]. This belief alone can be one of the most powerful causes of grade
inflation. Undoubtedly, grade inflation has multiple causes beyond SETs, and con-
sequences, which will be studied in a separate document. But we can advance con-
sequences, for example, a) loss of confidence that grades reflect students' prepara-
tion, b) reduction of time invested by students in their studies, ¢) promotion of bad
study habits, d) false sense of achievement, €) unhealthy competition between de-
partments and institutions, etc.

The Role of Social Media

An aspect not addressed in the literature is the influence of social media on teacher

evaluation. As mentioned earlier, SET is persistent across courses and over time. Re-
garding social media and SET, the first effect they have is to serve as a long-term
social memory. It is entirely possible for students to enter with an already made idea
of what to expect from the teacher's teaching style and the grade they can expect based
on the multiple comments that can be read on social media. This will make the persis-

tence over time of teacher evaluation even greater. The teacher will have to work for a

long period to ensure that a negative collective memory about their teaching style is
gradually erased, replaced by a positive memory.
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It is known that social media has negative effects on young people. These effects have
been acknowledged by the companies that created these networks [18]%. Social media
is present in SET through real-time discussions among active students of the teacher.
In this discussion held on social media, all aspects of the teaching-learning process will
be discussed, but the teacher's opinion will not be necessary. In general, the social net-
work consists only of students. Why is this important? This is the second effect of
social media on education. We are talking about the “influencer’ effect on SET. We
define "influencer" as a person with the ability to communicate and influence decisions
on specific topics of other people using social media. In Ding et al., and in many other
easily accessible references, it is reported that an "influencer” can radicalize the opin-
ions of others to one side or the other [19]. Ding et al.'s article presents research focused
on politics. But it is easy to see how their conclusions extend to the educational field.
Multiple studies show that social media can affect people's behavior, beliefs, and en-
gagement in various areas of society. There is no evidence that education is different.

Another important aspect related to the possibility of changing opinions or their per-
severance, which would be the third effect. This can be read in Lee et al. [20] and in
Swale et al. [21]. In these studies, it is shown that when people are novices in a certain
topic, that is, without a fixed opinion, they seek information about the topic and natu-
rally consult the social media at their disposal; for example, a social network explicitly
formed to exchange information about a class or a teacher. In this situation, their opin-
ion can be changed by "influencers". However, after a certain time, the opinion will
solidify and will not change because the person will only accept information that rein-
forces their opinions. Both effects can be good or bad for teacher evaluation.

Let's talk about the negative effect of the "influencer" on teacher evaluation. In the case
of opinions that can be changed because students are not sure of their opinion, for ex-
ample, when the teacher is new or at the beginning of their career, only a negative
opinion from an “influencer" within the classroom is required to change the opinion of
multiple students in the same direction. Hence, removing evaluations with extreme nu-
merical values (i.e., eliminating the lowest and highest evaluations) in an SET is use-
less. The "influencer" moves multiple opinions, possibly many, not just the lowest or
highest. And in the case of a well-known teacher, and who has had previous experiences
with the students of his current class or who is somehow known (for example, in the
memory left in social networks), if the students' opinion regarding the teacher's teaching
style is negative, this opinion will hardly change even if the teacher does a good job.
Students with solidified opinions will selectively choose facts during the class that re-
inforce their opinion of the teacher. Hence the false or exaggerated comments that
teachers often read when receiving their evaluations.

Naturally, if the influencer's opinion is positive, it will sway multiple opinions of their
followers in the same direction. And if a person holds a positive opinion of a teacher

1 Social media also have positive effects on young adults and adolescents. See the advisory on
social media from the Surgeon General USA and the American Psychological Association.
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that is already established, the teacher will have to have significant flaws for that opin-
ion to change. This is a well-known effect of popularity, called the "Halo effect.”

A fourth aspect is the teacher's involvement in social media. Students prefer their
teacher to have the characteristics of an influencer: to be an active presence on social
media, to have positive opinions on these platforms, to receive many likes, to be fol-
lowed by many people, and to be seen interacting with other entities, individuals, and
recognized companies. It is entirely possible that, in the future, young people will obtain
both their learning and their news through social media, bypassing entirely traditional
educational environments and media sources. It is not a bad idea for teachers to increase
their presence on social media platforms.

11  Alternatives for Assessing Teacher Performance in the
Classroom: A Tec Model

The SET is a survey, not a teacher evaluation. If it is intended to make SET a teacher
evaluation, several aspects of its design must be changed.

1. Currently, the SET cannot answer the following questions: a) Why would a
teacher with 20 years of experience and several periods of teaching the class receive
a score of 0 or 1? b) What behavior or lack of skills corresponds to a rating lower
than 50%? c¢) Why can a teacher who teaches the same subject to different groups,
with the same syllabus, materials, and teaching techniques, receive statistically sig-
nificant differences in evaluations? As long as these questions remain unanswered,
the SET is too limited a tool to function as a classroom performance evaluation.

2. An even more intriguing question. It has already been mentioned that specific ques-
tions within the SET are not related to the final evaluation. Why can a teacher re-
ceive high ratings in knowledge, fairness, and even teaching method, but receive
a global low rating? This point, along with the previous one, suggests that the eval-
uation may be based on emotional rather than strictly subjective factors.

3. Reverse mapping. Assume a teacher receives a low rating in the teaching method
or any other variable in the SET. How can she correct this? What actions can be
taken? The answer to this question is crucial to help teachers with poor evaluations.

4. Above all, if the SET is an evaluation, there must be accountability. When a student
receives a rating of 67%, the teacher must account for each point missing from 100%.
Why can a student give a rating of 0% or 10% to a teacher without justifying
anything? If the SET is an evaluation, then it should be confidential, not anony-
mous. If a student makes a claim about the teacher, the student should be able to say
when and where the incident occurred, and it should be possible to verify it with
recordings or witnesses. How is it possible for a student to lie in SET with impu-
nity, affecting the reputation and career of the teacher without consequences?

5. Comparing teacher evaluation with the evaluation of other professionals. Who
evaluates a doctor? Other doctors. Certainly, the opinion of a patient is considered;
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however, the performance evaluation of a doctor is done by tracking the progress of
patients over time and considering the opinion of other doctors. How are engineers
evaluated? Similarly, by reviewing the quality of their products over time and con-
sidering the opinion of other engineers.

However, just like in other professions, it is universally observed that the primary
article in the evaluation of professionals is the outcomes. And, above all, long-term
outcomes. Therefore, outcome measurement should be as objective as possible, alt-
hough in education it is truly difficult to achieve due to the role that feelings and ideo-
logies play in each of the instruments that can be used.

Below are several instruments proposed for measuring teacher performance in the
classroom in addition to the SET. No evaluation instrument is free of biases. What is
proposed here is a proposal that hopes that by using multiple instruments to evaluate
the teacher, the set of instruments will decrease the uncertainty caused by the biases
that each instrument has.

Other alternatives for teacher evaluation:

1. On-site evaluation or through recordings carried out by entities responsible for
pedagogy. Bias: Pedagogy specialists typically are not experts in the topic of the
class and therefore find it difficult to assess the effectiveness of the method used by
the teacher.

2. On-site evaluation or through recordings carried out by other teachers in the
same area of specialization. Bias: Each teacher has their teaching method and gen-
erally believes that their method is the best. A teacher may disagree with another's
methods. To determine if one method is superior to another, a statistical test with
strict control of variables must be conducted.

3. Since grades are not a solid instrument for evaluating student learning, using stand-
ardized tests. Bias: In the US, standardized tests have been used for 10 years at the
high school level, and although the vast majority of teachers are evaluated very well,
students have not learned more [22]. Why? Because teachers know the content of
standardized tests and prioritize that content over the rest of the material.

4. Evaluate multiple times in the academic period. It has been observed that, alt-
hough the SET is highly correlated over time, there are variations depending on
when the evaluation is conducted. At 20% of the school period, the student already
knows if the teacher presents information clearly and fluently. This estimation is free
of teacher-student conflicts. At 80% of the school period, the student now has an
estimate of what their final grade will be and may have had conflicts with their
teacher. And at 100% or more, the student can map the efficiency of the teacher's
method with their result. Three evaluations are proposed at the mentioned time pe-
riods.

5. Reviewing the teacher's portfolio. This is probably the method with the least bias.
It involves reviewing notes, presentations, examples, exercises, exams, etc., gener-
ated by the teacher. Bias: It’s necessary to see how teachers apply these resources.
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6. Student surveys. The student surveys always provide valuable information that can
show serious errors and give an idea of students' course satisfaction.

12  Conclusions

Assessing a teacher's performance in the classroom is complex, and there is no single
solution. Students are very poor at evaluating their own learning, so teacher evaluation
by students is far from being a reliable tool for assessing a teacher's performance in the
classroom. This evaluation, although it is a numerical instrument that provides valuable
information for improving teaching practice, is affected by multiple biases that are
sometimes difficult to overcome. Furthermore, it tends to favor fluent classes that are
not necessarily the most effective for teaching complex concepts. Evaluating teachers'
performance in the classroom using only student evaluation can incentivize bad teach-
ing practices, grade inflation, and a mistaken idea in students about their own learning.
A method is proposed to improve teacher evaluation for use in the current environment,
and a multidimensional and comprehensive model of teacher evaluation is proposed.
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