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INTRODUCTION
In higher education in the United States (U.S.), student evaluation 
of teaching (SET) ratings have been essential, yet controversial, 
tools used to help improve the quality of teaching during the last 
couple of decades (Chen & Hoshower, 2003; Spooren et al., 2007). 
At the end of a course, students are typically asked to evaluate 
their instructors on a variety of dimensions, including areas such 
as course objectives, subject matter, course structure, teaching 
activities, course materials, course difficulty, assistance from the 
teacher during the learning process, and course evaluation proce-
dures (Spooren et al., 2007; p.672). SETs are frequently used to 
provide the following: constructive feedback to faculty members 
to help them improve their teaching, course content, and struc-
ture; a summary gage of teaching effectiveness for promotion and 
tenure decisions; and information to students to help with the 
selection of courses and instructors (Marsh & Roche, 1997). This 
study explored how one type of student evaluation of teaching 
(SET) tool and a team approach to evaluating a course helped to 
provide feedback in an online and a face-to-face course through 
a Scholarship of Teaching and Learning (SoTL) study.

BACKGROUND
 The use of SETs is typically based on the belief that students 
learn more from instructors that receive high ratings (Uttl et 
al., 2017). However, as long ago as the 1990s, Adams (1997) and 
others challenged the validity of student evaluations of teaching 
(SETs) as genuine measures of faculty instructional effectiveness 
and capability (Wright & Jenkins-Guarnieri, 2012). Adams (1997) 
observed that there are numerous problems with the use of SETs 
that have subsequently shown up in the literature, such as validity, 
reliability, gender bias, and a number of other related concerns 
(Beecham, 2009; Boring et al., 2016; Braga et al., 2014; Hoefer et al., 
2012; Spooren et al., 2013; Stark & Freishtat, 2014; Wright, 2006; 
Yunker & Yunker, 2003). Some strongly argue that SETs should not 
be used to determine tenure and promotion (Lawrence, 2018). 

Over the years, numerous concerns have also been raised 
about the use of SETs in general, ranging from the low completion 
rate to timing to motivation (Marlin, 1998; Adams, 1997; Armstrong, 
1998; Smith & Morris 2012). However, SETs remain the primary 
instrument used to assess an instructor’s teaching competence 

and are also used as part of promotion and tenure decisions 
(Boring et al., 2016; Kelly, 2012; Spooren et al., 2013) in the U.S. 
and in many countries around the world (Seldin, 1985; Abrami, 
1989; Wagenaar, 1995; Abrami et al., 2001; Hobson & Talbot, 2001; 
Spooren et al., 2007; Kwan, 1999), even though educators do not 
have a consensus on the value of these tools (Hornstein, 2017). 

 Studies focused on SETs often investigate topics such as 
the development and validity of an evaluation instrument (Marsh, 
1987), the validity (Cohen, 1981) and reliability of student rank-
ings of teaching effectiveness (Feldman, 1977), and the potential 
bias of student assessments (Hofman & Kremer, 1980; Abrami & 
Mizener, 1983; Tollefson et al., 1989). The effect of an instructor’s 
charisma on student evaluations is an additional factor to consider 
and it has been argued that it can have a significant effect on a 
student’s evaluation of teaching (Shevlin et al., 2000; Woods, 1993). 
In addition, gender and age bias also impact student evaluations 
of teaching (Bunge, 2018; Gannon, 2018). While some institutions 
have recognized the biases intrinsic to SETs, many continue to 
use them as a core teaching evaluation instrument because they 
are simple to use. 

As one author notes, “It takes a few minutes to look at 
professors’ student ratings on, say, a 1-5 scale, and label them 
strong or weak teachers. It takes hours to visit their classrooms 
and read over their syllabi to get a more nuanced, and ultimately 
more accurate, picture” (Flaherty, 2018, online). A survey of 
9,000 faculty members by the American Association of University 
Professors (AAUP), noted that 90 percent of respondents wanted 
their institutions to evaluate teaching with the same sincerity as 
they evaluate research and other forms of scholarship (Flaherty, 
2018) and SETS alone do not provide that kind of in-depth eval-
uation. For although SETs may provide some useful information 
to help inform teaching practices, to genuinely understand how 
effectively an instructor teaches, observation is needed (Hornstein, 
2017).  In addition, there is the idea that examining a course as 
it is experienced by students has value. In other words, trying to 
get what the learning experience is like for those doing the learn-
ing and to focus on continuous improvement and to fully involve 
students in the process of gathering feedback about teaching and 
learning in a course is meaningful (Deming, 2000; Granat, 2018; 
Middaugh, 2018). 
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Although many faculty members may not believe that SETs 
provide meaningful evaluations of teaching,  they have been used 
in Scholarship of Teaching and Learning (SoTL) research to help 
address questions such as what students think of various instruc-
tional methods (Dickson & Treml, 2013; Meloche, 2018; Mitch-
ell, 2013). For example, suggestions have been made to evaluate 
not only a course at the end, but to also assess the modules 
completed during a course to provide more meaningful feed-
back for use in course improvement (Gilpin, 2013). Through SoTL, 
educators have a framework to use that allows them to contem-
plate different forms of data that are characteristically available 
in teaching environments, and to involve students in the process. 

SoTL techniques offer a way of assessing courses by invit-
ing probing questions about course content, course elements, 
and course delivery. As some scholars note,  SoTL projects can 
be kind of complex and may not always be as orderly as other 
endeavors, but they can result in findings that help educators to 
better comprehend the multifaceted interactions between teach-
ing and learning (Meloche, 2018; Mitchell, 2013). Historically, schol-
arly teaching involved thinking critically about one’s teaching and 
actively making pedagogical changes and observing how student 
learning changed based on classroom experiences (Richlin, 2001). 
Whereas, if one coordinated student assessment with SoTL then 
faculty members could more readily determine where students 
are having problems and can systematically explore whether an 
innovative pedagogical tool improves student learning (Dickson 
& Treml, 2013).

PURPOSE
In spite of some criticism of SETs, with the surge in public demand 
for accountability in higher education and the great concern over 
the quality of university teaching, the practice of collecting student 
ratings of teaching has been widely adopted by universities in 
the U.S. and all over the world as part of the quality assurance 
system (Kwan, 1999, p. 181). While the use of SETs is controver-
sial for tenure, promotion, and evaluation purposes, there does 
appear to be merit to the use of SETs by individual instructors 
to learn about their own teaching practices (Uttl, et. al., 2017), 
and using SoTL methods can truly enhance this process (Gilpin, 
2013). Therefore, this SoTL study investigated the use of student 
feedback and student team observations about teaching to help 
improve classes, using the KISS (or in this case KISSES) feedback 
technique. The KISS (or in this case KISSES) tool used for this 
study involved asking students what should keep being done in a 
class (K), what could be improved (I), what should be started (S), 
what should be stopped (S), what should be evaluated to deter-
mine effective teaching (E), and what they would share about the 
course content and/or activities (S). The tool was based on one 
used in previous work (e.g. Jackson, 2016) and it is explained more 
fully in the next section.

For this study, the KISS (KISSES) tool and an observational 
approach were used instead of the standard, online SET sent 
via a survey link to students at the end of the semester. The 
items on the SET include questions about instructor behaviors, 
course content, and student participation, but the results of the 
SETs are typically not available until well after a course has been 
taught and therefore, the information is not readily available to 
an instructor to work on improving his/her /their course quickly. 
Thus, applying the additional tools and observational procedures 
allowed the instructor to readily assess teaching and learning in 

a course in a more customized manner, involve students more 
fully in the process, and have data readily available to use. The 
study investigated feedback about teaching in a face-to-face class 
and an online class, with the focus on how to make the feedback 
process a mutual one between student and instructor (Getzlaf 
et al., 2009). The purpose of this study was to determine what 
students believed were the important components of effective 
teaching in a face-to-face and an online course that could help 
improve teaching and subsequently improve the student learning 
experience. The questions guiding this SoTL project were the 
following:

1. What methods of teaching should keep 
being practiced in this course to enhance 
learning? 

2. How can this course be improved?

3. What should be started in this course 
that has not been included in the course 
before?

4. What activities and/or methods should 
be stopped in this course because they 
are seen as ineffective teaching/learning 
methods?

5. What aspects of the course should be 
evaluated to help determine effective 
teaching and learning?

6. What content and/or activity in this 
course stood out in terms of their/its con-
tribution to learning such that students 
wish to share them/it with others?

METHODOLOGY
This SoTL study used a team approach to the evaluation of teach-
ing (Granat, 2018; Vargas-Atkins et al., 2017). Using this approach, 
the goal was to make sure that students truly had a voice in the 
evaluation of a course in terms of its content and with regard 
to the instruction of the course (Seale, 2010). This study encom-
passed an approach used for several semesters and involved the 
analysis of two courses, one face-to-face and one online.  

A Description of the Face-to-Face Course
 The face-to-face course was an introductory tourism class that 
involved conducting live video and chat links with students in 
other countries, through a global classroom program at the 
university that assisted with setting up the links with international 
partners. The course enrollment was limited to 16 students due 
to the live video links and the goal of having students communi-
cate with each other cross-culturally during live video and chat 
links. Examples of course learning objectives include the following:

 • Students will be able to apply critical thinking skills to 
evaluate global tourism issues and events from multiple 
perspectives. 

 • Students will be able to evaluate their own global un-
derstanding of tourism in diverse cultures. 

 • Students will be able to demonstrate how cultural be-
liefs and values shape people’s perceptions and impact 
global decisions and actions related to tourism. 
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Course activities included readings, discussion assignments 
(sometimes in small group formats such as chats), online quizzes 
and activities focused on issues such as stereotyping, and a proj-
ect comparing and contrasting tourism in the U.S. with that of 
the countries that the class linked with during the semester. The 
class assignments and content were divided into weekly modules 
and an online learning platform was used to augment the course. 

A Description of the Online Course
The online course was a class that introduced the students to 
the hospitality industry. Enrollment in the course was typically 
between 20 and 25 students. Examples of course learning objec-
tives included the following:

 • Describe the components of the hospitality industry, 
including the food service and lodging industry.

 • Identify industry managerial concepts and the basic 
functions of management.

 • Explain the socioeconomic factors, with their ensuing 
implications, that contribute to the growth of the hos-
pitality industry.

Course activities for this course included readings, discus-
sion assignments, online quizzes and a variety of assignments 
based on different sectors of the industry such as hotels, restau-
rants, and events. The class was primarily conducted in an asyn-
chronous format, but offered optional synchronous sessions. The 
class assignments and content in this class were also divided into 
weekly modules and an online learning platform was used to 
augment the course.

Student Training
To engage in this team approach to the evaluation of instruction, 
all students were provided with two one-hour training sessions 
about evaluating instruction and tips were provided about how 
to record their observations and comments, with sessions taking 
place either online (synchronously) or in-person. As part of these 
sessions, students were asked to contemplate questions about 
teaching and learning. These included the following:

 • What do you think is effective teaching and learning 
and why?

 • What did you like least about this instructor/course 
and why?

 • What did you like most about the instructor/course 
and why?

As noted by Granat (2018), students were directed to include 
both compliments and complaints in their narratives and they 
were reminded that compliments can be more motivating than 
criticism. Students were also informed that their findings would be 
shared with faculty members and therefore, they needed to use 
appropriate, professional language in their evaluations. Further-
more, students were not only asked to observe the class, they 
were asked to carefully review the course materials, including any 
textbooks used, assignment directions, and the courses’ online 
platform sites. Moreover, students were asked to provide their 
opinions of and ideas about good teaching and useful course mate-
rials to help increase their involvement in the tasks of observing 
class sessions and reviewing materials. 

After the training sessions, the students were placed in 
teams of two (or three depending on the class so that each 
student had at least one partner) and asked to make at least three 
entries during the semester in terms of narrative, ethnographic 

notes that they took about their own class observations. They 
completed two observational sessions and made two entries 
during the course and then made a third entry (the KISSES feed-
back tool) near the end of the course. Student teams were asked 
to observe the class and make comments on the same day or the 
same module (with regard to the online course) and then were 
asked to discuss their comments within their groups and add to 
their comments as necessary. The respondents provided copious 
comments. Near the end of the course, during the last week, the 
students were asked to complete and submit their KISSES feed-
back tool logs, including their notes and the KISSES comments, to 
the instructor anonymously (via an online platform).

The KISSES Feedback Tool
    The KISSES feedback tool was provided to the students during 
the first week of class and they were asked to take ethnographic 
notes about the class rather than just evaluating the course near 
the end, as is traditional in many universities (Granat, 2018). The 
KISSES tool allowed the participants to share their experiences 
and provide comments. This study applied a variation on the KISS 
feedback tool (Access Education, 2016; Jackson, 2016). Acquiring 
feedback through the KISS feedback tool is a four-step process. 
These four steps include asking students to comment on the 
following aspects of a course:

1. Keep (K)
 • What is the instructor doing well? 
 • What should the instructor keep doing? 
 • What should the instructor keep doing in this class 

when it is offered again?
This step attempted to identify the activities that are working well 
in a course and therefore, should continue. 

2. Improve (I)
 • What is the instructor already doing that can be im-

proved? 
 • How does the instructor make the course more effec-

tive, efficient, or otherwise better? 
 • What could the instructor improve when he/she/they 

teaches this class again?
This step focused on current activities that could be improved

3. Start (S)
 • What should the instructor be doing that he/she/they 

is not yet? 
 • Why would it work for this class? 
 • What should the instructor start doing when he/she/

they teach this class again?
This step aimed to identify activities that could be incorporated 
into the class that could improve the learning experience.

4. Stop (S)
 • What is the instructor doing currently that needs to 

stop? 
 • Why is it not working? 
 • What should the instructor stop or delete from this 

class the next time he/she/they teach the class?
This step allowed the learner to share what activities, content, or 
other items that he or she would like to see removed from the 
course and asked the student to identify why the item should 
be removed from the course (Access Education, 2016; Jackson, 
2016).)
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Two other items were added to the tool to make it the 
KISSES tool so that students could be more integrally involved 
in the evaluation aspect. The following two items were added:

5. Evaluation (E)
 • What aspects of a course do you think should be eval-

uated to determine effective teaching? 
 • How should we assess teaching? 
 • What are your ideas about content, methods, etc.?

6. Share (S)
 • What do you feel that you have learned in this class 

that you can truly share with others? 
 • What content and/or activity in this class do you think 

contributed the most to your learning and why?

The Sample
Student responses to the KISSES tool were gathered from those 
who completed the courses over several semesters. As noted, 
the face-to-face class that was evaluated was a tourism class that 
involved live video and chat links with students in other countries. 
It was a small class limited to 16 students. KISSES feedback was 
gathered for the class held in the fall of 2013, spring of 2014, fall 
of 2015, spring of 2016, fall of 2016, spring of 2017, fall of 2017, 
spring of 2018, fall of 2018, spring of 2019, and fall of 2019, for a 
total of 167 responses. The online class that was studied was an 
introduction to hospitality course that was offered online during 
the summers of 2013, 2014, 2015, 2016, 2017, 2018, and 2019. 
For that class, a total of 155 KISSES feedback responses were 
collected and used for this study.

Content Analysis 
The collected responses were analyzed using qualitative content 
analysis. The process involved more than counting words; rather, 
it focused on identifying emergent themes, which is a method 
suggested by other scholars (Berg, 1989; Malterud, 2012; Marshall 
& Rossman, 1989; Weber, 1990). The analysis of the comments was 
based on the qualitative research procedures outlined by Marshall 
and Rossman (1989). 

To maintain validity, a total of three coders read and identi-
fied broad categories and narrow sub-categories that participants 
provided in their KISSES feedback. First, coders read and coded 
a comment and compared the results. When all coders agreed 
with the coding of the same comment, they proceeded to indi-
vidually code the rest of the comments on the feedback forms 
without consulting or comparing the coding with each other. 
Every comment was thoroughly examined and categorized into 
groupings. Several key themes emerged from the data through 
the analysis process. While analyzing the data, the coders retained 
the research questions, which assisted them with the meaning 
of the codes. After completing the coding process, the results 
were reviewed by other colleagues, who did not participate in 
the coding process.

RESULTS
Global Tourism Face-To-Face Course
What to Keep 
As noted, the feedback logs from 167 students were obtained 
for analysis in this SoTL study. In terms of what to keep doing in 
the class, every single respondent wrote that the live video links 
should continue in the course (n=167). Typical examples of their 
answers included the following:

Keep video chatting and communicating with different coun-
tries. I thought that this was an incredible class where I got 
to do things that I never imagined doing in college. 

I think you should keep doing the live links. They created an 
opportunity to learn a lot about three very different cultures.

In addition to keeping the live video and chat links in the 
course, the students indicated that the course should continue to 
incorporate collaborative projects (n=92). These projects involved 
a student from the class working with a student in another coun-
try on a specific project. Typical responses about keeping the proj-
ects included the following:

You should keep the collaborative projects with the other 
countries, I found this very fun to do with our partners 
and I enjoyed learning more about the country’s culture 
and lifestyle. 

Keep doing the collaborative projects with the countries 
because it helps the students to practice communication 
skills with people, they are not friends with or are far away 
from, this may happen in our careers.

Other students indicated that the weekly discussion board 
assignments should be kept because they added to their under-
standing of the course (n=42). Typical responses included the 
following:

I think that the discussion boards were a great addition to 
the class. They helped me lay out my thoughts and grasp a 
better understanding of the class.

I think definitely keep the weekly discussion boards. Having 
these discussion boards helped me reflect and learn so much 
more about what we were learning in our course. I enjoyed 
writing the discussion boards weekly and reading other 
people’s responses and takeaways.

A few students mentioned continuing to complete the individual 
out-of-class project that dealt with interviewing peers to find 
out about tomorrow’s tourists (n=12). Representative responses 
included the following:

I think you should keep doing the tomorrow’s tourist project 
because it was interesting to see how much people don’t 
know about different places.

You should keep doing the tomorrow’s tourist project 
because I thought it was interesting.

What to Improve
Several suggestions for improving the course were made by the 
students. The most common one was that they felt that in the 
future that the course could improve the chat feature that was 
used (n=72). Their answers included the following:
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We should improve the chat part with better questions and 
activities just for the chat time. 

The chat sessions really were not beneficial at all. Most of 
the time we could not connect.  When we did the ques-
tions were very basic with only minimal responses received. 
Students were doing other assignments during this time.

In addition, 52 students indicated that the course could be 
improved if students all participated in the conversations during 
the video links. Typical responses included the following:

Improve the clarity of what should be going on when video 
chatting. I felt as though sometimes the conversations were 
off topic of what we were supposed to be talking about for 
that week’s link. It wasn’t too terribly bad at any certain 
point; I just feel as though the country we are linking with 
should be aware of what the topic is for the day.

Work on ways to keep the conversation going and to make 
sure that every student participates in these valuable discus-
sions in class. 

Students also observed that the technology used for the live 
video and chat links could be improved. Examples of their answers 
included the following:

Technology issues, although this will probably always be a 
potential problem.

The connection of the links, whether it be sound or visual 
should keep being improved. 

What to Start
A number of recommendations were made for activities to start 
doing in the course. They included the following: 

Assign each student a question to ask (n=52).

Have each student develop a question to ask (n=47).

Find better ways to talk to students in other countries 
(n=14).

What to Stop
A number of recommendations were made for activities to stop 
doing in the course. They included the following:

Change the time of the class (n=72).

Stop the vocabulary assignment (n=32).

Stop the discussion board assignments (n=27).

What to Evaluate
In terms of aspects of a course that students thought should 
be evaluated to determine effective teaching and how to assess 
teaching, students responded with a variety of suggestions. Their 
answers were not always directly related to the questions as writ-
ten, but provided interesting feedback. A major theme was being 
caring (n=110). Examples included the following: 

You showed you care by answering emails, etc. This may not 
seem like it matters in teaching, but it is huge.

I also think that having you as a teacher made it that much 
better because you were just as excited as we were to link 
with the countries and that made it better for us.

Another theme that received attention was that of organiza-
tion (n=77). Representative answers include the following:

I feel like course organization is number one in terms of 
effective teaching. A disorganized course and course plat-
form site frustrate students from day one and then they may 
not learn much because they continue to feel frustrated by 
a lack of organization. So, organizing a course by week or in 
modules by topic is very important and it is important for 
the instructor to communicate to students how the class 
is organized. 

Organization, organization, organization. Need I say more? 
Being organized is helpful to everyone and allows students 
to spend their time learning the material or concentrating 
on skills instead of trying to figure a course out. 

What to Share 
The course was a tourism class that focused on live links with 
students in other countries so it was not surprising that students 
felt that they could share content and/or activities related to 
cross-cultural engagement and global issues (n=112). Examples 
of their answers included the following:

I would share that we are more alike than different as people 
on the globe.

I’d share that cross-cultural communication is a wonderful 
and needed experience that everyone should have. 

Introduction to Hospitality Online Course
 As noted, an online class was also evaluated using the KISSES 
feedback tool and student observations. A number of comments 
were provided. 

What to Keep 
Students had some very strong feelings about what to keep in 
the class. Keeping the discussion board (n=101) and responding 
quickly to emails (n=87) were frequent comments. Examples of 
students’ answers included the following: 

I think you should keep doing the DB.  I think it’s a great way 
of interacting with the class online.

Keep responding quickly to emails. Explaining assignments 
thoroughly. Always being available for questions.

What to Improve
Students also came to consensus on the need to improve assign-
ments (n=97), assignment directions (n=94), and shorten emails 
(n=72). Representative answers included the following: 

Improve some of the assignments and make them less repet-
itive.

I think that the directions for a few assignments could maybe 
be stated in a more clear and straightforward way. I know 
there was a little confusion with the tourism attraction 
assignment, I believe, and what all was expected with that. 

Although I enjoy the detailed emails, I think maybe some of 
the other classmates can get intimidated by the long emails 
and skip over directions that are given.
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What to Start
Some suggestions about what to start doing to improve the 
course consisted of providing better directions for assignments 
(n=42) and creating better assignments (n=37). Examples of 
answers included the following: 

Start providing better descriptions on assignments.

Start-maybe include a tourism project where you create 
your own mini-version of something.

Something that I think sounds fun to start doing in this 
class is (to) assign a project to students to either design a 
(pretend) hotel, resort, restaurant, or even plan a wedding, 
and see what they can do with it!

What to Stop
Activities to stop doing in the class also received a variety of 
answers, but some were more common than others, including 
not responding to two other students in the discussion board 
assignments (n=78). Examples included the following represen-
tative answers: 

Stop making us comment on 2 other people’s assignments.

I completely understand the need to interact with other 
students taking the course, but however I do find that the 
two responses on others’ work that was required for each 
assignment became a little repetitive. I feel like a lot of 
people had a hard time with knowing how to respond to 
others’ posts, so maybe an alternative for interacting with 
other students could be introduced.

What to Evaluate
In terms of what to evaluate, most comments dealt with instruc-
tor behaviors (n=72) and organization (n=34). Examples of repre-
sentative responses included the following:

I appreciated the reminders and communication from the 
professor. I also think the professor did a great job of spread-
ing the work out amongst us. 

Having organization. I really like how the course is set up. It 
is not too much work and the topics are interesting. I have 
had some classes that were not organized, and it caused 
some students to not have interest in it.

The course set up, organization, assignments, and discussion 
boards were well thought out and provides students with 
the information needed for introduction to hospitality.

What to Share
In terms of what the students would like to share, it seemed that 
the topics of the course were of most interest (n=86). Represen-
tative comments included the following:

What I liked most about this class was the freedom to 
explore different topics and different areas. We were not 
forced to just view one specific topic; we had a choice in 
what we explored. I also liked learning about the many differ-
ent hospitality careers.

In all honesty, the thing I liked the most about the class was 
that it was related to the travel industry...it felt I was visit-
ing an old friend! I would like to share all that I learned and 
relearned about the travel, tourism, and hospitality industry! 

Students’ Feedback about the KISSES  
tool and observations
After the student teams had observed the class sessions, thought-
fully reviewed course materials and online platform course sites, 
and completed the KISSES tool log, they were asked to reflect 
on their experiences examining the course and course online site. 
Students provided positive feedback about their involvement in 
the evaluation process to help improve the class. Representative 
comments included the following:

I have never been really asked what I think of a course before. 
I felt like what I said mattered and that the instructor really 
wanted feedback so that she could improve the class.

I liked doing the observations and talking with my classmate 
afterwards to see what we both thought. I have not done 
anything like this in the past, so it was really interesting to 
see not only what I thought, but what my classmates thought 
about the class as well. 

I liked feeling like what I think can make a difference and 
really help improve the class. 

IMPLICATIONS
Exploring the KISSES feedback for several semesters of courses 
was very helpful. While on a per course basis a class can be 
changed from semester to semester, by looking at the courses 
over several years, the instructor could truly get an idea about 
what is going on in a course and how students, in general, view 
their course experiences. Using a simple tool such as the KISSES 
one allows students and faculty members to have a common set 
of points that can be shared in conversations about improving 
courses and thus, enhance teaching and learning. In this SoTL 
project, the KISSES feedback provided some rather consistent 
feedback that the instructor could use to improve the courses 
in the future. Overall, the most important factors with regard to 
these classes that emerged from this SoTL study were making 
sure that the courses are well organized in terms of assignments 
and course platform sites, being careful to communicate succinctly 
and thoughtfully, and showing care and concern for students. 

As noted by previous researchers (e.g. Granat, 2018), apply-
ing this method of course evaluation created challenges as well 
as rewards. Not surprisingly, developing a culture of assessment 
was a necessity and not easily realized when the project began. 
This system was employed by just one faculty member to help 
her with her classes, but students at first were reticent to help 
out because they did not understand their roles and the process 
and some were confused that their views on teaching and learn-
ing truly mattered to the professor. 

At the end of the project, the students were asked to evalu-
ate their experience and they overwhelmingly agreed that it was 
a positive experience, with many noting that they felt truly valued 
in the teaching and learning process. For example, two students 
stated the following:

I felt like my participation in and thoughts regarding this 
project really mattered. I had never thought so much about 
a class and how it was taught so it was really enlightening 
and interesting. I think that this will positively change the 
way I think about my classes and have a positive impact on 
my learning now and in the future.
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I enjoyed really doing a project to help improve teaching and 
learning. I also learned what SoTL means and realize more 
about how to do some research and think critically and even 
though this was about teaching and learning I think it could 
be helpful in my future career when I may need to work on 
employee training and development.

 The process itself was evaluated in the end by students and 
the instructor and the following suggestions for implementing 
a team approach to course and instructor teaching evaluations 
were made:

Both students and the instructor believe that students 
should receive training about observing class sessions and 
reviewing course materials, including course online platform 
sites.

Both students and the instructor think that students’ ideas 
should be included in the questions asked.

The instructor strongly believes that student teams should 
meet prior to observing class sessions to agree on how 
they will proceed to observe the class sessions and course 
materials.

Both students and the instructor think that student teams 
should meet after observing class sessions to agree on how 
they will present their finding about their observations the 
class sessions and course materials.

The instructor believes that the processes should be 
reviewed and revised as needed, using feedback from the 
students and the instructor(s).

CONCLUSIONS, LIMITATIONS, AND 
FURTHER RESEARCH
Conducting course and teaching evaluations in this way was mean-
ingful and continues to provide value for both students and the 
instructor. The team approach used in this project has offered 
numerous ideas for how to make positive changes in students’ 
course experiences. This process allowed for both formative and 
summative comments by students and permitted students to 
focus on what they observed in a course not only at the end, but 
while it was happening.  

However, this project had several limitations. It was 
conducted with just two courses and other or additional results 
might occur in different kinds of courses in different kinds of 
learning environments and in different disciplines. Furthermore, 
while this project helped the instructor learn more about students’ 
perceptions of her teaching, the connections to student learning 
were not clear. Thus, further SoTL research is needed that focuses 
on how student learning is impacted so as to help the instructor 
use an evaluation process more effectively and, most importantly, 
to positively influence student learning.  In future research, the 
process could also be implemented by other instructors to see 
whether or not they find it more helpful than the use of tradi-
tional SETs applied at end of the course. Moreover, it is possible 
that this process distracts from learning and therefore, additional 
studies are necessary to determine if this is occurring. Finally, this 
project could be the topic of further work that explores how a 
team approach to the evaluation of teaching could be applied in 
an entire department.

However, despite several limitations and potential drawbacks, 
processes such as those involved in this SoTL study may help 
educators cultivate a culture of continual improvement in their 
programs, institutions, disciplines, and higher education, in general. 
As noted in formative work about SoTL, studying what works and 
what is happening (Hutchings, 2000) are thoughtful questions to 
ask about one’s teaching and through a student and faculty team 
approach to the evaluation of instruction one can ask both of 
these types of SoTL questions and make positive changes in one’s 
instructional practices.
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