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Abstract: Student evaluation of teaching surveys (SETS) is one of the most controversial tools used in higher education, globally. Recently
the impact that SETS had on innovation in pedagogy has been raised as a potential problem. The teaching team experienced a gap between the
SETS results generated for a final-year undergraduate class that utilized flipped learning as the innovation and an empirical research project
using the same cohort of students that investigated the effectiveness of that pedagogy. Accordingly, from 2014, we established this cross-
sectional sequential study over seven semesters to understand how students used the SETS after experiencing this innovation. We conducted a
thematic analysis on the 588 SETS results from a final-year undergraduate class studying at an Australian university and found resisting
students used the SETS as a weapon with adoption of the innovation of the prime casualty. We recommend SETS be tailored for use
where students experience innovation in pedagogy as the use of SETS by students may undermine the adoption of otherwise effective

pedagogy and impact the willingness of faculty to pursue innovation in pedagogy.
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1. Introduction

Due to the rapidly changing competitive landscape and other
challenges in the higher education sector, universities are actively
exploring innovative teaching models in an effort to attract,
engage, and retain students and ensure their learning outcomes
competitively position them for the workforce as job-ready
graduates of the digital age. The result of these efforts has seen a
wide variety of new pedagogies emerge, of which the flipped
learning approach is one.

Since its emergence into the higher education sector, flipped
learning has enjoyed a rapid uptake as an approach that responds
to the need for innovations in the sector, particularly those that
leverage digital assets and improve student outcomes including
satisfaction with the learning experience. Flipped learning is a
philosophical teaching approach where the learning activities,
independently achievable, are specified as homework and class
time is reserved for seeking deeper richer learning through
problem exploration with the lecturer and peers [1, 2]. Flipped
learning has been credited with improving student outcomes
including performance, engagement, and overall satisfaction with
the learning experience, although results are mixed and student
satisfaction can be negatively impacted [2—5]. Its contribution to
the continuous improvement of critical thinking, which in turn
leads to the capacity to make sound judgments, makes flipped
learning a compelling pedagogy suited to any discipline [6].

Problematizing this innovate-on-pedagogy strategy is the rise in
the importance of the student as consumer, where student satisfaction
with their learning experiences is increasingly used as a proxy for
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evidence the university has delivered on its value proposition
[7-10]. Typically collected via the end of semester, student
evaluations of teaching surveys (SETS) are recognized as a blunt
but cost-effective mechanism seen by some to have little or
questionable value [11, 12] in part because their interpretation is
not well understood by those who utilize them [13]. Nonetheless,
they remain an influential source used to inform curriculum,
teaching-related decisions, academic career progression [8, 9, 13],
and university policy [10]. This is despite these surveys being
well recognized as surveys that deal with student satisfaction with
their learning experience and not satisfaction with the primary
purpose of a university education — the achievement the of
learning outcomes [14]. Developed as a source of insight for
potential pedagogical improvements, the metamorphosis of
SETS into a quality assurance mechanism creates fear and
resentment among academics [9]. That many institutions
discontinued or modified their use of SETS during the
coronavirus disease 2019 pandemic-impacted semesters [15]
points to knowledge of their potential use as a weapon in the
hands of anxious students.

The role of the SETS in the context of innovation in pedagogy is
particularly problematic. The trough of disillusionment that
characterizes the lag between the implementation and adoption of
an innovation [16] is a salient reminder of the time it can take for
the normalization of any innovation. In the context of pedagogical
innovations, the use of SETS has been questioned because such
innovations challenge student expectations about their learning
experience, experiment with habituated learning practices, and are
potentially disruptive and difficult to master [9]. Thus, there is a
recognized but potentially under-researched tension between
pedagogical innovations and how students are motivated to use
ratings in the face of novel situations.
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There is little research into the perceptions of flipped
classrooms expressed through SETS [17] and none that we could
find that examines the institution’s own SETS in the context of
flipped learning. Thus, we situate our research in an open space
where research on the impact of novel pedagogy within a SETS
context is largely silent [18]. We explore the research question:
how do students use the SETS when experiencing pedagogical
innovation? In this paper, we present a cross-sectional sequential
case study in which the results of the institution’s SETS,
generated for a flipped learning third-year undergraduate subject,
are explored. Emerging from the data analysis are key theoretical
perspectives (diffusion of innovations [19], resistance to change
[20], and theory of planned behavior [21] that help interpret the
findings and understand the broader implications of SETS).

Our research uniquely contributes to the understanding of how
student evaluations can inadvertently become tools of resistance
against pedagogical innovation. The significance of this research
lies in its potential to inform improvements in evaluation methods
to better support and reflect the impacts of pedagogical
innovations. By aligning evaluation tools with the objectives of
modern educational practices, higher education institutions can
more accurately gauge the effectiveness of innovative teaching
methods and encourage their adoption, ultimately enhancing
student learning experiences in preparation for the digital age. We
offer our experience as a cautionary tale and invite classroom
innovators to consider the impact on SETS when implementing
innovation.

2. Literature Review

2.1. Student evaluation of teaching surveys

SETS are distributed to a cohort of enrolled students to gather
their perceptions, feedback, opinions, and views on a range of
aspects relating to their experience of a particular subject and its
teacher. The surveys frequently use a form of scale scoring and
often include open-ended questions and/or room for unprompted
student comment. SETS are also known as evaluation forms,
feedback surveys, satisfaction surveys, ratings, and course
evaluations. Said to be the “most researched topic in higher
education” [13], SETS are a contentious topic generating an
impressive quantity of papers examining them in a diverse array
of contexts [22]. The importance and value of SETS are
underscored by the quantity of reviews and summaries of the
SETS literature that exists [12, 22—-28]. SETS have been examined
from the point of view of discipline [27], specific influencing
factors [29, 30], course delivery platforms [31], and deliberate
interventions [32] to list but a few.

Acknowledged as a simple mechanism [33], SETS are used to
source information about a teacher’s in-class behavior [34] and for
career management purposes [13], as well as gaining insights for
the purpose of improving pedagogy [9] used to deliver course
content. Implemented by most tertiary institutions and often a
regulatory requirement of funding bodies, SETS may be intended
as best practice but are variously misused, misinterpreted, or
misunderstood by faculty, administrators, and the students
responsible for completing them [9, 12, 13, 35].

Not surprisingly, reviews of the SETS literature suggest caution
with their use and interpretation and have generated both definitive
and equivocal findings regarding the value, reliability, and validity of
SETS [13, 22, 23, 25, 28]. A re-analysis of three meta-analytic
reviews of the SETS research literature found each meta-analytic
review suffered from methodological flaws and raised questions
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about their findings [12]. SETS are recognized as surveys that
provide insights into student satisfaction [12, 36] or perceptions of
the completed course [13] but not into what drives that satisfaction
or those perceptions [36]. Student satisfaction can variously
include “teaching performance and teacher characteristics, career-
related issues, program/course innovativeness or appropriateness,
and classroom facilities among others” [36] as well as generous
grading [37].

The challenges identified in using SETS include that students
understand these surveys differently [7, 25] and may not be
competent to rate a course design, curriculum development, or
goals of the course [22]. Furthermore, students use SETS
variously to aggress against the teaching staff including the
following: to punish, bully, or harass lecturers [37, 38] and vent
their frustrations with matters outside the teacher’s scope of
influence [24].

Recommendations to replace or improve SETS abound. Calls
for mechanisms better suited to the complexity of teaching and
learning in today’s higher education institutions have been made
[9], as have calls to use statistical data (means, confidence
intervals, and test of significance) to avoid over interpreting small
differences [35]. Ultimately, SETS are a source of perceptual data
about the collective experience of a subject and need to be
thoughtfully and knowledgably examined by users educated in
their interpretation if they are to be effective in building a “high
quality teaching ecosystem within an institution” [13]. The
problems with SETS lead many teachers to see them as an
unreliable tool and a threat to their career progression [39].

2.2. SETS as a weapon

An emergent literature reflects an increasing concern that SETS
are not just unsuitable for the purposes for which they are used but
that they have become a weapon in the hands of both students and
institutions [40, 41]. At the root of our concern about the
weaponization of SETS is how students use them to express
incivility toward their teachers and the consequent career and
personal implications of this for faculty. Incivility refers to those
disruptive or discourteous verbal and non-verbal actions directed
toward others that interfere with optimal learning atmospheres and
includes aggression, bullying, and intimidation [38, 42]. SETS
have been used to smear or intimidate faculty [38], take revenge
for low grades or perceived insults [37], and threaten faculty with
negative feedback [42]. Furthermore, this potential use for SETS
is known to students [43].

Feldman [42] explains the incivility of students as rooted in one
or more of “(a) a need to express power over another, (b) a need for
verbal release due to frustration over an apparently unsolvable
situation, or (c) a need to obtain something of value” and
describes how some students will threaten to use political or
social pressure on instructors via the SETS. May and Tenzek [44]
explored student classroom bullying of faculty, identifying
triggers for such behavior as concern over grades, students-as-
consumers beliefs, diversity experiences, and learning
expectations on and of students. Burke et al. [38] found
understanding of incivility was nascent, and its causes could not
be explained solely by situational or personal characteristics of
instructor or student. Nordstrom et al. [45] found that students
with a consumerist orientation toward their education or
narcissistic tendencies were more likely to act in uncivil ways.
Vaillancourt [37] demonstrates large effect sizes in experimental
studies that demonstrate students use SETS to reward or punish
teachers for grades awarded. Complicating the issue of incivility
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by students is faculty reluctance to report or address it because of the
impact any perception of classroom incompetence or unsuitability
may have on career progression [38]. Since institutions use SETS
in promotion and tenure applications, they are a primed weapon
that can be used against faculty by both institutions [40, 41] and
students [42].

3. Method

This study examined the SETS collected over seven semesters
from 2014 to 2017 in a third-year on-campus undergraduate class
that utilized flipped learning (research approved by the Swinburne
University of Technology Human Research Ethics Committee).

The SETS comprise quantitative and qualitative data. In this
research, we examine questions asked consistently in each of the
seven semesters, “Overall, I am satisfied with this unit” captured
on a 10-point scale, and two open-ended questions, “In my
opinion, aspects of this unit that could be improved were....”
and “In my opinion, the best aspects of this unit were....”

Using NVivo software, textual comments were thematically
analyzed by identifying and describing both implicit and explicit
ideas within the data set [46, 47]. Two experienced qualitative
researchers separated their roles into primary and secondary
researcher, and agreement was achieved through iterative discussion
of the findings.

3.1. Case background

This new subject was designed such that students were required
(marks attached) to complete preparatory content, which was then
further explored and expanded upon in the subsequent face-to-face
class using active and peer learning strategies. Learning time
allocation was estimated based on the hours prescribed and
recommended by the curriculum outline. The design objectives were
to achieve good learning outcomes of engagement, performance
achievement, and overall satisfaction with the learning experience.

In its first four semesters, this subject was the basis of a separate
research initiative (Project A) (names withheld), thus allowing for a
comparison of the SETS results with this alternative research
approach. Using Structural Equation Modeling, Project A
concluded the subject was effective in achieving good student
outcomes of engagement, performance, and overall satisfaction
(name withheld). Qualitative research components did surface
areas of dissatisfaction (see name withheld 2014 and 2019).

By contrast with Project A’s positive findings, the SETS results
received in the same four semesters lead to the subject being
identified as in need of quality assurance review. Given the
important uses to which SETS are put, we sought to understand
how students used them when experiencing innovative pedagogy
by investigating the SETS results themselves.

3.2. SETS data gathering procedure

The institution distributed its SETS online via the student portal
in the final 4 weeks of each semester and kept it open for a total of 8
weeks; SETS were collected before the institution released final
academic results for the subject. The SETS was promoted to
students through direct email, popups reminding students to
complete the survey, reminders on the institution’s social media
outlets, lecturer announcements in class, and via the subject’s
learning management system. From 2015 onward, random draw
prize incentives were offered by the institution to encourage
completion of the SETS, for example, a $500 travel voucher was

offered in one semester. The institution promoted scores over 8/10
as the desired benchmark, with scores below 7 considered
indicative of a problematic subject. Over the seven semesters,
SETS overall satisfaction rating for this subject averaged 6.5/10.

In comparison, Project A (see name withheld, early cite) invited
the same cohort of students to complete an ethics-approved hardcopy
survey distributed on the last day of classes; 714 students enrolled in
the first 4 semesters the subject was taught completed this survey
(response rate =49%). Project A used a single item indicator
measured on a 5-point scale to capture student perceptions of
satisfaction with their learning experience (“Overall, class X was a
satisfying learning experience for me”) (M =3.55, SD=1.46).
Path model analysis demonstrated the other three variables
explored explained 67% of student overall satisfaction with the
subject: benefits of this class, experience of engagement with
flipped learning, and student perceptions of their performance in
the subject.

The SETS data collected over 7 semesters comprised 588
individual responses (response rate =39%, i.e., n=229) and
provided 29 pages of textual comments for analysis. Demographic
data were not collected via the SETS. However, collection of
demographic data for both Project A and informal classroom use
indicates the majority of students are male (53.5%); under 23
years of age (72.3%), in their third year of studies (66%), and
domestic students (60—-70%).

4. Findings and Discussion

Three final thematic categories emerged from the SETS data
analysis: (1) transferring from the known into the unknown, (2)
empowering resistance-prone student feedback, and (3) fostering
low-effort returns (The summary of open, axial, and selective
codes and the final thematic categories is available from the lead
author).

The sheer number of complaints compared to compliments in
the SETS was confronting. The emotional tone of some of the
negative feedback (e.g., “stupid,” “horrifically boring,” “so
draining,” “overwhelmed”) gave the SETS results the inescapable
flavor of pedagogical failure despite much of the negative
commentary being focused on the novel structural features of the
pedagogy: timetabling (Friday workshops commencing at 5.00
pm), workshop length (3 h), and perceived volume of work
(assessed preparatory tasks). While the pedagogy did have its
adherents and SETS scores crept up each semester, the students
used the written comments predominantly for complaints,
concerns, or suggestions for change.

4.1. Transferring from the known to the unknown

Emerging from the data analysis is evidence of a clear
reluctance to embrace or adapt to innovative pedagogy and an
accompanying tendency to reaffirm the value of established
pedagogy. Thus, the SETS became an instrumental mechanism for
students to express counter actions and negative comments in
response to the novelty of the pedagogy.

‘We had to learn the modules in the articles before going into a lecture
theatre and going over what we found in the articles was backwards to
what we have done in the past, meaning that everyone was in a
challenging situation of re-learning how to learn.’

‘The class began with the mention of a study that said students preferred

to study from home and have less contact hours. Personally this is quite
the opposite and find that going into class is the best way for me to learn.’
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This confirms previous literature that found students’ favorable and
unfavorable evaluations of new pedagogy were partly influenced by
their established expectations of what pedagogy should be like
[4, 48, 49].

The SETS comments rarely reflected on the learning content or
the novelty of the teaching approach itself; rather, they focused on
comparison with what students expected to see and found absent
from the subject’s structure. For example, confirming previous
research [50, 51], our analysis shows the students had a serious
level of uncertainty with respect to the self-driven preparatory
work and expected teachers to follow a traditional pedagogy. This
manifested as a desire or demand by students to return to a
teacher-dominated or teacher-directed form of learning, supporting
previous observations that students are dependent on teacher
centered pedagogy [2]. “Go back to a traditional format including
of test, assignment and exam. The ‘contemporary style of
teaching’ is not effective . . . stick to what works . ...”

Noticeably, some comments suggested that it was positive
experiences of group work that lead some students to adapt to the
flipped pedagogy. “In my opinion, the best aspects of this unit
were that it was heavily based on group work, and everyone
contributed in the classwork which made it more interesting.”
This reinforces the importance of collaborative learning through
social-constructive pedagogy for effective peer experiences in the
learning environment [52], suggesting it is particularly important
in the context of implementing innovative pedagogies.

Innovation in pedagogy is inherently designed to change the
boundaries of the existing teaching and learning culture, and
institutions do understand they should collect student insights
using various mechanisms and not rely on “one-size-fits-all”
SETS [13]. However, such recommendations are considered
impractical to implement with resourcing an oft-cited concern
[53], and as our experience demonstrates in the context of student
as consumer, the SETS become a weapon that can be used to
demand learning revert to expectations. In the context of
innovation in pedagogy, SETS are flawed in that they can be used
by students to undermine techniques designed to drive self-
learning, develop critical thinking skills, and facilitate group
engagement. Thus, SETS can act as a hurdle to the design,
adoption, or development of innovative pedagogies [9].

4.2. Empowering resistance-prone students

Monitoring is characterized by noticing, correcting, or
negatively gossiping about someone [54] and can involve direct
reporting to organizational authorities; and when monitoring is a
role responsibility, group members are more likely to engage in it
[55]. The SETS that is the focus of this research is repeatedly
promoted to students over an 8-week period with the phrase “your
unit, your say” clearly positioning the students as customers of a
service experience. In so doing, the institution could be signaling
to students that part of their role as a student is to monitor the
subject in which they are enrolled and that their existing
expectations are the appropriate basis on which to do this.
Monitoring is a form of social control used within organizations
to achieve desired behaviors [56] and often manifests as
promotion criteria. Our data demonstrate that student feedback
ranged from constructive to emotive and sometimes vengeful,
providing additional insight into the tension in using SETS as a
tool for assurance of quality learning and promotion purposes.

‘If you will take one bit of advice from me its this, REMOVE THIS
SUBJECT FROM THE CORE BUSINESS UNITS. Thanks for your
time. If you didn’t read that’s your loss.’
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In these data, there is clear evidence that students do notice, correct,
and negatively gossip about the subject and to a lesser extent the
teachers. “I asked other students if they gained anything out of it
and they did not.” Our data suggest some students believe part of
their student role is to ensure the teacher constructs the learning
environment in a manner that conforms to their understanding of
teaching and learning norms and report teachers via the SETS
when they do not. Therefore, we suggest the SETS may empower
students to believe their resistance to embracing or adapting to the
new norms inherent in the adoption of innovative pedagogy is not
only acceptable but part of their role as a student.

The students use terms such as “fairness” and “equality” when
negotiating for their preferred learning expectations. In using the
SETS to negotiate for their preferences, students see the SETS as
representing “the other party” with whom they should bargain for
their goal attainment. Some students even saw the SETS as the
vehicle by which they could force the subject out of existence,
suggesting an almost unionized approach to learning can emerge
when students are faced with innovation in pedagogy.

The SETS analysis also shows that the students looked to
negotiate and build resistance toward considerations outside the
scope of the SETS including teacher performance or characteristics,
university requirements to engage in pedagogical innovation, and
university administrative decisions (such as timetabling or room
allocation). These student-identified flaws served as the ammunition
needed to stop or prevent pedagogical innovation which lies at the
root of the complaint.

‘I also wanted to point out that I will take this matter further and make a
formal complaint because I felt scammed. The unit cost quite a lot of
money, and it was not worth the value I paid for.’

A boundary condition of this finding is that the negotiations may
result from a lack of holistic understanding of the purpose of, and
requirements for, successful flipped learning. This is not
surprising given students are largely not skilled or experienced
enough to evaluate course design, curriculum development,
subject or course goals, or their own performance within a course
of study [22, 57], and the flipped learning environment was novel
to them. Student attempts to negotiate for how they wished to
learn stimulated energetic evaluation of the subject and emerged
as empowered resistance to the pedagogy.

4.3. Fostering low-effort returns

We found the SETS did not necessarily provide students with an
opportunity to reflect on their learning styles, achievement of
learning outcomes, or connection to course outcomes. Repeatedly,
at the end of each semester, some students used the SETS to
foster a teaching and learning culture that made acceptable a
lower level of effort than expected by the pedagogy or
curriculum. By low effort, we refer to a preference for a subject
that demands no changes to ingrained if not routine patterns of
engagement for knowledge gain. Primarily in their final year of
university, these students had strong views about the type and
amount of effort they should be expected to expend for their return.

That return on student effort was specifically the marks
available for effort expended and not their intellectual
development or acquisition of subject knowledge. Beatty [58]
notes that because grades focus students on the achievement of
performance, they are diverted from the need to master what has
been learned. They enact a direct quid pro quo of time on task for
expected grade and willingly forgo the effort needed to achieve
increased competency, understanding, and appreciation of the
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learning materials [58] and reward easy courses with higher SETS
[59]. This effort is an essential feature of flipped learning, and this
type of complaint is noticeable in flipped learning feedback [60, 61].

‘[ also think that the amount of work given is far more than what would be
done ifyou had the class each week and have had a number of people tell
me they agree.’

By attaching marks to the preparation, the objective of incentivizing
engagement with the required work backfired. Suddenly student
learning behaviors were exposed to the teaching team and to the
students themselves, leaving no room to fly under the preparation
radar and focusing students’ attention to the trade-off between
preparatory work and marks available for any given task. “Each
article requires citation and a 400-word response for 2% grade.”
This contributed to some students positioning the pedagogy as
unfair or unjust.

Given the discrepancy between how engaged students were
during the face-to-face classes (as observed by the instructors in
each semester) and the SETS results, we speculate that the
reputation of the subject may also have contributed to student
expectations and perception of the subject. McNatt [62] found that
negative information passed to students formed a reputation for
the ratee that persisted, even in the face of disconfirming
information, and biased performance and ancillary ratings. That is,
the reputation of the ratee acted as a “preconceived notion that
disrupts accurate rating processes” [62]. In the second iteration of
this subject, one student took it upon himself to (as he told the
subject convenor) “shut your subject down” and was seen to
openly agitate and recruit students to his cause during classes.
This contributed further to general talk about the subject, and in
subsequent semesters, there were notable instances where others
from the same student’s discipline volunteered, they had “heard
all about this subject.” Thus, we suggest a form of contagion
occurs for subjects or innovative pedagogies as much as it does
for individuals. That is, a negative reputation can persist despite
disconfirming evidence adding to the problematic nature of using
SETS in the context of innovation in pedagogy.

‘How innovative the workshop was, with incorporating a new style of
learning, less contact time, use of technology and more student to
student interaction.’

When students assess their learning experience based upon their
preference for a return on low effort and are oblivious to, or unwilling
to accept, they have a special role in their own learning, innovative
pedagogical approaches such as flipped learning are undermined by
conventional SETS. Students perceive SETS as a means to maintain
their predilection for a particular level of effort status quo. Comments
directed toward the subject cutting into the student’s own time,
bemoaning the requirement of preparatory work, or castigating the
incentivized approach to encourage learning, all suggest that the
flaw is not necessarily the pedagogy but rather the student
perceptions of the amount of effort that should be sufficient for
the volume of learning expected for a subject. The flipped class,
which relies on the completion of all preparatory work, could be
particularly dissatisfying for such students. These findings are
consistent with the literature that recognizes the resistance of
students to flipped learning lies in part to their perceptions
regarding acceptable workloads [2, 49].

5. Conclusions and Recommendations

We developed a flipped class in an effort to improve student
engagement and generate good student learning outcomes including
overall satisfaction and made it the subject of a four-semester

empirical research project (Project A) in which the model tested
unequivocally supported the benefits of flipped learning.
Separately, concurrent with and subsequent to Project A, SETS
comments from the same cohort of students were noticeably critical
and ratings below the institution’s target benchmark. This raised the
specter of a credibility gap for the teaching staff that defended the
flipped learning pedagogy as successful. Thus, this research
analyzed the SETS comments over seven semesters in an effort to
understand the gap between the two sources of insight into student
perceptions about their learning experience. Our analysis highlights
a three-pronged attack strategy used by students — effectively
weaponizing the SETS. The direct casualty was the innovation
(flipped learning) and collateral damage coalesced around instructor
career implications and willingness to innovate and student learning
outcomes. To drive SETS up to the benchmark required, we
capitulated to student and institution pressure and removed the
marks for completing preparatory work and achieved the desired
lift in SETS results in subsequent semesters. However, this also
resulted in a dramatic reduction in the number of students prepared
for the class, arguably undermining an essential feature of flipped
learning.

Given the importance of pedagogical innovation to business
schools, an open and frank discussion is needed to address the use
of SETS within the context of innovation in pedagogy. In this
context, a SETS is needed that captures the student voice with
respect to their learning experience while bridging the gap
between existing theoretic models of innovation in pedagogy and
the imperatives that drive the design of the institutional SETS.

The completion of SETS at the end of the semester and before
final marks are known positions them as a forum for discontent. As
identified in this research, it is the pedagogy that can be viewed as
broken or wrong by students reacting to the pressures that coalesce
around end of semester. The sticky nature of a negative reputation
[62], constraining nature of marks on students learning behaviors
[58], and deliberate incivility of students [42] can all be seen
emerging via the SETS results in this subject. There was clear
evidence that the SETS are knowingly used by some students to
resist the pedagogy and by others to voice discontent or anxiety
often unrelated to matters of pedagogical quality.

We suggest where students are taught using innovative
pedagogy the SETS applied by the institution be constructed
explicitly for such situations, much like an intervention. Using an
open, fluid, and dialogic/conversation design, could be
instrumental in helping both the student and the institution
understand the student experience in this context.

How students are treated in the SETS process is important. The
paradigm of the student role in SETS could be changed from one
where students are anonymous reporters of teacher behavior and
customers to be satisfied by their learning experience, to one
where students are invited to reflect on the learning they acquired
and consider themselves as co-collaborators in the creation of
pedagogy. In so doing, this can extend theoretic models that
articulate how to develop, implement, and evaluate innovations
[63] by articulating how the institution’s SETS process can and
should fit into such models.

The ongoing decision to ignore the SETS conundrum at the
institutional level has consequences. At the micro level, faculty
are asked to inductively design and develop pedagogical
innovations. However, a discontinuity exists when faculty are then
ultimately evaluated using a macro-level tool that in effect serves
to maintain the status quo in part because it is designed as an
accountability tool rather than one that aims to promote learning
[64]. Demoralization of the faculty as a result of SETS should be
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a major concern for higher education institutions as it is the faculty
that observes problems and develops solutions via the curriculum
they design and implement. Feedback that asks for a return to the
old; is bullying, aggressive, or intimidating; or not considered
against the level of engagement defensibly expected of students
does not help faculty demonstrate to the institution how their
course is preparing students for the realities of the workforce.
However, such feedback does reinforce the critical importance of
scaffolding change and novelty within teaching practice. Although
this study emphasizes the divergence between student feedback in
evaluations and their observable behaviors and interactions within
flipped learning environments, the findings could be applicable to
any pedagogical innovation where there is a discrepancy between
student-reported experiences in evaluations and their actual
engagement during class activities or objective learning outcomes.

The theoretical perspectives that inform this study emerged
organically during the data analysis phase, rather than guiding the
initial research design. This emergent approach to theory underscores
the exploratory and inductive nature of our qualitative methodology,
which seeks to uncover and understand phenomena through the lens
of the collected data. While this method provides deep, context-
specific insights, it also introduces certain limitations. For instance,
the interpretative nature of qualitative analysis can introduce
subjective biases, even as we adhere to rigorous thematic analysis
procedures. Additionally, the findings are inherently contextual and
may not be generalizable across all educational settings or disciplines.

Acknowledging these limitations, future research could benefit
from a more diverse set of educational contexts to test the hypotheses
and applicability of these findings more broadly. Comparative
studies across different institutions, disciplines, or cultural settings
could surface how contextual factors influence the reception and
effectiveness of pedagogical innovations and their evaluation
through SETS. Furthermore, incorporating other data collection
methods and longitudinal design could provide insights into how
perceptions and evaluations evolve over time as students and
faculty become more accustomed to innovative pedagogies.

By explicitly identifying and discussing these emergent theoretical
frameworks and methodological limitations, this study aims to contribute
to a nuanced understanding of the complex dynamics between student
evaluations and pedagogical innovation. This reflection not only
enhances the transparency of the research process but also provides a
foundation for ongoing scholarly discourse and further investigation
into effective educational practices and evaluation methodologies.
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