
Pakistan Journal of Social Sciences (PJSS) 

Vol. 38, No. 2 (2018), pp. 537-550 
 

Analysis of Teaching Evaluation Practices in Universities of 

Pakistan at Policy Level: Implications for Stakeholders 

Hakim Ali 
PhD Scholar, Department of Education, 

Bahauddin Zakariya University, Multan, Pakistan 

Email: hakimalimphil@gmail.com 

 

Bashir Hussain 
Assistant Professor, Department of Education, 

Bahauddin Zakariya University, Multan, Pakistan 

Email: bashirhussain@bzu.edu.com 

 

Abstract: 
Along with the expansion and diversification of higher education in 

Pakistan since the establishment of Higher Education Commission of 

Pakistan [HEC] in 2002, the issues of quality and excellence appeared 

at the top agenda of HEC as well as the federal and provincial 

governments of Pakistan. One of the major approaches adopted by 

HEC and universities in Pakistan to pursue quality and excellence is to 

assure and enhance the quality of teaching. As a result, universities are 

taking measures to evaluate the teaching quality of their faculty 

members as per guidelines provided by HEC. It is, therefore, valuable 

to explore the existing teaching evaluation practices adopted by higher 

education institutions [HEIs] of Pakistan at policy level. This research 

article, which is based on a Doctoral study, examined the specific 

practices adopted by selected Pakistani HEIs, analyzed and 

summarized the major forms of faculty evaluation of teaching practices 

in the HEIs. This study used content analysis method for the analysis of 

policy documents related to teaching evaluation practices/processes. 

The findings of the study revealed that most of the HEIs in Pakistan are 

lacking in the provision of detailed guidelines and procedures about 

administration of teaching evaluation tools, analysis of data, reporting 

and use of teaching evaluation results. This research, however, also 

evidenced some generic policies developed by the HEC regarding 

teaching evaluation processes for the guidance of HEIs in Pakistan. 

Finally, a set of implications have been drawn for potential 

stakeholders. 

Keywords: Evaluation of teaching, HEIs, student evaluations, peer evaluation, self-

evaluation. 

I. Introduction 
Higher education is a significant economic factor that ensures novelty of 

knowledge and provides skilled man power to meet the needs in various economic and 

social fields (Johnes, 2006). Given the socio-economic significance of investment in 

higher education sector, the quality of education in colleges and universities has become 

a hotly debated issue worldwide over the last decade or two (Chen & Yeager, 2011). It is 
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generally agreed that the classroom teaching is one of the key components to ensure 

overall quality of education. 

In the context of this scenario, HEC-Pakistan established Quality Assurance 

Agency [QAA] in 2004 at national level, followed by Quality Enhancement Cells [QECs] 

at institutional level (HEC, 2005). Along with several other purposes, the QECs are 

responsible for monitoring and carrying out periodic teaching evaluations of both the full 

time and part time faculty through students, peers and HODs, in accordance with the 

methods prescribed by HEC (Batool, Qureshi & Raouf, 2010). This system of evaluating 

teaching effectiveness serves two important purposes i.e. creates awareness about the fact 

that quality is the lifeline of higher education and establishes that teaching has central 

position to ensure quality (Gao, 2009). Keeping in view the significant role of teaching 

evaluation practices in assuring and enhancing the quality of teaching in global context, 

this research study has attempted to analyze the existing teaching evaluation practices in 

universities of Pakistan having QECs established up-till 2014. Finally, a set of 

implications have been drawn for the potential stakeholders regarding teaching 

evaluations. 

II. Review of Literature 
A prerequisite for developing valid and objective mechanism for evaluating 

teaching effectiveness of faculty members is to address the question what constitutes 

effective teaching (Cashin, 1996). While no unified definition and a precise list of agreed 

upon qualities of effective teaching exists (Paulsen, 2002, Seldin, 2006), several scholars 

dating from the early 20th century to present have arrived at a reasonably consistent set 

of findings about the characteristics of effective teaching. For example, after reviewing 

the numerous previous studies, Seldin (2006) had identified that treating students with 

respect and care, providing frequent feedback to students, expressing complete subject 

knowledge, creating a comfortable classroom environment, communicating with students 

at their level, motivating students, managing  learning details fairly, reflecting on his own 

teaching  and being sincerely interested in subject matter and in teaching itself are 

reasonably consistent teaching behaviors for making teaching effective. 

It is, however, important to answer the questions that where does actual 

classroom teaching stand in comparison to other performance indicators in overall faculty 

evaluation and what sources of information are used in evaluating faculty classroom 

performance. Seldin (1998) found that the five predominant data gathering sources in 

policies and practices adopted by American HEIs for measuring teaching quality are 

student evaluations of teaching, self-evaluation, peer review, administrators’ evaluation, 

and committee evaluation. The use of teaching portfolios, according to the findings of 

Buckridge (2008), is increasing at higher education level across the globe. Keeping in 

view the findings of Seldin (1998) and the information extracted from a review of higher 

education literature, teaching evaluation practices can be grouped into three categories: 

teacher and course evaluation by students; evaluation by colleagues/peers, evaluation by 

superiors/academic administrators (dean/chairman /HOD) and self-evaluation. Within 

each of these three categories of teaching evaluation practices/processes, the merits, 

demerits and purposes have been reviewed. 
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A. Student Evaluations of Teaching 
The student evaluations of teaching (SETs), though most common way of 

measuring teaching quality in universities(Hammonds, Mariano, Ammons & Chambers, 

2017), has been questioned by scholars as inappropriate in terms of its reliability and 

validity (Chen & Hoshower, 2003; Feistauera &Richterb, 2016). Yet practiced by many 

institutions, the actual utility and contribution of SETs to measure quality of teaching is 

not clear (Braskamp, Brandenburgh, Kohen, Ory, & Mayberry, 1984). 

An extensive number of studies have investigated the reliability and validity of 

Sets with mixed findings (Chen & Hoshower, 2003).Critics of SETs worry that students 

do not have sufficient information to judge all the dimensions of faculty teaching or 

course contents (Chen & Hoshower, 2003).In addition, students tend to give high 

evaluation scores to a teacher who is considered lenient grader (Addison, Best & 

Warrington, 2006) and more entertaining regardless of teaching quality. On the other 

hand, many researchers (Lakin, 2016) supported the view that SETs provide an 

appropriate, relevant, reliable and valuable evidence of faculty teaching effectiveness. A 

major advantage of involving students is that the feedback information from SETs can 

also be used for faculty summative decisions as salary, promotion and tenure (Lakin, 

2016). 

B. Self-Evaluation, Teaching Portfolios and SOTL 

Faculty self-evaluation is adopted by many HEI sacross the globe as it 

contributes both for formative and summative purposes (Vanhoof & Van Petegem, 2010). 

Advocates argue that the practice of faculty self-evaluation is a worthwhile and most 

useful component of any evaluation program for continuous assessment of faculty 

teaching and professionalization of the teaching faculty (Creemers, Kyriakides & 

Antoniou, 2013). On the contrary, opponents raise questions regarding the validity and 

objectivity of the faculty self-evaluation and assert that the results of this practice are not 

meaningful and reliable enough in comparison with other similar measures of teaching 

performance (Centra, 1993). One of the most increasingly used tools for self-evaluation is 

the teaching portfolio both for developmental and summative purposes (Buckridge, 

2008). 

An equally important teaching evaluation practice is Scholarship of Teaching 

and Learning (SOTL). The formal origins of SOTL began in 1990, when Boyer 

concluded that “the work of the professoriate might be thought of as having four separate, 

yet overlapping, functions i.e., discovery, integration, application and teaching” (p. 16). 

This conceptualization of scholarship elevates the traditional role of teaching from “a 

routine function, tacked on” to an essential component of a professor’s scholarly life. 

Furthermore, Boyer (1990) argued that the academy should recognize and reward all four 

components of scholarship, including the scholarship of teaching. The scholarship of 

teaching is the mechanism through which teaching can be something other than a seat-of-

the-pants operation (Hutchings & Shulman, 1999). 

C. Evaluation by Peers and Academic Administrators  

In the past decades, critics have found summative evaluation insufficient in 

improving teaching quality (Chen & Yeager, 2011). Universities, in response to this 
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criticism, have initiated collaborative peer evaluation processes to strengthen teaching 

and to assess teaching quality. However, Centra (1987) argued that peer evaluation 

should supplement student and administrator evaluation. On the contrary, Atkinson and 

Bolt (2010) claim that faculty members do not have enough time required to observe each 

other's classes systematically and write out review reports comprehensively due to ever 

increasing career demands.  

Another prominent format of evaluating teaching is administrators’ evaluation. 

Chen and Yeager (2011) advocated the inclusion of administrators in teaching evaluation 

processes they are involved in planning as well as implementation of programs related to 

faculty professional development. Critics, however, claim that administrators neither 

have enough time to visit the classrooms systematically nor they provide the faculty 

members’ timely feedback (Feldman, 1989). Considering the above cited literature and 

the crucial role that evaluation of teaching effectiveness plays in the higher education 

sector, it is worth examining the practices that important Pakistani HEIs adopt to evaluate 

faculty teaching and to discuss the effectiveness of those practices. This paper focuses on 

analyzing the existing teaching evaluation practices in universities of Pakistan having 

QECs established up-till 2014.Policy documents regarding teaching evaluation practices 

at both public and private sector HEIs were collected through HEC and institutional 

websites and via emails to staff members of QECs. These policy documents were then 

reviewed with a focus on the identification of potential practices for evaluating teaching 

and the strengths and weaknesses connected with these practices. 

III. Research Questions 
Based on findings from the literature, this exploratory study examines and 

identifies how teaching evaluation is conducted in HEIs of Pakistan. Following five 

research questions were formulated for the identification and examination of teaching 

evaluation practices and policies being employed in Pakistani higher education sector (i) 

What are the major forms of teaching evaluation practices that are employed in HEIs of 

Pakistan? (ii) What are the key purposes of teaching evaluation practices as evidenced 

from policy documents (e.g., formative, summative)? (iii) Are all the HEIs consistent or 

different regarding teaching evaluation criteria, policies, instruments and procedures? (iv) 

Do policies provide any guidelines to QECs and administrators for reporting of results to 

various stakeholders and their effective usage? (v) What are the shared and distinct 

features of teaching evaluation practices in all the HEIs from holistic perspective? (vi) 

What are the implications for universities in Pakistan regarding teaching evaluations 

policies? 

IV. Research Methodology 
 A summative approach to qualitative content analysis (Hsieh &Shannon, 2005) 

was used for this study which involves both quantitative and qualitative aspects. Weber 

(1990) articulates that “content analysis is a research method that uses a set of procedures 

to make valid inferences from text” (p.117) and reduces the longer texts into short 

expressions or fewer words. Likewise, Bowen (2009) considers ‘content analysis 

technique’ as suitable for painting a broad, overall picture in case of a wide variety of 

documents. Typically, a study using summative approach to qualitative content analysis 

starts with counting/quantification and comparisons, usually of keywords or particular 
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concepts and occurrences in content, followed by the interpretation of the underlying 

context (Hsieh &Shannon, 2005; O’Leary, 2014). This quantification is “an attempt not 

to infer meaning but, rather, to explore usage” (Hsieh &Shannon, 2005).Analyzing for 

quantification and counting the frequency of specific words or particular concepts in 

textual material is referred to as manifest content analysis (Dornyei, 2007) and deals with 

the descriptive and objective overview of the “surface meaning of the data” (Dornyei, 

2007, p. 246). The analysis would be quantitative if it stopped at this point (Kondracki 

&Wellman, 2002). A summative approach to qualitative content analysis goes beyond 

mere word counts to include latent content analysis. Latent content analysis refers to the 

process of interpretation of content (Hsieh &Shannon, 2005) with a focus on discovering 

underlying deeper meanings of data (Dornyei, 2007). 

 In this study, the initial part of the analysis focused on counting the documents 

mentioning teaching evaluation practices is more accurately viewed as a quantitative 

approach. However, the researchers went on examining the complete process of all the 

teaching evaluation practices to  determine whether evaluation of teaching process is 

completed and feedback loop proceeds effectively towards closing around all the 

practices of teaching evaluations or not. Furthermore, key features were pre-defined on 

the basis of literature review and the textual material was approached in relation to 

particular key features or content rather than analyzing the data as a whole. Hence, this 

study used a summative approach to qualitative content analysis. 

 For this study, all policy documents and information related to existing teaching 

evaluation practices, that were available on institutional websites along with the HEC 

website, were collected by carrying out an online search. The search of the policy 

documents was delimited to such130 HEIs in which QECs had been established by HEC 

up-till 2014.Table 1 indicates area-wise, sector-wise and category-wise distribution of 

130 HEIs across Pakistan from which policy documents related to teaching evaluations 

were collected. In addition to online search, the staff members of the QECs of target 

HEIs were also contacted through telephone/E-mail for the collection of additional 

information/documents about the current teaching evaluation practices used in their 

university/institution. 

 The data collection mainly focused on searching out documents related to the 

policies, procedures and guidelines that are vital for execution of teaching evaluation 

processes prescribed by HEC for various purposes and are actually implemented in 

Pakistani HEIs. It was assumed that the institutional websites of the HEIs and HEC 

would be up-dated regarding policy guidelines, purposes and procedures of different 

teaching evaluation formats. It was further believed that these websites would be useful 

for providing significant examples of current teaching evaluation practices employed by 

the HEIs in Pakistan. Essentially, the expectation was that the policy documents would 

provide some sense of institutional perspective on different formats of teaching 

evaluations in the wider context of Pakistani higher education sector. 

 The guiding principle for content analysis was to approach the documents only 

for identifying the existence and examining the processes of six major teaching 

evaluation practices used worldwide. All the71 documents were analyzed for the 
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identification of key themes specified in research questions and communicated in the 

text. Finally, teaching evaluation practices that were commonly shared among all the 

universities and those distinctive to HEIs were categorized and summarized. 

Table 1: Area-wise, Sector-wise & Category-wise Distribution of HEIs 

S# Area 
 
Sector 
 

Category of HEIs 

General HEIs Professional HEIs 
Total 

Co-Edu Women Engi Agri Medic Business 

1 
Federal 
Capital 

Public 06 × 06 × × 01 13 

Private 02 × 02 × × × 04 

2 Punjab 
Public 10 03 04 02 02 × 21 

Private 11 × 02 × × 03 16 

3 Sindh 
Public 06 × 04 01 04 02 17 

Private 06 01 02 × 04 06 19 

4 KPK 
Public 10 02 03 01 01 01 18 

Private 03 × 04 × 01 01 09 

5 Balochistan 
Public 02 01 01 01 01 01 07 

Private 01 × × × × × 01 

6 AJK 
Public 02 × 01 × × × 03 

Private 01 × × × × × 01 

7 
Gilgit 
Baltistan 

Public 01 × × × × × 01 

Private × × × × × × × 

Grand Total 61 07 29 05 13 15 130 

 

V. Results and Discussion 
 As explained earlier, content analysis method was used for the analysis of policy 

documents. There searchers thoroughly read and analyzed the content of policy 

documents. The content was categorized keeping in view pre-defined themes into content 

regarding the mentions of the key features of the processes of six commonly used 

teaching evaluation practices i.e., Sets, administrator evaluation peer-evaluation, self-

evaluation, teaching portfolios and SOTL. It is worth noting that even a trivial indication 

of some teaching evaluation activity was considered as an evidence/example of the 

existence of a teaching evaluation practice/process and mentioned in the Table 2 as key 

feature. Table 2 summarizes the results of manifest content analysis (quantitative) 

followed by latent content analysis (qualitative). 

 Table 2 shows a portrait of the information accessible online and provided by 

QEC staff members. It is evident from the information displayed in Table 2, that policy 

documents do not provide strong evidence about the existence of any operative teaching 

evaluation system in a real sense. It was also found that adequate details about policy 

guidelines, procedures and structural elements vital for execution of all the six teaching 

evaluation practices were not available. The next section comprising five sub-sections 

provides results of latent content analysis and detailed discussion in relation to research 

questions and emerging themes. 

A. Major Forms of Teaching Evaluations 

 Analysis of policy documents revealed that four major forms of teaching 

evaluation practices i.e. teacher and course evaluation by students, teacher evaluation by 

supervisor (chairman/HOD, Dean), peer evaluation and teaching portfolios currently exist 
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in HEIs in Pakistan. The following sub-sections provide the findings of latent content 

analysis regarding the processes of four forms of teaching evaluations in Pakistani HEIs. 

Table 2: Number of HEIs Containing Some Evidence regarding the Existence of 

Teaching Evaluation Practices  

Key Features 
 

Student 
Evaluation 

Admin 
Evaluation 

Peer-
Evaluation 

Self-
Evaluation 

Portfolio SoTL** 

yes no yes no yes no yes no yes no yes No 

HEI has a specific 
teaching evaluation 
policy, criteria and 
guidelines. 

31 99 × 130 × 130 × 130 × 130 × 130 

Purposes of teaching 
evaluations stated. 

49 81 
130
* 

× 
130
* 

× × 130 2 128 × 130 

***Instrument is 
available. 

130 × 
130
* 

× 
130
* 

× × 130 × 130 × 130 

Procedures for 
administration 
developed. 

11 119 2 128 2 128 × 130 × 130 × 130 

Analysis/review 
procedures available. 

2 123 × 130 × 130 × 130 × 130 × 130 

Clear guidelines for 
reporting and use of 
results available. 

3 127 × 130 × 130 × 130 × 130 × 130 

* Administrator and peer evaluations are conducted mainly for providing data to HEC for the purpose of best university teacher 

award decision not on regular basis for the entire faculty, **SoTL stands for Scholarship of Teaching and Learning, ***HEC 

developed instruments/questionnaires are available for student/course evaluations, administrator evaluation and peer 

review/evaluation. 

Evaluation of Teaching and Courses by Students 

 The content analysis found that the first and most frequently traced form of 

teaching evaluation in Pakistani HEIs was student/course evaluation. For example, it was 

decided in the 17th meeting of QAA-HEC (2012) that three forms of evaluations (teacher 

evaluation by students, course evaluations by students and teachers) should essentially be 

introduced immediately by all the QECs. It was further discussed that there should be 

“uniformity during the planning, execution, evaluation and follow up stages of this 

important component of internal quality assurance”. Similarly, Director QEC, University 

of the Punjab advised participants that teacher and course evaluation should be carried 

out “for all the faculty members” (QEC, 2016). Dow University of Health Sciences 

[DUHS] states: 

Teacher evaluation is conducted with regular frequency for each 

program….The process of evaluating teaching is carried out through 

the Quality Enhancement Cell of DUHS and it is according to the 

method prescribed by HEC (Proforma 10, SAR Feedback 

Form).Teachers’ evaluation is done at multi levels i.e. through 

students, through peers, through HODs & through teachers’ 

portfolios(QEC, 2016). 

 Data analysis further found that teaching evaluation by students and course 

evaluations are undertaken in all the examined HEIs during the last two weeks of every 

semester for every course using HEC prescribed survey forms (HEC, 2014).Program 

teams (PTs) with the assistance of QEC’s staff carry out teaching and course evaluation 
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surveys and students’ anonymity is ensured. To maintain impartiality all the process is 

completed in the absence of the teacher concerned. In some institutions, for example, 

Riphah International University (2016), QECs staff independently conducts teaching and 

course evaluation surveys without the involvement of teachers for ensuring unbiased 

feedback from students (p.12). 

 The implementation procedure regarding student evaluations, however, was 

found to be different. Some of the HEIs distribute HEC prescribed teacher evaluation pro 

forma to students manually in their classrooms (Lahore College for Women University 

[LCWU], 2013, BZU, 2016) while a number of institutions have developed online 

evaluation mechanism for students (Mehran UET, 2016; National University of 

Computer & Emerging Sciences, 2016; Sukkur IBA, 2016; The University of Agriculture 

Peshawar,2016 & UET, Peshawer, 2016) as per guidelines of HEC for ensuring more 

confidentiality and transparency. Additionally, some universities (Kohat University of 

Science & Technology [KUST], 2016;University of Karachi, 2012) also consider it as an 

essential input for identification of effective teaching to seek opinions of graduating 

students on the quality of education in last semester/year before the award of degree. 

 In order to ensure high participation rate on the part of students, some 

institutions (e.g., Indus University 2016a) make it mandatory for every student to fill the 

online survey forms at the time of semester completion. In Pakistan, a vast majority of 

university students do not have computer or laptop facility personally, and institutional or 

departmental computer lab resources usually do not match with the needs of student 

population in majority of the Pakistani HEIs. In order to make it convenient for students, 

universities have taken a number of steps. For instance, in Indus University(2016b), 

teachers “have to escort their class in the computer lab to get the form filled under the 

supervision of QEC vigilance team”(p.28). University of the Punjab (2016)has implied in 

its policy that only those students with class attendance 80% can complete teacher and 

course evaluation survey forms. 

Teacher Evaluation by Supervisor and Peers 
 Analysis of policy documents revealed that evaluation by supervisor 

(chairman/HOD) and peer evaluation are two other notable forms of teaching evaluation 

used in Pakistani HEIs. These are conducted mainly for providing data to HEC using 

teaching evaluation Likert 5-point scale prescribed by HEC at the time of best university 

teacher award decision not on regular basis. HEC policy does not specify the need of peer 

evaluation for all the faculty members but it is required for only those teachers who meet 

the eligibility criteria specified for best university teacher award (HEC, 2015). 

Teaching Portfolios  

 Analysis of documents also revealed that development of teaching portfolios by 

the faculty members is not a common practice in Pakistani HEIs and not a mandatory 

practice by HEC. However, a few (2 out of 130) HEIs found to be adopting this practice 

as a source of information for faculty evaluation. For example, in DUHS (2016), teaching 

portfolios are given a substantial weight in teacher evaluation process. Similarly, IBA 

Karachi(2016)encourages teachers to develop their teaching portfolios as a quality 

enhancement measure and for the purpose of professional growth.   
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B. Purposes of Teaching Evaluations 

 Analysis of documents clearly mentioned that almost all the processes of faculty 

evaluation are carried out as per HEC requirements for any of the following three 

purposes:  completing institutional self-assessment report (SAR), providing data for best 

university teacher award and/or for gaining scores at the time of annual ranking of 

Pakistani HEIs by HEC. It was further found that teaching evaluation system in Pakistani 

HEIs also fulfills some other summative purposes such as tenure review and appointment 

or reappointment of contractual and/or part time faculty. However, some of the HEIs 

stated that teaching evaluation system is used for developmental purposes as teachers’ 

professional growth (IBA, Karachi,2016), improving instructional practices (DUHS 

2016; KUST, 2016; LCWU, 2013; UET Peshawar, 2016), capacity building of academic 

faculty (IUB, 2017) providing feedback to students and nominating teachers for various 

continuous professional development programs. Particularly, student evaluation of 

teaching effectiveness via questionnaire is the most commonly used form of teaching 

evaluation for formative purpose. Director QEC from DUHS while explaining the 

purpose of student/course evaluations stated that “student evaluations not only assist 

teachers for improving their own classroom instruction but they also improve overall 

quality of education in the university” (QEC, 2016). 

C. Setting of Evaluation Criteria, Policy Guidelines and Instrument 

 The analysis of policy documents from HEC as well as institutional websites 

revealed that HEC has not set any specific criteria and procedures instead provided only 

general guidelines for evaluation of teaching. Even then, a high level of consistency was 

found regarding teaching evaluation criteria, policies and procedures among different 

categories of HEIs as well as various disciplinary fields. HEC has provided sample 

survey forms (questionnaire) regarding all the formats of teaching evaluation such as 

student evaluations, evaluation by supervisor, peer evaluation, survey of graduating 

students etc. only for reference. However, analysis of available documents clarified that 

universities have the autonomy to design their own instruments by adding discipline-

specific or institution-specific questions and to set their own criteria and guidelines 

keeping in view their individual needs (UVAS, 2016). HEC has developed and published 

sample questionnaires for teaching evaluation only for encouraging consistency in 

teaching evaluation process. The analysis further indicated that consistency does not 

mean that general and professional institutions or various departments of different nature 

are bound to carry out teaching evaluations by employing the same procedure or using 

the same instruments or criteria. Instead, the consistency is maintained only to encourage 

that teaching is valued in the same manner in all the HEIs allover Pakistan. 

D. Reporting and Use of Teaching Evaluation Results 

 Analysis revealed that among the investigated HEIs, the reporting and use of 

teaching evaluation results is an important issue. There are similarities to some extent as 

well as variations regarding the communication of results to different stakeholders and 

their utilization for various purposes. HEC-Pakistan does not provide any specific 

policies, procedures and guidelines required to develop timely reporting and feedback 

mechanisms and to ensure easy access and effective use of teaching evaluation results for 

relevant stakeholders. 
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 A common practice identified in almost all the HEIs is that the departmental 

committees administer the survey questionnaire manually or online, collect the evaluation 

forms and submit to the office of the director QEC. The QEC officials tabulate the data, 

analyze it, compile the results’ summary and share the report mostly with Vice-

Chancellor, but rarely with concerned Dean, HOD and faculty member for further action. 

Generally, student/course evaluation results are reported in percentage form but some 

institutions also publish the results in graphic form. Another common policy entails that 

faculty members are not provided opportunity to review the student evaluation of 

teaching forms and comment on the teaching evaluation results. Table 3 presents the 

common and distinctive teaching evaluation practices identified in most of the examined 

HEIs across Pakistan. 

Table 3: Summary of Existing Teaching Evaluation Practices in Pakistani HEIs 
Key Themes Common Practices Distinctive Practices 

Forms of 
teaching 
evaluation 

 Teacher & Course evaluation by students 

 Evaluation by supervisor 

 Peer review/evaluation 
 

 Each department structures 
teacher evaluation team 
consisting of senior faculty 
members under the guidance of 
QEC. 

 Teaching Portfolios 

 Survey of Graduating Students 

 Online Course & Teaching 
Evaluation 

Purpose of 
evaluation 

 Summative purposes 

 Formative purposes 

 Identification of strong areas and areas in 
need of improvement 

 Evaluation of teachers who meet eligibility 
criteria for contesting best university teacher 
award 

 To know the students’ satisfaction level 
regarding courses being taught & 
methodology of teaching.  

 To gather graduating students’ 
input on the quality of education 

Policies, 
criteria& 
instrument 

 A set of policies derived from Self-
Assessment Manual (SAM) of QAA-HEC 
developed by QEC in consultation with top 
administration is applied across the 
university. 

 QEC guides and facilitates departments of 
the university regarding the implementation 
of CSI as well as the teacher evaluation 
process. 

 The Director QEC in 
consultation with relevant HOD 
sets different criteria for meeting 
the discipline-specific 
requirements. 

 Departments make their own 
teaching evaluation plans. 

 

Reporting use 
of evaluation 
results 

 QEC compiles the results’ summary and 
shares the report mostly with Vice-
Chancellor, rarely with concerned Dean, 
HOD and faculty member for further action. 

 Evaluation results are made 
available online. 

 QEC works with all departments 
to develop plans to address the 
areas in need of improvement, 
for capacity building, faculty 
training workshops. 

 

V1. Conclusion 
 The present study was designed to analyze and identify existing teaching 

evaluation policies and practices that Pakistani HEIs adopt to evaluate faculty teaching 

and to suggest a set of best practices for evaluating teaching effectiveness of university 

faculty in Pakistan. The study concludes that there are no predetermined and clear-cut 

specific policy guidelines and procedures provided by HEC regarding teaching evaluation 

process. It was also concluded that HEIs largely base their institutional policies on HEC 

general guidelines provided in Performance Evaluation Standards (PESs) for the HEIs, 

Self Assessment Manual (SAM) published by QAA-HEC and HECs’ meetings held for 
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expediting the student and course evaluation surveys. Therefore, most of the HEIs are 

similar regarding teaching evaluation process and share four common teaching evaluation 

practices and policies i.e., teacher/course evaluations by students, 

administrator/supervisor evaluation, peer evaluation and teaching portfolios. It was also 

concluded that two important teaching evaluation practices/processes strongly supported 

by literature i.e., self-evaluation and scholarship of teaching and learning (SoTL) were 

found to be completely missing in HEIs of Pakistan. 

VII. Implications for Stakeholders 
 Based on the analysis of policy documents related to current teaching evaluation 

practices in the HEIs in Pakistan, the following implications have been drawn: 

 HEC must develop clear-cut policies, detailed guidelines, procedures and 

processes for all the teaching evaluation formats in a separate manual to make 

teaching evaluation more effective. 

 HEIs should continue to employ, in its true spirit, the practices of supervisor 

evaluation and peer-review on the one hand and strengthen the practices of self-

evaluation, teaching portfolio as well as SOTL at the same time. 

 HEC must specify the need for supervisor evaluation, peer evaluation and 

development of teaching portfolios for all the teachers on regular basis. 

 To make the practice of student evaluation of teaching more effective and to 

increase the participation ratio of students, HEIs and departments should make it 

voluntary but announce incentives for those students who complete teacher 

evaluation form and put restrictions to those who do not. 

 HEIs should encourage departments to set their own discipline-specific criteria, 

procedures and instruments for evaluating teaching effectiveness. 

 As regards online teaching evaluation system, HEIs should be flexible enough 

for students in terms of time for completing all the evaluation forms relevant to 

students so that they can be able to provide more effective input. 
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