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Abstract. The paper examines tertiary English for Specific Purposes
(ESP) teachers’ experiences and perceptions of course evaluation
within a contemporary theoretical framework. It aims to deter-
mine the evaluation impetus, identify gaps in the dissemination
of evaluation results, provide insight into teachers’ beliefs about
their evaluation competencies and needs, and address their con-
cerns and suggestions for the evaluation process. The study was
motivated by the expanding influence of ESP courses, criticism
of current evaluation practices initiated by universities, and lack
of research in the field. The purpose was to deepen understand-
ing of the evaluation process among teachers and other relevant
parties and to obtain teachers’ recommendations for enhancing
the evaluation capacity of the above-mentioned groups, which
ultimately contributes to educational excellence and student
success. The sample comprised 43 ESP teachers from private and
state institutions of higher education in Serbia, who completed
an electronic questionnaire. The quantitative data were analyzed
using descriptive statistics, while thematic content analysis was
employed for the qualitative data. The results indicate that course
evaluation is still not fully accepted as a regular procedure at the
tertiary level in Serbia, since not all institutions initiate it and
there is an obvious gap in communication of the results. Yet,
teachers generally consider evaluation an essential component
of an ESP course and require training opportunities for broad-
ening their knowledge and developing the skills relevant for the
effective administration of course evaluation. The pedagogical
implications of the study underscore the necessity of teachers’
professional development, the alignment of evaluation procedures
with pedagogical realities, and the enhancement of cooperation
with institutions and other relevant stakeholders.

3 The first author acknowledges financial support from the Ministry of
Science, Technological Development and Innovations of the Republic
of Serbia, 451-03-137/2025-03/200134.
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Introduction

In order to benefit from the educational opportunities created by the interna-
tionalization of universities (e.g., student mobility programs) and enhance their
employability and successful pursuit of career in the globalized labor market,
students nowadays require highly developed competencies in the area of languages
for specific purposes (LSP). This is particularly true for English, as this language
“gained a privileged position in that it has become the established language of
science and technology, and of late [...] of business” (Rdisdnen & Fortanet-Gémez,
2008). Taking into account the dynamic nature of LSP and English for Specific
Purposes (ESP) due to technological, scientific, and economic developments, as
well as the “changing trends in approaches and methodologies” in terms of ped-
agogies (Kirkgoz & Dikilitas, 2018, p. 3), it is necessary to continuously review
language courses so as to ensure that they respond both to these changes and to
students’ demands. This idea aligns with the principles of the Bologna process
and the educational reform, which place the issue of quality assurance at the fore-
front of the European Higher Education Area (EHEA) (European Commission/
EACEA/Eurydice, 2017; Milutinovi¢, 2023). As a result, “all European countries
have established national quality assurance systems and many higher educa-
tion institutions have developed their own strategies for quality enhancement”
(European Commission/EACEA/Eurydice, 2017).

One form of evaluation most closely linked to teaching practices at many
European universities, including Serbian ones, is the end-of-course student survey
assessing the academic staff (European Commission/EACEA/Eurydice, 2017).
Although this instrument reviews certain course elements, such as materials
and lecture delivery, and is generally perceived as useful by university teachers
(Jankovi¢ & Jari¢, 2009), several problems have been identified related to its design
and impact: it mainly assesses operational and technical issues and offers limited
formative information for improving and innovating the syllabi and instruction,
evaluation results often remain unused, and there is the question of credibility,
reliability, and bias of student responses (Davis & McKay, 2018; Jankovi¢ & Jari¢,
2009; Norris, 2016; Munenosuh, 2015). Additionally, the same evaluation form is
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used for all university courses, thus failing to capture discipline-specific features,
which is crucial for making concrete and meaningful course improvements.
Therefore, not only are educators who strive to gain more relevant pedagogical
tfeedback mostly left to their own devices, but the issue of evaluation as a tool
for transforming educational practices also remains under-researched in Serbia.
In the field of ESP, for example, studies have addressed the evaluation of course
materials, tasks, and student achievement (Puri¢, 1998; Mani¢, 2016; Stojkovic,
2012), but none have conducted a comprehensive investigation of course eval-
uation. Therefore, to fill the gap, we decided to examine tertiary ESP teachers’
experiences and perceptions regarding course evaluation within the contemporary
theoretical and empirical framework so as to gain insight into the strengths and
weaknesses of their current evaluation practices, identify concerns, and gather
recommendations for conducting the evaluation procedure. Since the issue of
evaluation methodology has already been covered by the authors (Vidakovi¢ et
al., 2022), this paper focuses on other key topics such as the impetus of evaluation,
the dissemination of results, and teachers’ evaluation competencies. The obtained
tindings will help identify areas of need and offer recommendations for improv-
ing the evaluation capacity of teachers. Although the results may not be broadly
applicable, they offer valuable insight for all foreign language educators seeking
to obtain a deeper understanding of this process and related competencies, which
may eventually lead to the creation of more impactful courses.

Theoretical and Empirical Insights
into Evaluation Practices

The contemporary perception of evaluation emerged in the 1980s and 1990s
(Beretta, 1986; Lynch, 1996; Patton, 1997; Rea-Dickins & Germaine, 1992), when
authors recognized the importance of internal evaluation, in addition to external
evaluation. While the latter is mainly related to accreditation and accountability
purposes, the former places emphasis on formative aspects and is more closely
associated with the actual teaching practices, curriculum, and professional develop-
ment. The expansion of evaluation functions, which encompassed accountability,
developmental, awareness-raising, management, and other aspects, called for the
adoption of multiple methodologies, the triangulation of data sources, and the
involvement of a variety of stakeholders, thus making the process increasingly
dynamic (Norris, 2009; Rea-Dickins & Germaine, 1998).

The construct has continued to evolve in the 21st century. This period has
witnessed an increase in publications addressing theoretical and methodological
issues, offering practical guidelines, and illustrating case studies from a variety
of contexts (Davis & McKay, 2018; Gorsuch, 2009; Gruba, 2024; Kiely & Rea-
Dickins, 2005; Loh et al., 2023; Norris, 2016; Patton & Campbell-Patton, 2021;
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Stufflebeam & Coryn, 2014; Watanabe et al., 2009). Several theory-based evalu-
ation approaches have been developed, among which the participatory approach
(Cousins, 2003) and utilization-focused approach (Patton, 1997, 2008; Patton &
Campbell-Patton, 2021) have gained prominence, additionally emphasizing the
pragmatic orientation of evaluation practices.

By incorporating the contemporary perspective on evaluation, which “em-
braces multiple purposes, methodological pluralism, and a pragmatic focus on
usefulness” (Norris, 2016, p. 170), the definition adopted in this paper defines the
construct as “the gathering of information about any of the variety of elements
that constitute an educational program, for a variety of purposes that primarily
include understanding, demonstrating, improving, and judging program value”
(Norris, 2016, p. 170). Such evaluation “prioritizes the gathering of locally useful
information for answering priority questions about language programs and helping
stakeholders and decision-makers resolve immediate challenges” (Norris, 2016,
p. 174). The adopted approach highlights the authors’ emphasis on the formative
aspects of evaluation which is directly linked to the pedagogical context.

What follows in this section is a review of the literature focused on the topics
central to this research, such as evaluation impetus (whether external or internal),
the dissemination of evaluation results, evaluation competencies, and the concerns
and suggestions associated with currently employed evaluation procedures.

The analysis of studies addressing the nature and effects of externally man-
dated evaluation—performed for accreditation and administration purposes—as
well as internal or teacher-driven evaluation, more closely related to pedagogical
concerns and developmental purposes (Burden, 2008; Davis & McKay, 2018;
Kiely & Rea-Dickins, 2005; Prieto et al., 2023; Watanabe et al., 2009), reveals a
shift in emphasis towards the latter. Yet, research on practice has indicated that
university administration and accreditation pressures are still the prevailing
impetuses for conducting course evaluation, which is not surprising, in light
of global trends in higher education (Borch et al., 2021; Watanabe et al., 2009).
Davis et al. (2009, p. 218) state that “in such top-down initiatives, the usefulness
of evaluation findings can often become de-emphasized and geared more toward
data extraction”” Similar views are echoed in Burden’s (2008) study, where teacher
respondents described such evaluation as superficial and lacking in credibility
and utility. Furthermore, they highlighted the narrow scope regarding teaching
practices and reported “a lack of both buy-in and follow-through” (Assessment
and Evaluation Language Resource Center [AELRC], 2024). On the other hand,
many authors have documented examples of teacher-led evaluations which proved
to be more responsive to the realities of language teachers and language education
(Dassier & Powell, 2001; Norris, 2009; Yang, 2009). According to Youker (2018,
p. 857), they “promote utilization of evaluation findings, reflective practice and
organizational learning” This type of evaluation is viewed as an integral part of
a foreign language program (Anthony, 2018; Flowerdew, 2013; Richards, 2001;
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Tsou & Chen, 2014), alongside needs analysis, course design, material selection/
production, etc. Finally, it is worth highlighting Kiely and Rea-Dickins’ observa-
tion (2005, in AELRC, 2024) that evaluations are effective when “they are linked
with pedagogic concerns, teachers perceive a need for change and/or perceive
evaluation as an opportunity for improvement, and there is sufficient time and
teachers are involved in quality management”

The question of evaluation impetus is closely related to the dissemination of
results. This is in line with Norris’ view (2009, p. 11) that program evaluation was for
along time perceived “as something that is apart from language education, largely
external to doing effective language teaching, exclusively measurement-driven,
highly summative and judgemental in orientation.” Such a perception often led
to a failure to communicate evaluation results to relevant stakeholders.

Bearing this in mind, Birckbichler (2006), Davis (2018), Norris (2009), and
Stufflebeam and Coryn (2014) highlight the importance of discussing evaluation
information in a timely manner. Employing this practice in a clear, consistent,
meaningful, and non-threatening way—using a variety of communication meth-
ods (presentations, social media, shared reports, etc.)—may greatly facilitate
understanding of the language teaching program, ensure program improvement
where necessary, and raise awareness of the benefits of conducting the evaluation.
Furthermore, as proposed by Stufflebeam and Coryn (2014, p. 15), “effective
reporting sets the stage for applying the evaluation findings” Borch (2020) and
Borch et al. (2021) draw attention to consultations and dialogues on evaluation
findings involving various stakeholders, which ensure that evaluation becomes
a tool for reflection and learning, beyond representing merely a meaningless
ritual. Borch et al. (2021, p. 4) also note that students participating in evaluation
dialogues reported that it “increased their awareness about their own learning
processes and helped them develop their communication skills.”

Evaluation competencies are another crucial issue in the literature. Due to
the complex and dynamic nature of evaluation and its implementation, there
is a need for continuous training. Patton (2013), Patton and Campbell-Patton,
(2021), and Stufflebeam and Coryn (2014) list a range of competencies necessary
for effective program evaluation. They encompass knowledge of relevant eval-
uation concepts, techniques, and approaches, as well as the ability to use them
appropriately within a given context. Furthermore, competencies in research
design, measurement, statistics, communication, reflective practice, and the like
are emphasized. According to Llosa and Slayton (2009) and Theall and Franklin
(2001), these competencies will not only help evaluators successfully administer
evaluation, but also ensure that they can interpret the data accurately, comprehend
the reasons behind the outcomes, and propose actionable recommendations.

Research has, however, shown that a deficiency in evaluation competencies
and a lack of training are the major obstacles that hinder the evaluation process
(Borch et al., 2021; Davis, 2018; Gruba, 2024; Norris, 2016; Stufflebeam & Coryn,
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2014; Theall & Franklin, 2001; Watanabe et al., 2009). This highlights the need
to build the evaluation capacity of educators through attending workshops and
conferences, disseminating examples of good practice, and engaging in actual
evaluation planning, conducting, and reporting. Davis et al. (2009) suggest that
increased awareness and interest in evaluation in the field of foreign languages
will, in turn, increase demand for professional development opportunities.

Evaluators face multiple challenges in planning and implementing course
evaluation, as documented in Davis et al. (2009), Gruba (2024), Kiely and Rea-
Dickins (2005), Norris (2009, 2016), Stufflebeam and Coryn (2014), Watanabe et
al. (2009), and other studies. The following recurring issues have been identified:
a lack of competencies in clearly defining evaluation uses, selecting and appropri-
ately applying methodologies and approaches, and ensuring the dissemination and
utilization of the obtained findings. Patton and Campbell-Patton (2021), Norris
(2009), and Watanabe et al. (2009) also identify time constraints, disinterest, and
“a general lack of awareness of language educators about the possible contributions
to be made by thorough-going and intentional approaches to evaluation” (Norris,
2009, p. 11). These authors note that mandated methodologies are not always
aligned with the realities of educational programs, resulting in the perception
that course evaluation is a waste of time and pure bureaucracy. The prevailing
suggestions for improving evaluation practices and experiences emanate from
the aforementioned challenges and relate to enhancing the evaluation capacity
of educators by providing training opportunities and resources (Borch et al.,
2021; Davis et al., 2009; Stufflebeam & Coryn, 2014). The latter refers to making
available instruments, procedures, and concrete examples of evaluation which
are tailored to the context of foreign language teaching (Watanabe et al., 2009).
The importance of raising awareness and fostering motivation has also been
emphasized, as these are closely tied to the need to “transform evaluation into a
useful endeavor” (Watanabe et al., 2009, p. 16) which targets language program
understanding and improvement.

Research Methodology

The present study was conducted with ESP university teachers from Serbia to
examine the strengths and weaknesses of their evaluation practices, their attitudes
towards this process, and their beliefs about their evaluation competencies and
needs, all considered within a contemporary theoretical and empirical framework.
To this end, the research addressed the following specific tasks:

o determining the evaluation impetus (“Is evaluation institutionally or per-
sonally driven?”);

« identifying gaps in the evaluation procedure regarding dissemination of
evaluation findings;
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« investigating teachers’ beliefs about their evaluation needs in terms of
evaluation competencies;

« examining teachers’ opinions, concerns, and suggestions regarding the
evaluation process.

Furthermore, the study aimed to examine whether statistically significant
differences exist in responses according to ESP teachers’ career length and their
attitudes towards the evaluation process, competencies, and needs.* The obtained
results are expected to contribute to a better understanding of the evaluation
construct and the importance and manner of its implementation. They will
also provide specific recommendations for enhancing the evaluation capacity of
teachers and other relevant parties.

Participants. The research involved 43 ESP teachers affiliated with both
private and state higher education institutions in Serbia (Novi Sad, Belgrade, Nis,
Kragujevac, and Kosovska Mitrovica). The sample is considered appropriate in
terms of size and geographical distribution, given the relatively small tertiary-level
ESP community. Of the respondents, 40 were female and 3 male, reflecting the
gender distribution typical of this field. The respondents’ ages ranged from 34 to
66, with an average of 46.16 years (mean value). At the time of the research, the
surveyed participants had taught ESP for between 10 and 32 years, with a mean of
20.1 years, indicating substantial pedagogical experience among the participants.

Research instrument. In order to gather relevant data, an anonymous elec-
tronic questionnaire was administered via Google Forms. The questionnaire
consisted of two sections. The first section included questions on demographic
data (gender, age, affiliation, and length of teaching career). The second section
focused on the key research issues, formulated based on previous studies (Davis &
McKay, 2018; Morgan, 2008; Watanabe et al., 2009). This section contained three
multiple-choice questions, each with an “Other” option that allowed respondents
to provide their own responses:

« Who initiates course evaluation at your institution?”

« Do you receive feedback on course evaluation results if it is externally
initiated?

« Who do you share the results of course evaluation with?

The following question included five statements, rated by participants on a
five-point Likert scale ranging from Strongly Agree to Strongly Disagree:

« Course evaluation should be an essential component of every ESP course.

o [ am familiar with course evaluation research and theory.

My current evaluation practices are in line with the desired ones.

* We did not investigate the distribution of answers in terms of respondents’ sex, as
women constituted the great majority of the sample (93%).
> The provided response options are presented in the Results and Discussion section.

¢ The phrase desired ones refers to practices which are aligned with current research
and are suitable for the specific teaching context.
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« I need additional training to perform course evaluation effectively.

« Course evaluation is a time-consuming process to be carried out regularly.

In the final open-ended question, the respondents were invited to share their
concerns and suggestions regarding the ESP course evaluation process.

Data analysis. The quantitative data were analyzed using descriptive statis-
tics, including the mean, minimum, and maximum values for numerical data, as
well as the distribution of responses, compared using the nonparametric Fisher’s
exact test (teachers’ beliefs/attitudes according to the length of their teaching
career). The obtained percentages were calculated based on all responses to the
three multiple-choice questions, and the results are presented as proportions of
the total (100%). The qualitative data obtained from the open-ended question
were analyzed using thematic content analysis. The answers were coded and
categorized around common themes. Both quantitative and qualitative results
enabled the authors to identify general patterns. Qualitative findings additionaly
provided deeper insight into the research issues, confirming and clarifying the
quantitative data. Nine respondents who had not conducted course evaluation
were excluded from the analysis of course evaluation experience. However, their
attitudes, suggestions, and concerns were still considered in terms of the study’s
pedagogical implications.

Results and Discussion

The first question in the research questionnaire (“Who initiates course evalua-
tion?”) examined whether course evaluation in Serbia is institutionally initiated,
as prescribed by official regulations and strategies for quality enhancement, or
driven by teachers or other parties. Respondents could choose more than one
answer. The obtained results showed that approximately half of the respondents
(51%) conducted course evaluation on their own initiative, 42% reported that it
was institutionally initiated, and 7% stated that evaluation was initiated in another
manner, although the exact impetus was unclear.

Such responses suggest that course evaluation is not fully accepted as a regular
procedure at the institutional level in Serbia. On the other hand, the fact that a
significant percentage of ESP teachers initiate course evaluation independently is
encouraging. It indicates that they recognize its importance for pedagogical prac-
tice and professional growth. Some of these teachers (24%) undertake evaluation
alongside institutionally required procedures. This may be because, as noted in the
theoretical section, institutionally mandated evaluations have been criticized for
not providing sufficient information to make informed decisions about the actual
language course and teaching. Therefore, to gain relevant pedagogical insights,
some educators rely on their own evaluation efforts, either as the sole method or
as a complement to their institution’s evaluation process. Overall, these findings

89



90

Jelena M. JERKOVIC, Mirna M. VIDAKOVIC

Exploring University ESP Teachers’ Beliefs about Course Evaluation

suggest the need to raise awareness and understanding of the evaluation process
and to ensure that it is conducted in a way that meets both broader educational
requirements and specific teacher needs.

The following question examined whether teachers receive feedback from
externally initiated course evaluations (“Do you receive feedback on course eval-
uation results if it is externally initiated?”). Only answers from participants who
had undergone external evaluation were considered.

The distribution of responses indicates that only 10% of respondents receive
the full course evaluation report, whereas 20% do not receive any feedback. In
addition, 50% reported that they receive feedback only upon request (e.g., for
election or promotion purposes), while 20% receive only a general score without
specific details. These findings align with those of the previous question (the
implementation of externally initiated evaluation), indicating that evaluation is
underdeveloped and not fully established as a standard procedure at universities
in Serbia. Similar findings—showing that higher education institutions are often
held accountable for unsuccessful evaluation—have been reported by Borch et
al. (2021) and Jankovi¢ and Jari¢ (2009).

Comprehensive feedback is obtained only through full course evaluation
reports, which include students’ answers to open-ended questions addressing the
strengths, weaknesses, and concerns regarding a specific course and its teacher
(including course materials/literature and the teaching process), and proposals
for possible improvements. The absence of such feedback at Serbian universities
suggests that course evaluation is still not a systematic procedure enabling partic-
ipants in the education process to respond effectively to educational needs. This
implementation gap might also explain why many teachers perceive evaluation
“merely as a ritual in quality” (Borch et al., 2021, p. 12).

One of the crucial aspects of course evaluation feedback is the dissemination
of results by teachers to relevant stakeholders (other teachers, students, superiors,
etc.), which was explored with the next multiple-choice question (“Who do you
share the results of course evaluation with?”).

Almost half of the respondents (48%) share course evaluation results with
other teachers. This supports the observation that “teachers are important inform-
ants on whether courses are meeting students’ needs and in helping the program
gauge learner autonomy and learning transfer, because they have direct access
to students” (Tsou & Chen, 2014, p. 51). Moreover, course evaluation results are
shared with teachers’ superiors—the head of department or dean (23%), students
(23%), and potential future student employers (6%). The most frequent combi-
nation of responses was sharing with other teachers and students (20%), followed
by sharing with other teachers and superiors (14%). Discussing these data with
superiors may enable improvements in the teaching process at the respective
institution and support the development of strategies to attract more students.
On the other hand, sharing course evaluation results with other teachers and
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students may support teacher development, offer insights into students’ needs
and attitudes requiring greater evaluative attention (as explained by Watanabe et
al., 2009), and enhance students’ understanding of the learning process (Borch et
al,, 2021). In line with this view, Borch et al. (2021, p. 180) particularly emphasize
the need for “establishing meaningful dialogues about educational quality and
student evaluation at the university; which should include various stakeholders.

The third aim of this research was to examine teachers’ beliefs about eval-
uation competencies and determine whether additional training in evaluation
procedures is needed. The results are presented in Figure 1, showing the responses
to both questions on a five-point Likert scale.
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Ostrongly agree  Bagree  [Mneither agree nor disagree  Bdisagree  Mstrongly disagree

Fig. 1. Descriptive statistics for statements:
a) I am familiar with course evaluation research and theory.
b) I need additional training to perform course evaluation effectively.

The presented data show that slightly over half of the teachers (56%) are
familiar with course evaluation research and theory, with 16% strongly agreeing
and 40% agreeing. This aligns with the finding that 53% of respondents believe
that they need additional training to perform course evaluation effectively, with
16% strongly agreeing and 37% agreeing. The fact that a significant percentage
of respondents chose the “neither agree nor disagree” option for both statements
(35% and 40%, respectively) may suggest that teachers recognize the importance
of course evaluation but are unable to accurately assess their current level of
evaluation competence and/or needs. Comparison of the response distributions
revealed no significant difference in teachers’ beliefs regarding statement a (“I
am familiar with course evaluation research and theory”) and statement b (“I
need additional training to perform course evaluation effectively”) in relation to
the length of their teaching careers (p = 0.76376 and p = 0.27083, respectively).
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These findings align with observations by Abrami (2001), Stufflebeam and Coryn
(2014), Theall and Franklin (2001), Watanabe et al. (2009), and others, indicat-
ing that both teachers and administrators often lack a general understanding
of course evaluation procedures. This gap has led to calls for “more knowledge
about evaluation—in other words, evaluation competence” (Borch, 2020, p. 9).

Developing evaluation competencies not only facilitates the planning and
conducting of evaluation, but also enables more accurate interpretation of data
and a better comprehension of the “reasons for certain outcomes” (Llosa &
Slayton, 2009), ultimately leading to relevant and applicable recommendations.
Educators do not need in-depth expertise in statistical analysis; however, they
require a basic understanding of how statistical tools function and what they can
and cannot measure. One way to address this knowledge gap is to incorporate
some basic evaluation theory and skills into formal education or professional
development programs for higher education teachers, since these are nowadays
rarely included in teachers’ tertiary professional training, including the Catalogue
of Professional Development Programmes for Employees in Education (Kymmh &
Koctith Munnh, 2022).

The final objective of this research was to explore teachers” opinions, con-
cerns, and suggestions regarding the evaluation process within an ESP course.
Respondents were asked to indicate their level of agreement with a series of state-
ments using a five-point Likert scale (Figure 2). The following bar graph presents
the distribution of teachers’ responses to three selected statements.
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Fig. 2. Descriptive statistics for statements:
a) Course evaluation should be an essential component of every ESP course.
b) My current evaluation practices are in line with the desired ones.
c) Course evaluation is a time-consuming process to be carried out regularly.
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The results obtained for statement a (“Course evaluation should be an essential
component of every ESP course”) provide insight into teachers’ perceptions of
the importance of course evaluation. The vast majority of respondents consider
course evaluation a crucial component of every ESP course (42% strongly agree
and 47% agree). This result is in accordance with theoretical perspectives in the
tield of ESP (Anthony, 2018; Flowerdew, 2013; Tsou & Chen, 2014), as well as the
findings obtained by Jankovi¢ and Jari¢ (2009), who conducted research at the
University of Belgrade by interviewing teachers. Their study highlights that course
evaluation is a key indicator of both teaching quality and students’ opinions, and
as such, it should be taken into account when considering teachers’ future career
trajectories. The results related to teachers’ evaluation practices suggest that half
of the respondents are either uncertain or believe that their evaluation practices
are not aligned with recommended approaches. This reinforces earlier findings
regarding teachers’ evaluation competencies and underscores the need to strength-
en their evaluation capacity. Moreover, approximately one-third of teachers view
course evaluation as time-consuming or are uncertain about it, while slightly more
than one-third disagree with that perception. Time constraints are often cited as
one of the main challenges in conducting effective course evaluations (Borch,
2020; Tsou & Chen, 2014). Addressing such concerns at the institutional level,
for example, could positively influence the motivation to conduct evaluations
and enhance their overall effectiveness.

A comparison of response distributions revealed no significant differences
in teachers’ beliefs regarding statements a (“Course evaluation should be an es-
sential component of every ESP course”), b (“My current evaluation practices are
in line with the desired ones”), and ¢ (“Course evaluation is a time-consuming
process to be carried out regularly”) based on the length of their teaching careers
(p=0.21196, p = 0.69329, and p = 0.12124, respectively).

In order to gain deeper insight into the evaluation process, a thematic con-
tent analysis of teachers’ concerns and suggestions was conducted. Twenty-six
participants shared their views, and the following issues emerged:

« Lack of competence: “I think teachers should be informed about course
evaluation research and theory (they generally know very little about it, including
myself)”; “[It is] tricky to adapt existing questionnaires to specific needs, [there
is] a lack of training in general evaluation methodology”

« Scarce literature: “The literature on ESP course evaluation is still scarce”;
“I did not come across evaluation literature in Serbia.”

« Lack of impact: “[It is] time-consuming, not relevant to superiors, and has
little influence on adding external value to the course under evaluation™; “[It is]
often seen as merely red tape”

Respondents emphasized the need for training in evaluation procedures and
highlighted the importance of clearly communicating the purpose of evaluation
to students, as this could enhance the quality of their responses (“ESP teachers
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should be well informed of the existing theory and other teachers’ practices”;
“When students evaluate the course, there are usually some discrepancies in
their views and the overall mark they give to the course. In most cases, this is
due to different levels of their English proficiency”). Teachers also underscored
the importance of using tailor-made evaluation forms for ESP courses, rather
than the current practice of using standardized instruments (“[Evaluation forms]
should be tailor-made”), and of the systematic implementation of evaluation by all
teachers (“[Teachers] should carry out course evaluation regularly”). Respondents
particularly stressed the value of utilizing ESP course evaluation results to identify
necessary course adjustments and to verify whether the course meets its prede-
fined objectives (“Without a doubt, evaluation has a significant role in ensuring
the continuous improvement of any course, including ESP courses, which are
included in language teaching programs to satisfy a particular need. Evaluating
an ESP course helps to establish whether it is meeting its aims or not”).

In general, respondents demonstrated a clear awareness of the importance of
course evaluation as an integral part to every teaching process, aimed at ensuring
continuous improvement. These results align with existing research (Borsch et al.,
2021; Davis et al., 2009; Gruba, 2024; Norris, 2016; Stufflebeam & Coryn, 2014;
Watanabe et al., 2009), highlighting the need for greater institutional recognition,
support, and capacity building.

Conclusion

This paper investigates teachers’ practices and beliefs regarding the evaluation of
ESP courses at the tertiary level in Serbia. The study was motivated by the growing
prominence of ESP courses, criticism of the current evaluation practices mandated
by universities, and the lack of research in the field. By analyzing ESP teachers’
experiences and perspectives within a contemporary theoretical and empirical
framework, the study identifies current issues and needs related to evaluation
implementation and competencies.

Overall, the results obtained align with existing research, underscoring the
need to give greater attention to this issue.

It can be concluded that course evaluation is still not fully established as
a regular procedure at the tertiary level in Serbia, which is reflected in the fact
that not all institutions initiate it, and even when they do, there is a gap in the
communication of the results. At the same time, the data reveal that teachers
generally consider evaluation an essential component of an ESP course, and many
conduct it individually, suggesting that it is valued as a tool for enhancing both
teaching and learning quality. However, this also highlights a lack of institutional
responsiveness to teachers’ actual practices and professional needs. The find-
ings, therefore, imply the need for greater cooperation among higher education
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institutions, teachers, and other relevant stakeholders. By aligning evaluation
procedures with pedagogical realities and establishing concrete feedback proce-
dures (e.g., identifying evaluation feedback recipients, determining methods of
result dissemination, etc.), evaluation can become a process which is not perceived
as mere bureaucracy, but as a meaningful tool promoting professional practice
and growth. As such, it may also enhance students’ understanding of their own
learning processes and facilitate more informative communication with teachers
and other educational stakeholders.

The analysis further indicates that educators need to be provided with train-
ing opportunities to broaden their knowledge and develop the skills necessary
for the effective administration of course evaluation. Fundamental principles of
course evaluation should also be incorporated into formal university education.
The issue of the evaluation knowledge gap has been a recurring theme in research,
suggesting that a lack of proper competencies may affect the selection of appro-
priate methodology, data interpretation, understanding of underlying factors
influencing specific outcomes, and the provision of actionable recommendations.

Another important issue highlighted by the study concerns time constraints.
It must be acknowledged that course evaluation requires a significant amount of
time, and failure to account for this may hinder the process. Therefore, institutional
support in terms of resources and assistance is essential. Providing tools such
as tailor-made forms, statistical analysis software, etc., as well as allocating time
within teachers’ schedules to conduct evaluation, could facilitate the evaluation
process and improve its effectiveness.

This research has several limitations. Focusing on ESP teachers’ beliefs, the
study is exploratory in nature, providing an initial understanding of the examined
issue and indicating whether further investigation is justified. The sample comprises
only ESP teachers, and its size may not be representative of the wider ESP teaching
community, which limits the generalizability of the findings. Nevertheless, the
study sheds light on the construct of evaluation and offers a better understand-
ing of the key aspects integral to the evaluation process. Moreover, the analysis
may encourage teachers and other educators to reflect on their own evaluation
practices and competencies, empowering them to identify ways to enhance their
evaluation capacity.

Further investigation is required to obtain a more comprehensive under-
standing of the issue. For example, more detailed research into teachers’ specific
evaluation practices would provide deeper insight into their evaluation capacity
and, in turn, offer concrete guidelines for training programs. Additionally, the
research design and findings can serve as a foundation for exploring evalua-
tion-related topics in other fields.
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VicimtuBame cTaBoBa YHUBEP3UTETCKUX HACTaBHMKA €HIJIECKOT
jesyuKa CTpyKe O €Ba/TyallljyI HaCTaBHOT IIpeiMeTa

Pesume

Y pany ce MCIUTYjy MCKYCTBa U IIeplieNliMje YHUBEP3UTETCKIX HACTABHMKA €HITIECKOT
jesMKa CTpyKe y Be3) ca eBajTyal[ijoM HaCTaBHOT ITpeIMeTa Y CABPEMEHOM TEOPUjCKOM
OKBUPY KaKo OJ1 ce YTBPAMO IOACTNIIAj 3a eBaTyalVjy, MACHTU(PVKOBAIN HefOCTAIN
y TOIJIefly fiUCeMMHAaLIMje pe3yTaTa eBalyalje, MCINUTale HoTpede HaCTaBHUKA Y
CMICITY jadarba KOMIIeTeHIIMja VI carylefia/Ii IIPOOIeMI 1 CYTeCTHje Y Be3U ca IIPOLiecOM
eBasyalyje. AHa/IM3a je MOTUBMCaHa CBe BeuM yTuIajeM IpefiMeTa eHIVIECKOT je3UKa
CTPYKe, KPUTMKOM TPEeHYTHe IIpaKce eBanyalyje Ha yHUBEP3UTETHMA U HEJOBO/bHOM
ucrpaxenonrhy oe odnactu. VicnuTnBame 1Ma 3a LWk IPOSyd/bYBabe pasyMeBa-
Iba IIpolieca eBalyalje 1 jadarbe KOMIIeTeHLIVja HACTaBHMKA U IPYTUX YYECHUKA Y
00pa3oBHOM IPOLIECy 3a BbEHO CIIpoBoheme, ITO Ha KPajy JOIPMHOCU U3BPCHOCTI Y
odpasoBamy 1 ycIexy cTyfeHaTa. Y3opak odyxBara 43 HaCTaBHMKA Ca IPUBATHUX U
Ip>KaBHYX BMCOKOLIKOJICKYX ycTaHOBa y Cpduju, KOji Cy MOIyaBalu eJIeKTPOHCKY
ynuTHUK. KBaHTUTaTMBHM OAALY Cy aHA/IU3VPAHN IIyTeM NeCKPUITUBHE CTaTHCTHUKE
1 HerapameTpujcKor PuIepoBor TecTa, a KBaMTATYBHI YIIOTPedOM TeMAaTCKe aHaIu3e
capprkaja. Hamasu cy nokasanu fja eBajlyalyja HACTaBHUX IIpeIMETa jOLI YBEK HUje y
HOTIIYHOCTH NpuxBahieHa Kao peloBHa IIpoliefypa Ha TepLyjapHoM HuBoy y Cpduju,
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jep je He MHMLMPAjy CB€ MHCTUTYLMjE K MOCTOje OUUITIE[IHE MAbKAaBOCTH y IPOLIECY
CaoIIITaBama pesynrara. YIPKOC TOME, IOJALM YKa3yjy la HACTaBHULY €BaTyalujy
CMaTpajy K/by4HOM KOMIIOHEHTOM IIPEMETA €HITIECKOT je3MKa CTPYKE, Te [ja UM Tpe-
da mpy>xuty MoryhHoOCT 0dyKe 3a CTUIIabe 3HaMa I BELITVHA PE/ICBAHTHIX 3a HEHO
edukacHo cripoBobeme. [lefaromnike MMIIMKaLMje NCTPaXMBamba yKa3yjy Ha IoTpedy
3a mpodecMoHATHNM Pa3BojeM HaCTaBHMKA, yCKIahuBameM Ipolefypa esamyanuje
ca IeflaromkoM peannomhy u yHanpebemeM capajbe ca MHCTUTYLMjaMa U PYTUM
3aMHTEPECOBAHMM CTPaHaMa.

Kmyure peuu: eBamyanyja IpefMeTa; eHITIECKY je3UK CTPYKe; eBayalyja Ha Tep-
LMjapHOM HUBOY; KOMII€TEeHIIMje HACTABHMKA y Be3J Ca eBaJTyal[i1joM IIpefMeTa.
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