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Foreword
The Association of Schools and Programs of Public Health (ASPPH), under the jurisdiction of
its Education Advisory Committee, launched the Scholarship of Teaching and Learning (SoTL)
Task Force in 2018 to continue enhancing quality and innovation in education for public
health. The aim was to create a locus and mechanism for the ASPPH-accredited academic
public health community to lead in discovery and reflection on evidence-based methods to
research, practice, document, and publish on scholarly teaching and learning.
ASPPH subsequently formed four working groups (WGs): Conceptual Framing; Institutional
Models, Programs, and Policies; Teaching; and Course and Teacher Evaluation. Each working
group was tasked in January 2019 to produce deliverables in 2020. Working group members
were nominated by deans and program directors of ASPPH-member schools and programs of
public health. Populated with exceptionally talented, experienced, and devoted educators,
the working groups collaborated to support ASPPH’s mission to “strengthen the capacity of
members by advancing leadership, excellence, and collaboration for academic public health.”
This Student Course and Teacher Evaluations report and the full complement of forthcoming
task force products targets ASPPH-member faculty in both baccalaureate and graduate
schools and programs. I envision this work will support the value proposition for an important
aspect of our members’ core business, assuring strong teaching to produce optimal student
learning outcomes.
On behalf of ASPPH, I would like to commend the Course and Teacher Evaluation WG chair,
Dr. Ali Weinstein (George Mason) and her working group for their dedicated research and
recommendations in the following pages. The field of academic public health stands to
benefit from their seminal work to encourage methods and practices for faculty and leaders’
consideration to improve student course and teacher evaluation in meaningful ways.
This effort could not have been accomplished without Dr. Shan Mohammed (Northeastern),
chair of the ASPPH Education Advisory Committee and chair of the Scholarship of Teaching
and Learning Task Force, for his intellectual leadership, experience, and thoughtful guidance,
as well as ensuring connections across working group products. In addition, ASPPH’s director
of education, Ms. Elizabeth Weist, deserves thanks for her expert insight, encouragement, and
logistical support for the task force throughout each of the working groups’ processes.
ASPPH looks forward to assisting the membership in advancing the scholarship of teaching
and learning, beginning with this first, exciting task force product.
Laura Magaña, PhD, MS
President and CEO, Association of Schools and Programs of Public Health (ASPPH)
March 2020
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Executive Summary
This report is the culmination of research by the Course and Teacher Evaluation Working
Group of ASPPH’s Scholarship of Teaching and Learning Task Force. The working group met
from January 2019 through March 2020 to fulfill its charge to report and analyze novel,
promising, and effective evidence-based course and teacher evaluation methods and metrics.
As the literature yielded a paucity of research on student course and teacher evaluations
(SCTEs) in academic public health and a lack of valid, evidence-based methods and metrics
across all fields, the working group focused on identifying the methods and tools most
commonly in use. The report also provides a context for current promising practices in the
field of student course and teaching evaluations and includes recommendations and
potential areas for future research and faculty development.
The report is divided into five sections:
• Section 1: The State of Student Course and Teacher Evaluations
• Section 2: Evaluation of Student Learning
• Section 3: Factors that Affect Student Course and Teacher Evaluations
• Section 4: Use of Student Course and Teacher Evaluations and Feedback Loops
• Section 5: Characteristics of Currently Used Tools
Key recommendations from the report and the relevant section in which each item resides
follow:

Approaches to Student Course and Teacher Evaluations
• Recognize that SCTEs are students’ opinions and perceptions about their experiences
in courses but are not measures of teaching effectiveness or student learning. (Section
3)
• Take a broader view of student learning by incorporating future classroom and
professional achievement into current assessments. (Section 2)
• Assess teaching effectiveness separately from the student experience in other ways,
such as peer evaluation or direct observation of improvements in student work across
the semester. (Section 5)
• Although units may be mandated to use certain tools, faculty need not limit their
evaluations to these prescribed instruments and are encouraged to seek to
supplement the evaluations with questions of their choosing. (Section 5)
• Draw on the many sources of data already collected by schools and programs of public
health as part of accreditation (e.g., learning outcomes as reflected by attainment of
foundational competencies, exit and alumni ratings, employer ratings) with intentional
reflection on how these data demonstrate our ability to prepare future public health
professionals. (Section 1)
5

Student Course and Teacher Evaluation Methods and Implementation
• Conduct a mix of learning assessments that include both student and instructor points
of view, recognizing that no single tool can adequately assess the complex
multivariable nature of teaching and learning. (Section 2)
• Measure learning at different time points throughout the course and examine the
correlation of learning measures across time. (Section 2)
• Use theory-based SCTE instrument construction with psychometric testing. (Section 4)
• Adopt more comprehensive use of qualitative SCTE responses with natural language
processing approaches such as sentiment analysis and factor analysis. (Section 4)
• Develop new SCTEs that minimize bias in responses attributed to instructors, students,
and course characteristics by directly asking about the student experience. (Sections 3
and 5)

Advocacy for Improving Student Course and Teacher Evaluations
• Engage institutional leadership and resources to promote development, use, and
feedback of appropriate and meaningful SCTE tools. (Sections 3 and 4)
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Introduction
Approach and Assumptions
The Course and Teacher Evaluation Working Group quickly determined that within the area of
student course and teacher evaluations, there exist few existing evidence-based methods and
metrics. The working group determined that while the literature is largely focused on
undergraduate education, undergraduate approaches and tools are similar to other levels
and, thus, are equally applicable to graduate education. For example, in most institutions the
same end-of-course SCTEs are used for both undergraduate- and graduate-level courses.
Since the complexity of how course and teaching evaluations are used contributes to the lack
of evidence-based methods and metrics, in creating this report, the authors have sought to
vet existing tools. In doing so, the authors considered important audience and contextual
issues while focusing on practical solutions to complex issues, both with undergraduate and
graduate courses (i.e., use of learning outcome measures, peer review, assessment of student
learning). In addition, the authors identified characteristics (teacher, student, course) that
could affect student course and teacher evaluations, as well as explored evaluation feedback
loops. At the conclusion of the report, the authors provide a summary of student course and
teacher evaluations tools currently used by a small sample of Council on Education for Public
Health (CEPH)-accredited schools and programs.
Each of the five sections in the report ends with its own conclusions, recommendations,
and/or future research as appropriate for the content presented.

Terminology
Varied terminology is a key contributor to the complexity evident in the current discourse
about evaluations of course content, course structure, and instructional effectiveness. For
example, terms such as “student course evaluations” or “students’ evaluations of teaching”
fail to distinguish between the individuals providing the ratings (i.e., students) and those
reviewing, evaluating, and drawing conclusions based on the ratings (i.e., school
administrators) (1). Similarly, “student ratings of instruction/teaching” are restrictive as many
assessment instruments also evaluate course content and structure. While no consensus
exists about the most appropriate terminology, the authors in this report use the term
“student course and teacher evaluation,” or SCTE, and its plural SCTEs. This term is not
without its drawbacks, but it recognizes that most evaluative instruments assess student
feedback on course and teacher effectiveness.
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Suggestions for Dissemination
Various school and program entities are suggested as potential targets for: disseminating this
report; advancing conversations that reexamine student course and teacher evaluation
methods, policies, and practices; and moving the field towards more effective assessment.
Specific target groups follow:
•
•
•
•

Academic affairs committees
Curriculum committees
Promotion and tenure committees
Other departmental, program, school, and university-wide entities.

In addition, attendees at the ASPPH Sections’ Retreat and ASPPH Leadership Retreat may
wish to review this report, discuss its implications, and consider strategies to assist and guide
member schools and programs in implementing changes that could improve the
effectiveness of SCTEs for teaching excellence and optimal learning in public health.
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Section 1: The State of Student Course and Teacher Evaluations
Erika (Ela) Austin1, Nicole M. Gatto2, and George Hack3
1
University of Alabama at Birmingham, 2Claremont Graduate University, 3University
of Florida
When the authors consider student course and teacher evaluations, thoughts immediately go
to the end-of-semester ritual of students filling out paper evaluations while the instructor
waits outside the classroom (or, increasingly, to students completing the same task online).
Indeed, instruments administered to students are the most common and frequently used tool
by universities to evaluate teaching and courses (2–5). Student evaluations offer an easy and
efficient way to capture information about student perceptions, though examinations of the
value of student-based data range widely from reliable, valid, and useful to unreliable, invalid,
and useless (6–10). The utility of student evaluations is further diminished by typically low
response rates (4). There are strategies that have been shown, anecdotally, to increase
response rates, including providing incentives (both at institutional and at individual course
levels) and articulating to students that the feedback is used to improve/modify the course,
but there are no clear evidence-based practices for addressing low response rates.
Perhaps, more critically, a singular approach to evaluating course and teacher effectiveness is
indicative of several common errors that both faculty and administrators in higher education
typically make when attempting to assess our educational programs, including:

Challenges in Measuring Teacher Effectiveness and Student Learning
• There is debate both about what defines teacher effectiveness and whether it can be
measured (11). Student learning likely is a far easier outcome to assess, but because
most faculty and administrators in higher education are not adequately trained in
pedagogy and educational assessment, it is often difficult to assess overall student
learning reliably (11,12).

Asking Students to Evaluate Characteristics of Instructors Rather than Measurable
Behaviors/Evidence-based Practices Known to Increase Student Learning
• This focus on teacher characteristics can be traced back to Marsh (2,13,14), who
emphasized the multidimensionality of effective teaching and outlined eight
characteristics of effective teachers (most of which the authors would recognize from
the course evaluations in use today). A number of these items reflect student
assessment of characteristics that instructors may possess (enthusiasm, breadth of
knowledge) rather than observable behaviors linked to effective pedagogical practices.
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Reinforcing Biases, Particularly When Used in Isolation
• Further complicating the reliance on student evaluations, which focus on teacher
characteristics, are the known biases that consistently result in lower evaluations for
certain groups (particularly women and minorities) and that reflect other contextual
characteristics (type of course, subject, etc.) distinct from teaching effectiveness (4).

Overemphasizing Student Satisfaction with Courses or Teachers
• Typical evaluations reflect student satisfaction with the course, which is distinct from
teaching effectiveness and is likely to be influenced by a range of factors such as
student mood, attention, motivation, etc. (15–18). Students may rate characteristics
that make a course appealing, which does not equate to course effectiveness (19).
Many student-centered methods to evaluate teaching were found to be unrelated to
effective pedagogy (20) or effective teaching performance (21).

Relying on Students as Evaluators, Rather than Trained Educational Professionals
• The IDEA Center, a leader in higher education evaluation, advocates using the term
“student ratings” rather than evaluations, as evaluation connotes a judgment about
worthwhile ratings requiring interpretation within context (12). Using the term “rating”
rather than “evaluation” helps to distinguish between the people who provide the
information (sources of data) and those who interpret it (evaluators). Such ratings are
considered, ideally, in combination with other sources of information. The IDEA Center
argues that viewing student ratings as one source of data rather than as evaluations
puts them into the proper perspective (12).

…[S]tudent course
and teacher evaluations
cannot and should not be
used or interpreted in
isolation; rather, multiple
forms of evaluations
should be used to evaluate
the quality of educational
programs.

Given these limitations, how should educators
evaluate course and teacher effectiveness?
The key takeaway from this examination of the
literature is that student course and teacher
evaluations cannot and should not be used or
interpreted in isolation; rather, multiple forms
of evaluations should be used to evaluate the
quality of educational programs. This
recommendation is vital, given the
consequences not only for how well academe
prepares students to enter the workforce but
also because the use of potentially unreliable
and invalid student evaluations of courses and
teachers has direct implications for faculty
retention and promotion decisions (21).
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The overreliance on student evaluations is not due to a lack of alternatives. More than a dozen
potential sources of evidence of teaching effectiveness have been reported in the literature:
[1] student ratings, [2] peer observations, [3] peer review of course materials [4] external
expert ratings, [5] self-ratings, [6] videos, [7] student interviews, [8] exit and alumni ratings, [9]
employer ratings, [10] mentor advice, [11] administrator ratings, [12] teaching scholarship,
[13] teaching awards, [14] learning outcome measures, and [15] teaching (course) portfolios
(5,22). Scholars have proposed several comprehensive models of faculty evaluation (23–28)
that include multiple sources of evidence, and apply greater weight to student and peer input
and less weight to self-evaluation, alumni and administrators evaluation, and others’
assessments. The conclusion is clear: multiple sources should be used to develop a
comprehensive understanding of teacher performance (29).

Recommendations for Assessments Beyond Student Ratings
Faculty and administrators will rightly ask how to incorporate assessment methods that move
accredited schools and programs beyond student ratings. Below, the authors detail two
recommended approaches: learning outcomes measures and peer feedback.

Learning Outcomes Measurements
There are multiple options to evaluate learning outcomes, all with potential strengths and
limitations. Options for assessing outcomes include instructor-made measures such as tests
or projects, perceived learning measures reported by students, and professional licensure
and certification tests.
Instructor-made measures are the easiest to administer and interpret for a single course, in
part because they are usually already administered during the course to assess students.
Nevertheless, their reliability may be low as it may not be feasible to administer them at two
or more points to assess learning over time. Such assessments may apply to the content
covered by the course, but not necessarily relate to the teaching effectiveness. As such, the
results are not generalizable to department, school, or institutional levels. The research
shows that perceived learning measures do not measure actual learning by students but,
instead, represent self-reports by students regarding their level of learning in the course;
however, these measures have been shown to correlate with student achievement (22).
Certification tests, such as the Certified in Public Health (CPH) exam, hold a great deal of
potential for the practice-based disciplines in public health and should be considered more
widely to assess the overall effectiveness of both courses and teachers.
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Peer Feedback
Another underused but potentially powerful
form of assessment for evaluating course and
faculty instructional effectiveness is peer review,
which we are calling peer feedback to highlight
the observations and suggestions that a wellprepared colleague could provide to a teaching
faculty member. While peer feedback requires
significant planning and buy-in, the insight
provided into both course and teacher
effectiveness is invaluable. Recommendations
for developing or enhancing peer feedback
programs follow (30–39):

While peer feedback
requires significant
planning and buy-in,
the insight provided into
both course and teacher
effectiveness is
invaluable.

• Effective peer feedback programs should have well-defined and established outcomes
that are agreed upon by administrators and faculty. These outcomes guide the
activities of the program and align with the institutional culture. Programs are most
effective when they are tailored to the academic setting where they will be
implemented.
• Oversight of successful peer feedback programs works best when centralized within
the college or university, with clearly defined administrative support and resources.
Consistent training of dedicated observers is essential, including training for how to
deliver informative feedback to instructors. Successful peer feedback programs
develop liaison faculty within departments and smaller academic units to promote the
advantages of the program and to communicate its value to faculty.
• Optimal results occur when well-crafted observation forms are used by reviewers that
include variations for the different learning environments and teaching contexts.
Feedback forms must be adaptable to varied pedagogies such as blended learning,
team-based learning, emerging technologies, etc.
• Formalized professional learning communities can be instrumental in getting teachers
to rethink teaching practices and visioning new possibilities in the classroom. The best
programs include mechanisms that promote a community of practice that encourages
faculty to share helpful practices, innovative ideas or techniques, and successful
solutions to instructional challenges.
• There should be a planned, structured pre-class meeting where the peer observer
consults with the instructor about the goals for the feedback session, the instructional
strategies planned to achieve them, and class challenges related to student behaviors
or any other logistical obstacles.
• There should be a planned follow-up meeting between the peer observer and the
instructor where the conversation is structured to reflect on the session and address
12

•

•

•

•

•

•
•

the comments from the observer about the effectiveness of the session, student
engagement, achieved outcomes, and potential strategies for improving the
instruction.
There should be a minimum of one fully complete session observed in a manner that is
the least obtrusive to the students and, in cases where the course is taught in
components (lecture/lab), multiple observations are used to capture the complete
instructional unit.
Feedback from peer observers should take on a formative approach rather than a
summative assessment, so that the whole process becomes focused on faculty
development and the improvement of instruction and curricular activity within the
program.
Prior to any meetings or observation of sessions, peer observers should examine the
course materials, such as the course syllabus, assignments, assessments, student
evaluations, and any feedback from previous peer reviews of teaching in order to
better understand the teaching development of the instructor under observation.
A structured peer-observation rubric is recommended that includes multiple criteria that
address student engagement, management of class logistics, demeanor and
mannerisms of the instructor, organization of the lesson, quality of the selected
materials, the culture of the classroom, technology integration, and the overall
instructor preparation.
A written narrative should be prepared that summarizes the overall effectiveness of the
instructor to facilitate the mastery of the stated learning objectives, including feedback
on instructor behaviors and interactions with students that appeared to contribute to
learning.
At the post-observation meeting, the peer observer could offer suggestions for faculty
development opportunities that could enhance the instructor’s teaching skills.
Once the peer feedback process is complete, it is recommended for the instructor to
prepare a self-reflection on the peer-observation experience and note plans for growing
and developing as an instructor.

Conclusions and Recommendations
There are many approaches available for evaluating courses and teachers in higher
education, yet most institutions rely solely on student ratings captured using a standardized
instrument at the conclusion of each semester. While this singular approach has the benefit of
simplicity – faculty select a few key objectives and possibly put aside ten minutes of class time
– it is ultimately of limited use in advancing high-quality teaching and learning. Student
ratings offer insight into how courses and teachers are perceived, but the evaluation of
quality in education requires more effort.
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Two recommended approaches for assessment methods that move schools and programs
beyond student ratings include using learning outcomes measurements and peer feedback.
Peer feedback programs represent the opposite extreme in terms of the faculty time and
commitment required, but the insight provided by this intensive process is also likely to be far
more informed by high-impact, educational practices than typical student ratings.
As a first step toward more robust evaluation of courses and teachers, the authors
recommend an approach in between these two extremes, possibly drawing on the many
sources of data already collected by schools and programs of public health as part of
accreditation (e.g., learning outcomes as reflected by attainment of foundational
competencies, exit and alumni ratings, employer ratings). The task thus becomes not one of
additional data collection but of more intentional reflection on data collected for other
purposes, with an eye toward how this information speaks to the ability of courses and
teachers to prepare effective public health professionals. Unlike end-of-semester student
course ratings, this approach puts more weight on the perspective of “experts” (those already
in the field of education and/or public health) rather than “novices” (students emerging into
or new to the field).
Indeed, quality education in an applied field such as public health is directly linked to
students’ ability to enter the workforce confidently and well-prepared. Academic public
health approaches to student course and teacher evaluations would benefit significantly from
leaning into this linkage and allowing it to guide more effective approaches to improving the
quality of education that benefits populations and the health of the public.
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Section 2: Evaluation of Student Learning
Donetta Cothran1 and Eyal Oren2
1
Indiana University, 2San Diego State University
In this section, the authors focus on whether learning has occurred in the classroom, as
opposed to the role of different assessment tools. The authors have specified four
classifications determined by how and when the instructor collects the data, as described by
Nilson (40): [1] indirect, end-of-course measures; [2] indirect, pre- and post-test measures, [3]
direct, end-of-course-only measures, and [4] direct, pre- and post-test measures to check
student learning. The authors also explore how learning may be measured through future
course performance and provide some recommendations based on the current evidence.

Indirect, End-of-Course Measures
An overview of the relationship between student course and teaching evaluations (SCTEs) and
learning via indirect, end-of-course measures follows. Spooren, Brockx, and Mottelmans have
characterized this approach as representing the convergent validity (i.e. the strength of
relationship between measures) of SCTE instruments (10).
Indirect, end-of-course assessments typically tap students’ perceived learning. These
measures are represented by standard student reports of teaching or specialized instruments
developed by research teams. To a large degree, how well students perform on these
assessments are framed by students' intelligence or ability to learn, prior relevant knowledge,
and motivation to learn. Students' ability to judge how much they learned is also dependent
on their intelligence or ability to learn (41). Additional factors include students’ familiarity, or
lack thereof, with an instructor’s pedagogy (42).
More than three decades ago, Cohen conducted the first meta-analysis reporting that SCTE
ratings correlated with student learning with r=.43, a small-to-moderate correlation (43).
However, since then, the approach and methodology has been refuted. The most recent
meta-analysis by Clayson concluded that SCTE ratings are not related to student learning
(44). Specifically, Clayson reported that the correlation between SCTEs and learning was only
.33 when correlations reported in the primary studies were averaged, regardless of the
sample size and only .13 when they were weighted by the sample size.
Uttl’s more recent meta-analysis showed that studies typically included a very limited
number of sections, with most employing 10 or fewer sections (41). Scatterplots of
SCTEs/learning correlations as a function of study size, funnel plots, and funnel asymmetry
tests indicated the presence of strong small-study size effects (41). Estimated learning
correlated very weakly with SCTE ratings, accounting for up to 1% of variance in
15

…[S]tudents do not
seem to learn more from
professors who receive
higher SCTE ratings.

learning/achievement measures (41). In
particular, the authors noted that students do
not seem to learn more from professors who
receive higher SCTE ratings.

In one of the few standardized and objective
studies of student perceptions of teaching and
how much knowledge the students gained,
Ketcham, Nigro, and Roberto examined learning as measured by the Educational Testing
Service Major Field Test in Business (45). For their sample at least, there was not a strong
relationship between positive SCTEs and acquired knowledge. Other problems have been
noted with perceived learning — for example, students in the Wabash study failed to perceive
how much they had learned as measured by several standardized tests (46,47). Nevertheless,
Beleche found a weak yet positive and statistically significant association between an
objective measure of student learning and student course evaluation scores (48). The authors
note that it may not be prudent to rely solely on course evaluations as a means of gauging
student learning. Sections with high performance on post-tests appear, on average, to receive
slightly higher course evaluations. Questions that reflect learning in the course, as opposed to
characteristics of the instructor, appear to better reflect estimated post-test results.
A very recent study compared students’ self-reported perception of learning with their actual
learning under controlled conditions in large-enrollment introductory college physics courses
taught using: [1] active instruction (following best practices in the discipline) and [2] passive
instruction (lectures by experienced and highly-rated instructors). Results suggested that
when students experience the increased cognitive effort associated with active learning, they
initially take that effort to signify poorer learning (42). Students are less familiar with active
instruction and learning techniques and, without contextualization, may not clearly
understand the benefits of these approaches towards their learning despite mounting
evidence that supplementing or replacing lectures with active learning strategies and
engaging students in the scientific process improves learning and knowledge retention (49).
Two more rigorous student tools are provided as examples: the Student Assessment of
Learning Gains survey instrument and the Transparency in Learning and Teaching survey
instrument.

Student Assessment of Learning Gains
The Student Assessment of Learning Gains (SALG) survey instrument (http://www.salgsite.org)
asks students to assess their learning gains in a course and the degree to which specific course
components helped that learning. The items address five different facets of learning: [1]
general; [2] understanding concepts; [3] acquiring skills; [4] developing positive attitudes
about the course or subject matter; and [5] integrating information.
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In validity testing, student scores on the SALG correlated moderately but significantly (r =.41)
with student scores on the final exam. In specific topic areas, the correlations between
students' SALG scores and the corresponding subsection on the final exam ranged between
zero and .49 (50–52).

Transparency in Learning and Teaching
The Transparency in Learning and Teaching (TLT) survey instrument (https://tilthighered.com)
aims to measure the learning impact, as perceived by students, of transparent teaching
methods. The TLT starts out with three general questions: [1] how well students understand
course content; [2] how accurately their submitted work reflects this understanding; and [3]
the extent to which course work and course activities benefited their learning. These and the
other 25 perceived-learning items offer a choice of five Likert-type responses. The next nine
questions ask students how much the course has helped them acquire or refine certain skills,
such as writing effectively, learning how to learn, and applying concepts to practical problems
or in new situations. Another nine questions begin with the stem, "As a result of taking this
course." These questions also ask students to assess their judgment about opinions different
from their own, ideas in general, the reliability of sources, and the like; their confidence in their
ability to succeed academically or in this field; and the likelihood of their discussing courseacquired ideas outside class and asking future instructors about the learning benefits of
course components. The final four perceived-learning items address miscellaneous issues,
such as whether students understand what constitutes successful work in the course and how
much the instructor valued them as students.
TLT investigators have examined the effect when teachers provide two transparentlydesigned, problem-based, take-home assignments (compared to the unrevised, business-asusual, take-home assignments in the comparison group) on spring-term, first-year college
students’ learning experiences, especially regarding students’ experiences. They specifically
measured the amount of transparency students perceived in the course in the following areas
indicated as predictors of success: academic confidence; sense of belonging; improved
mastery of skills that employers value; direct assessment of students’ work as indicated by
scored student work samples; and, selected randomly, short-term retention rates. In courses
where students perceived more transparency as a result of receiving the transparentlydesigned, problem-centered, take-home assignments, they experienced significantly greater
learning benefits compared with their classmates who perceived less transparency around
assignments in a course. Specifically, students who received more transparency reported
gains in three areas that are important predictors of students’ success: academic confidence,
sense of belonging, and mastery of the skills that employers value most when hiring (53).
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Indirect, Pre- and Post-test Measures
Knowledge surveys are classic examples of indirect, pre- and post-test measures and are
useful because their results appear to correlate with student learning (54–56). Knowledge
surveys also claim the scientific legitimacy of pre- and post-test measures because the
instructor administers the same survey at the beginning and end of the course. A course score
representing student learning can be calculated by finding the average difference in pre- and
post-test confidence ratings across items.
Knowledge surveys have the same validity problem, however, as indirect, end-of-course-only
measures. When students come into a course, most of them, especially non-science
introductory-level students, are overly confident about what they know and can do. At the
end of the course, however, they may underestimate what they know and can do and perform
better on the final exam than their knowledge survey results would predict. Wirth and Perkins
recorded this pattern in at least one course (54).
Stark-Wroblewski, Ahlering, and Brill directly examined eight different sections of a
psychology course taught by different instructors and compared SCTEs and scores on a preand post-course learning survey (57). They suggest that SCTEs and learning measures are not
directly related and that instructors should develop multiple ways of documenting teaching
proficiency beyond SCTEs.

Direct, End-of-Course-Only Measures
The most common end-of-course and direct measure of student learning is class grades,
either by student or instructor report. This is problematic as specific course grades do not
correlate necessarily with learning outcomes (58–61). A study by Canfield was designed to test
reliability and validity of instructors assigning course grades, as well as to demonstrate a
relationship among course grades in General Education (GE) and related major courses (62).
The study used two Multi-Trait Multi-Method (MTMM)-based procedures. Results indicated
statistical significance in convergent validity but not in discriminant validity (i.e., course
grades could be considered as useful and meaningful assessment methods external to the
particular class and instructor); this finding infers that although methods of grading may vary,
grades can measure student learning outcomes directly. The two MTMM studies showed
support by convergent and discriminant validity for course grades. The findings address the
perceived limitations of course grades based upon concerns of the validity and reliability of
grades. The instructors noted, “if we continue to establish these levels of validity and
reliability in class grading, we can assume a greater level of confidence in the use of course
grades for discipline and program (e.g., GE or discipline) assessment.”
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Given the role that competencies play in multiple accredited academic programs of many
types, the relationship between SCTEs and essential learning outcomes (ELOs) has rarely
been examined. A recent mixed-methods study explored experiences of students, faculty,
and professionals as they engaged in a project focused on teaching and learning with ELOs.
The researchers relied on the use of descriptive statistics and interpretive phenomenological
analysis to capture faculty and professional staff participants’ engagement in a collaborative
study group designed to support pedagogy integrating ELOs into courses, assignments, and
co-curricular activities and to gauge students’ experienced competence as a result. Using a
pre- and post-student survey of self-perceived ELO competence, researchers found a
difference in student ratings of 0.25, (p ≤ 0.05), suggesting an increase in students’ perception
of their ELO competence over the course of the semester (63).
In learning environments that encourage and assess student understanding (rather than
recall), students achieving higher-quality learning outcomes are found to adopt a deeper
approach to learning, such as a search for meaning, relevance, application, and relations to
other experience (64,65).

Direct, Pre- and Post-test Measures
Direct, pre- and post-test measures attempt to account for students' pre-course knowledge
when assessing the end-of-course knowledge. They entail an assessment at the beginning of
the course, the pre-test, and the same or very similar assessment at the end, the post-test.
For example, in physics, Lee showed normalized gains on the Force Concept Inventory (FCI) as
a valid, reliable, and objective measure of student learning (66). Normalized gain is the
proportion of improvement on an instrument from pre- to post-instruction compared to the
maximum possible improvement of the class. In this study, participating faculty (n=15) were
given a list of multiple-choice survey instruments and asked to select an appropriate
instrument to give to their students at the beginning and end of the semester so that an
objective measure with a valid and reliable instrument could be used to make claims about
student learning in the course. The research team used the matched student data when
available (about 80% of the courses). Participating faculty also submitted the results of their
student evaluations of instruction, which was unique to each instructor. Students’ average
rating of the quality of instruction was graphed against the FCI normalized gain for each class.
The coefficient of determination for the data was just R2=0.01544, suggesting there was no
correlation between pre- and post-test evaluation results and end-of-course student
evaluations.
A variation of the pre- and post-test measure approach compares student success in an
earlier class to success in an upper-level course. A small number of investigations have
examined student performance in future classes as an assessment of student learning. For
example, Carrell and West suggest that a longer-term view of student learning might be
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needed since the initial level of student learning in introductory classes is not always a good
predictor of success in future classes (67). It is possible that instructors’ short-term
approaches to learning habits may improve their own evaluations as instructors but harm
students’ long-term achievement. Weinburg, Hashimoto, and Fleisher found that SCTEs are
positively related to current grades in a class, but are not as well-linked to learning, in part
because students are often not aware of how much they have learned in a class (68).

Conclusions and Recommendations
Findings on both subjective and objective measures are mixed. Some researchers report the
SCTE-learning relationship is not significant (e.g., (57,69) while others suggest a small but
positive relationship exists (e.g.; (44,70). It may be that both perspectives are correct, and the
varied results reflect the complicated nature of the teaching and learning setting, SCTEs, and
analyses used. For example, Clayson’s meta-analysis suggests that the relationship between
SCTEs and learning does exist, but it is situational and dependent on the teacher, academic
discipline, level of instruction, and the level of objectivity of the assessment tool (44).
Gailbraith, Merrill, & Kline offer similar support for this complicated relationship in their
finding that the most effective teachers (as measured by a standardized test) fall within the
middle percentiles of SCTE scores (71).
Recommendations for public health faculty, based
on the current evidence, follow:
Take a longer-term
• Conduct a mix of learning assessments that
perspective on student
include both student- and instructor points
learning that allows for
of view. Although various studies examined
employ a wide variety of tools in a broad
multi-semester and/or
range of SCTEs, nearly all conclude with
post-graduation
similar advice to educators: no single tool
evaluations of key
can adequately assess the complex
concepts and skills.
multivariable nature of teaching and
learning.
• Consider measuring learning at different time points throughout the course and
examining the correlation of learning measures across time
• Take a longer-term perspective on student learning that allows for multi-semester
and/or post-graduation evaluations of key concepts and skills.
• Provide students with clear instruction and an explanation of how active and
transparent approaches may improve their learning.
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Section 3: Factors that Affect Student Course and Teacher
Evaluations
Ali A. Weinstein1 and Marie Diener-West2
1
George Mason University, 2Johns Hopkins University
In this section, the authors briefly review the factors that have been shown to affect student
course and teacher evaluations (SCTEs). As with the other sections, this approach is not
intended to provide a comprehensive review of the literature, but rather highlight some of the
important factors that have been shown to affect SCTEs with exemplar references. In
addition, the authors highlight areas that deserve more attention in the literature and
hypothesize that there are other factors that also systematically affect SCTEs. The review
draws from prior, published papers utilizing experimental designs examining both
undergraduate and graduate courses.
Numerous prior findings have identified generally weak or negative associations between
SCTEs and instructor effectiveness, as measured by student performance or grades (41,72–
76). Therefore, it is important to understand the factors affecting SCTEs that are most likely
not related to instructor effectiveness. In fact, there is evidence that these factors (biases) can
be so large that more effective teachers get lower SCTEs than less effective teachers (73).
These factors are categorized into: [1] instructor characteristics; [2] student characteristics;
[3] course characteristics; and [4] institutional characteristics.

Instructor Characteristics
Various characteristics of instructors may affect SCTEs. Many of these factors are protected
characteristics under the law (e.g., gender, race, age) and others are quite variable across
instructors. Sources of these biases include demographic characteristics: instructor gender,
with female instructors rated lower (73,76–81); instructor attractiveness, with more attractive
instructors rated more highly (82–84); instructor race, with minority instructors rated lower
(78,85–87); and whether the instructor speaks with an accent versus native speaker, with
instructors having an accent rated lower (88).
The association between instructor age and SCTEs is equivocal although younger instructors
have often been rated more highly (77,79,89,90). However, the rank of the faculty instructor
(i.e., assistant professor, associate professor) does not appear to have an effect on SCTEs (91).
Other characteristics include personality and behavioral traits: instructor likeability, with
more likeable or supportive instructors receiving higher evaluations (92,93), and instructor
expressiveness, with more charismatic or enthusiastic instructors rated higher (82,93,94).
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In addition, instructors with strong organizational skills (vis-à-vis lecture materials, stating
objectives, providing overviews) are rated more highly (93). Teaching assistants (when
present) may be rated more highly than the faculty instructor (91). However, it is unclear
whether the faculty member’s rating changes when there is a teaching assistant or is
influenced by other aspects of the course or course organization.
The authors were not able to identify literature addressing other instructor characteristics,
such as team-taught instruction that may be especially important in the field of public health.

Student Characteristics
Student characteristics also have been shown to affect SCTEs. These characteristics can be
classified as two types: [1] perceptions and expectations; and [2] demographic and
background characteristics. Within the area of student perceptions and expectations, the
student’s expected grade is related to SCTEs, with a positive correlation between expected
grade and student ratings (2,73,89,95–98). There have been various reasons purported for this
association, with two main hypotheses. One is the grade leniency hypothesis, which basically
implies that instructors can buy better evaluations by giving higher grades; the second is the
validity hypothesis, which asserts that effective instructors cause students to work harder,
thereby students earn higher grades from effective instructors (90). The leniency hypothesis
has received a great deal of attention in the literature (2,99,100), which shows that stricter
grading may lead students to rate the instructor lower on components related to grading
fairness, as well as in areas such as instructor attitude to students (99). Also, this source of
bias may be enhanced when the SCTE is administered near a recent assessment (100).
Within the area of student demographic and background characteristics, gender has been
shown as important. Female students tend to rate instructors more positively, regardless of
the gender of the instructor (101). The impact of student age and ethnicity on student ratings
has received far less empirical attention. There are not enough well-controlled studies to
assess if there are systematic effects of student age and race on SCTEs (89,102–104). More
advanced students (i.e., seniors compared to freshmen) rate courses more positively than
newer students (105). The student’s prior interest level in the topic (or whether the course is
in the student’s major or department) has been shown to be positively associated with SCTEs
(89,92,95,106–108) and is by far the most well-researched topic in this area.

Course Characteristics
In addition to instructor and student characteristics, there are factors inherent in the course
itself that can affect SCTEs. These include the subject of the course material (i.e., instructors
who teach courses with mathematical content tend to get lower ratings) (109), the level of the
course and whether the course is required (110), the course format (111), and the size of the
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course (112). For example, instructors of general education courses receive lower ratings than
instructors of elective courses (113). Humanities, art, and social sciences instructors typically
receive higher ratings on student evaluations than instructors of math and science courses
(104,114,115). Instructors of early morning classes receive lower ratings than those of courses
taught later in the day (116).
Another important course characteristic is the method of delivery (online versus traditional
in-person courses). There is some evidence that courses taught by the same instructor using
the same course content are rated lower when delivered in the online modality (117) with the
same result for hybrid courses receiving lower SCTEs, in spite of similar student outcomes, as
compared to traditional courses (118).
Other factors that have received less attention in the literature but may be important
(particularly in public health), are the association between SCTEs and community-based,
service-learning, or practicum courses. In addition, the pedagogical approach used (i.e.,
flipped classrooms, active learning strategies) may also affect SCTEs. Although these
innovative approaches may improve student learning, it cannot be assumed that there is a
corresponding positive effect on SCTEs. Further research needs to be completed to
understand the effects of the type of course and the pedagogical approach used in the course
and the subsequent effect on SCTEs.

Institutional Characteristics
SCTE ratings can also be influenced by the characteristics of the institution with respect to
educational resources and priorities, emphasis on technology in instruction, and overall value
on teaching effectiveness and student performance. All these variables depend on the
university, school, and/or program leadership’s commitment to the educational mission.
Poor or outdated physical condition of the classroom reflects a lack of emphasis or
importance and is associated with lower SCTE ratings (119). Lack of technology-related
professional development for instructors may result in lower or suboptimal usage of
technological teaching aids (120) that can be negatively associated with instruction and SCTE
ratings.
Departments of economics were surveyed on how they used SCTE ratings, peer evaluation,
and other measures of teaching effectiveness and scholarship when evaluating instructor
promotion and merit increases (121). Although most departments used SCTE ratings, the
survey demonstrated that their value remained unclear as to how these findings were used by
instructors to modify their courses or by administrators in evaluating instructors (121). It is
possible that SCTE ratings are potentially biased if and when students observe that
instructors do not incorporate their suggestions.
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The type or amount of value messaging that institutions provide regarding SCTEs are
associated with response rates. Factors associated with non-response have been attributed
to courses outside of a student’s major or interest area, lower grades earned in a course, and
survey fatigue (122). Communicating the importance of SCTEs to both instructors and
students is important for soliciting valuable feedback from all students (122). Investment by
the school to incentivize the completion of SCTEs can decrease both non-response and bias in
findings.

Conclusions and Recommendations
There are various factors, associated with the
instructor, student, course, or institution, that can
systematically affect the value of SCTEs. Therefore,
it is important that these negative factors are
recognized and minimized as much as possible.
New research is beginning to demonstrate a path
forward with SCTEs that may minimize potential
biases. An interesting recent investigation
demonstrated that gender bias in SCTEs could be
mitigated by utilizing an instrument with explicit
language intended to reduce the gender bias (123).

New research…
demonstrated that
gender bias in SCTEs
could be mitigated by
utilizing an instrument
with explicit language
intended to reduce the
gender bias (123).

SCTEs have become an accepted component of the
higher education sector. Future research should
focus on ways to improve the current assessment tools used for SCTEs by acknowledging
that SCTEs do not measure teaching effectiveness but, instead, measure student opinion
(124). Opinions include perceptions that can be based on expertise, knowledge, and logical
reasoning, but they can also be based on bias or prejudice (conscious or unconscious).
Therefore, future research needs to create SCTEs that capture and value student opinion,
minimize biases in response, and provide useful feedback to both the instructor and
institution.
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Key recommendations follow:
• Recognize that SCTEs represent students’ opinions and perceptions about their
experiences in courses but are not measures of teaching effectiveness.
• Develop new SCTEs that minimize
biases in response attributed to
Deploy institutional
instructor, student, and course
leadership and resources to
characteristics.
• Deploy institutional leadership and
promote….meaningful
resources to promote development,
SCTE tools in accredited
use, and feedback of appropriate and
schools and programs of
meaningful SCTE tools in accredited
schools and programs of public
public health.
health.
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Section 4: Use of Student Course and Teacher Evaluations and
Feedback Loops
Delia Lang1 and Elizabeth Stuart2
1
Emory University, 2Johns Hopkins University
In this section, the authors provide an overview of the use of student course and teacher
evaluations (SCTEs) by different constituents, including students, faculty, and program and
school administrators, as well as accrediting bodies. The authors identify common challenges
and limitations to the use of SCTEs that can result in problematic feedback loops and
conclude with suggestions on how SCTE users might (and should or should not) use the
results.

Use of Course and Teacher Evaluations
Students, faculty, school administrators, and accrediting agencies use feedback from SCTEs
in various ways (125).
● Students often have access to SCTE ratings from previous academic terms, which may
inform their course and/or faculty selection when options are available. While SCTEs
typically provide both course and faculty ratings, students tend to make course
selections primarily based on faculty ratings rather than ratings related to course
content or structure (126).
● Faculty use SCTEs as feedback loops in the short-term for formative purposes to
improve their own teaching, applying findings to specific existing courses or to identify
needs for additional or substantially modified courses that could meet varied student
audiences.
● Directors of academic programs may use SCTEs to understand student feedback trends,
compare types of courses (e.g., across departments, online vs. onsite), and/or assess
how different groups of students evaluate different courses (e.g., undergraduate vs.
graduate students or those for whom the course is required vs. optional).
● School administrators often use SCTEs in ways similar to directors of academic
programs, and sometimes rely on SCTEs as information loops for summative purposes
to inform promotion, tenure, merit/salary adjustments, and contract renewals of
faculty. To that end, and to the degree that faculty mobility across academic
institutions throughout their careers may partially rest on a record of strong teaching
performance, faculty have an interest in SCTEs in the long term as well.
● Lastly, the Council on Education for Public Health (CEPH), the accrediting agency for
schools and programs in public health, requires institutions to describe processes used
to assess faculty instructional effectiveness including SCTEs. The criteria focus both on
student satisfaction with instructional quality, which relates directly to formative
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purposes of SCTEs, as well as the role these findings play in summative decisions
relating to faculty advancement.

Challenges
In September 2019, the American Sociological Association (ASA) released a statement that
was endorsed by 17 additional scholarly associations declaring aspects of the current practice
of SCTEs as “problematic” (127). As noted by the ASA, and reviewed in several other
publications, when used in isolation, SCTEs can produce inaccurate and invalid results at best
and perpetrate biases against gender and ethnic minority faculty at worst (41,73,125). The
authors briefly outline four key areas of concern in the use of SCTEs: [1] reporting and
interpretation of scores; [2] validity; [3] bias; and [4] the student approach, outlined below.

Reporting and Interpretation of Scores
Significant flaws have been identified in reporting and interpreting SCTEs. Mean ratings
across SCTE items are reported in aggregate form and are often interpreted in the absence of
statistical distributions to contextualize the scores. Average ratings are frequently derived
from SCTE items designed at the categorical level of measurement. Finally, low response
rates are often overlooked and small differences in mean scores are overemphasized
(124,128).

Validity
An underlying assumption supporting the use of SCTEs is that the resulting scores are valid
indicators of teaching effectiveness. As noted in Section 2 of the report, Evaluation of Student
Learning, mounting evidence does not support this assumption. Both observational and
experimental research supports the conclusion that SCTEs are heavily influenced by factors
unrelated to teaching effectiveness, including instructor personality, student characteristics,
student grade expectations, and student motivation for learning (41,73,125). Other contextual
factors impacting the validity of scores include academic discipline, class level
(undergraduate v. graduate), class size, meeting times, and whether the course is required vs.
elective (1,41,70,129–131). Section 3, Factors that Affect Student Course and Teacher
Evaluations, discusses these and other factors that affect SCTEs.

Bias
As described in Section 3 of this report, Factors that Affect Student Course and Teacher
Evaluations, SCTEs have consistently been found to show bias against a broad range of
instructor characteristics, most notably gender and ethnicity. Women are often rated lower
than males, especially in what is typically considered a male-dominated discipline, while
instructors of color also received lower scores compared to their white colleagues, especially
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when evaluated by white students. Consequently, reliance on SCTEs as a primary measure of
teaching effectiveness is likely to present an additional barrier for women and minority
faculty to promotion (70,76,132).

The Student Approach
Some evidence suggests that students are not always motivated to complete SCTEs
thoughtfully, perhaps in part because requests to complete multiple evaluations seem
burdensome at a busy time of the semester. Additionally, students may not know or may not
trust that their feedback is truly valued or could inform change. They may also feel that even if
changes were made, the improvements would not impact them directly (133–135).
Despite these challenges, SCTEs represent an
efficient approach to obtaining student
…[A]dopting holistic
feedback and therefore, continue to be used
approaches to the
across academic institutions, including across
evaluation of teaching
schools and programs in public health. The
emerging consensus, informed by a strong
effectiveness can provide
evidence base, suggests that adopting holistic
more balanced feedback
approaches to the evaluation of teaching
effectiveness can provide more balanced
and create stronger
feedback and create stronger teaching
teaching cultures.
cultures. Below, the authors summarize
evidence-based and promising practice
recommendations that must be implemented across three areas: [1] improving the utilization
of existing SCTE processes; [2] improving the analysis and presentation of results; and [3]
augmenting existing processes with holistic evaluation methods to assess teaching
effectiveness.

Conclusions and Recommendations
Improving the Utilization of Existing SCTE Processes
● Shift cultural norms around evaluation to create a culture that is welcoming of
ongoing, constructive evaluation. Inspiring an evaluative culture, where feedback is
expected for continuous growth and improvement is important on multiple fronts:
○ Encourage students to take evaluations seriously, know how the evaluations are
used, and are given tips for providing constructive feedback (examples provided in
Bandy, 2019 (136)). As part of this approach, encourage high response rates. Some
schools provide incentives for students to complete evaluations, such as allowing
access to grades more quickly if evaluations are completed.
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○ Give faculty tools for interpreting evaluation results and include guidance on
methods to handle positive and negative feedback and means to use it for
improvement. Some faculty elect not to read their reviews in part because of a
perception of lack of constructive feedback. These instructors would benefit from
help to develop strategies to interpret their evaluations and opportunities to
connect with resources, such as centers for teaching and learning to put feedback
suggestions into practice.
○ Ensure leadership knows how to interpret the results appropriately and to view
individual evaluations within a broader context; one resource is Linse (1). Holistic
evaluation methods are discussed further below.
● Clarify the target(s) for measurement by renaming SCTEs to validate the importance of
student feedback related to course/instructor satisfaction, but not to imply that
feedback is a true measure of teaching effectiveness. The instrument name and items
should reflect this view, per the ASA statement (127).

Improving the Analysis and Presentation of SCTE Results
● Conduct descriptive data analyses to understand the correlations between course
characteristics and evaluations within an institution.
● Observe and document evaluation across various types of course, considering the
context for the courses. Key factors include, for example: online vs. onsite; foreign
language speakers v. native English speakers; course difficulty; and whether the course
is required or optional.
● Probe the extent to which SCTEs may contain evidence of implicit bias.
● Improve reporting on methodology, providing distributions, sample size, and response
rates for each (124) to contextualize individual ratings.

Augmenting SCTEs with Holistic Evaluation Methods
● Explore the role of timing of the feedback, such as mid-term v. end-of-term
evaluations. Mid-term evaluations can be particularly useful for mid-course
“corrections” of instructional methods, and thus may be of more direct use to
individual faculty teaching specific courses. Snooks, Neeley, and Revere showed that in
a pilot study, students participating in mid-term feedback opportunities reported
increases in their learning and satisfaction (137). Schools should make mid-term
evaluation opportunities widely available to help facilitate mid-course evaluations.
● Use mixed methods evaluation approaches. End-of-term focus groups with students
and/or instructors across courses, pre- and post-course student surveys and other
structured procedures (e.g. Small Group Instructional Diagnosis) can provide more
nuanced and constructive feedback regarding teaching effectiveness (138). These
approaches necessitate additional class time and would need to be carefully planned.
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● Adopt peer or expert feedback of teaching. Studies
suggest that faculty do make changes to their
A teaching
courses based on constructive peer/expert review
portfolio allows a
(139–141). Structures should be considered when
faculty member
using peers v. outside experts to observe instruction,
including considerations for whether feedback is to
to present one’s
be used for formative and/or summative purposes,
philosophy and
and the delivery of constructive and potentially
performance with
sensitive feedback. This approach is addressed more
fully in Section 1, Student Course and Teacher
respect to
Evaluations, of this report.
teaching, beyond
● Encourage instructor reflections, portfolios, and
professional development. A teaching portfolio
just the SCTEs.
allows a faculty member to describe one’s teaching
role holistically, and to present one’s philosophy and
performance with respect to teaching, beyond just the SCTEs. Seldin, Miller, and Seldin
(2010) provide models of teaching portfolios and concrete advice to use them (142).

Future Research
There is still more work to be done to ensure that SCTEs are used in ways that could benefit
students, faculty, and administrators. This research could include:
● Theory-based instrument construction with psychometric testing, and
● More comprehensive use of qualitative responses, such as through qualitative methods
and natural language processing approaches, a promising example of which is
sentiment analysis, as conducted by Newman, et al. (143). Sliusarenko et al. illustrate
the use of factor analysis to help find comments that are outliers and to summarize the
most important points of students’ satisfaction or dissatisfaction (144).
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Section 5: Characteristics of Currently Used Tools
Matt Hayat1 and Laura Liang2
1
Georgia State University, 2Rutgers University
In order to assess the tools that are currently used by Council on Education for Public Health
(CEPH)-accredited schools and programs, the authors disseminated an informal poll to
ASPPH Academic Affairs Section representatives to assess the delivery format, evaluation
system, and the questions used to assess their courses and the teachers. Respondents were
invited to respond with samples of SCTE surveys used at their institutions. This section
summarizes the results, highlighting the similarities and differences that currently exist in a
small sample of responding CEPH-accredited schools and programs, termed units, and the
various approaches to student course and teacher evaluations (SCTEs).

Data Source
Eighteen (18) CEPH-accredited units reported on the SCTE system in place in their institution.

Delivery Format
All 18 units use an online delivery format for SCTE.

Evaluation System
Across responding units, three reported using eXplorance Blue, two reported using
EvaluationKit, two reported using CoursEval (through CampusLabs), and 11 reported using 11
different SCTE systems, such as in-house systems.

Standardization
All units reported standardized core questions asked across course and disciplines. In
addition to the core question in their SCTEs, eight units reported some degree of instructor
control with the option to select additional, customized questions. In a few cases, instructors
could select additional questions from a closed SCTE of optional items. Five units reported an
option for their instructors to add additional questions of their own wording.

Question Type, Scale, and Structure
Of the 18 units that provided information about their SCTE systems, 11 submitted an example
of the SCTE survey used in their institution. The most common type of question included on
the SCTE surveys were Likert-type questions using a 5-point scale. The predominant scale
included “strongly disagree, disagree, neutral, agree and strongly agree” items. Most
submitted SCTE surveys included three sections: questions about the course, questions about
the instructor, and open-ended questions.
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Most Common Areas for Questions about the Course
• Assessments/assignments (10/11 surveys included at least one question related to
course assessment/assignments)
• Quality Overall (9/11 surveys included at least one question related to the overall
quality of the course)
• Objectives (6/11 surveys included at least one question related to course objectives)
• Organization (5/11 surveys included at least one question related to the course as wellorganized)
• Feedback (5/11 surveys included at least one question related to course feedback)
• Materials (5/11 surveys included at least one question related to course materials)

Most Common Areas for Questions about the Instructor
• Overall effectiveness/teaching ability (10/11 surveys included at least one question
related to the overall effectiveness/teaching ability of the instructor)
• Promotion of critical thinking (7/11 surveys included at least one question related to
whether the instructor promoted/encouraged critical thinking/thought)
• Clear communication (6/11 surveys included at least one question related to whether
the instructor communicated clearly)
• Accessibility (6/11 surveys included at least one question related to whether the
instructor was accessible outside of classroom time)
• Inclusive classroom (5/11 surveys included at least one question related to whether the
instructor created an inclusive/respectful classroom)

Conclusions and Recommendations
The findings indicate areas that overlap in the use of SCTEs in CEPH-accredited schools and
programs, specifically around the format of SCTEs and the categories of questions used.
However, as was discussed in Section 3, Factors that Affect Student Course and Teacher
Evaluations, the questions used are subject to various biases. More research is needed on
ways to improve SCTEs to mitigate this bias.
One potential area to improve SCTEs is the restructuring of items included in typical SCTEs.
Items pertaining to teaching effectiveness,
SCTEs should focus on course effectiveness, course organization, and
course relevance are particularly susceptible to
student reporting on their
bias and therefore should be avoided (124).
Unfortunately, many of the responses to the
own experiences.
authors’ survey included these types of biased
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questions. Instead, SCTEs should focus on student
reporting on their own experiences, such as: was the
workload greater than or less than that of other
courses, whether the student has greater or less
interest in the subject after taking the class, did the
student learn new knowledge and skills from the
course, etc. Such questions would ask directly about
the student experience. In addition, as reported by
some units already, schools and programs are urged
to explore options for instructors to be able to add
additional, customized questions to the
institutionally prescribed SCTE.

Schools and
programs are urged
to explore options for
instructors to be able
to add additional,
customized questions
to the institutionally
prescribed SCTE.

Teaching effectiveness should then also be assessed
in other ways, such as peer observation or direct observation of the improvement of student
work across the semester, areas that were covered in Sections 1: The State of Student Course
and Teacher Evaluations and 2: Evaluation of Student Learning. These data. furthermore,
could be incorporated into appropriate feedback loops as discussed in Section 4: Use of
Student Course and Teacher Evaluations and Feedback Loops of this report.
While this research did not yield enough information to create a comprehensive matrix of
evaluation methods and tools, Horigian’s research on peer review measures (both processes
and tools) derived from ASPPH-member schools and programs and partner institutions is
posted at https://populationhealthexchange.org/teph-peer-review/ (145). These data are
suggested as a helpful reference and may serve as the foundation for future, deeper
exploration of issues in peer observation of teaching effectiveness.
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Gaps for Further Exploration
The working group identified issues beyond the scope of their charge that represent gaps for
potential exploration by ASPPH, including:
• Evidence-based approaches to improve low SCTE response rates
• Methods for supplementing mandated evaluation systems with additional customized
questions and evaluation tools
• Means of mitigating bias in SCTEs
• Improving SCTEs using theory-based instrument construction with psychometric
testing and more comprehensive use of qualitative responses, among other, potential
strategies
• Addressing the challenges of using a variety of different assessment methods
• Providing strategies on advocating for SCTE modifications at the institutional level
• Supporting faculty development, for example by conducting workshops for skillbuilding on comprehensive evaluation strategies/initiatives.
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