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Abstract
The aim of this paper is to analyze the new questionnaire designed by the University of
the Basque Country (UPV/EHU) to evaluate its teaching staff (SET). To do it, the
responses of a 941 students sample were analyzed and the following aspects of the
questionnaire were studied: its reliability, dimensionality, construct and criterion
validity; concluding with a differential study considering variables such as gender,
disciplinary field, perceived difficulty level or subject interest. The results suggest high
internal consistency that fits to the theorical dimensions: planning, process and results,
enabling a formative use of information.
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Resumen
El objetivo de este artículo es analizar el proyecto de nuevo cuestionario diseñado por la
Universidad del País Vasco (UPV/EHU) para realizar la evaluación de sus docentes (SET).
Se analizan las respuestas de una muestra de 941 estudiantes y se estudia la fiabilidad del
cuestionario, la dimensionalidad, la validez de constructo y criterial, finalizando con un
estudio diferencial tomando en cuenta variables como el género, el campo disciplinar, el
nivel percibido de dificultad o el interés de las materias. Los resultados permiten afirmar que
se trata de un instrumento de alta consistencia interna que se ajusta a las dimensiones
teóricas usadas para su diseño y construcción: planificación, proceso y resultados, lo que
posibilita un uso formativo de la información
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Evaluación de la actividad docente por estudiantes; Dimensionalidad; Cuestionario;
Evaluación del desempeño docente; Competencias docentes

There is a long history of research into
student evaluation of teaching performance
(SET) in further education institutions, and
studies by authors such as Otani, Kim and Cho
(2012) date back to the 1920s. As in many
other universities, student evaluation of the
teaching activity at UPV/EHU is carried out
using a questionnaire. This type of evaluation
was started experimentally on a volunteer
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basis during the 1988-1989 academic year and
has continued ever since by means of a student
questionnaire to evaluate the university staff’s
teaching.
As is to be expected, this instrument has been
modified over the years but this evaluative
procedure has been applied in all the centres to
all the teaching staff for some time now, and
has been incorporated into normal university
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activity. However, this questionnaire was
modified in the 2006/2007 academic year
when adapting to methodology required by the
European Higher Education Area (EHEA).
Later on, in 2010, the UPV/EHU Governing
Council approved the IKD model that
represents a student-centred cooperative and
dynamic teaching-learning process, shaped as
a proposal to develop the teaching syllabus.
This model is characterised as dynamic and
active, plural and flexible, so that it can be
adapted to each qualification and teaching
centre. It revolves around student learning and
requires cooperation among all agents
involved in teaching.
Under these premises, an attempt was made
to produce a questionnaire to ascertain student
opinions regarding their teachers' work that
was adapted to the EHEA and to DOCENTIA,
a proposal by ANECA (Agencia Nacional de
Evaluación de la Calidad y Acreditación
Española / Spanish National Quality
Evaluation and Credential Agency). This
questionnaire was
designed
from
a
DOCENTIA-aligned perspective, aiming to
support universities designing their own
mechanisms to manage teaching quality
among their own university staff.
The new instrument was produced following
different strategies, including a bibliographical
review of appropriate teaching skills for the
EHEA and analysis of the UPV/EHU
educational model in an attempt to determine
the teaching model that it aspires to emulate
(Lukas, Santiago, Etxeberria and Lizasoain,
2014).
Following the review, a framework
document was drawn up distinguishing the
three dimensions required for the new
questionnaire, namely, Planning the teaching,
Development of the teaching and Results.
These strategies match the ANECA proposal,
as considered in the DOCENTIA university
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teaching quality programme. In the same way,
they took into account the three points
highlighted in the teaching-learning process, in
other words, preparation of the process by the
teacher, developing the teaching and the
results obtained as a consequence of this
process. In addition to defining the
dimensions, the document specified the
indicators for the teaching-learning process
likely to be evaluated in each one. They only
included indicators that can be appreciated
directly by the students. Finally, the items
were presented, classified by dimensions. This
document was debated and analysed in
different discussion groups to compile the
opinions of different university agents
(external and internal experts, evaluation
specialists, teaching staff and students) (Lukas,
Santiago, Etxeberria & Lizasoain, 2014).
After analysing transcriptions from the
different discussion groups, the new version of
the questionnaire is composed of 18 items (on
a Likert scale of 5 values), which are used to
assess the aforementioned dimensions of the
teaching activity. In addition, there is a
criterion item for the teacher's overall
evaluation (“In general, I consider him/her to
be a good teacher”), and elements of
contextual information together with the
student’s self-assessment of the perceived
difficulty and his/her initial and ultimate
interest in the subject being evaluated. These
perceptions have been subsequently used for
comparative analysis on teaching quality.
The 18 items (see figure 1) in the
questionnaire are grouped into three
theoretical constructs in relation to the other
aspects of the teaching activity: planning and
organization (items 1-5), process and
development of the teaching activity (6-16),
and, finally, results (17-18).
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The teacher:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.

Provides a Student Guide (programming) that is useful to monitor the subject
Plans the subject in an organised way
Recommends resources (bibliography, materials, ICTs, etc.) that make it easier for us to learn
Communicates clearly regarding the criteria and evaluation procedures at the start of the course.
Matches the class difficulty level to our prior knowledge.
Explains in a clear and well-organised way
Encourages us to think and be critical
Suggests activities to encourage independent learning (search for information, solving practical
cases and problems, investigations, etc.)
Stimulates collaboration and teamwork.
Evaluates our activities and informs us so that we can improve
Motivates students so that they are interested in their own learning process
Deals with our enquiries
Shows enthusiasm when teaching this subject
Stimulates development of verbal and/or written expression
Makes an effort so that we understand how the subject connects to our other subjects
Uses educational methodology and resources that encourage learning.
I have learned a lot from taking this subject.
I have improved my initial level regarding the envisaged skills

CRITERION item: In general, I think he/she is a good teacher
Figure 1: Questionnaire items
The goals of this work are to study the
psychometric properties of this new instrument
and to carry out a dimensional and differential
study on the students’ responses. More
specifically, it studies the reliability of the
questionnaire (understood as the internal
consistency
of
the
answers),
the
dimensionality by means of exploratory factor
analysis, and the construct validity (including
confirmatory factor analysis) and criterion
validity, concluding with a differential study,
taking variables such as gender and the
perceived levels of difficulty or interest in the
academic subjects.
Previous studies of this type include: firstly,
the work by Muñoz, Ríos and Abalde (2002)
which reviews the instruments used by
different Spanish universities. Secondly, the
works of Apodaca and Grad (2002, 2005) that
focus on studying the dimensionality of a
previous version of the questionnaire used by
the UPV/EHU, in which the possibilities and
limitations of the summative and formative
functions of this type of instrument are studied
in relation to a uni- or multidimensional
structure.
RELIEVE

González (2003) used factorial techniques to
study the underlying dimensions of the
university quality construct. A study of the
psychometric properties, using confirmatory
factor analysis to study the degree of fit to the
theoretically established dimensional structure,
was carried out by Ginns, Prosser and Barrie
(2007) with questionnaire data used at Sydney
University. Similarly, the work by Lemos,
Queiros, Teixeira and Menezes (2011)
develops and validates a multidimensional
questionnaire for application in the University
of Porto.
Casero (2010) analyses the modulating
factors of the students' perception of teacher
quality and how this relates to the validity of
the evaluation system. Mortelmans and
Spooren (2009) use confirmatory factor
analysis to study the construct validity of the
SET37 instrument concluding that the fit to a
multidimensional
theoretical
model
is
compatible with an underlying general factor
that they call “teaching professionalism”.
Following a similar approach and with similar
conclusions, Burdsal and Harrison (2008)
study the validity of a multidimensional profile
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and an overall evaluation of teaching
effectiveness. Alvarado, Morales and Aguayo
(2016) assume a similar focus when analysing
students' perception of educational quality at
the Autonomous University of Nuevo León
and the Monterrey Technology Institute.
On the other hand, partial aspects of the
metric properties of these types of instruments,
such as the internal or temporal consistency,
are analysed by Zhao and Gallant (2012),
Roberts (2011) and Chen and Watkins (2010).
The issue of validity for these kinds of
instruments is a recurring concern in the
literature. An exhaustive review of the state of
the art of SET and validity can be found in the
study by Spooren, Brockx and Mortelmans
(2013), based on the meta-validation model in
which the research reports published since
2000 in peer-reviewed journals are reviewed.
Along with this review, there is a set of
works that tackle the crucial matter of the
relationship between student satisfaction and
the level of learning they achieve. The study
by Molero (2007) focuses on experiences for
implementing the EHEA. Fernández, Esteban,
Fernández, Álvarez and Martínez (2007)
analyse data from the University of Oviedo.
Along this same line, the study by StarkWroblewski, Ahlering and Brill (2007)
concludes that measures provided by
instruments such as SET, and any
corresponding to learning achieved by the
students, evaluate and focus on different
aspects of the teaching activity. Zerihun,
Beishuizen and Van Os (2012) have developed
a questionnaire based on student learning
experiences. Finally, regarding this matter, the
meta-analysis carried out by Uttl, White and
Gonzalez (2016, in print) should be
mentioned. They conclude that there is no
relationship between students' learning and the
assessment they express or carry out relating
to their teachers.
Finally, regarding the differential studies,
Caldera, Carranza, Jiménez and Pérez (2015)
find differences by gender and type of degree
course within the context of designing a scale
for measuring university students' attitudes to
RELIEVE

tutorials. Haarala-Muhonen, Ruohonieni,
Katajavuori and Lindblom-Ylanne (2011)
compare differences in students’ perceptions
of their teaching-learning environments,
including an evaluation of teaching quality, in
the different disciplinary areas at the
University of Helsinki and found that
pharmacy and veterinary students tended to
give more positive evaluations than law
students. Using SEM techniques, Kember and
Leung (2011) compare the responses of
samples of students from the University of
Hong Kong and conclude that there is a
common model of what students consider to
be good teaching, but with some differences
among the four areas considered. The work of
Tomkiewicz and Bass (2008) compares the
perceptions of male and female students
regarding male and female teachers. Pascual
(2007) uses cross-hierarchical models to
analyse students' satisfaction, taking into
consideration their grouping in universities
and schools.
De Juanas Oliva and Beltrán Llera (2014)
analyse the perceptions of 1388 students from
the Complutense University of Madrid,
comparing responses by gender and grade.
Rantanen (2013) uses a multilevel approach to
analyse students’ rating stability and crosshierarchical analysis shows significant
differences between different types of students
when evaluating different levels of teachers.
Finally, Addison, Best and Warrington
(2006) study the relationship between
students’ perceptions about the difficulty of
the academic subject in relation to their
evaluation of its teachers.

Methodology
Participants
This work analyses the database of responses
given by a sample of students from the
UPV/EHU that was selected by considering
the scientific field subset (the 5 most usual)
and the course year (1st and 3rd). The sample
unit was the classroom. Classroom selection
was specified by taking into account the
distribution of the students in the different
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fields of knowledge and the course levels.
There were 34 classrooms taking part in total,
involving 998 students. Once the 4 cases with
errors had been eliminated, the initial
exploratory analysis detected students who
answered all the items uniformly. This
corresponded to a total of 53 cases (students),
constituting 5.3% of the total. The procedure
used to detect them consisted of selecting
cases with a standard deviation of zero for
responses. Most of these students gave the
items a 4 or a 5.
Once these cases had been detected, they
were eliminated from the database. The results
presented, therefore, are based on the final
student sample of 941 that gave a variable
response, regardless of the magnitude of this
variability. There are many ways to interpret
this lack of variability in response, although
for the purposes of this work it was considered
more appropriate to exclude the response of
students who gave the same evaluation of their
teachers in all items and aspects. Along this
line, the work by Choi and Kim (2014) can be
consulted for an analysis of the monotonic

response of Korean university students. With a
different perspective, Darby (2007) studies the
possible halo effect in the responses and
Adams and Umbach (2012), using multilevel
procedures and analysing the possible
explanatory factors for the lack of response in
on-line evaluations.
These 941 students are distributed among the
scientific areas as shown in table 1.
Table 1: Sample distribution by scientific area
Scientific area
Frequency Percentage
Humanities
187
19.9
Experimental Sciences
169
18.0
Technical Sciences
182
19.3
Health Sciences
283
30.1
Social and Legal
120
12.8
Sciences
Total
941
100.0
Finally, for a more in-depth characterization
of the sample, table 2 shows the distribution of
some relevant socio-demographic variables
that have been incorporated in other sections
of this study.

Table 2: Contextual characteristics of the participant (population data given in brackets)
1st year
69.5%

2nd year
2.3%

1. Student's academic year
3rd year
4th year
28.2%
2. Student gender

Female
63.2% (61.7%)
18
25.0%

19
22.3%

New to course
97.2% (93.8%)
From 0 to 1
31.9% (37.4%)
Very Difficult
5.0% (8.6%)
Very Low
3.3% (3.5%)
Very Low
4.0% (4.5%)

5th year

Others

Male
36.8% (38.3%)

3. Age of student
21
22
From 23 to 25 From 26 to 35
36 and over
10.3%
4.0%
11.1%
8.7%
3.1%
4. Course retakes
2nd time
3rd time
4th time
5th time
6th time
1.6% (3.7%)
0.5% (1.7%)
0.3% (0.4%)
0.1% (0.3%)
0.2% (0.1%)
5. Study hours
From 2 to 3
From 4 to 5
from 6 to 7
8 or more
47.5% (44.3%)
15.7% (12.6%)
3.5% (3.1%)
1.4% (2.5%)
6. Subject difficulty level
Difficult
Normal
Easy
Very Easy
29.9% (33.5%)
56.4% (50.1%)
7.8% (6.8%)
0.9% (0.9%)
7. Initial interest in the subject
Low
Medium
High
Very High
13.6% (12.7%)
43.9% (44.3%)
32.3% (31.1%)
6.9% (8.3 %)
8. Final interest in the subject
Low
Medium
High
Very High
11.2% (10.1%)
39.6% (39.1%)
35.2% (35.9%)
9.9% (10.4%)
20
15.6%
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Regarding the information summarised in
these two tables, it is important to point out
that UPV/EHU is the only public university in
the Basque Country and is, therefore, a nonspecialist university, offering degrees in all
scientific areas.
Procedure
Calculation of the reliability parameter as
internal consistency of the questionnaire was
calculated using the usual statistics
(Cronbach's alpha).
The dimensionality of the questionnaire was
studied by applying a Principal Components
Analysis (PCA). Taking into account the
metrics of these items, component analysis
was conducted for ordinal variables using the
R-factor package (Basto and Pereira, 2012)
and applying the matrix of polychoric
correlations between the items.
Regarding the validity of the construct, the
usual analytical strategy was followed carrying
out Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) using
structural equations models (SEM) making it
possible to confirm the fit with the
theoretically defined dimensions.
A study of the questionnaire validity from the
criteria perspective was carried out by firstly
analysing correlations of the answers to each

item with the answers given to the criterion
item ("In general, I think he/she is a good
teacher”). Subsequently, to analyse the order
and weight of each of these items in the
criterion variable. the stepwise regression
method was applied by segmenting the sample
into the five major areas of knowledge.
To finish off, a differential study was carried
out taking into account some variables
included in the questionnaire such as student
gender, the level of difficulty of the subjects
and the initial and final interest in them. This
involves studying differences in the central
trends and variability of the answers to the
questionnaire items depending on the groups
generated by these variables.
This used the SPSS statistics program,
version 23, with the AMOS subprogram for
the AFC including the R-Factor module.

Results
Questionnaire Reliability Analysis
As mentioned, the reliability parameter was
calculated using Cronbach's alpha, by
segmenting the study sample into scientific
areas. The results are similar in the different
scientific areas as shown in table 3.

Table 3: Reliability coefficient for the questionnaire in the different areas
SCIENTIFIC AREA
Cronbach's alpha
No. of elements
Experimental Sciences
0.937
18
Technical Sciences
0.918
18
Health Sciences
0.949
18
Social and Legal Sciences
0.939
18
Humanities
0.944
18
TOTAL PARTICIPANTS

0.939

The correlation of each element with the total
is high, with an average correlation for all 18
of 0.657. Item 1 has the lowest correlation
(0.513) and item 11, the highest (0.766). There
is no element that, if eliminated, would cause
an increase in the Cronbach's alpha value. In
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18

any case, the majority of the correlations are
located very close to the average (see table 4).
All these indices demonstrate that this is an
instrument with high internal consistency.

│6

Lizasoain-Hernández, Luis; Etxeberria-Murgiondo, Juan, & Lukas-Mujika, José F. (2017). A proposal for a new
questionnaire for the evaluation of teachers at the University of the Basque Country. Dimensional, differential and
psychometric study. RELIEVE, 23(2), art. 1. doi: http://doi.org/10.7203/relieve.23.2.10436

Table 4: Items-total of questionnaire statistics
Correlation between element-total corrected

Cronbach's alpha if the element is eliminated

.513
.696
.659
.631
.666
.724
.647
.620
.533
.578
.766
.655
.674
.674
.651
.744
.713
.679

.938
.934
.935
.936
.935
.934
.935
.936
.938
.937
.933
.935
.935
.935
.935
.934
.934
.935

item1
item2
item3
item4
item5
item6
item7
item8
item9
item10
item11
item12
item13
item14
item15
item16
item17
item18

Dimensionality
of
the
questionnaire.
Exploratory factor analysis
Regarding the dimensionality of the
questionnaire, an initial indicator of a test's
dimensional structure is the percentage of
variance that explains each of the components

generated by the factor-based solution. In table
5, the first component alone explains 54.29%
of the total variance of the test. Another
indicator used is the component eigenvalues
and, in this case, the second is equal to 1 and
the following are less.

Table 5: Percentage of variance that explains each of the components generated

Comp.1
Comp.2
Comp.3
Comp.4

Standard
Dev
3.126
1.000
.976
.879

Own values
9.772
1.000
.952
.773

The R-Factor program, in addition to
calculating the PCA for ordinal variables,
provides diverse criteria to set the number of
components to be retained: optimum
coordinates, acceleration factor, parallel
analysis and the usual Kaiser criterion: Cattell,
1966; Glorfeld, 1995; Ledesma and ValeroMora, 2007; Peres-Neto, Jackson and Somers,
2005; Revelle and Rocklin, 1979; Velicer,
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% variance
54.288
5.553
5.291
4.295

% Acc.
54.288
59.841
65.132
69.427

Wayne, Eaton and Fava, 2000; Zwick,
William, Velicer and Wayne, 1986. Table 6
shows how the number of components to be
retained is 1 for all 4 criteria.
The graphic representation of applying the 4
criteria is represented in figure 2.
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Figure 2: Dimensionality criteria
As a conclusion to this section, analysis of
the questionnaires completed by the UPVEHU student sample can assert that there is
strong evidence that the questionnaire used to
assess teaching practice is an instrument with
high internal consistency, with appropriate
discriminative capacity.
Validity of the Construct
As mentioned previously, different constructs
and theoretical dimensions are considered
when designing the questionnaire, derived into
indicators that in turn require items to be
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constructed: These dimensions are as follows:
planning (items 1-5), process and development
of the teaching activity (6-16), and results (1718).
In this case a Confirmatory Factor Analysis
(CFA) was performed using structural
equation models (SEM) making it possible to
confirm the fit with the dimensions that were
defined theoretically. Figure 3 shows the
hypothetical structure relating to the three
theoretical dimensions and the associated
statistics.
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Figure 3: Factor loads and correlations between the factors: Planning, Process and Results
Table 6 shows the empirically-obtained fit
statistics and the usual limit value of the fit
criteria (Schreider et al., 2006; Hooper et al.,
2008; Kaplan, 2009; Kline, 2011). The same
table proves the plausibility of the
theoretically-established model so that the
students' answers to the questionnaire items
reasonably fit the dimensions in which these
items are theoretically grouped.
Usual criteria
values
CFI
0.955
> 0.95
X2 / gl
4.389
< 3.00
GFI
0.945
> 0.95
AGFI
0.925
> 0.95
RMSEA
0.060
< 0.08
Table 6: CFA fit statistics
Values obtained

In addition, the reliability coefficient has
been calculated for each of the three sub-sets
of items. The result obtained is 0.812 for the
first five items corresponding to the Planning
factor, 0.906 for Process and 0.840 for Results.
RELIEVE

With a view to the suggested model fit, the
weight of each of these factors has been
analysed when explaining the criteria variable
by analysing the fits obtained with the
regression model in each of the knowledge
areas.
The summary of the order and goodness of
the fit that is obtained (coefficient of
determination in each scientific area) is shown
in table 8. It is noteworthy that in four of the
five areas of learning, the factor which
contributes most to explaining the Criterion
variable “In general, I think he/she is a good
teacher” are items related to the "Process"
including the ability to communicate. Only
students on Technical Degrees prioritized
topics related to "Planning". It is also
noteworthy that the percentage of variance
explained in the different knowledge areas is
very similar (around 60%), with the smallest
proportion of variability corresponding to
technical disciplines.
These results are basically in accordance
with those obtained by Pepe and Wang (2012).
These authors used data mining techniques to
│9

Lizasoain-Hernández, Luis; Etxeberria-Murgiondo, Juan, & Lukas-Mujika, José F. (2017). A proposal for a new
questionnaire for the evaluation of teachers at the University of the Basque Country. Dimensional, differential and
psychometric study. RELIEVE, 23(2), art. 1. doi: http://doi.org/10.7203/relieve.23.2.10436

detect the qualities of a good teacher and
concluded that the factors that most influenced
these perceptions were related to a good
organization of the contents and a clear and
well
ordered
communicative
process.
Similarly, the previously cited Otani, Kim and
Cho (2012) studied the relative effectiveness
of the items and concluded that clear
explanation, an effective use of class time,

creation of a positive learning environment
and a correct use of well-organized materials
were considered the most important factors in
the students’ evaluation of the teaching
activity. In a study about the profile of the
ideal university teacher, San Martín,
Santamaría, Hoyuelos, Ibáñez and Jerónimo
(2014) found very similar factors as integrators
of this ideal profile.

Table 7: Order in which the factors are included in the regression equation and coefficient of
determination. Dependent variable: Criterion item
Technical
Health Sciences
Health
Humanities
Experimental
2
2
2
2
Degrees R
R
Sciences R
R
Sciences R2
Process
.590 (3)
.680
.618
.584
.589
Results
.569 (2)
.653
.645
Planning
.520 (1)
.696
.639
Validity of criteria
Now that the reliability of the instrument, its
dimensional structure and the validity of the
construct have been studied, the next step is to
study the validity of the questionnaire from the
criterion perspective. This is done by studying
the correlations of the responses to each of the
items with the responses to the criterion item
("In general, I think that he/she is a good
teacher"). The values are shown in table 8
where the items are arranged in descending

order of the polychoric correlation coefficient
with the criterion and grouped into three
blocks.
The first is composed of the 5 items with the
highest correlation with the criterion (higher
than 0.695). The second group is composed of
6 items that show an average relative
correlation (between 0.600 and 0.675). Finally,
the third group is composed of 7 items with a
relatively low correlation with the criterion
(less than 0.600).

Table 8: Item-criterion polychoric correlation
item6
0.777
item13
0.740
item11
0.718
item17
0.713
item16
0.698
item12
0.675
item18
0.673
item2
0.664
item7
0.623
item5
0.607
item14
0.603
item15
0.594
item3
0.590
item4
0.589
item8
0.508
item1
0.466
item10
0.444
item9
0.421
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This data confirms the importance of items 6,
11 and 13 revealing that a clear and orderly
teaching process, good motivation and
enthusiastic attitude are the main pillars upon
which the students consider good teaching
practice to be based. At the other extreme, the
lowest correlation is presented by item 1
(“Provides
useful
Student
Guidelines
(programming) for following the subject”).

1st
2nd
3rd
4th
5th
6th
7th

The second stage of the criteria validity study
focuses on analysing the order and weight of
each item when explaining the criteria item, by
applying the stepwise regression method
segmenting the sample for each of the five
major scientific areas. Table 9 shows the
order of the first items in each model.

Table 9: Order of items by scientific areas
Humanities
Experimental
Technical
Health
Sciences
degrees
Sciences
item13
item13
item6
item11
item17
item12
item13
item6
item12
item6
item17
item8
item18
item2
item16
item13
item1
item12
item3

The most important item is number 13
(“transmits enthusiasm”) that has been
included in all five scientific areas. After that,
items 6 (“explains in a clear and ordered
manner”) and 12 (“attends queries and
consultations”) appear in four of them.
Item number 17 (“I have learnt a lot taking
this subject”) appears in 3 fields. Finally, item
number 11 (“Motivates students to take
interest in their learning process”) appears
only in the Health Sciences model, but in first
place, which reveals the importance that
students on these degree courses give to this
question.
Therefore, an initial conclusion might be that
students, regardless of which of the five major
areas they belong to, regard the same factors
as being the most important to evaluate best
teaching practice.

Social and Legal
Sciences
item6
item18
item13
item17
item12
item16
item8

variables: student gender, perceived level of
difficulty of the subjects and initial and final
interest of these subjects.
Differential Study by Gender
The first differential variable studied is
student gender. As can be observed in table 10,
differences in the means in relation to gender
occurred in all items, although these were very
small and were not significant in most cases.
Items 4 and 9 were the exceptions where
female students score higher than the male
students on the ability to communicate clearly
at the beginning of the course (item 4) and
regarding stimulating collaboration and team
working (item 9).
Anyway, the evidence seems to suggest that
the response patterns are basically the same for
students of both genders.

To finish off, the results are presented from
the differential study considering the following
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Table 10: Differences in answers depending on gender
Female

item1
item2
item3
item4
item5
item6
item7
item8
item9
item10
item11
item12
item13
item14
item15
item16
item17
item18
Criterion

Mean
3.83
3.94
3.60
4.00
3.51
3.79
3.67
3.69
3.78
3.72
3.56
4.05
3.69
3.58
3.52
3.70
3.62
3.82
4.00

N
554
571
559
560
546
566
553
557
540
554
559
556
554
529
550
550
564
551
563

Male
Standard
dev.
.995
.969
1.006
.915
1.030
1.094
.960
.937
.987
1.068
.998
.915
1.135
1.033
1.002
.951
.998
.928
1.014

Mean
3.71
3.87
3.57
3.85
3.51
3.78
3.62
3.69
3.63
3.69
3.52
4.05
3.73
3.70
3.56
3.74
3.64
3.81
3.90

Differential study by Level of Difficulty of the
Subject
One important aspect recorded in the
questionnaire refers to the students’ evaluation
of the degree of difficulty of the subject taught
by the teacher. This is related to the students’

N
320
330
327
322
315
329
318
325
321
323
325
320
326
305
312
322
326
325
327

Standard
dev.
.902
.886
.924
.933
1.001
1.051
.932
.946
.957
.980
.970
.853
1.121
.936
.943
.879
.965
.855
.993

t

Sig.

1.77
1.11
0.35
2.30
-0.02
0.11
0.78
0.10
2.16
0.36
0.60
0.05
-0.42
-1.69
-0.58
-0.54
-0.39
0.19
1.49

.071
.268
.726
.021
.984
.908
.430
.917
.031
.718
.545
.956
.668
.091
.552
.581
.692
.845
.136

own perceptions and assessments on their
evaluation of the teaching staff (Addison, Best
and Warrington, 2006). Figure 4 shows the
evaluation profiles for each item (including the
criterion).

Figure 4: Item means by degree of difficulty
RELIEVE
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This confirms the existence of a
degree of association between the
perceived difficulty of subjects and the
evaluations that students give of the
teachers of the same subjects. Overall,
the lowest evaluation tends to be for
subjects considered as very easy by the

students, followed by the "very
difficult" subjects. The very positive
tendency is for teachers of subjects
perceived as having intermediate
difficulty (table 11).

Table 11: Averages and standard deviations for items by
perceived difficulty of the subject
Mean
N
Standard dev.
Very difficult
3.48
44
1.267
Difficult
3.87
269
1.011
Normal
4.07
517
.954
Easy
4.00
70
1.063
Very easy
3.25
8
1.282
Initial and final interest for the subject.
Another important factor is the interest
that the student claims to have in the
subject taught by the teacher being
evaluated. Here, the student is required
to evaluate their initial and final interest
in the subject.

The first step was to compare the
evaluation of each item in relation to the
initial interest for the subject. As can be
observed in figure 5, the same tendency
is observed in all the items: the greater
the initial interest in the subject, the
higher the evaluation of all the aspects
addressed by the questionnaire.

Figure 5: Item means according to initial interest in the subject
Since, as expected, the evaluations of
the initial interest and final interest in
the subjects are correlated variables
(0.535), a new variable has been
generated called Increased interest in
the subject, computed as the difference
RELIEVE

between the final and initial interest.
This variable can take negative values
(negative increment of interest in the
subject) and positive values (an increase
of interest in the subject). For each
subject, the evaluations of each item in
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individuals with positive increments
have been compared with those with
negative increments, and those with no
change in interest.

cases (58.5%) the interest in the
subject has not changed, in 16.3% it
has diminished, or worsened, and in
25.3% it has increased, or improved.

The values are recorded in table 12.
It can be observed that in over half the
Table 12. Changes in interest in the subject
Valid
Frequency
percentage
Drop in interest
150
16.3
Same interest
539
58.5
Increase in interest
233
25.3
Figure 6 shows the mean values for
each item in relation to the three
categories (decrease, same, increase)
established relative to the initial and
final interest in the subject. Here, a
clear relationship can be observed
between the increased interest for a
subject and the evaluation of the

teacher. The mean score for items in
cases where the interest has
diminished is lower, in all cases, than
when interest for the subject remains
the same. Moreover, for all items, the
highest mean values are obtained when
the teacher has managed to increase
the students’ interest for the subject.

Figure 6: Item means by increased interest in the subject
This would assert that good teaching
practice manages to increase the
students’ interest in the subject, leading
to higher student evaluations.

Discussion

questionnaire has very high internal
consistency. Cronbach’s alpha values
are high and would not greatly increase
on omission of any of the items from the
test. Similarly, correlations between the
elements and the total are also high.

The main conclusions from this study
are presented below. Regarding the
metric properties of the instrument, the

These results are in accordance with
those published by Apodaca and Grad
(2002, 2005) relating to a previous
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version of the UPV/EHU questionnaire,
and also to studies mentioned previously
by Mortelmans and Spooren (2009) and
Burdsal and Harrison (2008). In all
cases, the results point in the same
direction: in these types of instruments
there is a single underlying dimension of
effectiveness, professionalism or “good
teaching practices”.
However, this does not prevent these
response patterns from being analysed
by grouping them into the three
theoretically established dimensions; the
empirical results do not differ
significantly from this theoretical
structure.
This
allows
formative
evaluation of teaching quality by
distinguishing between the different
aspects being considered, namely,
planning, process and results.
In this respect, it is important to bear in
mind how this information is used. The
debate
between
summative
and
formative approaches is important here,
as too are the recommendations by Berk
(2013) in relation to the possibility of
using one single general item to take
summative decisions (such as the
criterion referred to here), compared to
the formative capacity of the different
groups of items providing feedback for
the teacher.
Apart from previous deductions about
the dimensional structure of the
instrument, from the validity study it can
be concluded that clear and ordered
teaching of the material, good
motivation of students to take an interest
in the subject, and suitable attention to
consultations made by the students are
considered by the students to be the three
pillars underlying good teaching
practice. The issue of professional skills
is as-yet insufficiently explored or
evaluated. These factors are basically the
same for all degrees regardless of which
of the five major scientific areas they
belong to.

RELIEVE

In the differential study of the possible
influence of student gender on
evaluations, no difference was found
between evaluations by female or male
students.
Another variable studied relates to the
difficulty of the subjects taught. The
results suggest a degree of association
between the perceived difficulty of the
subjects and the evaluations given to
their teachers. In general, teachers of
subjects considered to be more difficult
are given lower evaluations, except for
the case of subjects perceived as very
easy, for which the evaluations of the
teachers also decrease.
It is noteworthy that teachers of
subjects for which the students express a
greater initial interest obtain better
evaluations in all aspects addressed by
the questionnaire. There is a clear
association between the increment of
interest in a subject and the evaluation of
its teacher. The mean score for items in
subjects where the interest has decreased
is, in all cases, lower than when the
interest remains constant. Moreover, for
all items, the highest mean values are
obtained when the teacher has managed
to increase the students’ interest in the
subject.
Here, we are probably witnessing good
teaching practice that increases the
students’ interest in the subject which, in
turn, increases the students’ evaluations
for the teacher.
As a final conclusion, the results
obtained suggest that the new version of
the UPV/EHU questionnaire is a useful
instrument for the purposes for which it
was
designed,
with
suitable
psychometric properties. On the other
hand, it can provide appropriate
feedback to the teaching staff, and could
be a valuable instrument to improve
teaching quality. In addition, this
questionnaire is well adapted to the new
teaching-learning
models
and
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approaches derived from the European
Higher Education Area (EHEA).
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