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Teaching quality is a crucial factor within higher education. Research on this topic often requires as-
sessing teaching quality as a global construct through self-reports. However, such instruments are crit-
icized due to the lack of alignment between teacher and student reports of instructional practices. We
argue that while teachers might over- or under-estimate specific dimensions of teaching quality, the
aggregation of these dimensions in the form of overarching teaching quality well reflects differences in
teaching quality between teachers. Accordingly, we test a ten-item measure that allows faculty to self-
report their teaching quality based on the aspects distinguished in the SEEQ (Marsh, 1982, 2007). Using
15,503 student assessments of teaching quality in 889 sessions taught by 97 faculty members, we con-
ducted Doubly Latent Multi Level Modelling while considering bias and unfairness variables to model
overarching teaching quality assessed by students, and simultaneously corrected for measurement error
and potential distortions through the assessment situation. This global factor of teaching quality was
strongly associated with teacher self-reported teaching quality (p =.74), which we interpret as evidence
that global teacher reports of teaching quality can serve as sensible indicators of overarching teaching
quality for nomothetic research in higher education.
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Teaching quality is a crucial factor within higher edu-
cation and is frequently considered as a key variable in
empirical investigations (see Wagner et al., 2016). Be-
sides ideographic research (underlying school or
teacher evaluations) and analyses of specific instruc-
tional practices, there is a high interest in nomothetic
research that strives to understand more general pro-
cesses associated with high teaching quality (e.g., how
motivations, experiences, and behaviors of faculty re-
late to teaching quality). To this end, researchers often
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seek to assess teaching quality as a global construct
through teacher self-reports, as ratings by students are
typically not feasible in large-scale surveys involving
many institutions. Such instruments can, however, be
criticized, as teacher reports of specific teaching prac-
tices often do not align well with student reports. We
argue that while teachers might over- or under-estimate
specific dimensions of teaching quality, the aggrega-
tion of these dimensions in the form of overarching
teaching quality forms a sensible assessment that re-
flects differences in teaching quality between different
teachers. We propose a measure that allows faculty to
self-report their teaching quality based on the theoreti-
cally and empirically well-substantiated aspects distin-
guished in a widely used conceptualization of higher
education teaching quality, the SEEQ (Marsh, 2007).
To gauge how well this measure reflects differences in
teaching quality, we consider student evaluations of
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teaching quality as a benchmark while optimizing their
validity and reliability through considering bias and un-
fairness variables as well as multiple student assess-
ments.

Teaching Quality: Conceptualizations and Meas-
urements

Teaching quality is frequently based on student ratings
(Marsh, 2007). In higher education, the questionnaire
“Student Evaluation of Educational Quality” (SEEQ;
Marsh, 2007) is widely used in this regard. To describe
teaching quality, this approach encompasses the dimen-
sions of (1) learning/value and (2) overall evaluation,
as well as (3) instructor enthusiasm, (4) organiza-
tion/clarity, (5) group interaction, (6) individual rap-
port, (7) breadth of coverage, (8) examinations/grading,
and (9) assignments/reading. For contexts where stu-
dent-directed teaching methods are prevalent (such as
Germany), another factor may be (10) the quality of
student contributions that are facilitated and moderated
by the instructor (Daumiller, Grassinger, et al., 2021).
Research indicates that these dimensions can be aggre-
gated into an overarching (second order) factor captur-
ing teaching quality as a whole, which is of particular
interest to researchers investigating antecedents and
consequences of teaching quality at a broader level
(Apodaca & Grad, 2005; Burdsal & Harrison, 2008;
Rollett et al., 2021). While the SEEQ distinguishes dif-
ferent process and product dimensions of teaching
quality — that vary regarding their observability and sta-
bility across different courses and are highly informa-
tive for better understanding instructional practices —
such a second-order factor can serve as an overarching
proxy for global teaching quality. Accordingly, in the
present study we focus on this overarching factor of
teaching quality instead of the specific dimensions of
teaching quality. Prior research suggests that when ex-
amining teaching quality of many teachers from differ-
ent institutions, student ratings may not be feasible,
which is why self- reports are often utilized in such sit-
uations (e.g., Daumiller, Dickhiduser, et al., 2019; Por-
ter, 2002).

Agreement Between Student and Teacher Reports

Regarding instruction, low correlations between
teacher and student surveys are typically reported (e.g.,
Desimone et al., 2010; Kunter & Baumert, 2006; see
Fauth et al., 2020). For example, Clausen (2002) found
a relative agreement between teacher and student rat-
ings ranging from r = —.28 to .42 for 12 dimensions of
teaching quality, with especially low agreement for less

observable behaviors such as autonomy support. Simi-
larly, Lazarides and Schiefele (2021) reported some
agreement between students and teachers for classroom
management (r = .39), but little agreement for aspects
such as emotional support (r = .22) or cognitive activa-
tion (r =—.02). It should be noted that most research on
teacher and student agreement has been conducted in
secondary education, while much less is known about
higher education. Nevertheless, regarding the SEEQ,
researchers have found that teachers and students dis-
tinguish between the same dimensions (Roche &
Marsh, 2002), for which there is similar agreement as
in secondary education (r = .26—.40) — but why do
teacher and student reports of facets of teaching quality
frequently not converge?

On the one hand, this may be a function of the theoret-
ical construct being conceptualized by means of spe-
cific dimensions of teaching quality rather than teach-
ing quality as a whole (e.g., Roche & Marsh, 2002).
While the evaluation of specific dimensions of teaching
quality (especially less directly inferable ones) may di-
verge between teachers and students, these deviations
might be counterbalanced regarding the overall con-
struct of teaching quality, resulting in greater agree-
ment. Especially when being interested in a global
measure of teaching quality, as in the present work, stu-
dents’ assessments may be used in the form of a higher
order factor as a benchmark. It should be noted that for
other research purposes, a specific consideration of the
different dimensions and differences in agreement be-
tween teachers and students can be very informative to
better understand instructional processes and the role of
teachers and students therein (e.g., Lazarides & Schie-
fele, 2021).

On the other hand, the low agreement between
teacher and student reports may also be due to limita-
tions in how past research analyzed the association. To
provide a sensible benchmark, the reliability and valid-
ity of the student assessments need to be optimized.
Specifically, student ratings can be influenced by bias
factors stemming from students or teachers, such as stu-
dents’ gender, prior interest, perceived difficulty, rea-
son for participation, course format, as well as teachers’
age and gender, which can lead to distorted teaching
evaluations if not controlled for (Marsh, 2007). Further,
due to variation of classroom instruction and different
underlying reference periods of student ratings (e.g.,
lesson topic), agreement regarding student ratings at in-
dividual time points might be impaired (Wagner et al.,
2016). As the global teaching quality, we are interested
in this work is a rather stable pattern of teacher behav-
ior in the classroom, the extraction of the consistent
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components from student ratings over several time
points and different courses might provide more valid
measures of teaching quality than single assessments
prone to situational distortion and fluctuation (Wagner
et al., 2016). Finally, the aggregation of all dimensions
into an overarching latent second-order factor focuses
on the consensus that underlies the aspects of teaching
quality rather than on the assumption that single aspects
of teaching can be accurately judged.

The Present Research

The present research is based on the notion that teacher
self-reports of teaching quality can be criticized given
their unclear validity. To gauge how well teacher self-
reports (regarding a new measure of global teaching
quality) reflect differences in teaching quality between
different teachers, we use student assessments of teach-
ing quality as a benchmark by optimizing their validity
and reliability. Specifically, we consider bias and un-
fairness variables, extract the shared student ratings
across time and courses, and model overarching teach-
ing quality as a second-order factor. Confirming that
student and teacher reports converge to a substantial
extent would attest to the usefulness of teacher reports
as a useful instrument for nomothetic research on over-
arching teaching quality.

Table 1. Descriptive statistics of the Self-Reported Teaching Quality Scale

Method

We used data from a larger research project in which
student assessments of teaching quality were consid-
ered as consequences of faculty motivations (Daumil-
ler, Siegel, et al., 2019). Students of the participating
faculty members were asked to assess teaching quality
across multiple sessions and courses, allowing for fine-
grained insights. Besides these student reports that al-
low for the extraction of shared scores of teaching qual-
ity, faculty members were also asked to self- report
their teaching quality. To this end, we used an instru-
ment that considers each dimension of teaching quality
with a single item by providing instructors with a clear
and comprehensive definition of what each dimension
entails. This scale can thus be considered an economic
self-report scale that carefully matches the SEEQ di-
mensions of teaching quality. All materials, data, and
code underlying this study are available in an open ac-
cess repository (https:// osf.io/2pnkx/; Daumiller,
Dresel, et al., 2021).

Sample

Our sample consisted of 15,503 student assessments of
7,126 students regarding 889 sessions of 194 courses
taught by 97 faculty members. The students were

Item

Range M SD Skew  Kurtosis

Learning/value (Extent to which students learn in your courses and develop a better understanding 2-8 6.07 1.22 -0.95 0.92

and interest for the subject)

Overall rating (Extent to which your courses and you as a lecturer are rated/assessed by the 2-8 577 1.27 -053 0.10

students as a whole)

Instructor enthusiasm (Extent to which you are committed and enthusiastic in teaching and how 2-8 596 1.46 -0.80 0.17
well you manage to make your courses interesting, active, dynamic and humorous)

Organization/clarity (Extent to which you structure and explain the content of teaching as well as 2-8 .13 1.32 -0.97 1.02
the used teaching materials; e.g., explaining the content of teaching in a comprehensive way,

emphasizing important content, properly linking content)

Group interaction (Extent to which you encourage your students to participate during your courses; 2-8 6.32 1.26 -0.79 0.91
e.g., contributing their own knowledge, asking questions, participating during discussions, etc.)

Individual rapport (Extent to which you create a friendly atmosphere in dealing with students; 2-8 6.66 1.34 -1.32 1.87
including your interest in your students, taking their concerns seriously - inside and outside of

classes)

Breadth of coverage (Extent to which you teach taking different perspectives into consideration; 2-8 558 155 -0.23 -0.69

e.g., inclusion of current scientific developments, consideration of different theoretical views and

backgrounds - also if they differ from your own ways of thinking)

Examinations/grading (Extent to which your performance assessments of students are fair, benefit 1-8 581 1.65 -0.81 0.42
the students, and clearly meet the pre-discussed criteria, e.g., for contributions during the course)

Assignments/reading (Extent to which your homework/exercises and given literature contribute to a 1-8 545 1.49 -0.58 0.02

deeper understanding of your contents of teaching)

Contributions of students (Extent to which you select meaningful contributions for your students 1-8 6.05 1.29 -0.70 1.60
and moderate or complement them; e.g., contributions during discussions, presentations, group

work)*

Note. N = 97 faculty members. *is not an aspect of the original SEEQ but included in its German adaption (SEEQ-DE; Daumiller, Grassinger, et al., 2021) as
an additional aspect of teaching guality that matters especially for contexts where student-directed teaching methods are prevalent (such as the higher

education context in Germany).
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Figure 1. Results of the Doubly Latent Multilevel Model examining the alignment between self-reported teaching quality with shared student reports thereof (x?(938, N = 15,503) = 2,550, p < .001;
CFl = .9686, TLI = .962, RMSEA = .011, SRMR = .070). Bold faced coefficients are statistically significant at p < .05

33.2% female, 65.6% male, and 1.2% diverse; their av-
erage age was 23.0 years (SD = 2.5). The faculty mem-
bers were on average 41.2 years old (SD = 10.6); 46
were male and 42 were female (9 did not state their gen-
der). Their average teaching experience was 10.1 (SD
=17.9) years.

Measures

In the self-reported teaching quality scale (Daumiller,
Dickhéduser, et al., 2019), faculty members referred
their answers to the entirety of their current courses and
assessed ten facets of their teaching (see Table 1) cor-
responding to the dimensions of the SEEQ on a scale
from 1 (= very bad) to 8 (= very well). The internal
consistency was high (McDonalds @ = .95).

For student assessments, we used the German adaption
of the SEEQ (Marsh, 2007; Daumiller, Grassinger, et
al., 2021) to measure learning/value (3 items; ® = .83),
overall rating (2 items; r = .76), instructor enthusiasm
(3 items; @ = .80), organization/clarity (3 items; ® =
.81), group interaction (3 items; ® = .97), individual
rapport (3 items; ® = .76), and breadth of coverage (3
items; ® =.76). Due to the study design (involving stu-
dents rating multiple sessions) we reduced the number
of items and did not include examinations/grading and
assignments/readings, as these may not apply to all ses-
sions. Intra-class correlations (ICC1 =.13-41, ICC2 =
.96-.99; see Table E1 in the Electronic Supplementary

Material, ESM 1) showed moderate differences be-
tween the different teachers and that these dimensions
were reliably assessed by the students.

As potential bias and unfairness variables, we con-
sidered students’ gender, prior interest in the topic (sin-
gle item from Marsh, 2007; scale: 1 = very little to 5 =
very high), perceived difficulty (single item from
Marsh, 2007; scale: 1 = very easy to 5 = very hard), and
reason for participation (single item adapted from
Marsh, 2007; recoded to two dummy coded variables
representing whether participation was mandatory
and/or out of interest), as well as the course format
(seminar or lecture), and teacher age and gender.
Results
To answer our research questions, we conducted Dou-
bly Latent Multilevel Analyses in which the shared rat-
ings of teaching quality were modeled using a second-
order factor on the between level (see Figure 1). We
considered all dimensions of teaching quality concep-
tualized in the SEEQ, that is, both process dimensions
as well as the product dimensions (“learning”, “over-
all”) to form the second-order factor and to adequately
reflect all dimensions of the SEEQ. The shared compo-
nent on the teacher level (L2) reflects the overarching
teaching quality in which both measurement error as
well as individual deviations through the assessment
situations are corrected. Further, the bias and unfairness
variables were regressed onto this factor to correct for
potential distortions of student evaluations (Marsh,
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2007). This factor thus describes differences between
the participating teachers in what we equate most
closely as overarching teaching quality assessed by stu-
dents. Optimized in terms of validity and reliability,
this forms the benchmark for which teacher self-re-
ported teaching quality was compared to. To this end,
our analysis indicated that the global factor of teaching
quality as assessed by students was strongly and
positively correlated with the factor of teacher self-re-
ported teaching quality (p =.74, p =.008; 95% CI [.63,
.82]).1 This means that factor scores of teacher self-as-
sessments went along with respective differences in the
overarching student-reported teaching quality. We in-
terpret this as strong evidence for the measured scores
of the self-report scale being validly interpretable.

Discussion

We considered a crucial aspect of higher education,
teaching quality, and investigated how well a self-re-
port scale can reflect differences in teaching quality.
While teachers and students may not agree well on spe-
cific instructional behaviors, we contend that teacher
reports of global teaching quality form a sensible indi-
cator of differences in overarching teaching quality. As
a benchmark, we used student assessments that were
modeled in a way through which we know that their
validity and reliability are optimized. Considering bias
and unfairness variables, extracting the shared student
ratings across time and different courses, and modeling
overarching teaching quality as a second-order factor,
we found a large positive correlation between both con-
structs. We consider this as evidence for the usefulness
of teacher reports of global teaching quality as a short
scale research instrument for future research on over-
arching teaching quality. However, two important as-
pects need to be considered when interpreting these
findings.

First, while the data basis of the present investiga-
tion was fairly large, it should be considered that the
faculty members voluntarily agreed to participate. Con-
sequently, these may be teachers who are interested in
their teaching and have thought about it already. Past
research has indicated that exposure to student evalua-
tions of teaching quality and feedback on one’s teach-
ing could lead to stronger associations between self-re-
port and student-reported teaching quality (Roche &
Marsh, 2002). Related to this, we only considered bias
variables on the student side as we sought to optimize
the students’ evaluations of teaching quality in terms of
their validity, but it should be considered that teachers
may also be prone to biases (e.g., self-serving biases,
lacking a frame of reference). Future research might

consider investigating further variables at the teacher
level to understand interindividual differences in the
agreement between teachers and students.

Second, we focused on a self-report measure to be
used in nomothetic research. However, beyond such re-
search, this approach is not appropriate for high stakes
testing as it can be easily manipulated (see Daumiller,
Siegel, et al., 2019), or for when individual dimensions
of teaching quality are of interest. However, for teach-
ing quality as a whole, we consider teacher self-reports
as a valid indicator and find that, besides their face and
predictive validity, they also converge well with stu-
dent reports. We hope that this helps to alleviate con-
cerns about the use of teacher self-reports of their
global teaching quality and facilitates future research
on the processes associated with high teaching quality.

Electronic Supplementary Materials

The electronic supplementary material is available with
the online version of the article at
https://doi.org/10.1027/ 1015-5759/a000700

ESM 1. Basic sample and scale score statistics. Results
of the Doubly Latent Multilevel Model.
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