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Development and evaluation of a questionnaire to
evaluate clinical dental teachers (ECDT) 
C. McGrath,1 R. Wai Kit Yeung,2 M. B. Comfort3 and A. S. McMillan4

Objectives: To develop and test the psychometric properties (validity and reliability) of a questionnaire to evaluate clinical
dental teachers.
Methods: An item (question) pool was generated with the use of a literature review, feedback from faculty staff, and from
focus group discussions with dental students. Following factor analysis the validity and reliability of a revised questionnaire
was assessed. This involved 148 dental students and 453 assessments of 29 clinical dental teachers.
Results: Effective clinical dental teaching (ECDT) scores were associated with ‘global ratings’ of the effectiveness of clinical
dental teaching (P<0.01), indicating strong criterion validity. In comparison analysis there was strong agreement between
students regarding ratings of individual clinical dental teachers, indicating good construct validity. Reliability was assessed
by examining internal consistency of sub-scales and overall ECDT scale, and found to be good (Cronbach alpha’s > 0.80). 
Conclusion: A valid and reliable measure to evaluate clinical dental teachers has been developed for use in a clinical
academia setting, and has potential use as a quality assurance measure.
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INTRODUCTION
Clinical teaching has long been recog-
nised as central to learning in dentistry.1

Dental students, faculty and administra-
tors all acknowledge the importance of
skilled, effective clinical teachers.2 Whilst
dental educators have been concerned
with assessing the quality of dental courses
and educational material; unlike other
clinical disciplines (such as medicine and
nursing) there has been little considera-
tion about the quality and effectiveness
of the clinical teachers themselves.3,4

Dental faculties, like other clinical 
disciplines, require reliable documenta-
tion of teaching quality of individual

staff for teaching quality control and
accountability.5

Evaluating the effectiveness of dental
teachers has implications on many
fronts: The effectiveness of clinical
teaching should be considered when pro-
moting and/or offering tenure to faculty
staff.6 In addition, students and other
stakeholders involved in funding or con-
suming clinical training require stan-
dardised methods of evaluating the qual-
ity of clinical teachers to facilitate
comparison of teaching quality within
and between institutions.7 Individual
clinical academic staff themselves also
require feedback on their clinical teach-
ing as a measure of identifying short-
comings that can be addressed in staff
development training.8 Moreover, where
investment in staff development occurs
there is a need to demonstrate improve-
ments in clinical teaching and returns
from such investments objectively and
reliably.

Thus, the aim of this project was to

develop and test the psychometric proper-
ties (validity and reliability) of a question-
naire to evaluate clinical dental teachers
(ECDT).

METHODS
Developmental process
A review of the medical and dental literature
was undertaken to identify appropriate con-
ceptual frameworks for evaluating clinical
teaching. One innovative and widely used
framework within medical education has
been the Stanford Faculty Development
Program (SFDP) based on seven domains of
clinical teaching: (i) learning climate, (ii)
control of sessions, (iii) communication of
goals, (iv) promoting understanding and
retention, (v) evaluation, (vi) feedback, (vii)
promotion of self-directed learning.9 The
categories are based on educational and
psychological theories of learning and
empirical observation of clinical teaching.

Item selection
An item (question) pool was generated from

 At present there is no objective method to evaluate clinical dental teachers. 
 This paper describes an instrument to evaluate clinical dental teachers [ECDT scale] which is

shown to be valid and reliable. 
 The measurement tool has potential to guide dental administrators, dental faculty and

consumers of dental education. 
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a review of the literature, consultation with
faculty staff (circulated at faculty board) and
from focus group discussions with a 10%
sample of the dental student population.
Then item reduction took place, whereby a
further 10% of the student population rated
each item for clarity (yes-no) and relevance
(low-moderate-high). Then following on, a
factor analysis was conducted and the num-
ber of factors extracted was based on the
theoretical framework (SFDP) and those
domains with a cut off of eigenvalues
greater than one. Individual items were
selected where factor loading was greater
than or equal to 0.40. These are accepted
practices in designing scales or question-
naire design for selecting items (questions)
and domains (sub-scales).10

Psychometric testing
The four years of dental students undergo-
ing learning within the clinical environ-

ment were invited to participate in testing
the questionnaire to evaluate clinical den-
tal teachers (ECDT). The questionnaire is
shown in Table 1. At the end of the aca-
demic year during resource sessions
(review learning times), packages were dis-
tributed to students which contained the
ECDT questionnaire and students were
asked to self-complete the questionnaire
for each principal clinical dental teacher
responsible for the clinical modules (three
clinics) they had undertaken that term.
Completed ECDT questionnaires were then
returned anonymously in the sealed enve-
lope provided .

The data was entered into the statistical
package SPSS for psychometric analysis.
Where 10 or more ratings existed for an
individual clinical dental teacher the validi-
ty and reliability of the ECDT questionnaire
was explored. The criterion validity of the
measure was assessed based on the hypothe-

sis that a global rating of the clinical dental
teacher on a five-point Likert scale (from
‘very poor' to ‘very good') would be associ-
ated with overall ECDT scores and individ-
ual domain or sub-scale scores. The con-
struct validity of the measure was assessed
based on the hypothesis that students would
rate similarly individual clinical dental
teachers. This was conducted by randomly
allocating student's rating of individual
clinical dental teachers to two groups and
conducting a comparison analysis whereby
overall and domain (sub-scale) scores were
compared. In addition, evidence of bias of
student ratings was explored by assessing
mean directional difference in ECDT scores.
The reliability of the ECDT measure was
assessed by determining the internal consis-
tency of the items overall within the scale
and within individual domains employing
Cronbach alpha statistics.

Results
Of the 74 items generated from a review of
the literature, consultation with faculty
staff and focus group discussion with stu-
dents, only 25 items in the item reduction
phase based on students’ ratings of rele-
vance (> 50% rated as moderate or highly
relevant) and factor analysis (factor load-
ing > or = 0.40), were chosen (Table 1).

In the psychometric testing phase 83%
(158/191) of all the dental students who
had undergone training in the clinics par-
ticipated in the study. Overall 31 clinical
dental teachers were evaluated with over
470 assessments collected. Analysis of data
on 29 (94%) clinical dental teachers was
conducted (two were excluded because less
than 10 students assessments were avail-
able per staff member) and this represented
453 (96%) of all assessments collected.
Range, mean and median ECDT scores
(overall and domain) are presented in
Table 2.

ECDT scores and individual domain
scores were associated with global rating of
the clinical dental teachers (P < 0.001), Table
3. Those clinical teachers rated as ‘very poor'
or ‘poor' had the lowest overall ECDT scores
and lowest individual domain scores com-
pared to those who were those who the stu-
dents rated as ‘good' or ‘very good'. 

In the comparison analysis of the ECDT
scores between the two random groups of
students, the mean directional difference of
overall and domain scores were low and not
significantly different from zero (P > 0.05),
Table 4. The magnitude of the systematic
difference (mean divided by standard devia-
tion of directional difference) in overall and
domain scores was less than 0.3, Table 4. 

The mean correlation between items
(Cronbach's alpha) for the ECDT question-
naire overall was 0.92, 0.92 for the ‘learn-
ing climate' domain, 0.86 for ‘control of

Table 1  Items selected based on factor loading and perceived relevance by students
Category Item Factor Loading % Relevance

Learning climate Listened to me 0.6 72

Encouraged me to participate 0.7 66

actively in discussion

Showed me respect 0.5 69

Encouraged me to bring up 0.7 64

problems

Control of clinics Paid attention to time 0.4 52

Avoided digression 0.5 51

Discouraged external interruptions 0.4 55

Communication Stated goals clearly and concisely 0.6 67

of goals Stated relevance of goals to me 0.8 78

Prioritised goals 0.8 82

Repeated goals periodically 0.7 76

Promoting Was well organised 0.8 89

understanding and Explained relationships of dental 0.7 84

retention knowledge to clinical situations

Used aids in learning 0.4 56

Evaluation Evaluated my knowledge of 0.5 81

factual information

Evaluated my ability to analyse 0.7 85

or synthesise clinical learning

Evaluated my ability to apply 0.6 88

dental knowledge to 

specific patients

Evaluated my clinical skills ability 0.7 95

as they applied to specific patients

Feedback Gave me negative (corrective) 0.6 67

feedback

Explained why I am correct or not 0.8 77

Offered me suggestions for 0.7 86

improvement

Gave me feedback frequently 0.6 80

Promoted self- Explicitly encouraged 0.5 75

directed further learning

learning Motivated me to learn on my own 0.7 84

Encouraged me to do outside 0.5 64

reading or practice
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session' domain, 0.92 for ‘communication
of goals' domain, 0.92 for the ‘promoting
and understanding and retention' domain,
0.92 for the ‘evaluation' domain, 0.92 for
the ‘feedback' domain and 0.93 for the pro-
moting self-directed learning domain. The
inter-item correlation coefficient scores of
the 25-item ECDT questionnaire overall
socres overall ranged from 0.14 to 0.79,
and no correlation was negative. The inter-
item correlation ranges within each domain
is presented in Table 5.

Discussion
Assessing abstract phenomena such as the
effectiveness of clinical dental teaching is
complex and requires appropriate conceptu-
al and theoretical frameworks with which to
guide the assessment process.11 The validity
of the SFDP framework based on education-
al and psychological theories of clinical
learning was extremely valuable in guiding
the development process.9 In addition, the
medical literature was valuable in generat-
ing an item pool which was further
enhanced by focus groups discussion with
clinical dental students and faculty staff. In
the development process, although it is time
consuming, it is imperative to include as
wide a range of views as possible (con-
sumers, stakeholders and providers of dental
education) in ensuring that items tap rele-
vant aspects of the attribute they are intend-
ed to measure. This approach also promotes
the content validity of the scale. 

For feasibility of use and to ensure that
burden on students is kept to a minimum it

is necessary to reduce the number of items
(questions) within a scale (questionnaire),
selecting a minimum number of items that
are clear, relevant and explain most of the
variance observed in a much larger item
pool (factor analysis).10 Rating by a 10%
random sample of dental students for clari-

ty and relevance of items prompted face
validity and ensured that items were unam-
biguous and reflected issues appropriate to
clinical dental learning. Items (questions)
were selected based on clarity and rele-
vance (considered moderately to highly
relevant by at least 50% of the students)
and where the factor loading of the item
was 0.4. This is accepted practice in ques-
tionnaire design.10

Although there is no ‘gold standard' or
criteria with which to evaluate the quality
of a clinical dental teacher, a global rating
of the clinical teacher from ‘very poor to
very good' was used to test the criterion
validity of the ECDT scale, and was strong-
ly associated with overall ECDT scores and
individual domain scores demonstrating
good criterion validity (Table 3). Construct
validity was assessed based on the hypoth-
esis that students’ ratings of individual
clinical dental teachers would be similar
and when mean directional difference of
ECDT scores between two random allo-
cated groups of students was assessed the
difference was minimal and not signifi-
cantly different from zero. Furthermore,
evidence of a systemic difference in ECDT
scores between the student groups was
minimal or small at less than 0.3, as the lit-
erature suggests.10 These findings support
the construct validity of the measure.

Internal reliability assesses the internal
consistency of a questionnaire or scale as it
examines the extent to which a number of
items assessing the same underlying 

Table 2 Evaluation of clinical dental teachers [ECDT] scores
Mean (SD) Median (iqr) Range

Total 67.3 (16.6) 70 (58, 76) 0-100

Sub-scales 11.1 (3.1) 12 (10, 13) 0-16

Learning climate 11.1 (3.1) 12 (10, 13) 0-16

Control of clinics 8.0 (2.2) 8 (7, 9) 0-12

Communication of goals 10.7 (3.2) 12 (8, 13) 0-16

Promoting understanding and retention 8.1 (2.4) 8 (7, 9) 0-12

Evaluation 10.6 (3.1) 12 (8, 13) 0-16

Feedback 10.6 (3.2) 11 (9, 12) 0-16

Promoted self-directed learning 8.2 (2.3) 8 (7, 9) 0-12

Table 3 Criterion validity of clinical dental teachers [ECDT] scale

Global-rating Very poor Poor OK Good Very good
(2%, 8) (8%, 37) (23%, 102) (41%, 187) (26%, 119)

Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD)

Total 19.4 (12.8) 39.2 (12.3) 58.0 (10.0) 70.2 (75) 82.6 (9.7)

Sub-scales 3.1 (3.0) 5.6 (2.7) 9.5 (2.3) 11.6 (1.4) 13.8 (1.9)

Learning climate 3.1 (3.0) 5.6 (2.7) 9.5 (2.3) 11.6 (1.4) 13.8 (1.9)

Control of clinics 2.6 (2.9) 5.2 (2.1) 7.0 (1.8) 8.2 (1.5) 9.5 (1.7)

Communication of goals 2.8 (3.1) 6.3 (3.1) 9.1 (9.7) 11.2 (2.0) 13.2 (2.6)

Promoting understanding and retention 2.1 (1.8) 4.3 (2.1) 6.7 (1.9) 8.5 (1.3) 10.1 (1.5)

Evaluation 2.9 (2.8) 6.6 (3.0) 9.4 (2.5) 11.0 (2.0) 13.0 (2.2)

Feedback 1.9 (3.2) 6.0 (3.2) 9.2 (2.4) 11.1 (1.9) 13.1 (2.1)

Promoted self-directed learning 3.0 (2.7) 5.2 (2.4) 7.1 (1.7) 8.6 (1.6) 9.9 (1.6)

Table 4 Construct validity: agreement of the ECDT scores

Directional differences
Mean (SD) P value* Agreement**

Total 1.8 (12.8) 0.45 0.14

Sub-scales 0.2 (4.2) 0.79 0.05

Learning climate 0.2 (4.2) 0.79 0.05

Control of clinics 0.3 (3.4) 0.64 0.09

Communication of goals 0.4 (4.5) 0.62 0.09

Promoting understanding 0.2 (2.9) 0.71 0.07

Evaluation 0.8 (4.3) 0.32 0.19

Feedback 0.1 (4.2) 0.90 0.02

Promoted self-directed learning 0.2 (2.9) 0.71 0.07

*Mean directional difference not significantly different from zero (paired t test)
**Agreement [mean divided by standard deviation of directional difference]

Table 5 Reliability (internal consistency) of the ECDT scale
Item correlation range Cronbach alpha

Total [25 items] 0.44-0.86 0.97

Sub-scales 0.67-0.78 0.91

Learning climate [4-items] 0.67-0.78 0.91

Control of clinics [3-items] 0.57-0.72 0.83

Communication of goals [4-items] 0.72-0.85 0.94

Promoting understanding and retention [3-items] 0.61-0.71 0.85

Evaluation [4-items] 0.76-0.86 0.95

Feedback [4-items] 0.63-0.85 0.97

Promoted self-directed learning [3-items] 0.77-0.85 0.93
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concept are actually doing so, by measuring
the mean correlation between items within
domains (sub scales) and overall. In this
respect, the data demonstrated strong inter-
nal reliability with Cronbach alpha values of
> 0.80 in all domains. Various arbitrary lev-
els of internal reliability are considered
acceptable but most suggest internal consis-
tency of above 0.69 to be appropriate.10

In conclusion, a valid and reliable meas-
ure to evaluate clinical dental teachers has
been developed and under psychometric
testing demonstrated acceptable construct
and criterion validity, as well as strong
internal reliability. An evaluation of the use-
fulness and performance of this instrument

would be valuable to guide administrators,
dental faculty and consumers of dental edu-
cation. 
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British Dental Journal, 21 December 1954
Letter to the Editor

Time-and-motion study
Sir, 

May I suggest to Mr. McCallion that he could eliminate the dance routine so admirably
described in his letter by investing in a mobile operating stool of the Murray type. He would no
longer be exhausted at the end of the day and would run far less risk of acquiring the occupa-
tional disease of dentistry, viz. varicose veins.

He would find too, that the stool would intrigue, and break the resistance of, the most recalci-
trant and unco-operative child patient.

L.V. Wardle
Br Dent J 1954

Fifty years ago

kishore
Rectangle


	Development and evaluation of a questionnaire to evaluate clinical dental teachers (ECDT)
	Introduction
	Methods
	Developmental process
	Item selection
	Psychometric testing
	Results
	Discussion

	Note
	References



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org)
  /PDFXTrapped /Unknown

  /Description <<
    /FRA <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create PDF documents with higher image resolution for improved printing quality. The PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Reader 5.0 and later.)
    /JPN <FEFF3053306e8a2d5b9a306f30019ad889e350cf5ea6753b50cf3092542b308000200050004400460020658766f830924f5c62103059308b3068304d306b4f7f75283057307e30593002537052376642306e753b8cea3092670059279650306b4fdd306430533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103057305f00200050004400460020658766f8306f0020004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d30678868793a3067304d307e30593002>
    /DEU <>
    /PTB <>
    /DAN <>
    /NLD <>
    /ESP <>
    /SUO <>
    /ITA <>
    /NOR <>
    /SVE <>
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


