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In the research area of teaching evaluation, many
researchers have concerned about the reliability and
consistency of evaluation results. In most cases,
teaching evaluation results are not public
information but only available to the instructors who
teach the courses. Due to restricted access to
teaching evaluation results, students cannot use such
information to make better decisions when selecting
courses. In addition, teachers might not feel the
pressure to improve their teaching even though they
receive poor evaluation since the information is not
made public.
Since the fall of 2008, National Chengchi University
has made a dramatic policy change on teaching
evaluation. The university has made previous teaching
evaluation results available to all students during
the course enrollment period. When students select
courses through the online system, they automatically
observe previous evaluation results for all the
undergraduate courses.
This study will investigate whether making teaching
evaluation results public has any impact on
students’ course selection behavior. In addition, I
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plan to study whether this policy change will lead
instructors to change their grading policy. The
empirical results show that students did choose the
courses with better teaching evaluation scores. We
also found that the average course grade did increase
from the ordinary least squares model. However, the
effect disappeared in the fixed effects model.

teaching evaluation, course selection, grade
inflation
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In the research area of teaching evaluation, many researchers have concerned about the reliability and
consistency of evaluation results. In most cases, teaching evaluation results are not public information but
only available to the instructors who teach the courses. Due to restricted access to teaching evaluation
results, students cannot use such information to make better decisions when selecting courses. In addition,
teachers might not feel the pressure to improve their teaching even though they receive poor evaluation
since the information is not made public.

Since the fall of 2008, National Chengchi University has made a dramatic policy change on teaching
evaluation. The university has made previous teaching evaluation results available to all students during the
course enrollment period. When students select courses through the online system, they automatically
observe previous evaluation results for all the undergraduate courses.

This study will investigate whether making teaching evaluation results public has any impact on
students’ course selection behavior. In addition, | plan to study whether this policy change will lead
instructors to change their grading policy. The empirical results show that students did choose the courses
with better teaching evaluation scores. We also found that the average course grade did increase from the

ordinary least squares model. However, the effect disappeared in the fixed effects model.

Keywords: teaching evaluation, course selection, grade inflation
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