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and if the pattern is true and universal so as to clarify that these curves represent average values. So, is it for all the

Economics and Mathematics courses, or is it merely for the first-year Economics and Mathematics courses?

Taro Mochizuki

It is only for the first year Economics and Mathematics, because these course evaluations have been carried out at the
GE level.

Denis Berthiaume

This might explain why it goes from Q.17 to Q.18 in that manner. In the case of the evaluations including students in the
second and third years, I would venture that the difference would not be as high. The reason for this might be a universal
fact that we observed in Switzerland as well. When people join universities, they may have certain unrealistic expecta-
tions. When we asked the students to give their opinion on what they thought about the courses at the end of the academ-
ic year, they replied that the courses fell short of their expectations. However, we probably need to check if there had
been any changes in expectations by the end of the year. It might be interesting to conduct a small survey on a sample
with second- or third-year students to confirm the supposition and to see if there exist differences between the expecta-
tions of first-year and second- or third-year students. This bis because it tends to be so in other universities, such as those
in Canada, the UK, and Switzerland. Students come into universities with certain expectations and preconceived notions
about course work and professors, and suddenly during mid-year, they realize that the situation is different and then

think that their expectations have not been met.

Taro Mochizuki
Thank you for your comment. As you know, the academic year in Japan begins in April and students’ expectations

might be higher in the first semester than in the second semester. We can compare the results of each semester.

Denis Berthiaume ,
The only thing that we need to check is whether or not the difference between the two semesters is statistically signifi-
cant. In case it is not, then my explanation could be right. So, let us hope that this is not the case. It may be interesting
to administrate the questionnaire to students in the second- or third-year simply as a pilot project.

Now, I will respond to the second question. To some extent, the response rate is also an important aspect, which I
will explain later. In Lausanne, we have decided to stick to paper and pen questionnaires in order to prevent the response
rate from going down below 70%. One can question the representativeness of the results in the eventuality of a 30%
response rate. It might be an interesting issue to look into and could be treated as a pilot project, where oncea year we
do a paper-based questionnaire with one particular group, merely to see if there is a major difference in responses.
Besides this, there are certain pther points I will get back to later.

The results reveal similar differences—high attendance, low study time, etc. They also tell that students do not
study much outside the classroom in several countries such as France, Switzerland, and Germany, with the exception of
Anglo-Saxon countries. It might be related to how we envisage teaching and whether the professor envisages teaching as
13 hours of contact time with the students or as organizing 50 hours of learning time. The contact time is the time where
we ensure that the students learn what they are supposed to, go out of the classroom and keep on reading material on

their own, and come back with material related to what they have read outside.

Taro Mochizuki

Thank you again for your comments. Any other questions or comments?
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evaluted in terms of how I am doing in my course.” The evaluation of two or three people may show that one of them
teaches better or worse than the others. Some professors do not like such a situation, because they think their grade is
fluctuating. So, we are trying to convince them that it is not about their performance but about the course itself, and that
they should communicate with one another. Some do not do so when teaching the same course, and sometimes they are
surprised to see that they taught the same material twice to students. We are using the Bologna process to improve stu-
dent experience by shifting more towards curriculum evaluation. Later, I will show you the course questionnaires used.

We are developing questionnaires that people can use as part of a programme.

Yumiko Hada

Do you mean that you are fed up with the Bologna process in Switzerland?

Denis Berthiaume

Not fed up with it, we are prepared to-implement it. This is the first year when all programmes are Bologna compliant.
However, administratively it has meant-major changes. One reason why people are fed up with Bologna this year is
because we have had to shift the academic year by one month and the professors lost one month of their vacations. So,
they were not happy coming back to the university. All our bachelor degrees, master’s, and doctoral programmes are
Bologna compliant. Thus, a student can study for sometime in Lausanne and then move to Romania, Poland, or France
to complete his/her degree, and they will eventually be awarded a Lausanne degree. However, an administrative problem
for us is that at the master’s level, we cannot prevent foreign students from enrolling into oﬁr programmes. Our business
school, which is reputed in Europe among the top 10 business schools, attracts many foreigners but cannot stop those
who do not have the grades. So, at the master’s level, half of the student strength is comprised of Lausanne students
with very good backgrounds, while the other half consists of students from other countries without the prerequisites.
Therefore, in difficult courses like quantitative methods or accounting, half of the students find it easy and the other half
find it extremely difficult. Due to the Bologna process, we cannot say, “You can not come in’, since we have to accept
half of our students from abroad, so people do not like it as much. However, this provides a great opportunity for the stu-
dents, because it allows them to obtain a much richer experience by being able to pursue their degrees in three different

countries and perhaps three different languages maybe.

Taro Mochizuki

You mean that there is no selection of students moving up from the bachelors to the master’s level, do you not?

Denis Berthiaume v
There is no selection for overseas students under the Mobility Programme. Between 25% and 50% of students in our -
master’s programmes are admitted through the Mobility Programme. We have to admit every overseas student seeking
admission. Once the number of applicants exceeds the number of seats, then we will have to put in place some selection

process.

Taro Mochizuki

Isee.
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We have only 12,000 students, which is little compared to Osaka. In Switzerland, this figure is considered average.
Being a small country with 8 million people, most universities have around 12,000 students except Zurich, the largest
university, that has 24,000 students. In all, our teaching staff, assistants, associates, and full-time professors.add up to
800; besides this 300 clinical personnel and physicians teach in the medicine faculty. So, it gives us a student-professor
ratio of approximately 1:10; that is one teaching staff per ten students, which is enviable. Such a ratio is not seen in
many places. In retrospect, I found that ratios in Canada or the UK were closer to 1:15, 1:20, or 1:25. Our annual operat-
ing budget is 300 million Swiss francs or about 30 billion yen, which is probably about one-third of the operating budget
of the university here. You can see that we are about half the size in terms of student enrolment in Osaka. One advan- .
tage that we enjoy from being a smaller sized university is that changes can be implemented at a faster rate than in a big-
ger organization. So, we have these two opposing factors of being an old university, which hinders the process of

change, and of being a small university, which expedites the process of change.

Regarding policies that actually concern evaluation, I need to mention that all Swiss universities are public institution. -
Private institutions that offer higher education degrees are neither recognized as nor called universities. Swiss universi-
ties are normally financed half by the Swiss Federal Government and by the local government called canton, which is
probably equivalent to Japanese prefectures in a 50:50 ratio. The University of Lausanne is funded similarly. This
implies that traditionally, all the employees of the universities were under the local government. This changed in 2004;
since then, we have been the only autonomous Swiss university in terms of its administration or management of person-
nel. So, all the personnel of the University of Lausanne are now hired on private lagal contracts. They no longer have a
permanent job offered by the local government. Since these are terminable contracts, they have to be renewed at the end
of tenure. Professors have to submit a report for such renewal every six years, which is something new in Switzerland as
well. Therefore, people do not like it. The process involves the professors producing a self-evaluation report, in which
they list all their research, teaching and administrative activities in the preceeding six years. Thus, they submit a CV to
the administration, which then decides on the contract renewal for another six years. This system is for assistant profes-
sors, associate professors, and full-time professors. So the teaching evaluation with the questionnaires etc. is one compo-
nent of that report and it is not the only thing that we look at. So, this gives you the overall institutional or policy context

of our university.

The policy on teaching evaluation by students is as follows. As said earlier, sometimes the policy emerges from prac-
tices, and that is what has happened in the past. There was no clear policy on teaching evaluation until the system was
put into place. Now, professors are asked to evaluate one course every two years. This is the minimum period. There are
two simple reasons for this. First, we do not want professors to spend all ‘their time evaluating teaching; we want them to
focus on their research as well. Since evaluation occurs once every two years, we ask them to focus more on the teaching
of the course in the first year, and in the following year, to focus on their research. Therefore, they cannot complain that
they do not have enough time. Second, the students will get fed up if they are asked to evaluates every course. They do
not like it. It gets too much, and the student responses are not as good because they then include useless information on
the questionnaires. So, we decided to-have fewer evaluations and stress more on quality in the responses. This is the first

aspect.

The second aspect is that the results are confidential between the professor and me, in my capacity the director of the
center. So, we see the results and send them to the professor, and he/she need not show them to anybody unless he/she
wants to. Most professors share the results with the students to inform them aboﬁt what they intend to do to improve
their teaching. Most do not have any problem, talking to the Dean of their fziculty informing him/her about results.

However, we do not want to control the evaluation; hence, we do not talk to the Deans about the result. Thus, if the Dean
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of the medical faculty called and asked me about a professor’s result, I cannot reveal it. I can only say whether or not
there was an evaluation. However, they have to go see the professor himself/herself for the results. This is because the
results are aimed at helping the professor to obtain feedback on how teaching and not at serving any administrative pur-

pose.

' Therefore, students’ say constitutes only one viewpoint in this situation. We do not always say, ‘If the students dislike
the course, it means that you teach them in a wrong way.’ Instead, we give reasons as to why students dislike the course,
and then leave it to the professor to decide what they should do about it. Here, I will give you an example. Sometimes in
the student questionnaire they would say, ‘The professor’s PowerPoint slides were not good. There was not enough
information. I had to go to class to understand what it meant.’ That is the purpose. We do not want the students to just
download slides from the Internet and miss class. So, although the evaluation was negative, it was positive. We do not
want to use the results to tell the professor, “Your teaching is wrong; because the students say it is wrong.” Hence, this is
the policy.

The only person who has access to the results is the professor. In the self-evaluation report, we ask the professor to sum-
marize what he/she sees in the results and understand what is going well, what is not going well, and most importantly,
to take measures to improve the situation. So, we adopt this approach towards result evaluation. I have to convince the
Deans to see it this way because they like to look at the result and say whether a professor is good or bad. This is not

what we want them to do. Thus, this is our policy concerning teaching evaluation in the context explained.

Instruments and procedures

Let us move to the instruments and the procedures. We have three types of questionnaires as instruments; questionnaires
for lectures, seminars and exercise sessions. In some fields like business administration, geosciences and environment, k
students have special sessions for doing exercises. Thus, we have a questionnaire for them. In your papers, you have a
copy of the course questionnaire. It looks like this. (See Appendixes 1 and 2.) It reads as, ‘Course Evaluation
Questionnaire’, and on the next page, you have a seminar evaluation questionnaire. You have the two types of question-
naires that we use. Interestingly, you will see that, similar to the questionnaire that Taro talked about, we have 22 ques-
tions. It is a sheer coincidence. From the various sections, you can see that we tend to look at similar sections than the
questionnaire here. We use paper-based questionnaires because by doing so we are able to keep students’ response rates
at about 70%. Whenever we tried electronic questionnaires, the response rate went down to 20% or less. If we want peo-
ple to use this to improve their teaching, we cannot afford to have response rates less than 60% or 70%. So, we have

decided to keep it paper-based until we know how to obtain high response rates using an electronic medium.

As explained earlier, we have many international students due to the Bologna process, so our questionnaires are avail-
able in French and English. Most of our undergraduate courses are taught in French and most postgraduate courses in
English. Hence, it is a fairly different bilingual university in that sense, excluding the faculty of letters and the faculty of
social sciences that mostly offer postgraduate courses in French. One important aspect is that these questionnaires are
the generic or standard; however, professors can use their own questionnaires, too. Often they call us and say, ‘I don’t
like question six, and I would like to replace it with another question.” In such a case, we modify the questionnaire. We
want the professors to use this for themselves and find the questions most useful to them. It requires more time to modi-
fy the questionnaires, but we find that people participate more in the process if they have a questionnaire that suits their
purposes. We cover both closed- and open-ended questions. So, on the first page, we mostly have, what we call closed-

ended questions. It is similar to Taro’s questionnaire with answer choices, and you can see our choice. The difference
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between both questionnaires is that we use a Lichert scale—a scale with various possible responses. We use a four-item

scale, while Taro’s questionnaire used five.

The various items in our scale are as follows: ‘no’, which is a definite no; ‘rather no’, which is a tentative no; ‘rather
yes’, which is a tentative yes; and ‘yes’, which is a definite yes. If students do not have an opinion, they check the box
for ‘no opinion.” We have placed it as the last item, because we do not want students to go for the middle range. So, it
forces students to commiit themselves to either a negative or a positive response. When entering the data, we have six
categories. We will put it as ‘no response’ if the student has not responded, to differentiate between when the students
tell us, ‘I have no opinion’ and when they tell us, ‘I have no response.” From the questions, you will observe that we
have tried to ask for students’ comments on their classroom learning experience rather than the professors’ performance.
This is because French professors enjoy a certain social status and they do not like to be evaluated by students. The part
of Switzerland I work in is considerably influenced by France. So, if we ask questions about the student’s classroom
learning experience, the students find it less difficult. However, if we ask them about a professor, they do not want to

answer.

This is the proces that we use, and the students seemed to participate. I would say that they are right to some extent. It
would be difficult for a student to say that the professor teaches well or the professor knows his material well because
they have never been in that position. This is why we ask them questions like ‘The course was well structured or the
course is well integrated in my program of courses.’ In 15, we ask them about the professor’s overall fluency because we
have got people teaching in a second language who need to know it, as they may be required to take corrective measures.
Barring this aspect, the evalution is always about whether or not the course is presented in a dynamic way and never

about the professor’s presentation skills. So, it is more accepted with the students and with the professors.

The seminar evaluation questionnaire, the second one that you have, has the same pattern of questions where we focus
on the students’ experience. The only comments solicited about the professor are in Question 6—‘whether the professor
is showing interest in teaching’—and in Question 9—‘whether the professor is showing respect for ideas expressed by
students.’ This is because of the dynamics of the seminar where the professors are expected to lead the discussion, rather
than just teach. Thus, these are the instruments we use for collecting information. As mentioned earlier, these are avail-
able in both French and English.

The evaluation procedure is as follows. All the questionnaires are available at the Centre for Teaching Support (CSE) or
can be downloaded from our website. Therefore a professor, who wants to evaluate his/her course, can find all the ques-
tionnaires in Acrobat or PDF format on the CSE website. The professor downloads them, prints them, writes the name of
the course and that of his/her own, photocopies them, brings them to class, and gives it their evaluation. Alternatively,
he/she orders them by telephone. He/she calls a secretary and says, ‘I am professor so and so. I teach this course. I need
100 copies of the course evaluation questionnaire.” We prepare the questionnaire and distribute it in the classroom. We
ask the professors to take 5 to 10 minutes at the beginning of a course, two-thirds into a semester, so after mid semester
and before the exams, to do evalution in class. So, the questionnaires are distributed following which students take about
10 minutes to respond. Once that is done, a student from the class collects the questionnaires, puts them in an envelope
and sends them to us. This is done to protect the identity of the students filling out the questionnaire form, so that profes-
sors do not know which students filled out a particular form. The data entry is done manually at the CSE. We have a
team of students who come and transfer all the responses into our Excel files. Once completed, we have tables, graphs
and comments provided by the students, which are then sent to the professors. We distribute these as well. Among the

papers, you have the graph and another document that looks like this. There are two pages. It has a table of comments
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We give them numerical break-up of the comments. For example, we also say, 50% were in agreement to question 22 as
well. You can also see what does not appear to go well or what the students do not really like. Further, we also say, “This
is one thing students do not like; 17 comments were about that, and 60% of students were in disagreement on questions
19 and 20.” This makes it easier for the professors to see what works and what does not. As I said earlier, the professors
have to identify what works and what does not with respect to their teaching in their self-evaluation report. If they use

this, that is extremely easy. So, those were the instruments and the procedures we use.
Practices and impacts

Now, I want to talk.about the practices and their visible impacts. Our evaluation system has been in place since 1999, so
we are beginning the eighth year now. Approximately 600 courses are evaluated per year. In the result that Taro present-
ed earlier, if we divide the total figure by the total number of year, it is about 1,200 per year. So, 600 would be normal
because we are half the size of your university. It reflects our policy of one course every other year. The university offers
and teaches about 1,200 courses in one year. Approximately 300 of these courses follow the synthesis that I showed,

because about half of our courses are given to larger groups of students.

Looking at the statistics of the completed evaluations, we see that about 400 professors participate each year, which is
equal to half of our professors because we have 800 non-clinical teaching staff participating in the process. About 100
of the 400 use a questionnaire that we have adapted based on their needs. Approximately 22,000 questionnaires are filled
per year, so each student then, on an average evaluates a minimum of two courses per year. Therefore, we avoid the sat-
uration talked about earlier. Regarding the impacts, there are different practices in different faculty, either in terms of the
number of participating professors or the number of courses evaluated. Certain faculties participate more than others do.
Our faculty of business is the‘ main participant, because they have various accreditation schemes as a business school,
and quality teaching is one of the criteria for accreditation. So, they try to promote evaluation more than smaller faculties

such as theology and religion do.

This leads to the second point of less participation in smaller faculties and more in larger ones. One reason for this might
be that in smaller facultieé, the professors know the students, and the students and professors communicate freely. Since
they traditionally did not use the questionnaires for evaluation, the current system has simply formalizes the process for
them. So, overall half of our professors participateA every year now. We are happy with it. Some even follow up on the
results with an individual meeting with us to discuss the problems in their teaching and what could be done for improve-
ment. Therefore, this system is a good way to help professors find out more about their teaching. It sometimes leads to
them enrolling for courses on teaching. Finally, it is the students who are the active participants. It has become such an
integral part of the culture now that if a professor does not conduct the evaluation, students ask why it is not being done.
Students want to communicate their impression of the course. We are happy with such a culture. I will end my formal

presentation here.

I made a few comments about the results that Taro presented earlier. We observe similar dimensions in our results such
as the difference between expectations at the beginning of the year and the perceived fulfilment of the expectation. One
interesting trend that we see across most evaluations is given by questions 7 and 8. Looking at the course evaluation
questionnaire again, questions 7 and 8 concern the examinations: ‘Were you made aware of the grading and evaluation
before the examination?’ ‘Do you know what is expected of you at the examination?” So students know the manner in
which they will be evaluated before the end of the year. Further, students know how they are required to answer the

questions to get a good result, and this is where some of the answers across the university are negative. The reason is
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that some professors tend to see examinations as an administrative requirement when the course ends and not as part of
their teaching. Hence, we are trying to get them to change in this regard, that is, to see examination as a part of their
teaching. They need to prepare the students for it, tell them about it, and also train them for it. That is one trend that
emerges. 0\}erall, the table that comes out is more blue. than red for 75% of the courses. Thus, one quarter of our cours-
es could be seen as problematic. Then, there is some follow up with the professors to make sure that the situation

improves. I will now gladly take any questions, comments, or observations.

(Questions and Answers)

Taro Mochizuki ‘
Thank you very much, Denis, for your presentation and comments. We enjoyed your presentation very-much. Now, let

us move on to questions and answers. Please feel free to put forward your questions, comments or observations.
Sharing experiences of course evaluations with professors and students

Koichi Setoyama

Basically, your questionnaires are used to improve professors’s teaching skills or his organization of the class, are they
not? Then, if we conduct the questionnaire more than once during a semester, it will be better than the present situation
where the questionnaire is conducted only once in the end of semester. If we conduct it more than twice, ybu might think
that students would be tired of answering questions. However, I conduct my own questionnaire in every class, a simpler
10-minute questionnaire—and students answer my questionnaire actively. because they expect a change in professor’s
teaching. Hence, they benefit by answering this questionnaire. Students never take the same class, so if the questionnaire
is given only once at the end of semester, their motivation for answering questions will decrease. I would like to know
your comments about my idea. Why do we not conduct the questionnaire on more than two occasions in a semester,

maybe in the middle and in the end of the course?

Denis Berthiaume

This is something very interesting. Getting more input from students is better because then we can make adjustments. It
depends on how you see the class and the students. We have decided to look at it as more than just the one-course expe-
rience. In terms of the one course, we tell the professors, “This is great. You can use this at the end of the course for offi-
cial course evaluation, but you can also pick questions from this and get students’ feedback during the semester.” So, we
can partly do what you do, i.e. have a shorter, simpler version to find out how things are. The danger is that at times, stu-
dents feel saturated and bored. They do not want to answer this or they give extremely useless comments, which we
have observed in some cases. Most often we say, as you might see it at the bottom of this sheet, ‘Please share this evalu-
ation result with the students, even with the following year’s group.” We try not to have much variation between one
group of students and those in the following year. Although, there is variation after three or four years, it is minimal
from one year to the next. We sdy that once you obtain the results and make improvements, share it with the students
who will attend your class the following year. These students would have already spoken to the students of the previous
year. So, if there are problems they know what to expect. Thus, if you share, you will address the issues, and the students

will not be surprised and will know how the course proceeds.

Our approach does not involve looking at it as the professor teaching a course and determining whether or not the course
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goes well; instead, we look at it from the viewpoint of a professor teaching many courses and maybe adopting a similar
teaching approach for most of his/her courses. So, we say that getting an evaluation of one course gives that professor
information about other courses as well. I am not sure if you follow what I mean. Thus, we feel that we do not have to
evaluate the same course twice. We assume that if the professor gets feedback from one course he will realize that the
same is applicable to other courses as well. For instance if the students in one course say that I speak too fast, maybe I
do that in other courses as well. Thus, I will apply the feedback to my other courses. It might be better to get more evalu-
ations in one course, but because of the likelihood of saturation of students and some professors as well, we prefer to

spread it over more courses and more time. Is your question answered?

Koichi Setoyama
Yes, I think it is.

Summative evaluation and formative evaluation

Taro Mochizuki
Do you mean that these questionnaires are designed for summative requirements rather than formative requirements?

But, it does not prevent professors from conducting formative evaluations, does it?

Denis Berthiaume 4

It is summative from the students’ viewpoint. Formative means evaluation for feedback and summative means evalua-
tion for administrative purposes. For some students, the evaluation is still regarded as summative. We would like them
to see this as their chance to give feedback to the professor, thus keeping it purely formative. Since it is formative from
an institutional perspective, it is confidential and the professors do not have to report on it. They have to say what they
see in their results. One'question sometimes asked by the Deans, the Rector and the other people in the university is how
we can be sure that the professor is telling the truth. They say that the professor could tell us that the evaluations were all
positive. My answer to them is that the professor could also tell us that they have published 100 articles, and we trust
them. So, the issue is the same here; it is academic integrity. The professors know that we trust what they say regarding
their teaching. If we find out that they lied, it is similar to lying on their research. It implies a lack of academic integrity
and there could be disciplinary measures. Therefore, it is a purely formative approach that rests on the premise that the
professors tell the truth and that they used the results.

Taro Mochizuki

So, it is formative in that sense. But, people know it is used for contract renewal, do they not?

Denis Berthiaume

It is indirectly used for contract renewal. Some people would like to see what the professors give us with their self-eval-
uation. Then we can say, ‘Oh, there is more blue than red. Let’s reappoint the professor.” This would be easy, but then it
would defeat the entire purpose. We do not want to see these, and the professors do not have to submit these. We want
the professors to tell us, ‘During these six years I did three or four evaluations; here are the positive and the negative

aspects of my teaching, and here is what I did for improvement.’
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Static evaluation and dynamic evaluation

" Denis Berthiaume

We then get into evaluation issues. Let me give a 5-minute theoretical explanation about the evaluation. There are two
types of evaluations—the static and dynamic. Static evaluation is when you look at the result and you say, ‘Look, this
professor is good, there is more blue than red.’ It tells you what a person can do at the moment based on past realization.
Dynamic evaluation is when you may or may not look at this, but the professor says, ‘“This is what comes out of my
evaluation, this is what I see in it, this is what I plan on doing, and this is what I did.” So, we are looking at past realiza-
tions, and the person’s ability to draw conclusions from it and project himself/herself in the future. This gives us an idea
of the developmental path of that professor. Thus, by knowing what the professor sees in his/her evaluation and seeing
the measures he/she takes, we are able to see that in five years a certain professor may be problematic, and the path of
development could be like this or like that. We would like that. So, we are able to see whether this is the kind of profes-
sor we want. Thus, it is purely formative. It is indirectly used in the assessment of professors, but it is used from a

dynamic viewpoint. We do not want to base our judgment on this but on the thinking of the professor behind this.

Taro Mochizuki
That is why the self-report is important.

Denis Berthiaume

Yes. So, we have to make it both confidential and self-reported.

Taro Mochizuki

It is the process that is important, is it not?

Denis Berthiaume
Exactly. It is the process that is important, and not the result. The problem is that I sometimes have to convince the uni-
versity’s higher management into seeing things from this perspective. If they have a static view, it does not work. Some

people constantly want to see if there is more red than blue, or more blue than red.
Self-reports of professors

Tomoko Arikawa

With regard to the issue that you have been talking about, you remarked earlier that the results of the evaluation are kept
confidential, only you as the director of CSE and the professors could know of these, and the professors in turn write
their self-reports. Do they write a report?

Denis Berthiaume
Yes, they do.

Tomoko Arikawa

I have another question. I suppose that the people who are in charge of evaluating professors at your university would
evaluate the professors’ research and administrative contribution in the overall evaluation. I would like to know the cri-
teria on which they base their judgment while evaluating the professors’ research and administrative contribution and

how much importance is given to teaching, compared to the importance attached to research and administrative contribu-




F40 SEBEWEERL IS —  FEEFEOEELER 85

tion.

Denis Berthiaume
As I said earlier, the problem is that policies are only partially implemented after the programme is developed. So, on
arriving in Lausanne, one thing I found was that we asked people to evaluate and self-report on their courses, but there
were no criteria to evaluate. Therefore, we needed to develop criteria to ensure that people stayed in the mode of dynam-
ic assessment. Thus, this summer, we have just finished developing the criteria for the teaching evaluations. I do not
look after the research or the administrative aspect. Research tends to be easier because people look at the number of
publications, the volume of research funds collected, the impact factor of the publications—basically the same criteria
you would use in Japan as well. In your field, when a group of people look at your publication and see that you have two
publications in Nature, they know that you must be a good researcher to have been pablished in Nature. The problem is
if you are from the field of social sciences and the humanities, there are no reputed publications with the reputation of
Nature. Therefore, the impact factor is not as important. This applies to research. For administrative purposes, all they
want to see is the number of hours spent on administration. Thus, it is fairly straightforward and very easy to see whether
or not a person does his job. The problem with teaching is that people in the university do not talk about their teaching as
| a matter of principle. Some call this the pedagogical solitude. When we teach, we close the door; we do not talk to any-

body about our teaching. Consequently, people do not know how to assess each other’s teaching.

So, we have developed the criteria. With regard to the teaching portion of the self-report, we have developed a guide so
that the person who drafts the report knows exactly what information to provide. For instance, we ask them to talk about
their philosophy of teaching; what teaching means for them, what learning is and what their role is as a teacher. Then,
we ask them to provide a table of all the courses they have taught, the methods that they have used while teaching, the
materials they have developed, the evaluation they have used for the students and the results of the students’ evaluation.
By doing this, you can easily see that the criteria come across as, (1) information provided and, (2) coherence. If the pro-
fessors regard ‘teaching’ as ‘lecturing’, then why do they do so? Is there a reason? Do they have a rationale behind ‘lec-
turing’? If they are using a multiple-choice questionnaire, do they have a reason for doing so? Therefore, if we persist
with dynamic assessment, it will be sufficient if people produce their reports and provide all the information because
these will piobably help them think about certain aspects that may have escaped their attention. Besides this, we try to
make sure that the teaching is coherent. Another category of material is the results of the evaluation by students. Then,
we ask them to talk about their graduate supervision. Finally, they do a global appreciation of what works and what does

not and how they visualize their development in the next few years.

So, the criteria then are coherence, accuracy-and completeness of information. We have a grid now that enables the fac-
ulty- and university-level people to look at it and say, ‘Okay, the information is there and it is coherent.” If the informé—
tion is missing, the report is sent back to the professor who then knows what needs to be filled in. We now have the cri-
teria, but we need to teach the assessors how to use them. My boss, the Vice Rector, with his colleagues and the faculty
Deans will do that by ensuring that everybody is on the same wavelength at this stage. I am involved in helping people

prepare their reports, but not in the evaluation. Is your question answered?

Tomoko Arikawa
Yes, I think so.

Taro Mochizuki
Thank you. Quality evaluation is important but difficult.
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said, ‘Can we separate the two groups, so that I can get a good evaluation?’ I said to him, ‘That is not the purpose. We
are not worried if there is red in your evaluation. If you can justify the results the way you have just explained it to me
and then tell me about your remedial action. For example, maybe give different assignments in the class, it will suffice.’
The professor did not see it this way. He wanted to obtain a favourable result from the good students. So, we sometimes

need to explain to them for their understanding. Is your question answered?

Tomoko Arikawa
Yes. Thank you.

Students as evaluators

Taro Mochizuki

Any other questions or comments? Yes, please.

Koichi Setoyama

Based on my recent experience, I strongly feel that the course evaluation largely depends on the evaluators’, that is, the
students’ ability to evaluate. I looked into their evaluation result in my law school class. The students who studied hard
and obtained good grades usually evaluated me favourably because they learnt a lot in the class; however, those who did
not study hard learnt less in the class, for which they evaluated me unfavourably. If the students like me, they accord me
a good evaluation. More than 80% of the students mark ‘yes’ which is excellent or good. However, two or three students

always mark ‘no’, because they dislike me.

Denis Berthiaume

Very often when people answer ‘yes’ or ‘no’, i.e. the extremes, they tend to give a reason for doing so in the open-ended
questions. Often, this is the case. Mostly, we can relate one answer with another. This is interesting because here we are
talking about two effects. One is what I call the Guru effect, wherein everybody likes you—*‘Oh, he is such a nice pro-
fessor—and we put in yes.” It is not always good because the students are sometimes blinded by the Gurus and are not
critical of them. You need them to be somewhat critical at times. The second effect is the outlier effect. A group of 10
always has one person who thinks differently from the others. You can be the best professor, the most genial person, but
there will always be one person who will not like what you do because he/she has very different personal preferences.
So, we tell the professors that there maybe a Guru effect if it is only blue for all the questions. The evaluation needs to
be apploached sceptically. So we tell them, ‘Do not try to go beyond 80%. If you are 80% positive, it is excellent. If you
try to go beyond 80%, you are likely to face the “short blanket syndrome”.’ If the blanket is too short and your chin is
cold, you pull it up. Then if you have cold feet, you pull it down and your chin is cold. So, trying to increase beyond
80% by trying to appease the outlier, you may lose somebody else. If you try to please everybody, you will always lose
somebody. So we say that 80% is adequate and caution professors from trying to get more. At the same time, it is not
nice if you have got a few people who do not like you as a person. We do not like to have people who do not like what
we do, but we have to say, ‘That is life, that is normal. That is the normal distribution in a group.’ So, ybu probably
should keep this in mind and be happy. |

Taro Mochizuki

But, sometimes professors are disappointed.
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Denis Berthiaume

Yes. This is the psychologist in me talking. I say this is normal, but it is part of our learning. We can not achieve 100%
satisfaction. If this is normal, we need to be happy with this. We need to be wary of situations where everybody likes us
because then we can harbour false impressions. We might think everything is fine. It may be that they like us so much

that they will not tell us that we are speaking too fast or that our slides are not very good or things like that.

Koichi Setoyama

If this type student comments on the reason, I can understand why he/she does not award me high scores. I always ask
students to evaluate my class in comparison to my previous classes. However, some students give me a —3 or a —4
because their classmates were noisy, it was too cold in the classroom, they were not prepares for the class... These are

not my fault!

Denis Berthiaume

In our questionnaires, outliers sometimes do not mention their reasons. When they do offer reasons, we have it in the
open-ended questionnaire. We can see the extent of the trend. Therefore, for classes with more than 25 students we per-
form content analyses, categorize things and calculate frequencies. Often, professors do what the students do. They go
through the 10 pages of comments and see one comment that reads as, ‘The professor is not a nice person, he should not
be teaching.! Although other comments are positive, the professors see only that one. They focus soly on it and chart the
future course of action. If the comment conveys that it is a poorly structured course, the professor gets stuck on that one
comment out of 200, and changes the course. Subsequently, the ratings plummet to 50% during the next evaluation. The
professdr is surprised, ‘But why?’ The course seems fine because other students say nothing about it. So, we conduct
this synthesis to help them see that it is only one comment out of 200 and that they should only pay attention if the num-
ber of such comments was close to 40. Then, it would represent about 20% of the course and thereby would reflect a
problem. So, it is just important to put things in perspective. While going through the open comments, people might not
grasp that a student saying that the course was too fast or another saying that there was too much content may imply the
same thing, that is, the course progressed too fast because there was too much content. So, the professor might look at
these comments as different. However, when we put them together we say, ‘Look, half of the students think there is too
much content, and it goes too fast because of that.’ It is sometimes difficult to see the emerging trend, so we do the exer-
cise. It is lengthy process because you have 200 students and 15 pages of comments. You need to go through them sys-
tematically. It takes about 1-1/2 hours to do that.

Feedback and publication of the results

Taro Mochizuki

I have one more question. How do you manage the feedback? Do you publish the results?

Denis Berthiaume

No, not really. As shown earlier, we ask professors to give a return to students. Often in one-third of the courses, the
professors do the evaluation at the two-thirds stage of the semester. We take about 1-2 weeks to do the data entry, pro-
duce the result and send it back. If the professor says, ‘I would like to do the return to the students on that date,” we try
to do it. Sometimes, they call us on Wednesday and want the results on Friday for a class of 250 students.
. Unfortunately, we have to say that it is not possible. However, we try to do it. We try to encourage the professors to do
it. Some put the results on the course web system, Blackboard or other systems; others just send an e-mail to all the stu-

dents; and some others actually make it transparent, present it in class and explain their teaching performance to the stu-
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dents. Such communication is important to act on the feedback of students. We want this dialogue to take place on any
of these channels, virtual learning environment; face-to-face in class; or, as explained earlier, with the existing group of
students or with the next group because the latter will join the course the following year. If something does not work, the
students will come and say, “We know this is what happened, and do not like it.” If the professor begins the course by
saying, ‘Last year we did that, it did not work, I changed it to this,” the students will say, ‘Yes, thank you.” So, we
encourage this. From what I hear from the professors, about two-thirds of them have a dialogue with the students. If they
engage in dialogue, their frame of mind prepares them for the presenting of the report, the results of the report, and

explaining of their efforts. This is what we want to see in the professors.

Taro Mochizuki

So, the feedback to students has been given by professors.

Denis Berthiaume i

Yes. We do not produce an annual report, although we will be initiating a programme for qualitative .analysis. All the
questionnaires that are evaluated in a year will include all the students’ comments. We will be able to start carrying out
comparisons by year and by faculty. If the students talk about course structure, we will know what they are talking
‘about. So, we will be able to have a general overview of what is going on in these courses and then compare that with
the results. So, we will be able to take all our Excel files with the results, combine them and obtain comparative results

there.

Taro Mochizuki
Will that report be published in the near future?

Denis Berthiaume

No. This is something on the verge of starting. I need to hire somebody to do that. We do not have enough people.
Ideally, it would be something that we do every five years—something that shows the evolution of teaching, certain
characteristics of the faculties and our observations from the evaluation. It is not meant for wide distribution but for peo-
ple who are interested in having an idea of teaching and learning culture and the differences between the two. So, it
wbuld be interded for the Deans for their direction. It is a long-term initiative because in our context, we do not think it
is useful on a yearly basis. On a five-year basis, it will be quite interesting because many things will have changed poli-

cy-wise. So, it will give us an idea if there was a perceived change in students as well.

Taro Mochizuki

Okay, Denis. Thank you very much. If there are no other questions or comments, I would like to close this session.

Thank you for coming this afternoon.
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Course assignments (exercises, seminar assignments, case studies, ... no rather rather s no
no yes yé opinion

19. The course assignments were useful m] m] o 0O m]

20. The course assignments were well integrated into the course a m) m| a m)

21. There were enough teaching assistants for this course a m m| a m)

Globasl! appreciation ' rather rather . ho
ne no yes YeS ™ opinion

22. Globally, you have enjoyed taking this course m] m] B [m| jm ]

n r th 1 /! IS
In_your view, what aspects of this course might need to be improved:
Additional comments, clarificati ions:

CSE (January 2007)
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In your view, what are the strengths of this seminar?

In your view, what aspects of this seminar might need fo be improved?
A nal comments, clarificati r ions:

CSE (Janvier 2007)
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[Appendix 6]
Course X Prof. X
SE-07
Nombre de questionnaires traltés: 10
Dans quelie Faculté ou Ecole Combien d'année(s) Cet enseignement |Question 10: | 1 ]
Stes-vous inscrit-e universitaire(s) ... ost-l...* Combien d'heures hebdomadalres
consacrez-vous a I'étude du cours
Théol. 0 1 Oloptionnel 8 0-2h
Deoik. 0 2 Olabligatoire 0 2-4h
Lettres 0 4 0 4-6h 5
ssP 0 4 2 6-8h 1
HEC 9 5 2 >8h 0
FGSE 0 6 2 Non réponse 0
FaM 0
EPFL 0 *Plusieurs réponses possibles
Autre 1
Degré de satisfaction
1 2 3 4 S 6 |TOT.*
1. Course objectives were clearly defined 0 0 1 9 0 0 10
2. Course was well structured 0 0 3 7 0 0 10
3. Important notions were sufficiently developed 0 0 0 10 0 0 10
4. Personal reflection was stimulated 0 ] 2 8 0 0 10
S. Course was supported with enough lllustrations 0 0 3 7 0 0 10
6. Professor was sufficiently avallable to answer your questions 0 0 0 10 0 0 10
7. You were made aware of the grading/evaluation before the exam 0 0 1 9 0 0 10
8. You know what it expected of you at the exam 0 0 1 9 0 0 10
9. This course is well integrated in your program 0 0 1 9 0. 0 10 -
11. The course Is weil adapted to your previous knowledge 0 1 2 7 0 0 10
12. You attended the course regularly 0 0 1 9 0 0 10
13. Globally, you learned a lot from this course 0 0 0 10 0 0 10
Présentation du cours
14. Course was presented in an interesting and dynamic way 0 0 2 8 0 0 10
15. Professor's oral expression was good 0 0 0 10 0 0 10
16. Course was properly supported with documents 0 0 1 9 0 0 10
17. You systematically used the recommended documents 0 2 0 8 0 0 10
18. Supporting materials were used in an appropriate manner 0 0 4 5 1 0 10
Travaux complémentaires
19. Course assignments were useful 0 0 0 10 0 0 10
20. Course assignments were well integrated ubtl the course 0 0 0 10 0 0 10
21. There were enough teaching assistants for this course 0 1] 1 1 6 2 10
22. Globally, you have enjoyed taking this course [oT ol ofi1l o | oo | 10 |
1 = non 4 = plutdt oul 5 = sans avis
Degrés da satisfaction: 2 = plutdt non 4 = oul 6= non réponse

**Total: nombre de réponses enregistrées par question

1 UNIL/CSE






