
The pedagogic survey at KTH

Magnus Andersson
Björn Kjellgren, Viggo Kann, Hans Havtun

Thanks to

Lasse Wingård, Khalid El Gaidi, Massimiliano Colarieti Tosti



Short background

Spin-off from the PU project, 2014-2016

Longitudinal study of teacher’s attitudes on pedagogic issues

~ 40 questions

Survey sent to all personnel taking part in teaching

Faculty, lecturers, researchers, doctoral students

Year 2016 2019

Number of recipients 2204 2534

Number of responses 440 425

Response rate (%) 20 17



Confirmation bias among the respondents

In Fig. 4 we see a large difference in answer 3, where the 
will to test others’ ideas in their own courses has decreased 
considerably. Instead, we see an increase in answers 4, 5, 6, 
and 8 which are all aspects we want to strengthen among the 
teachers. The fact that teachers are more interested in testing 
own (answer 5) instead of others’ (answer 3) ideas is also a 
clear stand for own development, reinforced by the fact that 
this is done in a systematic way (answer 4) combined with a 
will to spread these findings through publications in journals 
and/or conferences (answers 6, and 8). This may indicate a 
change in attitudes from doing what others have tested before 
towards finding out innovative ideas that are adapted to one’s 
own courses. 

 

We can also see a small decrease in answers 1 and 2, which 
means that more teachers are given, or take, the time to 
conduct educational development work (answer 1) and that 
fewer do it as a result of complaints from students (answer 2). 

We also investigated the self-estimated interest in 
pedagogy among the teachers as compared to what they 
thought about the interest from their colleagues.  

I think that I’m more interested in pedagogy than most of 
my closest colleagues. 

 

Fig. 5. View of teacher’s own interest in pedagogy 2016 
and 2019  

The rate of increase of pedagogical interest seems to have 
decreased between 2016 and 2019. Fig. 5 shows that the 
respondents indicate a larger interest for pedagogy than their 
closest colleagues. This is an important observation that 
indicates a confirmation bias among the respondents.  

V.  IMPACT OF THE WORK 

This work was directly initiated by peers and only 
indirectly by the university management, who nevertheless 
funded those peers while still giving them large freedom to 
develop their own creative ideas to support educational 
development. One of the outcomes of this work was the 
insight that there was a need for a tool to monitor the 
educational development among peers systematically over 
time. Previous and existing tools were management-oriented 
and mainly based on key indicators, like the number of credits 
or courses that the faculty had taken in teaching and learning 
in higher education, the number of courses that were using 
digital tools, or the number of courses that used special 
pedagogic methods etc. However, the interpretation of these 
numbers can be questioned, and they do not give any direct 
information about what the faculty really think about 

pedagogics and educational development, what their attitudes 
towards pedagogics are and how such attitudes may change 
over time. This shortage of information may lead university 
management to make incorrect decisions about the strategic 
directions for future educational development. 

Hence, the main impact of our work comes from the 
insight that it is useful for a university to monitor its own 
educational development through a recurrent internal quality 
enhancement process, which can help university management 
to set up proper strategies. Based on the experiences from our 
work, we argue that the following aspects are important to 
consider when thinking about how to monitor educational 
development  

i) An internal measure of faculty attitudes on educational 
development is helpful for identifying areas of pedagogical 
improvement. 

ii) An inquiry performed by peers is probably considered 
more legitimate within faculty than an inquiry driven by the 
university management or by an external quality assurance 
body.  

iii) An internal inquiry based on teacher attitudes gives 
valuable additional information that easily can be missed by 
an external audit. 

iv) Internal processes for improving pedagogics ensures a 
larger diversity both internally and between universities.  

Another potentially important impact of this work is that 
our inquiry (or more likely a slightly modified version of it) is 
now considered for being included as part of the internal 
quality assurance system at our university. Whether this 
should be seen as a sign of an enlightened management that 
knows to cherish grassroots efforts or as a way for 
management to take control of the process, or both, remains to 
be seen. 

VI. LESSONS LEARNED 

The main lesson learned from this work is that university 
management should strategically make use of the latent power 
of its staff, by enabling them to take their own initiatives. 
Having a large body of highly competent and innovative 
people, university management has a unique position to lead 
educational development. However, they too often get stuck 
in a traditional top-down management system based on 
communicating strategies and policies that are not anchored 
within the reality of the faculty. This is not efficient use of 
university resources. Instead, they need to learn how to allow 
agile project development for improving university quality. 
Our work shows that there exist important processes within an 
organisation that would hardly be attended to, if looking from 
a management perspective, except if allowing members of the 
faculty the freedom to be innovative and the freedom to act. 

Hence, our main recommendation for a university who 
would like to try this kind of study, would be to let a group of 
pedagogically interested faculty members form, with the 
specific aim of developing an inquiry into educational 
development. Those faculty members should be independent 
of the university management, and rather have as a goal to 
make the inquiry accepted by their peers. This process will 
ensure that there is a sufficiently wide acceptance among the 
faculty from the beginning of the monitoring process. A 
similar conceptual idea of letting people in a dependent 
position independently develop a questionnaire to enhance 



Results – pedagogic engagement

Which of the following statements come(s) closest in terms of how

you currently work with pedagogy in the context of your job?

Table II: Breakup of respondents, formal education in teaching 
and learning in higher education, and years of teaching experience 

The main difference in respondents was that more 
professors responded in 2019, and that in the 2016 
questionnaire, the sub-category “doctoral student” did not 
exist. It was, however, possible to track doctoral students 
through a subsequent question in the 2016 questionnaire, and 
the share of doctoral students are virtually the same for both 
years. 

 

B. Results 

The questionnaires were quite extensive (see appendix for 
a summary) and only a small share of the findings can be 
presented here. For many questions, changes between the two 
years were small and hardly detectable. Here, we will 
concentrate on very few questions that gave interesting results 
that should be reflected upon within the organisation. 

 

 

Fig. 1: Teacher’s view on the reliability of the sources for 
assessing scientific merits in the promotion process. 

An interesting result comes from the comparison of the 
two questions on the reliability of the sources for assessing 
scientific or pedagogic merits in a promotion process. As seen 
in Figs. 1 and 2, there was no significant difference in the 
results between 2016 and 2019, but both years the assessment 
of pedagogic merits was considered to be less reliable. There 
was also a large number of respondents who didn’t know or 
didn’t have any opinion, which most probably is a 
consequence of not having been part of a promotion process. 

 

 

Fig. 2: Teacher’s view on the reliability of the sources for 
assessing pedagogic merits in the promotion process. 

 
 
 

One part of the questionnaire covered the respondents’ 
view of the value of research merits in contrast to teaching 
merits. It is clearly indicated in Fig. 3 that the respondents 
consider research merits to be more important than teaching 
merits for their future career at the university, despite the 
officially communicated view that research and teaching 
merits should be equally important. However, educational 
leaders tend to value teaching merits somewhat higher than 
the rest of the faculty. 

 

Fig. 3. Teacher attitudes about the importance of research 
and teaching for their career at the university divided between 
educational leaders (filled bars) and other faculty members 
(hatched bars). Data are taken from the 2019 questionnaire.  

 

Another part of the questionnaire treated the way teachers 
approach educational development work. They were asked the 
following question 

Which of the following statements come(s) closest in terms 
of how you currently work with pedagogy in the context of 
your job? 

The different statements are shown in Fig. 4 and were 
chosen to correspond to different sorts of engagement in 
pedagogic development, from being totally neglecting them to 
being active in pedagogic research. It was possible to give 
multiple answers on this question. 

 

Fig. 4. How teachers work with educational development 
in 2016 and 2019. 



Results (2019 survey)

How important do you feel that different tasks are for 

qualification and career development at the university?



Results (2019 survey)

If feel that the sources of evidence for assessments of scientific

(pedagogic) merits in the promotion process are reliable?



Summary and future work

Summary

Small differences between year 2016 and 2019

Teacher’s view on pedagogic issues (seldom gathered!)

Bottom-up process

Future work

Integrate with quality system?

Views in 2022 (after covid-19)?


