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Abstract  

This paper introduces a quality assurance procedure, TELOS, which has been designed 
specifically for course evaluation at the University of Applied Arts Vienna and covers a full 
PDCA cycle of individual teaching. This procedure has to cope with a considerable diversity of 
courses, covering a broad spectrum of artistic and scientific content, for larger and smaller 
groups of students, even for one-to-one teaching settings. Learning outcomes formulated by the 
teachers for every course and every semester are used as a starting point for an assessment by 
students.  

After describing the institutional background and the development of quality management, 
principles and functionalities of TELOS are introduced, also commenting on the possibilities for 
teachers to design and tailor their evaluation questionnaires, according to their specific needs. 
Teachers also declare how their courses contribute to objectives of study programmes and to 
overall objectives of the university, in order to secure the institutional embedding of a highly 
individual approach to evaluation. 

In its final section, the paper summarizes the critical points of the process of implementation 
and how the staff (faculty) of the University of Applied Arts Vienna was integrated in the 
development. It concludes with a short assessment of the current situation and offers an outlook 
towards future potentials. 
 
Institutional background and development of the QM system 
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TELOS: principles  

TELOS: elements of the questionnaire and their sources 

TELOS: data handling 

Aspects of organisational development and of a quality culture 

Where do we stand now? What should be the next steps? 

 

Institutional background and development of the QM system 

The University of Applied Arts Vienna as the largest and broadest higher art education 
institution in Austria offers studies in the fields of architecture, design, the fine arts and 
conservation/restoration. It consists of six institutes and the Centre for Art and Knowledge 
Transfer. In line with all the other Austrian universities, the University of Applied Arts became 
autonomous in 2002. This required the implementation of new management procedures, 
including the build-up of a quality management (QM) system. 

Since the university act of 2002 does not specify details for a QM system other than respecting 
the European Standards and Guidelines (ESG), Austrian universities are free to develop 
systems that fit their specific institutional cultures. The University of Applied Arts Vienna decided 
from the very beginning to make excessive use of this freedom, setting up QA procedures that 
stem from the very nature of art studies, especially individualism and a highly intense relation 
between teaching faculty (artists, scientists and tutors) and students.  
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As a first step, a broadly designed alumni survey (Kernegger et al., 2008) was carried out in 
2006/07, introducing important issues into the discussion of quality: for example the matching of 
competences needed in a professional context with competences acquired by the students 
through the study programmes; or a comparative assessment of roles of different types of 
teachers. Methodologically, the study consisted of a qualitative part, mainly two round table 
discussions with alumni on quality issues, and a quantitative part, i.e., a survey that addressed 
all alumni who graduated during the years 1995-2005.
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Subsequently, in order to shift the focus from a more general perspective to a highly 
individualized approach, a pilot project of course-based teaching evaluation
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, referring to 

learning outcomes that the teachers themselves defined individually, was launched and carried 
out in a strictly voluntary format during the winter semester 2008/09. Experiences of teachers 
and students were collected and analysed, the evaluation concept was amended and enriched, 
so that the new tool TELOS is now available as an evaluation option for every teacher at the 
University of Applied Arts Vienna as of autumn 2009. 

The responsibility for quality assurance and quality development of teaching is shared between 
university and teachers: the university is in charge of defining its mission and strategic goals, of 
setting up QA procedures that ensure a valid feedback on teaching quality, with obligatory 
participation at least once in a four-semester time interval. In order to facilitate the work on 
evaluation results, an environment for the support of individual development is created, together 
with offering guidance, training opportunities and room for discussion. On this basis the 
teachers themselves assume responsibility for their teaching and the positive development of 
their teaching quality. 

TELOS: conceptual point of departure 

TELOS deals with the competences that students shall and do acquire. The task of defining 
procedures that are able to cope with a diverse teaching context was very much facilitated by 
the previous work of Edith Braun (Braun, 2007). By empirical studies Braun demonstrates that 
the students’ self-assessment of their learning progress can be used as an indicator for the 
acquisition of competences which represents an agreed goal of teaching.  

Another reference taken into account are the theoretical and empirical activities at the Austrian 
University of Graz (Paechter et al., 2007), which resulted in the implementation of competence-
based evaluation procedures. 

While the cited sources look at the capacity-building of students in a broader perspective, 
TELOS offers to the teachers the opportunity of self-designing an individualized evaluation 
process, without, at the same time, losing the link to the general context of the individual course 
situations. 

TELOS: principles  

As the abbreviation indicates (ancient greek τέλος: end, fulfilment, objective), the work on 
discussing and defining the objectives of teaching and learning constitutes a core element of 
this evaluation tool. Although some elements of TELOS allow and support comprehensive 
analysis, emphasis is put on sustaining a culture of communication among the teaching faculty, 
thereby furthering quality.  

TELOS provides useful information primarily for the teachers themselves in order to enhance 
the quality of their own teaching, to help them improving the design of their courses and to 
discuss course quality and the quality of study programmes with their faculty colleagues, heads 
of departments or curricula workers. 

The analysis of students’ assessment invites the teachers to compare their own previous 
assessment of their courses, regarding course objectives and desired learning outcomes, with 
the students’ assessment. Thus, they are invited into processes of critical self-reflection.  

To ensure that evaluation is not limited to a mere production of data, TELOS defines follow-up 
measures as an integral part (see step 6 of Figure 01 below).  
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 Download (in German only): http://www.uni-ak.ac.at/stq/download/AbsEndbericht.pdf 
 

2
 In this paper, we always use “teaching evaluation” as “evaluation of teaching”. 
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3. Process of Teaching & 
Learning

• teachers structure and support 
learning process 

• students acquire competences 

4. Student Survey 

• assessment of achieved learning 
outcomes, strengths/weaknesses, 
expectations and their 
realization,… 

5. Analysis

• exclusively available to the 
respective teachers

2. Questionnaire Design

• selection of questions 
appropriate for course

• adding own questions
(if desired)

1. Course Description

• alignment (study objectives, 
competences, …)

• desired learning outcomes

• content

TELOSTELOSTELOSTELOS
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6. Follow-up

• individualized consultation

• exchange among colleagues 

• offer of further training

• feedback to students 
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Figure 01. Source: stq 2009 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 01 summarizes the overall procedure model of TELOS, with its built-in cyclical time line. 
TELOS is not a mere evaluation tool but sustains a full PDCA cycle of individual teaching, 
starting with the course planning by teachers, followed by processes of teaching and learning. 
Based on the analysis of students’ assessment, teachers are also supported in taking up 
appropriate follow-up measures. 

The colours indicate who plays an active role in each step:  

• Teachers (green) describe their courses (1.) by learning outcomes that are used for 
evaluation and take part in the further design of the questionnaires (2.). After completion 
of course evaluation, they are responsible for the individual follow-up (6.). 

• The yellow colour of the teaching & learning process (3.) indicates that teachers and 
students work together. Teachers support their students in acquiring the desired 
competences (mixing blue and green results in yellow). 

• Students (blue) give their assessment to which degree they have achieved the learning 
outcomes set by their teachers (4.). This assessment is enriched by other subject areas 
(see below). 

• The unit of quality assurance and evaluation (orange) is responsible for the analysis of 
the collected students’ assessment. (5.) This guarantees that the results are delivered 
to the respective teachers only. 

TELOS: elements of the questionnaire and their sources 

The questionnaire consists of five sections: 

1. alignment of the course (orientation, profile) 
2. learning outcomes phrased by teachers 
3. general questions 
4. questions concerning teaching methods 
5. open questions 
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For an individualized course description that can be used for evaluation, the University of 
Applied Arts opted for designing a web-located and database-driven tool. Teachers can use 
their online-accounts to describe learning outcomes and the specific alignment (orientation) of 
their courses. This online tool also structures the individual administration of the evaluation of 
teaching.  

ad 1: alignment of the course (orientation, profile) 

In order to generate a basis for comprehensive course analysis, teachers and students are 
asked to provide their assessment of the alignment of each course. While teachers can do this 
via online-service before their courses start, also providing in-advance information for potential 
student participants, students forward their opinions well structured by answering the evaluation 
questionnaire.  

For the alignment, we have created three dimensions: 

• Contribution to the objectives of a study programme in the arts: The following sources 
have been taken into account: the Dublin Descriptors; the Tuning documents for Fine 
Arts and Design as proposed by the inter}artes network (inter}artes, 2008); the 
curricula of the University of Applied Arts Vienna that were analysed by a thematic 
clustering process. Assuming that the completeness of the item battery cannot be 
absolutely granted – at least at this early point in the project, teachers can add up to 
three objectives themselves which they consider as relevant for their courses. 

• Importance of overall competences: We distinguish between disciplinary, methodic, 
social and personal competences. 

• Additional characteristics: The items are derived from overall strategies of the 
university. (The teachers may optionally phrase one additional characteristic.) 

While the first two dimensions refer to pre-structured (“closed”) concepts (objectives of study 
programmes, models of capacity-building), the third dimension provides opportunities for the 
university to introduce “points of interest” into the QA routines, resulting in an increase of 
awareness by the faculty of teachers. For example, reflecting the rising importance of 
transdisciplinary work, teachers are being asked, if their courses offer possibilities for 
transdisciplinary practice. 

By comparing their own judgement with that of the students, teachers receive a detailed picture 
as to which degree their intentions have been acknowledged by the students. 

ad 2. learning outcomes phrased by teachers 

By formulating learning outcomes for every course, teachers can further specify the 
competences they want the students to acquire by completing a given sentence: “After 
concluding this course, students should be able to …”. These sentences (minimum 4, maximum 
7) are directly transferred to and embedded in the questionnaires, rephrasing them as: “After 
completion of the course, I am now able to …” Students are being asked to respond on a scale 
from 1 to 5, whether they agree or disagree with these statements. 

ad 3. general questions 

Some general questions are used in the questionnaire, identical for all courses, mainly to foster 
later analysis, differentiating students on the basis of gender, study programmes, time budgets 
or patterns of motivation. 

ad 4. questions concerning  teaching methods 

A battery of items regarding teaching methods has been set up, trying to offer valid questions 
for all types of courses (from a lecture to individual training sessions). Teachers can accept the 
proposed battery for their own type of course or furthermore individualize the questionnaires by 
activating or deactivating items via online-service before starting the evaluation process. 
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ad 5. open questions 

Students are asked to answer two open questions, focusing on the specific qualities of the 
course as well as on problems that they might have encountered. The importance of open 
questions was emphasized particularly by those teachers that took part in the earlier pilot 
project. TELOS, therefore, offers to teachers the option of adding one individually formulated 
open question to the questionnaire. 

TELOS: data handling 

Once the teachers have entered all the necessary data for evaluation into the online system of 
the University of Applied Arts (learning outcomes, course alignment, planned date of evaluation, 
etc.), they obtain a pdf preview of the questionnaire. In agreement with the appointed evaluation 
date, either paper questionnaires are printed and delivered to the lecturers or individualized 
online links are sent via e-mail to the students. 

Although the unit of quality assurance (stq) collects all the evaluation feedback data and 
produces a report (in an automated format), only the teachers themselves receive those 
evaluation reports and are thus full in charge of the results. This acknowledges the essential 
responsibility of teachers for the quality of teaching, which the university strives to promote but 
not to control, by furthering an environment of concerted awareness for matters of quality and 
by offering guidance or training, if needed.  

Aspects of organisational and quality culture development 

It is not at all surprising that introducing QM as a key issue triggers manifold reactions, ranging 
from utter resentment to pioneering spirit. Thematically linked issues add to further confusion, 
as for example political discussions about desired and undesired effects of the Bologna-
process, threats of managerial universities to the liberty of science and arts, or cuts in university 
funding. Evaluation, furthermore, seems to represent something that creates opposition almost 
self-dynamically, as for example Zepke points out based on several case studies (Zepke, 2005). 
In the context of universities it is without doubt a main task of staff associations to monitor 
critically the introduction of QA routines, analyzing effects and potential side-effects and to lay 
focus on existing qualities. 

The introduction of the pilot project of teaching evaluation, preceding TELOS, fitted into the 
described pattern. Although the pilot project already was highly individualised and offered 
several (of the above described) flexible course-specific elements, its presentation in October 
2008 generated an intense full-scale emotional discussion about principles and philosophies 
that finally resulted in setting up a work group concerned with teaching evaluation. Because of 
the vividness of the discussion, teachers from all branches of the university got interested in 
participating in this work group.  

From the start, two factors defined the precise direction of the task: first, the rectorate was 
directly represented by the vice-rector responsible for QM and committed to implement 
concepts agreed upon; and second, the existence and parallel testing of the pilot project added 
further to a straightforward discussion process. It was clearly communicated that evaluation 
would continue on the basis of the pilot, enriched by the feedback of the participants, at least as 
long as the work group delivered propositions for complementary evaluation tools. 

In summer 2009, the work group completed a comprehensive collection of questions relevant 
for the quality of teaching, concerning a university of arts. This collection resulted in a paper 
documenting the key questions for the quality of curricula work, infrastructure and organisational 
processes, courses and training of the teaching staff. Based on this paper, future quality work 
will be facilitated, because the field of debate has been structured in a commonly accepted way.  
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Where do we stand now? What should be the next steps? 

TELOS has integrated as many of the results of the work group as possible, as well as the 
feedback of the teachers who participated in the pilot project. Their feedback was collected by 
focus group discussions of 5-7 teachers, moderated by the unit of quality assurance, thus 
setting up an accepted mode of comprehensively integrating the opinions of the teachers. As 
teachers also pointed out the benefit of exchanging their evaluation experiences with other 
colleagues, these elements of focus group discussions define an integral part of TELOS as 
additional opportunities for the teaching staff. 

Although TELOS is definitely not identical with the pilot project, by reacting to the original 
criticism, it still turns out to be a condensation point for skepticism about evaluation. When the 
online-service for teachers was amended this autumn (2009), in order to collect the more 
detailed course descriptions needed for the creation of the TELOS questionnaires, the result 
was a renewal of former doubts and fears. At the same time, the feedback of those that have 
already taken part in the pilot project was very positive. It is our hope that many of the still 
critical teachers will, by active participation, get accustomed to quality work based on learning 
outcomes and thus give up their resentment. 

Whatever the result of the implementation process will be, the principle of involving all relevant 
university players should be continued. Changes even to agreed concepts always are possible, 
if new arguments turn up. Having changed the name of TELOS, concerning the current 
evaluation cycle, into “Teaching Evaluation, Version 2009”, represents an example of this policy 
in reaction to concerns formulated by the work group, arguing that a name like TELOS may 
indicate something absolutely final and unchangeable – which is definitely not the intention of 
any procedure in quality management. 

As a desired side-effect of TELOS after a full evaluation cycle (teachers will be obliged to 
evaluate their courses at least once every two years), a large collection of learning outcomes 
will be available, not only written down once but also resulting from the discussion process 
between teachers and learners.  

This would not only enable students to better orientate themselves within very flexible curricula, 
but the potential of the collected learning outcomes could also be used for the development or 
amendment of curricula. For best results it will be crucial to create effective procedures that 
analyse and interlink teacher-defined learning outcomes with learning outcomes at programme 
level.  

 

The TELOS master questionnaire is available for download: 
http://www.uni-ak.ac.at/stq/download 
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Questions for discussion 

- Teachers’ definitions of how much their courses contribute to study programme 
objectives and general objectives of the university, and which learning outcomes the 
students shall acquire, create a completer picture of study programmes. They also point 
out interrelations or objectives that have been under-focused or over-focused. At the 
same time, the pre-selection of item batteries regarding general objectives of university 
decision makers might influence the process of teaching itself, conflicting with the liberty 
of teaching. Which balance is needed to overcome this contradiction? 

- From the point of view of the ESG, can it be justified to forward (to “allocate”) evaluation 
results and their usage to the responsibility realm of teachers only? Or, asking 
differently: Is it, at all, possible for a university to focus on quality development and on 
quality control at the same time? 

- Considering the new challenges of the European Qualification Framework and LLL: 
Could learning outcomes, which are empirically tested by student feedback, help to 
create the necessary transparency for possibilities in recognizing non-formal and 
informal prior learning? 


