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Abstract

A system of collecting student class evaluations was introduced at Nippon Medical School
in February 2004: students initially submitted their responses to a questionnaire on paper via
multiple-choice answer sheets and free comment forms, but recently, the Jenzabar system has
been used to allow students to submit their answers by cellular phone. When a 10-point index
was applied to an overall evaluation of teaching performance in the 2004 through 2008
academic years, the overall evaluation of the same teachers was found to have risen by an
average of 0.12 point (n=165, Student’s paired t-test, p<0.05); when applied to the same
subjects/courses, the overall evaluation was found to have fallen by 0.10 point (n =53, Student’s
paired t-test, not significant). Although a large amount of time and effort is required to collect
and compile student evaluations of 80 or more class projects and 230 or more individual
teaching staff each year, we feel that the effort involved in providing early feedback to the
students and making their education more interactive is worthwhile.

(HARBERR AR A2 MRS 2010; 6: 169-173)
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Table 1 The way of class evaluation implementation and questionnaire in academic year 2008
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Table 2 Change of implementation for class evaluation during 5 years
Effecti F
Academic All of . ectlve. 10-point index Responses ree
Requests . . implementations comments
year implementations (mean * sd) (mean)
(Responses = 10) (mean)
Evaluation of individual classes
2004 79 69 69 7.35+0.80 62.9 8.1
2005 273 193 193 7.60=x0.74 515 58
2006 387 223 213 792+0.73 46.3 4.6
2007 339 198 192 758 +0.73 444 9.3
2008 245 233 94 746+0.76 29.5 74
Evaluation of subjects/courses
2004 28 24 24 7.20+0.92 60.6 10.2
2005 55 25 25 7.03+0.61 59.5 14.7
2006 51 33 32 7.36 =0.61 60.6 14.1
2007 61 40 39 7.24+0.80 66.2 19.3
2008 90 69 64 7.39+0.88 57.3 18.1

L, FOWER OFEREEOEMKEEE % paired t-test
EHWTHELZ, FFH/a—-21Zow T kI
B & AT 72,

#® 7

5 FEOBEFMERIRNA (EHE, EHEERHLV
BREREE)

il 2 DIFZEIZBIT 5 5 FMOFERBUL, 2004 4F
(G RN 4 FE 0t L 72 [ 4FE 2 523 X D) 25 2008 4F
JEF TIRA SN L 72, 4FR 100~200 LA _E o> 2 3 5F
fili% 924 L7 (Table 2).

FEhHEFIE, 2005, 2006 B L OF 2007 45 BE X R G A
(BEAE) ICBWTOREARTO ST F 51
-2 FH L, FEhiE (FERR/RER &, 2hz
N 468% (36/77), 523% (56/107), B X U°37.8%
(51/135) & 1A - 7z, 2008 4E £ 1% Jenzabar ¥ A 7
LD AT, ERi®IX 95.1% (233/245) & Eh o7z
A%, AERSERT O G AR (M =10) 2T AR
FEhi#E 384% (94/245) LKA -7z (Fig. 1).

FEEARB ORI T, 5 4R CIEMEUINERE L
T, YHERBEZHRE L TR L,
FICEMEEDLETICLLLDOTHY, BAEIZITIEFT
RTOFH/ T = ZAOFHliAE STV 5.

FHMEDHENRE

6l % OFHINC B VCid, F—FH/2— X THEEKR
PESaH %2 EhE L 72 3E GRX 165 £4) D& blo4:
MR EEMT D351 7.72+0.79 (mean=sd, LLF [HAR)
T, T 0 A FEAl O P35 761 £0.82 12%F L T
0.12 HEIZ LA LTz (student’s paired t-test, p<

0.05) (Fig.2a). —}, RHEMREIIOWTITEHEE

Jiti L7z 53 DI —FtH /3 — A [ T Ak FHii 3913

010 FRELZPAEZETIdRh o7z (student's paired

t-test, n.s.) (Fig. 2b).
zZ =B

BT 24 L B EETH 275, e D
FHIi DWW TUE, HA S DGR (BRI X BEF
fili) & DM BB Ex2RL, REIBITDLHEAL
X B BEF MBI 2R L T b, FHlIZ LR
L, HHERL EHICHEERANE ZOFHELYEEE
(2008 FERERI P F TR AANELEFMLH) ITELND 2
W, 4 OFEiCIZFEIC LML HHER 2SS
WL, HEUERHRED -2 Bb S,

AW 1E 2008 4 EEICHN D T [ 35 5
W19 AEEE P 2 L, SFHH/ 2 — X DA E O
fiiz W72 L LERAFFIIZFLIBMLz L Bb
n5.

FERICBE LTI, FEE, EESE, MEBRDTEET
HoHN, MERLLAHEMET 5. WK#EZTE AT
7757 F I A —OMHEIZIE PC Dz DA
EhOEMHHRIZMED - 72 (FEtid 37.8~523%). i
HEHEFEEPOSONE Y AT 22 HVTEBY, HED
BHOBMA (FA - MR L), FAEO RSO EENE
(FENY =V, BERMAHE), HEHEEZED
FADNPAE R Z L\ X B EEAOE L@ o RH# b
(97 HEEROEFROHEMLIZ X b HIREICHE
WHE) AWKELRFLETH A, MHENHARRSEHEF
iR I & 2Pk 20 AEBERFREGERHMEI T D S D v R
TAFELCFHME N, FRICE P DS T, FED



172 HEEKEZaE 2010; 6(4)

Evaluation of individual classes Evaluation of subjects/courses

Requests
—24— All of implementations
—O— Effective implementations

90 mark sheets [ Jenzabar | 40 39
80 [1st-yr students 78 35 | Istoyr students
70 69 L 31
60 - % 28
55 8 25 |
50 21
44 4 20
40
¥ 45t 15
30 13
20 17 21 10 - 7 10
10 - 5 - 6 6
0 0
2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
60 l mark sheets [ Jenzabar | 25 -
2nd-yr students 57 2nd-yr students 23
50 49 49 20
38
F 40
40 37 15
30 25 30 . 12
5 10 10 10
20 19 8 6
10 5 r 5
0 0
2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
120 l mark sheets | Jenzabar | 3rd—yr students
3rd—yr students 106 8 r
100 - 7 r 7 7
80 6
5
60 I~ 4
40 3
20 2
1
0 0
2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
| mark sheets | program analyzer | Jenzabar | 4th-yr students
160 [4th—yr students " 25 - 23 23 23
140 135 29
120 - 20 ¢ 5 22 20
L 105
100 15 - 6
80 - 67 83 "
60 [ 66 £ 10 10
40 o
20 | w6 O
0 A4 ) 0
2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008

Fig. 1 Requests, all of implementations, and effective implementations (responses=10) of class
evaluations and subjects/courses projects in academic years 2004 through 2008.
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Fig. 2 Change of overall evaluation between the same teachers (a) and subjects/
courses (b) in academic years 2004 through 2008.
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