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Abstract
It is claimed that MEQ is multidimensional and it is complex to agree on what those dimensions are and how they
interrelate. The main objective of this study is to investigate the culture and Pedagogy of MEQs. Using four
dimensions of cultural framework, the underlying pedagogies for the MEQ was identified. The results of the
literature reviews show that the cultures of the MEQ are individualist, weak uncertainty avoidance and small power
distance, which indicates the Western concept. It has also uncovered that MEQs interrelates to the concept of
motivation and enjoyment. The recommendation is for university to have a permanent MEQ staff to give staff
development opportunity on the MEQ pedagogy and culture to improve their quality assurance and accountability.
It is also recommended to create MEQ software which incorporates additional quantitative data such as class
attendance rates and other descriptive statistics which describe the class (i.e. minimum, maximum and average) to
minimise the bias effect of the teaching staff and students and increase validity and reliability of MEQs. This paper
may be of use for MEQ designers, teaching staff, quality assurance staff, student experience staff, HR staff and
executive board members.
Keywords: British university, culture, higher education, MEQs, motivation
1. Introduction
Student Evaluation of Teaching (SET) measures teaching performance in higher educational institutions. Several
thousands of research studies regarding SETs (Spooren et al., 2013) have been conducted and SET’s multiple
dimensions (Marsh, 2007; Ching, 2018) have been claimed. The number of dimensions of SETs has been
investigated and the number of dimensions is varied from two (Cohen, 2005; Keeley et al., 2006; Keeley et al.,
2010; Shevlin, Banyard, Davies & Griffiths, 2000) to twelve (Mortelmans & Spooren, 2009; Spooren, 2010)
dimensions.
SET stakeholders include students, staff, politicians, alumni, funding bodies and the general public (Kearns, 1998).
Specific example of staff may include teaching staff, SET designers, quality assurance staff, student experience
staff, HR staff and executive board members.
With regards to the validity and reliability of SET results, SETs remain a controversial topic in higher educational
research hand practice questioning (Ory, 2001). Spooren et al. (2013) also claim that research on SETs have so far
failed to provide a clear answer concerning validity of SET. It is imperative to consider “validity, reliability and
bias” from students’, staff, and University and try to meet those requirements.
Two types of SETs have been identified. The first categorisation is: Institutional SET and Local SET. Institutional
SETs refer to the university’ standard questionnaires distributed to all schools and departments. In addition to
Institutional SETs, the majority of schools/department also conducts Local SETs. Local SETs refer to what each
school/department sets.
Another categorisation is the timing of administration of SETs: formative and summative. Summative SETs are
usually administered at the end of each term, which the majority of SETs usually administer. On the other hand,
formative one is administered in the middle of module or program to improve the summative SETs. The last SETs
type is administration procedures of SETs whether it is electronic procedures (i.e. on-line) or paper-and-pencil.
SETs may be summarised in the following three purposes: teaching, academic promotion and institutional
accountability. It should be noted that the purposes of SETs often interrelate to stakeholders/participants. For
example, institutional accountability interrelates to the stakeholder, university and staff due to the involvement of
internal quality assurance process (Johnson, 2000). Teaching and academic promotion interrelates to the
stakeholder, teaching staff and HR. It should be noted that the “purpose of SETs” also interrelates “validity,
reliability and bias”. However, academic promotion also interrelates “validity, reliability and bias” due to validity
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hypothesis (Patrick, 2011) and grading leniency hypothesis (Carrell & West, 2010). This indicates that the purpose
of SETs interrelates to both stakeholders and validity, reliability and bias dimensions.
Despite that SETs have been investigated from various aspects, a gap in the scholarship of SET is identified as
SETs has not been discussed from a cultural and pedagogical perspective.
The aim of this paper is to fill the gap and identify the cultures and pedagogies of SETs and provide an overview
of literature review of SET cultures. The specific Research Question (RQ) is whether SETs have cultural and
pedagogical influences. If they do, what are they and what do they mean? The significance of this paper is
investigation of SETs from cultural and pedagogical perspectives, which may also uncover the new characteristics
of SETs.
The next section discusses MEQ culture and pedagogies followed by the Methodology, Results, Discussion,
Conclusions and Recommendations.
2. MEQ Culture and Pedagogy
MEQs in this paper is operationally defined as: 1) the main stakeholders consist of students, staff and university,
from which stakeholders accepts all the biasing factors; 2) it focuses on Institutional, formative and on-line types;
and 3) we use as Module Evaluation Questionnaires (MEQs) to refer to as SETs, which is commonly used in the
British universities along with Module Evaluation Surveys, Student Evaluation Questionnaires or Student
Evaluation of Teaching and Learning in the British universities.
It may sound challenging to identify MEQ’s culture and pedagogy as MEQ and culture do not seem to have
anything conceptually in common. However, previous studies have investigated the culture of language teaching
method called Communicative Language Teaching (CLT) and the culture of critical thinking using the underlying
pedagogies (Winch, 2019). These studies show that investigating the underlying pedagogies of MEQs is also
anticipated to go through the similar procedure. Thus, it is possible to identify cultures of MEQ as the history of
MEQs suggests that MEQs is quite new (Otani et al., 2012) Western, Anglophone originated concept (Ting, 2000).
2.1 Theoretical Framework
This study uses Hofstede et al. (2010)’s cultural taxonomy as a framework of this paper. Hofstede et al.’s (2010)
cultural taxonomy consists of five dimensions but large vs. small power distance; individualism vs. collectivism;
strong vs. weak uncertainty avoidance; and long- vs. short-term are used and explained next.
2.2 Individualist vs. Collectivist and its Underlying Pedagogy
Individualist and collectivist are defined as ‘the interests of the individual prevail over the interests of the group’
(Hofstede et al., 2010, p. 91) and ‘the interest of the group prevails over the interest of individual’ (Hofstede et al.,
2010, p. 90), respectively. In this dimension, one-to-one interaction, directness/clarity and enthusiasm are
introduced as Individualist underlying pedagogies whereas, one-to-whole group interaction, vagueness and
calm/relaxed are considered as Collectivist underlying pedagogies.
2.3 Different Interaction Style
There are two types of interactions: one-to-one and one-to whole group. One-to-one interaction is usually a
preferred pedagogy in an individualist culture. This interaction has further two types: between students used in
pair work; and between a student and a teacher whose example includes tutoring. On the other hand, one-to-whole
group interaction is normally a preferred pedagogy in a collectivist culture. This pedagogy can explain when the
teacher looks at a class as a whole group. Students who were educated in collectivist culture are usually not
comfortable with individualist interaction or visa versa.
2.4 High-Context (HC) or Low-Context (LC) Culture: Directness; Clarity
Hall (1976) first introduced the concept of HC and LC and defines ‘High-Context (HC) communication as “very
little is in the coded, explicit, transmitted part of the message” and “HC cultures tend to use indirect, nonconfrontational, and vague language, relying on the listener’s or reader’s ability to grasp the meaning from the
context” (Hall, 1976, p. 84). In addition, individualist cultures also prefer clarity and reasoned argument (Hammer,
2005; Kaye, 2006).
To contrast, LC communication is defined “low context cultures tend to use a more direct, confrontational, and
explicit approach to ensure that the listener receives the message exactly as it was sent” (Hall, 1976, p. 84). In
writing, the writer is responsible for direct and explicit constructions of meaning (Charnock, 2010) with emphasis
on originality or creativity. This suggests individualist cultures interrelate to weak uncertainty avoidance culture.
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Hofstede et al. (2010) agree on how HC and LC communication are used in collectivist and individualist cultures
as follows:
little has to be said or written because most of the information is either in the physical environment or
supposed to be known by the persons involved, while very little is in the coded, explicit part of the
message. This type of communication is frequent in collectivist culture… A low-context communication
is one in which the mass of information is vested in the explicit code, which is typical for individualist
culture. Many things that are self-evident in collectivist cultures must be said explicitly in individualist
culture (Hofstede, 2005, p. 89).
2.5 HAP: Enthusiasm
When people feel pleasant, those from an individualist culture tend to experience enthusiasm, excited and energetic
(Tsai et al., 2006; Kuppens, 2007; Elliot et al., 2001), whereas collectivist people experience calm, relaxed and
serene.
Enthusiasm is often mentioned in the discussion of the concept of enjoyment, which has two types of human
emotional states: high arousal positive states (HAP) and low arousal positive states (LAP) (Tsai et al., 2006). HAP
states are associated with “enthusiastic, excited, energetic” (Tsai et al., 2006, p. 290) and ‘joy’ (Kuppens, 2007),
whereas LAP states are associated with “calm, relaxed, serene” (Tsai et al., 2006, p. 290), ‘content’ (Kuppens,
2007) and ‘at ease’ (Kuppens, 2007). Therefore, enjoyment is perceived differently by individuals and feeling
enjoyment implies feeling excitement and enthusiasm for some, while feeling enjoyment implies feeling relaxed
and at ease for others (Kuppens, 2007). The different reactions in feeling enjoyment is claimed to be cultural
specific. Tsai et al. (2006) point out that individuals from individualist cultures (e.g. American, British, Australian
cultures, etc.) seem to prefer and value HAP (e.g. enthusiastic, excited and energetic) and those from a collectivist
cultures (e.g. Chinese and other East Asian cultures) seem to prefer and value LAP (e.g. calm, relaxed and serene).
2.6 PD and its Underlying Pedagogy
Power Distance (PD) is defined as “the extent to which the less powerful members of institutions and organisations
within a country expect and accept that power is distributed unequally” (Hofstede et al., 2010, p. 61). In teaching
context, it is defined as the extent to which students expect and accept that teachers’ power unequally. Strong PD
can be demonstrated in languages and customs. Languages which have extensive politeness words and social
environment (i.e. home, school and workplace) which has clear hierarchy system tend to have strong PD cultures.
In this dimension, teacher-centred orientation is introduced as a large power distance underlying pedagogy whereas
student-centred orientation is discussed as small power distance underlying pedagogy.
2.7 Teacher -Centred vs. Student-Centred Orientation
Teacher-centred class is the class which the teacher takes the initiative in the class. Students are not expected to
take the initiative in speaking up in the class and the student will speak up only when the teacher pointed out a
certain student. (Hofstede et al., 2010). According to Pithers & Soden (2000), this concept is related to knowledge
transmission model of teaching. The strength of a teacher-centred class may be that all students receive the same
educational opportunities equally. A potential weakness may be that it is difficult to meet the individual students’
requirements. Pedagogy of teacher-centred class belongs to large power distance educational culture. Pedagogy of
student-centred class belongs to small power distance educational. Student-centred class usually refers to a class
where students are expected to take the initiative in speaking up in the class and the teacher only plays a role of a
facilitator. The strength of a student-centred class is to make students more proactive in learning. However, some
students prefer and learn better in teacher-centred class.
2.8 UA and its Underlying Pedagogy
Uncertainty avoidance (UA) is defined as, “the extent to which the members of a culture feel threatened by
ambiguous or unknown situations” (Hofstede et al., 2010, p. 191). The strong Uncertainty Avoidance Index (UAI)
scoring nations try to avoid ambiguous situations wherever possible, whereas weak UAI scoring nations are not
concerned with any unknown situations. In this dimension, creativity is introduced as a weak uncertainty avoidance
underlying pedagogy whereas control is discussed as a strong uncertainty avoidance underlying pedagogy.
2.9 Creativity vs. Control
Creativity vs. control seems to correlate with each other. In teaching, as control is lessened, learners’ creativity
increases. Preference for one correct answer, error elimination and routinisation are pedagogy for the strong UA
culture. The fields of study of mathematics and sciences usually adopt a one correct answer system as a common
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practice all around the world. It might be possible to say that students and teachers studying mathematics are likely
to share a strong UA culture compared to students and teachers from other departments such as music and art. On
the other hand, creativity and open-ended questions are pedagogy for a weak uncertainty avoidance culture. An
emphasis on creativity in teaching and learning means freedom from control or routine.
Pair work, cooperative learning and reciprocal teaching are perceived by students as relatively student-controlled
(Marks, 2000) than ‘teacher-centred’. Pair work was mentioned in the individualist culture using underlying
pedagogy of one-to-one interaction. However, pair work is also used as a underlying pedagogy of small PD,
creativity.
2.10 Long- and Short-Term Orientation and its Underlying Pedagogy
The keyword for long-term is persistence, perseverance, patience self-discipline (Hofstede et al., 2010). Those
who adopt long-term orientation can delay gratification and make sustained efforts toward slow results, whereas
those with short-term orientation believe that individual class is unrelated to their future career and are unable to
think of their outcome in the long-term. In this dimension, good attendance, autonomy and trait emotions are
introduced as a long-term orientation underlying pedagogy whereas absenteeism and state emotions are discussed
as short-term orientation underlying pedagogy.
2.11 Attendance
Those who adopt short-term orientation expect that effort should produce quick result, which influence students’
class attendance. Examples of students’ reasons who adopt short-term orientation include class boredom, lack of
sleep, a dislike for either the class or the lecturer (Fried, Rodriguez & McCom, 2001; Kirby & McElroy, 2003),
bad weather (Moore et al., 2003), the time of the day of lecture (Devadoss & Foltz, 1996), the duration of the
lecture time (Devadoss & Foltz, 1996), the days of the week of the lecture time (Marburger, 2001) and socialisation
over study (Kassamig et al., 2017).
2.12 Autonomy
It is claimed that students who adhere to a long-term culture tend to become autonomous learners (Bembenutty &
Karabenick, 2004). This suggests that autonomy interrelates to long-term culture. According to psychology studies,
motivation links to the following three conditions; 1) autonomy; 2) belonging; and 3) perceived competence
(Selingman & Csikszenmihalyi, 2000; Ryan & Powelson, 1991). This implies that autonomy is linked to
motivation, hence autonomy and long-term culture is indirectly interrelated.
2.13 Trait Emotions and State Emotions (Concept of Enjoyment)
The concept of enjoyment has two emotions which relate to long-/short-term culture: trait and state emotions
(Goetz et al., 2006). “Trait emotions are built over time” (Lumby, 2011, p. 7) and are experiences of cumulative
enjoyment. On the other hand, “state emotions are experience in the present (, and it is) the current enjoyment”
(Lumby, 2011, p. 7). According to Blunsdon et al. (2003), “students are more willing to act on their feeling for the
moment…enjoyment is experienced at the moment, while learning often occurs over a long period of time and
one’s appreciation of the learning experience (cognition) might occur at a much later point in time” (Blunsdon et
al, 2003, p. 52).
Table 1 below summarises the culture and underlying pedagogies of the four dimensions outlined previously.
Table 1. Summary of culture and underlying pedagogies of four dimensions
Power distance (PD)

Culture
Small PD

Pedagogy
Student-centred (pair
work)

Motivation/Enjoyment
motivation (sense of belonging) and
participation

Large PD
Uncertainty Avoidance
(UA)
Individualist vs.
Collectivist

Weak UA
Strong UA
Individualist

Teacher-centred
Creativity
Control
One-to-one interaction
(pair work)
LC culture (directness
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Long- vs. Short-term
orientation

Long-term
Short-term

and clarity)
HAP (enthusiasm)
One-to-whole interaction
HC culture (vagueness)
LAP (calm/relaxed)
Good attendance
Autonomy (motivation)
Trait emotions
Absenteeism
State emotions
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motivation
enjoyment
motivation
enjoyment
enjoyment

3. Methodology
3.1 Materials
The pedagogies regarding the MEQ’s individualist-collectivist, power distance, uncertainty avoidance and longor short-term, motivation and enjoyment were retrieved from a total of published 56 publications [50 journal
articles and 6 books] from the field of Business Studies and Management, Education, language, Linguistics,
Psychology and Social Studies. The dates for these studies range between 1968 and 2019. This study does not
involve human participants.
3.2 Methods
The literature review involved database retrievals and searches defined by a specific topic (Rother, 2007) through
computer keyword search through journals in the framework. This allowed retrieving MEQ culture pedagogies to
be identified. Keywords used for MEQ culture pedagogies were: one-to-one interaction, pair work, high-/lowcontext culture, creativity/originality, clarity, direct/indirect, student-centred, participation, attendance,
rhetorical strategies. In a similar method, keywords search for motivation and enjoyment were also conducted and
identified. The following keywords were used for this study: sense of belonging, autonomy, perceived competence,
trait emotions, state emotions, HAP and LAP. The literature includes both empirical studies, conceptual, theoretical
and review studies which were fully read. All the qualified chosen journals went through content analysis
consistently and scrutinised for inclusion.
3.3 Procedure
The procedure involved a three-tier investigation. The first stage was investigated by using 62 journals and books
which include suitable statements matching with keywords in the four dimensions of culture. The results were
organised into each dimension (individualist-collectivist, power distance, uncertainty avoidance and long- and
short-dimensions) using qualitative analysis method by Miles & Huberman (1994) and how they are interrelated
was determined. In the second stage, how these four dimensions are interrelated with pedagogies of motivation
and enjoyment were synthesised and incorporated by the keywords. In the last stage, the aim of this study
mentioned in Introduction (i.e. to identify the pedagogies of MEQ cultures on four cultural dimensions and how
motivation and enjoyment they are interrelated) were answered.
4. Results and Discussion
MEQ adopts the following dimensions: small PD, weak UA and individualism. These are justified and supported
with evidence of MEQ’s underlying pedagogies.
4.1 Weak UA: Creativity
MEQs have a weak UA culture whose underlying pedagogy is creativity. Early research findings suggest that
students sometimes interpret a teacher’s ‘creativeness’ as a positive character (Costin et al., 1971), which
demonstrates that MEQ culture has been weak UA.
4.2 Long- vs. Short-Term Culture: Attendance, Autonomy, Trait/State Emotions
This dimension of MEQs may be difficult to conclude whether long- or short-term orientation. However, this
dimension relates to students’ attendance, autonomy and trait/state emotions which are the underlying pedagogy
of this dimension. This dimension also interrelates to the concept of enjoyment and motivation.
4.3 Autonomy
When we discuss autonomy, it is important to refer to psychology studies related to motivation. According to Ryan
& Powelson (1991), persons in the following three conditions (Ryan & Powelson, 1991); 1) autonomy; 2) a sense
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Published by IDEAS SPREAD

lt.ideasspread.org

Language Teaching

Vol. 1, No. 1; 2021

of belonging and 3) perceived competence) are intrinsically motivated (Selingman & Csikszenmihalyi, 2000). In
other words, autonomy is one of motivational factors. To keep this in mind, Bembenutty & Karabenick (2004)
claim that students who adhere to long-term culture tend to become autonomous learners. Bembenutty &
Karabenick (2004) claim suggests that autonomy interrelates to long-term culture. However, there are students
who adhere to short-term culture who do not attend classes for the following reasons: class boredom, lack of sleep,
a dislike for either the class or the lecturer (Fried, Rodriguez & McCom, 2001; Kirby & McElroy, 2003), bad
weather (Moore et al., 2003), the time of the day of the lecture (Devadoss & Foltz, 1996), the duration of the
lecture time (Devadoss & Foltz, 1996), the days of the week of the lecture (Marburger, 2001) and socialisation
over study (Kassarnig et al., 2017).
4.4 Attendance and Trait/State Emotions (Concept of Enjoyment)
Attendance and trait/state emotions are usually discussed together as they are often interrelated. Firstly, how MEQs
and attendance relates is explained using following quotes:
Taking a university course would typically require the student to attend class every week, which
corresponds to repeated service encounters that are critical to later evaluation (Solomon et al., 1985);
Within the concept of service marketing, these repeated service encounters (which in this case are the
repeated classroom encounters) correspond to the experience qualities that students perceive when taking
the course (Ching, 2018).
Another research results claims that the higher the class attendance rate, the higher SETs (Ting, 2000), which
shows a link between MEQs and attendance.
Secondly, MEQs also interrelate to the concept of enjoyment, specifically, trait/state emotions. Trait emotions are
long-term orientation and state emotions are short-term orientation. Whether MEQ culture is a long- or short-term
orientation appears difficult to conclude as some scholars claim that it is difficult to determine whether a single
class or the collective sum of the semester’s learning encounters contribute to the SET rating (Ching, 2018), which
is also discussed in the concept of enjoyment whether enjoyment is a accumulative or present experience. Curran
& Rosen (2006) also agree that it can be difficult to know whether the resulting SET ratings are based on an overall
experience of the course or just on one single event that made a lasting impression.
4.5 Small Power Distance: Student-Centred
MEQs have a small PD cultures whose underlying pedagogy is student-centred (pair work). Baumeister & Leary
(1995) claim that student-centred may give an addictive effect to people who perceive an environment as caring,
and also fulfil their need to belong. This claim suggests that small PD and a sense of belonging are interrelated. A
sense of belonging is one of motivational factor to achieve motivation (Ryan & Powelson, 1991), which implies
that student-centred (small PD) also interrelates to motivation.
Another close link between a sense of belonging and participation is demonstrated as follows:
The more students feel a sense of belonging, the more participation increases (Watkins, 2005); Participation is
essential for the students’ sense of belonging to be realised (Finn, 1989).
The above statements suggest that participation also interrelates to PD, which indicates a close link to the concept
of motivation.
4.6 Individualist: One-to-one Interaction; Clarity; Enthusiasm
MEQs have individualist cultures whose underlying pedagogies are one-to-one interaction (pair work), LC culture
(direct/clear) and enthusiasm.
4.7 One-to-one Interaction, Pair Work
Although pair work was previously mentioned as an underlying pedagogy of student-centred orientation in the
small PD culture, pair work also provides one-to-one interaction and is also used as an underlying pedagogy of
individualist. This implies that pair work has a close link to two dimensions between Individualist and PD
dimension.
4.8 Clarity and Enthusiasm
Clarity and enthusiasm has been included as pedagogical constructs of SETs analysis conducted by previous
researchers (Mehrabian, 1968; Feldman, 1976; Hildebrand, 1973; Hildebrand et al., 1971; Marsh, 1982, 1987;
Marsh & Dunkin, 1997; Richardson, 2005) from 1968 to 2005, which indicates that MEQs value these pedagogical
constructs and have individualist characteristics.
Table 2 below summarise the MEQ’s culture and underlying pedagogy which was outlined above.
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Table 2. Summary of MEQ culture and pedagogy.
Power distance
(PD)
Uncertainty
Avoidance (UA)
Individualist vs.
Collectivist

Culture
Small PD
Weak UA
Individualist

Pedagogy
Student-centred
work)
Creativity

(pair

One-to-one
interaction,
(pair work, also link to
small PD)
LC culture (directness and
clarity)
HAP (enthusiasm)

Motivation/enjoyment
motivation (sense of belonging
and participation)

motivation

motivation
Long-vs.
term

Short-

Cannot be determine as
either long- or shortterm

5. Conclusions
The purpose of this study is to identify the culture and pedagogy of MEQ. The specific RQ of this study asked
whether MEQs have cultural and pedagogical influences. To answer the cultural influence, MEQs has a
combination of individualist, small PD and weak UA cultures, all of which are interrelated.
To answer the pedagogical influences, the pedagogy of small PD culture is student-centred, which interrelates to
a sense of belonging, motivation, participation and attendance. The pedagogy of long-/short-term culture relates
to autonomy and participation, which also interrelates to the concept of motivation, attendance and trait/emotions.
The pedagogy of individualist culture is one-to-one interaction, which is represented with pair work. Individualist
dimension has quite keywords including ‘enthusiastic’, ‘direct’, ‘clarity’ and ‘creativity/originality’, which
interrelates uncertainty avoidance culture, power distance culture, concept of motivation, concept of enjoyment,
HC/LC context culture and HAP/LAP.
In addition to three cultures and their underlying pedagogies, MEQs also interrelates to a sense of belonging and
autonomy which are part of the concepts of motivation. MEQs’ trait/state emotions and HAP are from the concepts
of enjoyment.
6. Recommendations and Further Study
As MEQs and academic promotions are seemingly related and MEQs are used as evidence case for teaching staff’s
academic promotion, it is possible to say that getting familiar with MEQ pedagogies, MEQ culture, concept of
motivation and enjoyment will enable better MEQ results. Hence, it is recommended for the university to offer
their teaching staff development opportunities on MEQ pedagogy and culture to improve their quality assurance,
student experience and accountability purposes.
The second recommendation is for University to have a permanent MEQ team which consists of MEQ designers,
quality assurance staff, student experience staff, HR staff, students and executive board members so that they keep
informed on the most current MEQ literature which may change subject to the demand of the time. Carefully
developed MEQs have the potential to offer valuable insight for students, faculty members and university.
As for suggested further study, it is hoped to develop MEQ software which present incorporating quantitative data
such as the class attendance rate and other descriptive statistics which describe the class (i.e. minimum, maximum
and average) to minimise the bias effect by teaching staff and students and increase validity and reliability of
MEQs.
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