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I. INTRODUCTION

The inspiration for this project grew directly from a group
of eight faculty at Irvine Valley College. There were three
reasons for our interest in the evaluation of faculty. First, we
were not satisfied with our current faculty evaluation process; a
process which is unsystematic, narrow, and relies on instruments
having no psychometric footing. Second, when Irvine Valley
College first opened there was, among our faculty, a good deal of
sharing of concerns and ideas about teaching. As the college
grew, the level of collaboration, especially across the
disciplines, diminished. The faculty involved in this work saw
faculty evaluation as an avenue to greater faculty sharing and
excitement about teaching. Third, AB1725 was on the horizon. We
were intrigued by the opportunity to desiyn a faculty evaluation
system having functional validity, considered by faculty to be
fair and useful.

In the spring semester of 1988, three faculty members
designed a "Voluntary Peer Observation Process," a classroom
observation form, and a student feedback form. These same three
faculty recruited eleven instructors to voluntarily participate
in the project. During that project we discovered many things.
our instruments needed refining. Arranging peer visitations is a
cumbersome task. Clerical support is essential to maintain the
paperwork and keep things moving. We knew that if the project
was to continue, we would need some help. At that point I
decided to apply for a Fund for Instructional Improvement (FII)
Grant.

Although community college faculty play many important
roles, delivery of instruction is the key role. We felt that
instructional delivery and course management probably should
carry the most weight in an evaluation process. The project did
not attempt to evaluate other important instructor roles (e.q.,
contribution to faculty service, contribution to community
service, activities in professional organizations, and so on).

It should be noted, then, that the focus of the project was the
evaluation and development of instructional delivery and, to a
limited extent, course management.

The procedure section, Part II of this report, describes the
process and instruments used in the Fall, 1989 and Spring, 1990
pilot tests. Also presented in Part II are details concerning
the "experimeatal™ procedures we tried. Part III presents the
results of the Fall and Spring pilot tests.

The experience gained from this project suggested several
guidelines for those involved in developing a faculty evaluation
system. Part IV presents these suggested guidelines. Part V
provides a list of very useful resources. Finally, Part VI,
"Project Documents," has reproductions of all the documents used
during our pilot testing.
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II. PROCEDURE

During the grant period (July 30, 1989 to June 30, 1990) we
conducted two pilot tests of experimental faculty evaluation
methods. We conducted the first pilot test during the Fall
semester of 1989. We ran a second, more ambitious pilot during
the Spring of 1990. Both pilots incorporated evaluation
procedures and instruments which were suggested by our library of
faculty evaluation literature, and our collection of evaluation
documents from other community college districts. During the
Spring pilot we examined two innovative methods of gathering
student feedback, two classroom observation forms, and a self-
evaluation form.

A. The Fall Pilot. Early in the semester, a memo was
distributed to recruit participants from the fulltime faculty
(document A, page 40). Interested faculty were instructed to
complete an application (document B, page 43). We offered
instructors $320 stipends for their participation in the pilot
test. ERight instructors responded to the memo.

on October 30th, all eight volunteers attended an
orientation meeting. During the orientation we discussed the
purpose of the project, the student feedback and peer observation
instruments, and how we might best carry out the peer
observations.

After some discussion, it was decided to avoid, if possible,
having any two instructors visit one another’s classrooms. We
wished to avoid having the peer visitation become a "mutual
admiration society," instead of providing an objective view of
each instructor’s teaching. We felt that disaggregating the
evaluators and "evaluatees" would more closely simulate peer
observation processes in place at other colleges. We agreed to
follow a triad approach, each instructor would visit the classes
of two colleagues 2nd would, in turn, be observed teaching by
another two colleagues.

To begin the pilot test, a packet was sent to each
instructor. The packet contained a cover letter (document C,
page 45), an observation form (docament D, page 50), a set of
student rating forms (document E, page 54), an overview of the
project soquence, and an evaluation summary form (document F,
page 58) for completion at the "evaluation conference."

Each "evaluation" proceeded as follows:

1. Peer one observed instructor X for sixty minutes.

2. After sixty minutes of observation, peer one excused the
instructor from the classrocom. Peer one distributed the
student rating forms. Students completed the forms.

3. Peer two visited a different class taught by instructor
X. Peer two observed instructor X for sixty minutes.

Page ~ 4




4. After sixty minutes of observation, peer iwo excused the
instructor from the classroom. Peer fwo distributed the
student rating forms. Students completed the forms.

5. The project director processed the student rating forms
and developed a statistical summary. The statistical
summaries were sent to peers gne and two.

6. Peers one and two met for a "pre-conference" to compare
notes and review the student rating summaries.

7. Peers gne and two met with the instructor for an "evalua-
tion conference."

8. All participants then completed a project evaluation
questionnaire. The evaluation results are presented in
Part III, Results.

B. The Spring Pilot. Compared to the Fall pilot, the
Spring, 1990 pilot test was broader in scope. While we retained
the basic peer observation triads, more instructors participated.
We also tested additional methods of gathering student feedback
and we attempted to add a self-evaluation component. We were
interested in the concept of allowing the instructor to select
some components to be used in his or her evaluation. It seemed
reasonable that within some pre-set conditions or boundaries, the
instructor should have some input or control over the design of
the evaluation process. This approach might, we thought,
encouraye greater support and commitment by faculty to the
evaluation process.

A8 in the Fall pilot, a recruitment memo was sent to all
fulltime faculty (document G, page 60). This time, however, we
invited instructors at our district’s other campus, Saddleback
College, to participate. The recruitment letter generated
positive responses from twenty-eight instructors. Due to budget
limitations, we accepted only the first twenty-one respondents as
participants. The final pool included seven teachers from Irvine
Valley and fourteen teachers from Saddieback.

In late January, 1990 we held orientation meetings at each
campus to familiarize the participants with the procedures,
instruments and options. Participants then completed a
wpParticipant Option Selection"™ form (document H, page 64) so that
appropriate evaluation packets could be assembled and sent to
each instructor’s two peer observers.

The Spring, 1990 pilot loosely resembled the Fall 1989
pilot. A new feature permitted narticipants to select the peer
observation form, the method for collecting student feedback, and
the self-evaluation form. The new procedures and instruments are
further described on the next page.
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1. Peer observation form. Participants selected the

form developed at IVC (document D, page 50) or a checklist
classroom observation form adapted from Braskamp, Branden-
burg, & Ory (1984, pages 105-112). The checklist is shown
in the document section (document I, page 66).

2. Student feedback method. Participants selected
from two options. Option one was a one-p2ge, bubble-in,
rating form (document J, page 75) developed at Irvine Valley
College. This student rating form could be "scanned" so
that a statistical summary could be printed out (document K,
page 78).

The Small Group Individual Diagnosis (SGID) method
was the second option for gathering student feedback.
Instead of the standard paper and pencil evaluation form,
the SGID assigns a teaching colleague to facilitate a
student discussion about the course and the instructor being
evaluated. We used the Allan Hancock College version of the
SGID (reproduced through the permission and courtesy of
Allan Hancock Community College; document L, page 80).

3. Self-evaluation form. Participants could select from
Instructor Self-Evaluation Form (ISEF) developed by Dale
Brandenburg (Braskamp, Brandenburg, & Ory, 1984, pages 113~
118) or the Teaching Goals Inventory (TGI) (Cross & Fideler,
1986; Cross, 1987). The ISEF asks the instructor to
complete a series of forced-choice Questions.

The TGI asks the instructor to focus on one course and,
through the process of completing the inventory, helps the
instructor to identify several major goals for the students
taking the course. Instructors who completed the TGI
subnitted the inventory to Nita Tiwari, a research
assistant/student. After examining the TGI, Nita designed
several items and added theam to the student rating
instrument to be administered in that teacher’s course.
These additional items were designed to measure the
students’ estimates of their gains toward reaching the
instructor’s primary goals for the course.

This application of the Teaching Goals Irventory was,
of course, very experimental, but presented & method to
develop student rating items which were highly relevant to
the instructor’s goals. After asking instructors to think
and state their most important course goals, it seemed
logical to ask students to estimate their progress toward
achieving those course goals. PFor example, an English
instructor decided that, for the course in which she was to
be evaluated, her primary goal was for her students to
develop effective reading and writing skills. The following
item, designed to reflect that goal, was placed on the
student rating instrument:

9
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In thinking over your experience in this course up to
now, to what extent do you feel you have gained or made
progress in the following respect?

Developing effective reading and writing skills.
Make your response by filling in a space for iten

number 27 as follows:
very much

S =

4 = quite a bit

3 = some

2 = very little
9
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IV. RESULTS

Eight instructors participated in the Fall, 1989 pilot test
of our evaluation model. Another twenty-one instructors were
involved in the Spring, 1990 pilct. About fifteen-hundred
students completed our student rating form, while another two
bundred participated in the Small Group Individual Diagnosis
(SGID) procedure.

At the conclusion of each semester’s pilot, all
participating instructors completed an evaluation questionnaire.
Part 1 of the evaluation form collected opinions about the
teacher evaluation process, while Part 2 sought opinions about
the pilot test. Part 3 was designed to collect written comments
about all aspects of the project.

The results section first precents summary statistics
collected from parts 1 and 2 of the evaluation survey. The
gsurvey is reprinted and shows the faculty responses broken into
percentages. All the written responses are organized by topic
and are presented in part 3. The results section then moves to
my comments about several experimental procedures and instruments
(Instructor Self Evaluation Form, the Small Group Individual
Diagnosis and the Teaching Goals Inventory) we tried during the
Spring pilot. Finally, I present my biases regarding peer
observation.

"0
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I Part 1: OPINIONS ABOUT THE TEACHER EVALUATION PROCESS j

Please respond to the following statements by circling the response
which best expresses your opinion.

1. student feedback on the effectiveness of instructional
delivery should be part of the evaluation of teaching.

».strongly agree b.agree o.neutral d.disagree e.strongly disagree
Fall (83%) (17%)

Sp (89%) (11%)

<. Administrators should play a role in the evaluation of teaching.
a.strongly agree b.agree o.neutral d.disagree e.strongly disagree
Fall (50%) (50%)
Sp (33%) (11%) (44%) (11%)

3. Peer review should be part of the evaluation of teaching.
a.strongly agree bL.agree o.neutral d4.disagree e.strongly disagree
Fall (83%) (17%)
Sp (78%) (11%) (11%)

4. Non-teaching duties such as committee work, club advisiny,
community service, curriculum and program development, e&tc.
should be considered as part of the instructor evaluation process.
a.strongly agree b.agree o.neutral d4.disagree e.strongly disagree
Fall (33%) (33%) (33%)
Sp (56%) (11%) (22%) (11%)

S. The evaluation process outlined in our current contract is
effective in acknowledging good teaching.

a.strongly agree b.agree o.neutral d4.disagree e.strongly disagree
Fall (17%) (17%) (50%)
Sp (22%) (22%) (56%)

6. The evaluation process outlined in our current contract is
effective in recommending remediation for teaching weaknesses.
a.strongly agree b.agree o.neutral d.disagree e.strongly disagree
Fall (17% no answer) (17%) (67%)
Sp (11%) (33%) (56%)

7. An instructional development center should be available to help
improve ‘he teaching of probationary, part-time and tenured

instructors.

a.strongly agree b.agree ¢.neutral d.disagree e.strongly disagree
Fall (33%) (50%) (17%)
Sp (78%) (11%) (11%)

8. Self-evaluation should be part of the evaluation process.

a.strongly agree b.agree o.neutral d4.disagree e.strongly disagree
Fall (50%) (50%)

Sp (78%) (22%)

P~
o=
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OPINIONS ABOUT THE TEACHER EVALUATION PROCESS (Continued...) "

9. Bach instructor should be able to select at least some of the
coaponents of the process by wuich he or she is to be evaluated.
a.strongly agrse b.agree o¢.neutral d.disagree e.strongly disagree
Fall (33%) (17%) (17%) (33%)

Sp (78%) (11%) (11%)

10. The process of cbserving others may benefit my own teaching.
a.strongly agree b.agree oc.neutral d.disagree e.strongly disagree
Fall (83%) (17%)
Sp (78%) (22%)

11. Bach instructor should be able to specify, within a predetermined
range, the relative weight assigned to each of the components by
vhich he or she is to be evaluated.

a.strongly agree b.agree c.neutral d.disagree e.strongly disagree
Sp only (44%) (33%) (11%) (11%)

Part 2: QUESTIONS REGARDING THE FALL AND SPRING PILOT TEST ﬂ

—— —

Please rate the following aspects of the spring, peer observation
pilot test. Indicate your opinion by placing an X on the scale under
each project component.

(Note: the "X" mark: the average response, while the "o"s indicate
the lower and upper ratings for each item.)

11. The student feedback instrument.

Fall o X o
Sp ° b ¢ °
(EXCELLE.NT) 5........4.......3.......2.......1 (POOR)

12. The peer observation form (used during classroom visit).
Fall o X o

Sp ° x °
(EXCELLENT) 5........4.......3.......2.......1 (POOR)

i2
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S S —
| QUESTIONS REGARDING THE FALL AND SPRING PILOT TEST (continued)... H

13. The process used to collect student input (form distributed
at end of a class meeting).

Fall o X o
Sp ° b 4 °
(EXCELLENT) S5....¢¢0. 4.cienee i S 2ec0ccns 1 (POOR)

14. The three person conference for communicating/discussing the
observations and student feedbaock.

Fall o b ¢ 0
Sp o X o
(ucmm) 5 ........ 4 ....... 3. o0 % 00 .2 ....... 1 (PmR)

15. The fora used to document and summarize the three person
evaluation conference.

Fall -] X o
Sp o X o
L (EXCELLENT) 5........ SRR S 1 (POOR)

16. Your assessment of entire project.

Fall o X o
S -] X °
(EXCELLENT) 5........ deceveee i S 2ccccces 1 (POOR)

17. The small group instructioncl diagnostic (8GID) procedure for
gathering student feedback about teaching.

P
(EXCELLENT) S........ devennn. x JUR 2. 00nnn 1 (POCR)

13
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| Part 3: FACULTY COMMEMNTS ABOUT THE PILOT TEST EXPERIENCE

Comments regarding accumulation of student feedback:

I especially liked the use of choices for gathering the open-ended
comments.

The written comments seemed to be most helpful.

The forms were good and the (summary) data provided from the
evaluation forms was very helpful. It would be nice if we conld
assure the students that their instructor would not see the
evaluations until after grades are turned in.

One cannot determine students' experiences through one classroom
observation. Therefore atudent input is critical.

The experience (of participating) strengthened my conviccion that
student evaluations are vital.

It would help to have packets of #2 pencils available for students
vhen they are asked to complete the student evaluation forms.

If you use Scantrons (to collect student ratings) delete or
blacken out the space for the students' names, identification
numbers, etc. Many students automatically filled in this
information and then were worried about confidentiality. We need
to withhold the student ratings and comments until after the
instructors turn in their grades.

In my judgement, student evaluations are important, although it is
hard to know just how valuable and useful they are as evaluative
instruments. An opportunity for the student to comment on negative
marks might be helpful. I cannot support with any enthusiasm a
fifteen-minute end-of-class student evaluation, carried out while
the lecturer rushes to bring things to a close and the students
watch the clock to make sure they do not miss their next class.

Re the SGID...I feel it is difficult for students to be objective
if they are not doing well in the class. As in any student
evaluation process (for a G.E. class) the mix of student ability to
remain objective about a specific teacher or "style" of teaching is
almost impossible - although this seemed to be a great way of
informing a teacher what many students want.

Of the various student feedback instruments/methods I only like
the Scantron form with questions printed on the front, with
comments collected on the back.

The student feedback was very enlightening.

it
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"FACULTY COMMENTS AB0UT THE PILOT TEST EXPERIENCE (continued)... I

o

Steps should be taken tc make sure students know why they are
doing the evaluation. It should be made clear that their grades

won't be influenced.

Of the nany evaluation forms I have seen, dosigned and used over
years ol teaching, I believe the SGID has the most promise for
identifying and more importantly helping to promote excellence in

the classroon.

Comments regarding the peer observation form (used during the
classroom visit):

There should be a separate evaluation form for activity or lab

{ Comments regarding accumulation of student feedback (centinued):
|
E
i
3
|
:
| classes. Most questions related only to lecture classes.

It (the form) was difficult to complete when using it on teachers
outside of my discipline.

I do not think the peer evaluation form is especially helpful. I
think it can too easily be misinterpreted. But comments made
directly to the instructor--or perhaps a written summary of
observations such as these--seem to be very helpful.

Comments regarding the classroom observation:

£ilm for use in training observers what to look for.

I would suggest that the project be followed by training
opportunities for faculty to learn how and what to observe, hcw to
minimize fear of legal repercussions, how to present comments to

"e._ aluatees,™ etc.

The classroom observation is imperative. We must be able to

é
|
i
F
k Provide a list of features to be observed. Design a "trigger"
i
E observe the instructor in action.

F

I found my lack of expertise in the instructional areas I observed
r to be a serious obstacle to a proper evaluation. At least an
’ observer with subject matter expertise might help.

Classroom observation should be mandatory for all faculty; the
peer evaluation should however include information beyond one class
session: perhaps two session; perhaps a review of exams and

handouts, etc.

|
i
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o

XPERIENCE (continued)...

FACULTY COMMENTS ABOUT THE PILOT TEST E

Comments rejarding the classroom obsarvation:

Even though the observation procedure was in a field outside the
major of the facuity doing the observation, teaching technique and
effectivencss is easy to evaluate. BUT the content should be
evaluated by a peer in the same field (major area of study).

I was not especially enamored of cross-disciplinary matchings. I
enjoyed watching and teach, but I was not at
all confident of my abllity to provide either of them with a solid
observation due to my fundamental ignorance in the subjects of
their presentation. In addition, the evaluator misses the context
of the lecture almost entirely, and this absence is, I submit, far
more serious than it might appear. A class is not really a
discrete entity, no matter how much the temporal and spatial
distinctions would seem to signify otherwise. The subject of every
class is inextricable .from the larger emerging subject of the
course in general. From the evaluator's point of view, it is part
of (and only knowable within) a continuum which is described by
course content, method, mood, and like matters. I think both
instructor and evaluator fall easy prey to the fallacy that the
observed hour may be used as indicative (or representative) of the
class in general. I would agree, however, that there may be
certain indices of competency that could be applied in a cross-
disciplinary way (e.g., all lecturers should address their
audiences in an audible manner, all instructors should employ clear
and fair grading standards, etc.). :

Comments regarding the conference with ths co-observer:

This was very helpful for the two observers. It provided an
opportunity to learn as well as evaluate.

The pre-confarences helped to eliminate random observations and to
focus peer comments. The machinery (setting up of conferences)
was, hovever, rather clumsy and difficult to coordinate.

It might help to develop a form to generate some specific
guidelines for evaluation, then allow for additional comments.

Very good. It didn't take very long but it was useful to help
coalesce one's thoughts.

This was extremely enjoyable. I was given the opportunity to
interact with a colleague that otherwise I would have only passed
in the hall!

ib
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FACULTY COMMENTS ABOUT THE PILOT TEST EXPERIENCE (continued)...

X

Comments regarding the conference with the co-observer (continued):

We saw very different features of performance. We seemed to learn
as much from that as we did from the class itself. It only took 15
minutes or so for this part. Might tuke more if the performance
wasn't good.

Comments regarding the conference with the evaluatee:

Important - but must be handled diplomatically. Perhaps a non-
involved mediator should be present. Also, positive should be
expressed, as well as teaching strategies known to observers to be
effective that are deemed as necessary.

This was very good. It is good if, at the conference with the co-
nbserver, some of the observations are written - particularly any
critical comments. This is because when the evaluatee is present
it is more difficult to be critical. Working from a list should
help this.

Maybe we should put together a form to generate some specific
guidelines for evaluation, then allow for additional comments.

Was slightiy uncomfortable when criticism was involved.
Very helpful for us.

At Jeast an hour should be allotted for this meeting! Comments
from peer in my own division were yery valuable!

I think the instructor benefits from talking with a small group of
peers--not just with one other. Potentially awkward exchanges are
eased by this situation, and criticism one might find a littl *“ard
to take from one person is a lot easier to take from two.

Other comments?:

1) Videotaping the instructor may be interesting as is the idea of
contacting former students. 2) The instructor should provide the
information about participation in committee work and staying
current in the field to the evaluators prior to the conference. 3)
I'm curious about whether student retention rates should be looked
at. 4) I'm pretty sure that the greatest value of this program is

wvhat one learns as an evaluator. The opportunity to sit in on
someone's class is very educational.




I FACULTY COMMENTS ABOUT THE PILOT TEST EXPERIENCE (continued)... ||

A tricky part was the logistics of arranging times, etc. Perhaps
an NCR form or a tear off sheet would help so the evaluatee could
make a selection and let the observers know his or her schedule.
The evaluator could then indicate when he/she planned to observe.
Something like:

Dear )
During the week of _ , I teach:
Art 3, 9-12 M in A309 Topic:
Art 9, 7-10 W in B201 Topic:

I really enjoyed the whole process.
We needed this to help us in the future.

...I think the absence of self evaluation is a serious shortcoming
in the system as I used it. I did not employ the "goals and
objectives" method [Teacher Goals Inventory), so I do not know how
I would have responded had I done so, but I think effective peer
evaluation begins with a serious self evaluation by the faculty
member. What am I trying to do? What do I think I am doing well?
What concerns me about my teaching? What are my perceptions of my
students? What can I do to improve the instruction in this class?
what would I like a peer to observe on my behalf?

All in all, I think I would prefer a kind of cafeteria system
where the instructor met with an evaluating committee of his or her
peers (say three faculty members) and designed in conjunction with
them an evaluation process, perhaps by selecting from a range of
pre-approved instruments. I favor the actual evaluation being an
evaluation of a £ile by an evaluating committee, with certain
things being required of all files and other things being optional.
The instructor would largely decide what sorts of things ought to
go into the file and the evaluators would then "work through the
file," first on an individual and then on a collective basis prior
to the meetings with the instructor.




I Section 4: WHAT WE LEARNED ABOUT THE INSTRUMENTS AND PROCEDURES “

1. Student feedback instrument. The participating faculty
generally felt that the bubble-in feedback instrument (document J,
page 75) was acceptable. As shown in results section 2, the
student feedback instrument was given a 4 rating in the Fall and a
4.2 rating in the Spring. It should be mentioned, however, that
there are serious problems associated with "in-house" designs of
such instruments. Typically the designers are administrators and
faculty who, although well-meaning, lack sufficient training in the
technology of test design. A thorough psychometric review and
revision of the li trument must be conducted on this instrument.

At this point, it makes more sense for our district to acquire a2
commercially available student feedback instrument which has been
thoroughly researched.

Those familiar with the matriculation regulations know that
the instruments with which we assess students' reading, writing,
and computational abilities must possess all the criteria of a
qualified test: sufficient reliability and validity, appropriate
norms, no evidence of cultural bias, etc. One cannot disagree with
the matriculation regulations, at least as they pertain to
assessment of student abilities, because such regulations provide
some assurance that testing will be fair, non-discriminatory, and
provide relevant, accurate information.

Akin to the rigor with which we should scrutinize the
matriculation assessment instruments, student rating instruments
should conform to the same high standards. This is especially
important if student feedback is pari of a comprehensive evaluation
process which could, in some cases, lead to denial of tenure.
Unless a college has an individual qualified to develop the student
rating form, it would be better to purchase a commercially availa-
ble instrument (see Abrami & Murphy, 1980). If the instrument is
developed in-house following a sound psychometric approach, it will
eventually, in all likelihood, come to resemble one of the commer-
cially available instruments.

2. The Small Group Individual Diagnosis (SGID) procedure. Six
instructors facilitated the SGID during the spring pilot test. All
those who facilitated, as well as those were the subject of the
procedure, felt the SGID provided useful information and that the
process merits further testing. It is highly recommended that SGID
facilitators receive training in the method before conducting the
class discussions. Due to lack of resources, the facilitators in
our pilot were not trained in the method.



I WHAT WE LEARNTD ABOUT THE INSTRUMENTS AND PROCEDURES {cont.)...

I suggest that the SGID be an option available to the
instructor who is undergoing an evaluation. Considering the
countless social and psychological variables which influence group
discussions, the SGID process is not readily amenable to assessment
of its reliability and validity. As such, I would not recommend
the SGID as part of a comprehensive evaluation process which leads
to tenure decisions. Instead the SGID seems much more appropriate
as a beck-up to student ratings. It appears to have excellent
potential as a staff development tool.

3. The Instructor Self-Bvaluation Form (ISEF). Some of the
rarticipating instructors completed the ISEF. Unfortunately, we
were unable to acquire any information regarding interpretation of
the ISEF. We made several unsuccessful attempts to contact the
instrument's author, Dale Brandenburg. Brandenburg has left the
University of Illinois. Meanwhile, the University of Illinois no
longer uses the ISEF.

4. The Teaching Goals Inventory. All four instructors who
completed the TGI felt it to be worthwhile. The TGI, you may
recall, guides the instructor through a thought process which
culminates with a list of goals - learning outcomes - which,
hopefully, the students will achieve as a result of having been in
the course. In most cases, the students in our pilot felt they had
made progress towards the goals their instructors had set for them.

The TGI can help teachers determine whether their
instructional practices are accomplishing their instructional
goals. The instructor can use various feedback devices throughout
the term to determine whether students are making progress towards
the instructional goals (Cross, 1987).

In the overall evaluation process, the TGI can serve as part
of self-evaluation and student feedback. After completing the TGI,
the instructor can design questions for students egarding their
achievement of the instructor's goals. These questions could be
added to the standard student rating gquestionnaire.

5. Peer chservations. Many of the participants were pleased to
have an opportunity to observe a colleague teach. Since the
participating instructors had volunteered to test a peer
observation system, it seems likely that they were among those
faculty who are least threatened by the thought of being observed
by a peer. Perhaps the most valuable function of peer observation
is the opportunity to learn how other instructors deliver
instruction. As such, some system of peer observation could become
an extremely useful tool for faculty development.
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5. Peer observations (continued)...

Every college has, it 3eems, instructors having excellent
instructional delivery skills. Faculty development staff should
consider these instructors to be a resource for faculty
development. These instructors could greatly assist the faculty
evaluation and development program merely by allowing, if not
encouraging, faculty (especially non-tenured and/or faculty
receiving unfavorable evaluations in the area of instructional
delivery) an open invitation to visit their classes.

Prior to the pilot test, we had not considered the use of peer
observation as a tool for faculty development. The primary and
only reason peer observations were built into this project's design
was to test it as a method of instructor evaluation. There are
reasons, however, NOT to use peer observation as a component of the
evaluation process.

Before continuing, I must state that the following paragraphs
reflact my opinions regarding the use of peer observations for
faculty evaluation purposes. The opinions and reasoning expressed
in this section do not necessarily reflect the faculty or
administration at Irvine Valley College.

Should peer observation bu part of the faculty evaluation
process? PFirst, one hour of peer observation isn't necessarily a
representative sample of an instructor's typical classroom
"performance." Many of the instructors in our pilot tests
mentioned the tendency to "get ready" for the peer visits to their
classroom. It's totally understandable that a person wants to look
his or her best during observation by a colleague, but it is
exactly this desire to form a positive impression which undermines
the value of classroom observations. A useful classroom obser-
vation msthod should try to capture the instructor's typical
teaching.

Related to the problem of image enhancement is that of the
loss of context inherent in a single observation. As one of the
faculty participants in the project stated, "the evaluator misses
the context of the lecture almost entirely, and this absence is, I
submit, far more serious than it might appear. A class is not
really a discrete entity, no matter how much the temporal and
spatial distinctions would seem to signify otherwise. The subject
of every class is inextricable from the larger emerging subject of
the course in general. From the evaluator's point of view, it is
part of (and only knowable within) a continuum which is described
by course content, method, mood, and like matters. I think both
instructor and evaluator fall easy prey to the fallacy that the
observed hour may be used as indicative or (representative) of the
class in general.”

Aside from the lack of representativeness, logistics problems
are associated with peer observations. The pilot test design
required that each participant observe the classes of two
colleagues, and be observed by two other colleagues. The
participants often found it difficult to arrange observation times
compatible with one another's schedules.
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5. Peer observations (continued)...

Fourth, the process is cumbersome and adds to the strain of
already full schedules. Fulltime faculty at community colleges are
busy people. Besides heavy teaching loads, instructors serve on
various committees and conduct important, college-related
activities. An evaluation program which adds a series of peer-
visitations to everyone's schedule isn't very enticing.

A related concern is the need for training. Objective peer
observation requires training and periodic evaluation of the
training's effectiveness. Some ways to improve observer
objectivity and inter-reliability include training through the use
of a videotaped lecture (a "trigger film"), videotaping lectures
for confirming one's observations, etc.

To review, a peer evaluation process introduces serious
concerns about the representativeness of a given classroom
observation. It may be possible to train faculty to improve the
objectivity of the observations and increase agreement by co-
observers. However, even when the observation is made more
objective, it still lacks important contextual tie-in to the rest
of the course. A peer. observation system places additional
worklocad and time constraints on faculty. Finally, most experts
agree (Aleamoni, 1982; Centra, 1979; Cohen & McKeachie, 1980)
faculty should not be evaluated through the use of peers as
classroom observers.

There is an easy solution to the drawbacks associated with
peer observations: student ratings. An enormous amount of research
has shown that student ratings, when properly collected, are
reliable indicators of instructional delivery. Ratings by a
classroom of students, collected through a psychometrically valid
instrument, are the solution. 1Instead of the sixty minute  sample
provided by a peer visitation, students sit through the entire
course. Furtliermore. the ratings can provide information abcut the
instructor's couise management skills (e.g., "“observes office
hours,” "provides a syllabus for students," "returns grades within
a reasonable time," "usually arrives to class on time," etc.).

Students cannot, of course, evaluate a number of other areas:
the instructor's expertise and currency in the discipline, many
features of tha course design, the teacher's contribution to
faculty and community service, etc. These latter indices of
teaching effectiveness should be assessed through some combination
of self-evaluation, peer review, and chair/dean review.

Instead of peer observations, "A more cost-efficient and
reliable use of peer judgements of teaching effectiveness .ould be
in the review of written documentation (e.g. instructional plans,
course materials and examinations, instructional methods, etc.)
(Aleamoni, 1984)."
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IV. SUGGESTED GUIDELINES FOR DEVELOPING THE EVALUATION SYSTEN

A. General procedural guidelines.

1. Seek a team approach. Form a steering committee whose
purpoge is to facilitate development of a faculty evaluation
process and model. The committee’s membership should in-
clude faculty representatives from the faculty association,
academic senate, and the various discipline areas. Adminis-
tration representatives should, as well, serve on the conm-
mittee. Tt makes sense to have faculty and administration
working together from the beginning. If one group does not
participate, the excluded group may become suspicious of the
process, and have little understanding or faith in the pro-
duct.

2. Seek maximum input from faculty and administration. At
key points, the committee should seek input through the use
of surveys, in-service workshops, and visits by committee-
members to division or department level meetings. The com-
mittee must try to maintain a high profile throughout the
development of the evaluation system. Not every faculty
member will care or respond to requests for input, but it is
o-a:ntial that every instructor knows that faculty input is
desired.

3. Begin developing the evaluation process at the right
point. Do NOT begin, as many colleges do, by designing the
evaluation instruments. Begin, instead, by listing the many
roles that faculty play at your institution (Areolla, 1987).
Determine which of these roles ought to be part of the eval-
uation process. Develop observable, measurable definitions
of those roles. Decide how much weight each role should
carry in the evaluation. Identify sources of information
regarding each role. Finally, develop or purchase the forms
and instruments. Faculty and administration must be con-
sulted and informed during each step of the process. (See
the resource section for "Eight steps in developing a com-
prehensive faculty evaluation and development system.")

4. Move slowly and realistically. Be prepared for the
politics and resistance the committee will encounter. See
the next page for the "politics of evaluation," and "the
stages of faculty resistance."”
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A. General procedural guidelines (continued)...

a. The politics of evaluation. There are often four
different factions that a college has to consider when
it develops a system of faculty evaluation. The first
group consists of the "purists.” The purist group
insists that faculty performance must be quantified and
measured with microscopic precision. They want to be
able to rank all 200 faculty members on campus; other-
wise they feel the syster is not working. Another group
is called the "utopians.®” This group finds fault in
every instrument or system devised. They want the
perfect instrument, and, if they find one even partly
defective, which they invariably do, they conclude that
the system is worthless. The third group is called the
wgaboteurs.” They pretend to support efforts to develop
evaluation systems, but they find fault in every
approach and call for endless refinements. The fourth
group is referred to as the "naive.” They are ready to
adopt any instrument or any system without thinking
through its implications or whether it will work. No
doubt, on most campuses, there is a fifth group called
the "realists.” Tha realists know that whatever is put
together one ysar may have to be modified the next.
They know also that people are going to be evaluated
whether you set up a system or not and that not setting
up a system is worse than working on a year-to-year
basis until something worthwhile evolves (Centra, 1987,
p. 54).

b. The stages of faculty resistance., Expect faculty to
resist. Experience has shown that faculty resistance,
which lasts from twelve to eighteen months, undergoes
five predictable stages (adapted from Areolla,

1983, p. 88).
Stage 1. Disdainful denial stage. "It’ll never work.'’
Stage 2. Hostile resistance stage. As the most resis-

tant faculty become aware that a faculty/administration
group is continuing ahead with the development and im-
plementation of the program, complaints will flow into
administration and are aired in Senate and Association
meetings.

Stage 3. Apparent acquiescence stage. The most resis-
tant faculty resign themselves that an "arbitrary and
unnecessarily coaplex" program is on the way. A few
voices of support begin to appear.

Stage 4. Attempt to scuttle stage. Certain faculty
and chairpersons or deans greatly exaggerate the
"problems" the new program is causing.
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A. General procedural guidelines (continued)...

Stage 5. Grudging acceptance stage. After eighteen
months to two years of operation, faculty f£ind that the
program can actually be of some value.

S. Make thorough use of the existing information about
faculty evaluation. Colleges and universities have been
conducting faculty evaluations for years. Educational re-
searchers have continually been studying, evaluating and
documenting the merits of many procedures and instruments.
There exists a vast body of knowledge on the evaluation of
college instructors. (See the resource chapter for some
key references).

B. Peatures to be built into the evaluation process.

1. Checks and balances. The evaluation system should be
comprehensive and make use of multiple sources of informa-
tion. Multiple sources will protect the faculty member from
caprice, protect the administration from accusations of
bias, and enhance the prospects of gathering meaningful,
useful information. Multiple sources will increase both the
reliability and validity of the process. The multiple
source approach will decrease the workload of those serving
on a peer review team by relying on sources besides peers
alone to conduct faculty evaluations.

2. Due process. The evaluation system should provide
clear, unambiguous criteria and procedures for making tenure
decisions. The system should recognize the legal rights of
the evaluatee as well as those serving on the peer review
committee. 8Seldin offers a "due process checklist™ for
faculty evaluation programs (1984, p. 4).

The following suggested checklist was developed from an
examination of recent court decisions and the EEOC
(Equal Employment Opportunity Commission) guidelines
pluz a close review of current literature on the legal
aspects of faculty evaluation.

a. Administrators, especially department chairs,
should have current and accurate knowledge about the
obligations, rights, and responsibilities of colleges
and universities as they relate to the evaluation of
faculty performance.

b. The criteria and procedures in the evaluation pro-
cess should be provided in detailed, written form to
every faculty member.

c. Multiple evaluation sources should be used and each
source pursued independently.

2
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B. TFeatures to be built into the evaluation process (eont.)..r

Due process checklist (continued)...

d. Evaluators should be adequately trained in the use
of faculty evaluation instruments.

e. Faculty members should have the opportunity to res-
pend in writing to an evaluation with regard to its
accuracy, relevance, and completeness.

f. Faculty members should Le evaluated in accordance
with established performance standards and the actual
work assigned.

g. The results of performance evaluation should be
promptly given to faculty members.

h. Specific and valid reasons should be given to
faculty members for adverse promotion or tenure
decisions.

i. A formal appeal system should be part of the
faculty evaluation program.

j. Institutions should employ legal counsel who have
current and accurate knowledge of affirmative action
and EEOC guidelines.

3. Flexibility. The evaluation process must have the
flexibility to accommodate important differences among the dis-
ciplines. The system should, for example, provide for meaningful
evaluation of vocational and non~vocational disciplines. The
system should adapt to the meaningful evaluation of counselors
and librarians.

Furthermore, the system should permit some degree of
"customization™ at the individual level. An instructor should be
able to determine, within pre-determined boundaries, both the
roles (i.e., teaching, faculty service, community service, etc.)
and their relative weights to be used in his or her evaluation.

4. Build an instructional development component into the
evaluation system. Perhaps the biggest mistake is to plan and
implement a faculty evaluation program with no reference to a
faculty development program.
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B. PFeatures to be built into the ovaluation process (ocomt.)...

When this is done, the message the faculty are likely
to receive is "We’re going to find out what you’re
doing wrong and get you for it.» If an integrated
faculty evaluation and development program is imple-
mented, the message sent is "We’re going to help you
determine your strengths and weaknesses and provide
you with the resources you need to both enhance your
strengths and overcome your weaknesses (Arreola, 1983
p- 87).

Experience has shown, time and time again, that a
faculty evaluation system implemented without reference
or connection to a faculty development program will
generate greater amounts of anxiety and res.istance
among faculty than if it is part of a larger faculty
development/instructional improvement effort. Like-
wvise, experience has also shown that faculty develop-
ment, operated in isolation or without reference to a
faculty evaluation program, tend to attract mainly
those faculty who need their services least (Arreola
& Aleamoni, 1988, p. 27).

5. Use qualified instruments. Most student evaluation
instruments which are designed "in-house" have serious
deficiencies and often are misleading. To be practical and
reliable such instruments must undergo certain design steps and
twelve to eighteen months of careful psychometric evaluation and
fine-tuning. It makes more sense to select from qualified,
commercially available instruments. (See Abrami & Murphy, 1980
for an excellent review of 12 leading, commercially available
student rating instruments).

If your evaluation system includes classroom observations by
peers or administrators, the observation instrument should be
carefully chosen or designed. This instrument will require the
same care given to development of the student rating instrument.

6. Carefully weigh the costs and usefulness of peer
observations. While AB1725 mandates an evaluation system
centering around peer review, "peer review" does not necessarily
mandate the use of peer observations. Peer review can instead
involve reviewing and rating an instructor’s effectiveness in
such areas as instructional design, pursuing professional growth,
and other elements of teaching not amsnable to classroom
observation. Many colleges and universities rely on student
ratings as the information source whan evaluating the
instructional delivery component of teaching.

[y ]
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B. PFeatures to be bduilt into the evaluation process (cont.)...
Regarding the use of peer observations (continued)...

As described in the procedure chapter of this report, the
instructors who participated in our pilot tests were placed into
triads. Each instructor observed the classroom of two other
teachers, and was, in turn, observed teaching by two peers. Most
participants in the project found that watching a colleague teach
is a very positive experience. Yet, I have doubts about the
usefulness and costs of peer observations for evaluation
purposes. My reasoning follows. (The following are my opinions
and do not necessarily reflect opinions held by the faculty or
administration at Irvine Valley College).

a. Most faculty are teaching heavy loads and attending
numerous meetings, etc. A peer observation system will add
more strain to faculty. Finding a time to observe a class
which doesn’t conflict with one’s own teaching, committee,
and office hours can be frustrating. Time spent observing
adds to an already busy schedule.

b. If peer observation is built into the evaluation
process, it follows that peer observers should be properly
trained. Several participants in our pilot tests mentioned
the need for training. Training will require additional
time and the services of a qualified trainer.

6. One visit to the classroom will not necessarily, if
ever, constitute a representative sample of the course.

Most participants in our pilot test admitted to the tendency
to do more than their usual amount of preparation for the
classes in which a peer visited. As such, the peer observer
is not necessarily the way the teacher normally conducts a
class.

i
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Regard.ng the use of peer observations (continued)...

4. If a qualified student rating instrument is used and
administered in the proper manner, students who have sat
through the course are a better source of information about
the instructional delivery component of teaching. Addi-
tionally, the student rating instrument can provide some
valuable information regarding the instructor’s course
management skills (e.g., "instructor usually begins class on
time," "instructor usually is available during office
hours," “instructor is prompt in returning grades," etc.).
Even if the evaluation does include peer observation,
student ratings are an important source of information about
instructional delivery since one sixty minute observation
may not be representative of the teacher’s everyday
classroom "performance."

e. Peer observations are more appropriate for instructional
development purposes. One way a college’s outstanding
instructors can contribute to the faculty development
program is to invite peers to visit their classrooms. The
best method may be for the instructional development
coordinator to arrange for visitations.

f. "A more cost-efficient and reliable vse of peer
judgements of teaching effectiveness is :he review of
written documentation...(Aleamoni, 1984)." Thus, peers can
review a portfolio prepared by the instructor undergoing
evaluation. The portfolio can include evidence of good
course design, contributions to faculty and community
service, professional development, etc. The peer reviewer
can look through the portfolio and rate it wvhen he or she
has some time, even on the weekend if need be. Aleamoni
suggests that the peer review system be designed to assure
"the reliable differentiation of different levels of faculty
performance" through "the establishment of minimum standards
for each criterion," and adequately designed rating scales.
Aleamoni further suggests that to obtain reliable measure-
ments, no fewer than three and no more than six tenured
faculty members should serve on a review panel. Finally, to
avoid a positive bias, "anonymity is more likely to produce
candid and meaningful peer evaluation. In fact, positive
bias of peers may result in undifferentiated, high eval-
uations of faculty unless review is anonymous."
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7. Design the system to accommodate the dual purposes of
evaluation. Faculty evaluation has two purposes: to irprove
instruction and to make personnel decisions, or formative and
summative evaluation. The key personnel decision is whether or
not to award an instructor tenure. Some colleges have developed
procedures, forms, and instruments for evaluations to improve
teaching and quite distinct procedures, forms, and instruments to
gather information regarding tenure decisions. It is far more
efficient to develop one process which accommodates both
purposes. It makes sense to design a process which yields an
evaluation "score" which is a composite of ratings from each
source of the evaluation (Arreloa, 1987; Arreola & Aleamoni,
1988). How the evaluation data is used depends, of course, on
the purpose of the evaluation. While the total score, especially
the total score trend over several semesters, is appropriate to
summative evaluation, the component scores and highly detailed
information is more useful and appropriate for improving
instruction.

8. Be sensitive as to where the evaluation program is
»housed.” Experts (e.g., Arreola, 1983; Arreola & Aleomoni,
1988) recommend that a faculty evaluation and development office
be established, and that the office NOT be located within an
administrative office. A typical efficient and cost-effective
method is to combine a media center, test scoring office, and any
other instructional support or development office into one organ-
izatinnally integrated unit. Experts recommend that this unit be
placed "under the direction of someone trained in evaluation and
instructional development or educational psychology, and most
important, someone who has an affably non-threatening manner that
inspires confidence (Arreola, 1983)."

The preferred mode, then, is the integration of the faculty
development and evaluation programs and a close correspondence
between the elements of each. The faculty should have
institutional support when the evaluation system detects a
weakness in their performance. If, for example, instructional
delivery is evaluated as part of the overall evaluation of the
teaching role, then the instructional development program should
offer resources which can help the teachers improve their
instructional delivery, and so on. (Part V presents suggestions
for resources to be offered by an office of instructional
development).
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V. RESBOURCES FOR DEVELOPING A FACULTY EVALUATION
AND DEVELOPMENT SYSTEM

For the past few years, Irvine Valley College has
accumulated ideas, articles, and books about faculty evaluation
and faculty development. This section presents the best of those
resources. Much of this information will prove invaluable to any
college finding itself in the process of designing or redesigning
a system for evaluating its teachers. Part A presents resources
for faculty evaluation. Part B presents resources and ideas for
the faculty development component of faculty evaluation.

A. Resources for Developing a Faculty Evaluation System.

1. Workshop. Developing a Comprehensive Faculty Evaluation
System: The role of peers, students, and supervisors in
evaluating college faculty.

This is a two day workshop presented by two respected
experts in the field of faculty evaluation, Raoul A. Arreola and
Lawvrence M. Aleamoni. Participants receive copies of A Handbook
for Developing a Comprehensive Faculty Evaluation System
(Arreocla), Techniques for Evaluating and Improving Instruction
(Aleamoni), and a Student Rating Form Selection and Developmert
Xit {Aleamoni & Arreola). Information about these workshops is
available from:

CODES

6730 N. Camino Padre Isidoro
Tucson, AZ 85718

Phone (901) 682-9761

COMMENT: I attended this workshop. The presenters are
excellent, the handout materials are extensive, comprehensive and
exceedingly useful. XYou will not a find better resource. The
vorkshop and materials present a proven process for developing a
faculty evaluation system for any college. The basic steps in
the process are presented below.

2. Bight steps in developing a comprehensive faculty
evaluation system (adapted from Arreola, 1987):

a. Determine the faculty role model. Which of the many
activities faculty engage in should be evaluated?
Reach consensus.

b. Determine institutional role priorities. Establish
the relative importance of each role to the institu-
tion by determining how much value or "weight" may
be placed on each role in the faculty role model.
Set a maximum and minimum weight which the perfor-
mance of a given role should have on a faculty
member's overall evaluation.
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2. Bight steps in developing a comprehensive faculty
evaluation system (continued):

C.

h.

Define roles in terms of observable performance or
documentable achievements, products, or performance.
From this, establish role defining categories or
components. (For example, the role of TEACHING nay
include: instructional delivery, content expertise,
course management, etc.).

Determine role component “weights.® Determine how
much relative weight each role component will have
on the overall evaluation of the role. (For example,
the role components of TEACHING could be weighted as
instructional delivery skills: 60%; course manage-
ment: 10%, etc.).

S8elect appropriate sources of information regarding
the various roles. Reach a consensus regarding
which source or sources should provide the informa-
tion for evaluating each role. Then determine how
to gather information from the sources.

Determine the weight to be assigned to each source.

Determine the amount of value or weight that should

be placed on the information provided by the various
sources.

Design or select appropriate forms, questionnaires,
and protocols.

Develop oriteria for am office of instructional
development. Develop qualifications for the coordi-
nator position. Establish a list of instructional
resources and activities.

3. Books regarding faculty evaluation systems.

Abrami, P. C., & Murphy, V. A Catalogue of Systems
for Student Ratings of Instruction. Centre for
Teaching and Learning Services:

McGill University

815 Sherbrooke Street West

Montreal, Quebec

Canada H3A 2Ké6

1980

A review and comparison of twelve leading, com-
mercially available student rating instruments (29
pages). This is the best source we have found on
this topic. It is excellent.
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3.

b.

b.

da.

Books (continued)...

Aleamoni, L. M. (Ed.). Techniques for Evaluating and

Improving Instruction. New Directions for Teaching
and Learning, no. 31. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass
(31), 1987.

This book has many relevant articles. See
especially Arreola, R. A., " A Faculty Evaluation
Model for Community and Junior Colleges."™

Also important is Aleamoni, L. M., " Typical Faculty

Concerns About Student Evaluation of Teaching."
Aleamoni lists eight faculty concerns about student

evaluation and the research evidence which addresses

those concerns. This information can be useful for
easing faculty concerns over student evaluation.

Braskamp, L. A., Brandenburg, D. C., & Ory, J. C.
Evaluating Teaching Effectiveness, a practical
guide. Beverly Hills: Sage Publications, Inc.,
1984.

Includes examples of many evaluation instruments.

Centra, J. A. Determining Faculty Effectiveness:
Assessing Teaching, Research, and Service for
Personnel Decisions and Improvements. San
Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1979.

A review of self, student, and peer evaluation.
Considers the legal aspects of using faculty
evaluation for purposes of personnel decisions.

Millman, J. Handbook of Teacher Evaluation.
Beverly Hills: Sage Publications, Inc., 1981.

4. Artiocles.

Arreola, Raoul A. In A. Smith (Ed.) "Establising
Successful Faculty Evaluation and Development
Programs,™ Evaluating Faculty and Staff, New
Directions for Community Colleges, no. 41. San
Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1983.

This article presents practical suggestions

for coping with faculty resistance and administra-
tive apathy. An important article.

8eldin, P. Court Challenges to Tenure, Promotion,
and Retention. Center for Faculty Evaluation &
Development, IDEA Paper no. 12, Kansas State
University, 1984.

Seldin discusses the importance of building due
process intc the faculty evaluation system.
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1.

Resources for PFaculty Development. The faculty
evaluation literature repeatedly states that an evaiua-
tion program will succeed only if it includes a faculty
development program. Most colleges and universities have
established faculty development functions under a variety
of titles: The Center for Academic Excellence, The

Office of Instructional Development, or a similar title.
As stated in chapter IV of this report, Suggested Guide-
lines for Developing the Evaluation System, faculty
development is an essential component of faculty eval-
uation. The following books, articles, and programs are
suggested minimum resources for a faculty development
office.

Information About Conducting a Faculty Development
Program.

Aleamoni, L. M. (ed.), Techniques for Evaluating
and Improving Instruction. New Directions in
Teaching and Learning, No. 31. San Francisco:
Jossey-Bass, 1987.

This book contains several articles justifying an
instructional development component in the faculty
evaluation systenm.

Eble, K. E., & McKeachie, W. J. Improving Under-
graduace Education Through Faculty Development: An
analysis of Rffective Programs and Practices.

San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1983.

A review of a variety of faculty development programs
at many colleges and universities. Practical guide-
lines for effective programs.

Levinson-Rose, J., & Menges, R. J. "Improving
College Teaching: A Critical Review of Research."
Review of Educational Research, 1981, 51, 403-434.
A research review of the effectiveness of a variety
of strategies designed to improve instruction.

Sedlin, P. & Associates. How Administrators Can
Improve Teaching. 8an Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1990.
Development of college faculty from the perspective
of administration.
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Classroom Assessment Technigues.

Cross, P. C., & Angelo, T. A. Classroom Assessment
Techniques. A Handbook for Faculty. National Center
for Research to Improve Postsecondary Teaching and
Learning. 2400 School of Education Building, Uni-
versity of Michigan, Ann Arbor, MI 48109.

Phone: (313) 936-2741

This excellent publication describes thirty classroon
assessnent techniques. Instructors can easily adopt
these methods to make positive adjustments in their
teaching and to improve student learning.

Teaching Tips for the College Instructor.

a. McKeachie, W. J. Teaching Tips: A Guidebook for
the Beginning College Teacher. Lexington, Mass.:
Heath, 1986.

b. Gibbs, G., Habeshaw, S., and Habeshaw, T. Fifty-
Three Interesting Things to do in Your Lectures.
Bristol, England: Technical and Educational
Services, 1984.

c. Whitman, N. A., Spendlove, D. C., & Clark, C. H.
Increasing Students' Learning: A faculty guide to
reducing stress among students. ASHE-ERIC Higher
Education Report No. 4, 1986.

This book contains many practical tips for
improving student participation class discussions,
reducing student stress, motivating students, and
helping students learn. A very helpful book.

39
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For Improving Classroom Discussions:

b.

C.

Bouton, C., & Gartk, R. Y. (eds). Learning in
Groups. New Directions for Teaching and Learning
No. 1H. 8an Prancisco: Jossey-Bass, 1983.

Davis, R. H., Pry, J. P., & Alixandcr, L.
The Discussion Method, East Lansing: Michigan
State University, 1977.

Whitman, Neal, & Schwenk, T. L. A Handbook for
Group liscussion Leaders: Alternatives to
Lecturing Medical Students to Death. Salt Lake
City: University of Utah School of Medicine.
233 623. 33 pages.

Using Student Evaluations to Improve Teaching.

b.

b.

Aleanmoni, L. M. The Usefulness of Student Evalua-
tions in Improving College Teaching. Instructional
Science, 7, 1978, 95-10S5.

This article shows how student rating evaluations,
if combined with individual consulting sessions,
help instructors to significantly improve their
student ratings.

Wilson, R. C. Improving Faculty Teaching: Effective
Use of Student Evaluations and Consultants. Journal
of Higher Education, 1986, 57, 196-211.

This article describes a consultation process which,
vhen combined with feedback from student ratings,
can produce positive change in instructors.

Growth Contracting.

Simpson, E. & Oggel, T. Growth Contracting for
Faculty Development. Center for Faculty Evalua-
tion and Developaent. Idea Paper No. 1l1. Kansas
State University, 1984.

This paper describes the concept of growth
contracting to facilitate professional development.

Teaching Goals Inventory.

Cross, P. K., Teaching "For" Learning. Paper
presented at the North Carolina State University
Centennial Year Provost's Forum. Raleigh, NC,
1987. ERIC Document No. 280537.

Cross, P. K., & Fideler, E. F. Assossment in the
Classroom. Community/Junior College Quarterly of
Research and Practice, v 12, no. 4, 1988, 275-285.
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Small Group Imstructional Diagnosis.

Clark, J., & Redmond, M. Small Group Instructional
Diagnosis. Innovation Abstracts, Vol. IV, no. 18,
1982. PFor further information write: Center for
Instructional Devalopment and Researcn

Parrington Hall DC-07

University of wWashington

Seattle, WA 98195

How to Write Instructional Objectives and Properly
Assess Student Learming Outcomes.

Alcamoni, L. M., & Arreola, R. A. A Practical Guide
for Assessing Student Learning Outcomes. Measuring,
Evaluating, and Grading Student Learning and
Instructional Outcomes. This book is provided at
the workshop on Assessing Learning Outcomes. The
workshop is conducted as a one day pre-session to
the workshop on developing a comprehensive faculty
evaluation program. For workshop dates and costs
write:

CODES

6730 N. Camino Padre Isidoro

Tucson, AZ 85718

Phone (901) 682-9761
This workshop and workbook, appropriate for
new and experienced faculty members, presents
practical procedures and resource materials on
how to more validly and reliably measure, evaluate,
and grade student learning. Rarely do faculty have
this opportunity to learn the techniques and methods
of instructional design and learning outcomes
assessment.

critical Thinking.

Kurfiss, J. G. Critical Thinkxing: Theory, Research
Practice, and Possibilities. ASHE-ERIC Higher
Education Report No. 2, Washington, D.C.:
Association for the Study of Higher Rducation, 1988.
what coilege teachers can do to foster critical
thinking and intellectual development in students.
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11.

Improving Instructional Delivery.

Instructional Skills Workshop. The ISW workshops
help develop and improve the skills of writing
instructioral objectives, preparing lesson plans,
designing assessment strategies, and conducting
instructional sessions. The workshops are de-~
signed for a one to five facilitator-participant
ratio. Beginning and experienced instructors will
benefit. Individuals are trained so they can
facilitate ISW workshops at their own institu-
tion. PFurther information about the Instructional
Skills Workshop program can be obtained through
the office of:

Charles Miller

Santa Rosa Junior College
1501 Mendocino Avenue
Santa Rosa, CA 95401

Peer observations. Peer observation is
appropriate for the instructional delivery aspect
of teaching. The faculty development staff could
request the help of instructors who have excellent
teaching reputations. Our best teachers are a
valuable resource which we should tap. Besides
helping instructors to improve their instructional
delivey, promoting an opea visitation agreement
among faculty could proviote a great deal of
positive sharing about teaching. Our grant
experience taught us that instructors especially
enjoy watching their co.leagues teach.

Videotaping lectures. An instructional develop-
ment person who is available to videotape a

class and review it in confidence with the teacher
could prove very helpful. Many college speech
departments have videotape equipment.

38
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10: ALL FULL-TIME FACULTY

FROM: Jerry Rudmanny 10-12-89
Peer Observation FII Grant Coordimator

SUBJECT: RECRUTTMENT OF INSTRUCIORS FOR PEER OBSERVATION PROJECT

Irvine Valley College has been asarded an FII grant (88-0517) titled
"Peer Mbservation Pilot: An Analysis of Classroom Rffectiveness.” It is
anticiyated that this project will achieve two aims. First, the project
will facilitate among faculty a greater interest in sharing and discussing
how they conduct their teaching. Hopefully, following participation in the
project many faculty will be motivated to try various teaching sethods and
ideas with the intent of improving their teaching effectivensss. Students
should directly benefit from any positive changes in their instructor’s
teaching. The enthusiasm generated by instructors participating in the
proyect may very well “spill over" to those faculty who do mot participate.

Secondly, the project will help us implement AB1725 which sandates the
mofmrmd-tudontfudbuckuwtofthooontucme
which instructors are ¢valuated. It is highly likely that some fora of the
peer observer and student feedback proosss developed for this project will
be incorporated in our college’s response to the AB1725 requiresents.

Currently, IVC does not have a standardized, efficieat systea for
collecting peer and student feedback about instructors and courses. What
inforsation we currently collect iant very useful for acknowledging good
teaching or providing constructive feedback about teaching.

PANMENT FOR PARTICIPATION

For their participation in the process outlined below (see
"SPECIFICS"), instructors each will be asarded a stipend of $320. The
stipend is an incentive for participation in this pilot test. The grant
has a pool of $8,640 allocated to pay instructors for participating in this

Pilot test. At one $320 stipend per part! “ipant who completes a full cycle
of participation as cutlined below, we cen involve 27 instructors

(88640/8320= 27 instructors; 9 in the fall semester of 1969 and 18 in the
spring of 1980). There may be some instructors who participate in the fall
cycle as well as the spring cycle; these instructors will receive an
additional $320 stipend for the spring semester participation.

SPECIFICS

SEQUENCE POR PARTICIPATING INSTRUCTORS

o Attend a brief orientation/inforsational meeting.

o Atten the classroom of a colleague (target instructor)
and oomplete the peer observation form.

o At the end of the classroom observation, administer and
collect student feedback formss. Give target instructor
a self-evaluation fora.

0 Meet with another instructor who has attended a different
class to observe the same target instructor. Discuss
observations and student data with the second observer.

o Meet with the target instructor and the second observer

Page - 4%
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ow the obeervation forms, the self-evaluation and the
summarised student feedbaock.

© Repeat the above cycle with another instructor as the target

for pesr observation.

Be a target instructor who is observed by two colleagues of his/her

choice. A follow-up mceting with the two cbservers will be reguired

to disocuss the obeervations. )

o Rach participant mow completes an evaluation of the entire proocess.
Changes and suggestions to the prooess will be weloome. Bach
participant sust be available for an inforwmal interview by a sember
of the Acadeaic Affairs committes, whose cnarge is to develop a
poer and tenure review process which conforms to AB1728 guidelines.

Bach perticipating instructor will be given some options regarding the
exact process by which peer cbeervations and student feedback data are
obtained. For example, some participants may wish to substitute scme fora
of class interview for the studeant reting. Others may wisa to have the
class videotaped as part of the self-evaluation proocedure. More on this at
the orientation meeting.

In smmary, each participant will observe the classroom instruction of two
other instructors, and attend each of the follow-up meetings with each of
the two instructors. PFinally, each perticipant will be obeerved by two
colleagues. To simplify the logistics, we will group participants into
triads in which each member will observe and bs cbeerved by the others.
Therefore, to sucosssfully participate you mat be willing aad able to
allocate, during Novesber, a total of eight hours of yourr tims. Your
remard will be a $320 stipend and any bemefits derived from observing and
being cbserved by your colleagues and reted by your students.

The orientation seeting will be held before the end of Oct. The fall
semester pilot will take place during Noveaber.

PLEASE LET ME KMOW AT ONCE IF YOU WISH TO PARTICIPATE. THE FIRST NINE
INSTRUCIURS WHO CONTACT ME WILL BE THOSR WHO ARE ELIGIBIE IR THIS
SEESTER'S PILOT. RESERVE A PLACT BY COMPLETING THE ATTACHED FORM AND
FLACING IT IN MY MAIL JOLDER.

Thank you. I°a looking forwerd to working with you.

Page - 41
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o

PEER OBSERVATION GRANT PROJECT

ém OBSERVATION AND STUDENT FEEDBACK PILOT GRANT PROJECT
Yes, I would like to participate in the project this Novesber.

I realize that my participation will require a total of eight hours.

I am avare that I will receive a $320 stipend for my full
participation.

RAME _
OFFICE PHONE
HOME PHONE

Page - 43 15
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THIS IS YOUR PEER OBSERVATION PACKET

INSTRUCTOR YOU WILL OBSERVE:
(observations to be conducted Monday, Noveamber 13 through
Friday, Decsaber 1.)
INSTRUCTOR CAN BE REACHED AT:
NAME OF COURSE YOU WILL OBSERVE:
DAY OF OBSERVATION:

CLASS MEETS IN ROOM:

ENCLOSED ARE THE FOLLOWING:

1. an observation form you are to complete when you observe
the class;

2. a prepared statemsnt to read to the students prior to
administering the student rating form;

3. a se: of student rating forms;
4. a project sequence/checklist.
After the observation, please return all materials to

the envelope. ILsave the envelope with Jerry Rudsann
or deposit it into the plastic tray on the wall ocutside

Jerry‘’s office.

Q 4 7
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FROM: Jerry Rudmann, Project Coordinator

(Note: as you will see from the list below,
observer/evaluse matchups.
typical peer review prccess.)

EVALUEE OBSERVER 1

MATCHUPS FOR THER FALIL 1989 PEER PILIO1
TO: All Peer Observation Pilot Test Participants

I mostly avoided

This arrangesent more closely simulates a

OBSERVER 2
Mark McNeil Pat Bell Kate Clark
Chris Riegle Jan Harn Eliz Mulholland
Terry Thorpe Susan Long Kate Clark
Richard Prytowsky Chris Riegle Jan Horn
Pat Bell Eliz Mulholland Susan Long
Eliz Mulholland Pat Bell Terry Thorpe
Kate Clark Richard Prytowsky Chris Riegle
Susan Long Richard Prytowsky Mark McNeil
Jan Horn Mark McNeil Terry Thorpe

If you want to veto one of your match-ups, see me immediately.

TIMELINES

OBSERVATION PACKETS HAVING OBSERVATION
FORME AND STUDENT RATING FORMS WILL BE
PLACED INTO YOUR MAIL FOLDER:

CONDUCT YOUR TWO CLASSROOM VISITATIONS:

CONFERENCES (1 conference with each
of two instructors you observed, and
1 conference with those who observed
you)s

COMPLETE A SURVEY ABOUT THE PILOT TEST:

ATTEND SPRING IN-SERVICE TO OFFER YOUR
COMMENTS, SUGGESTIONS, EXPERIENCES:

Monday, Nov. 13

Monday, Nov. 13 to
Friday, Dec. 1

Monday, Dec. 4 to
Friday, Dec. 15

Final Exam Period

In-service Week
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11.

SEQUENCE/CHECKLIST

Arrange a time with the evaluee to visit his/her class.

Visit the class during the Nov. 13 to Dec. 1 period.
While observing the class, complete the observation form.

After 60 minutes of observation, excuse the
instructor.

Read to the students the statement about the student ratings.

Administer the student rating forms. Ask students to
use only pencils on the scantron foras.

Collect the forms, place them into the eanvelope and
deliver them to Jerry Rudmann for processing.

Notify the other observer that you have completed your
observation.

As soon as you are notified that the student ratings have
been processed, meet with the co-observer and prepare for the
eventual conference with the evaluee. During this meeting
compare your respective observations and review the student
feedback summaries.

During the period of Dec. 4 to Dec. 15, meet with the
co—-observer and the evaluee for the evaluation conference.
At this conference, review all materials. Complete the
observation conference fora.

Place all materials in the envelope and return to Jerry
Rudeann for storage.

During final exam week, complete the project evaluation
survey.

Page - 47 19
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INSTRUCTIONS TO THE PEER OBSEKRVER

THE FOLLOWING STATEMENT IS TO BE READ TO STUDENTS PRIOR
T0 DISTRIBUTING THE STUDENT RATING FORMS:

You are being asked to evaluate this class as part of a
voluntary process initiated by the faculty at this campus. This
process is intended to provide the instructor with information
about the effectiveness of the class presentation. You
instructor has volunteered to meet with other faculty members to
discuss the results of these evaluations. Please use the
scantron provided and a pencil for completing pages 1 and 2. For
the comment section, page 3, you may write directly on the page.
Please be objective in your assessment.
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Iastructor Date of Visit
Course ID Bo. Ticket No.

Coatract Paculty / 7 Regular Vaculty [ 7

Fanel Meaber Wo. 1 Fanel Nember Wo. 1 (i7 applicable)
Svamsary of Lessos Content

1. Classroom Observetion

Instructionsl Assessment Comments and estions

l.

Exhibite subjsct matter
sxpartise.

z.

Prsssnts matarisl in s manner
that students understand.

3.

Usas s variety of instructionsl
techniques and sids.

4

Rffectively eangages ths student
in the class (s.g. whole class
discuesion, individual student

participation, growp work.

Provides studeats with o syllabus
vhich clearly definmes the maturs
ond scope of the class: the
groding criteria, and what is
expected of stwdents.




TACULTY OBSERVATION REPORT

]
Iastructionsl Agsessment Couments snd Suggestions
6. Presents & 3k1illfully organised
class session.

7. Mamages class tise effectively.

et

r 8. Demonstrates enthusiasa for subject
satter and for teaching.

i i)

9. Uses teaching methods sppropriste
to subject.

Iastructional Assesssent Counents and Suggestions

11. Professional lnvolvement

1. Bow do you siay current in field?

2. Bov do you participate ia the life
and sctivities of the college owt-
wide the classrosm (i.e., committees,
compunity work).




b

" VACULTY OBSERVATION REPORT

e A e b M R At

Satisfactory / 7 Unsatisfactory / 7 Dete of Conference

Remarks by Iastruwctor

R e ot UL A

Mditional Comments by Observer(s)

$ignsture of Observer Date

Signature of Observer Date
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Your inetructer has veluntesred te participete in this m. It is intended te previde the instructer with
informstion that wil) help hia/her eveluste and/er iapreve the esurse.

Ricactians: Plesss place your snewers on the Scantren Anewer Ferm. B0 NDT WRITE @M THIS FORML°

Pary 1i_Student \ntarmatisn
V. Student Level:

A, [Z7 Lower Division (Froshmen or Sephemere Standing)
8. 77 upper Division (Junter or Senter Standing)
€. L7 Craduste (Meve Eorr o « Bacheler's Degres)
2. Student Type:
A, 7 R-Tias Student (1 Nave & 12 Unit Lesd or Mers This Semester)
8. 7 vert-Tims Student (1 Have Fewer Than 12 Units This Semester)
3. Your ressen for toking this ceurss: (check only ene)

A, [T7 tenere) Education 0. [T pre-requisite
8. [7 Erective €. =7 other
¢ LZ7 majer
farg 2. inatruciar Qhascyatiens
Please use the follewing scels te answer iteme & threugh 20:
A = Strengly Agree D = Dissgree
8 = Agree E = Str Disagree
Ce :'amc\ o b

8. Instructor glaarly eutiined sbjectives fer this course.

S. instructer cammnicatal subject matter effectively.

6. instructer ereates INLataat ‘n subject and metivates students te lYeern.
7. instructer orgenizes clsss tims wel).

0. inatructer 1s ski1¥fu) in sbserving student resctions.

9. The orgonizetion of this esurse helps students learn.

10. instructer wsually plans the activitiss of esch class peried in detel).
11, instructer to)le otudonts when they have done o particularly geed jeb.
12. Instructer criticizes poor work.

13. in the class | fee) free to enpress sy opiniens.

. The ether students aften velumesr their oun epiniens.

15. The imetrubter Yistens sttentively to what class mambers have to sey.
16. Instruster s we)) prepared for oach class.

17. Instructer's fosdback (written esmments, explanatery handeuts) are helpfu) in mseting the standerds
of the seurse.

10. Testing and grading are foir and apprepristely ref lected course meteriels.

[l{fC Page - 54
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STUDENT OBSERVATION OF INSTRUCTION

Eart A: Cammenta

Piesse Yook over the five questions belew, then seleci any tue (2) sugstians, Write yeur essments belew to
the twe questions you selested.

1. Your instructor weuld 1ihe to knew if there is semsthing you believe ha/ehe hos dons especielly we)) in
toaching this seurse.

2. :wr‘h:ntmur would Vike to know what epecific things you believe might be done to lapreve the tesching
n s COUrse.

3. Yeur inetructer weuld Yike to know how you fee) sbout the tsuthbesk or ether Mln.mhh.

A. VWes your instructer resdily svaiiable for sensuitation?

3. De ysu have further comments that you fee! weuld be helpful? (Fellewing 1s o Vist of specific aress
that you mey wish te cemment on, but fee) free to cemment on anything.)

Enoms dlsruptivenses of Other Students

0ff ico WHours Attitude of instructor Yomerd Students
Grading Premptness or s of Yepics
instructor Knowledge Volue of Classreen Dissussion
Tona/Atmesphare of Clossreem Arything Else?

Comfort Love) of Classroen Wunber of Concelied Class Mestings

Question ___. Wy cemments ere:

Question __. Ny comments sre:

®no3
Rev: 11/8/8
FH2P9.028

(94|
un
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DOCUMENT F: faculty observation report (in-house design).




TACULTY OBSERVATION REPORT

Tull~-Tine Paculty [ 7 Part-Time Faculty [ 7
Iretructor Date of Report
School
Fanel Rember %o, T Irea/bivisTon/Taatrucelonal Vuit g‘

Fanel Member Wo. 2 Ares/Divisien/Instructionsl Uait

z.

’.

‘.

Brief description of evaluation procedures; e.g., claseroom observation, conference,
written report, student evaluation.

Classreom Observation.

Professional lavolvement.

Oboervation Trem Student Bvaluatioms.

60
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?0: ALL FULL-TIME FACULTY OF THE SADOLEBACK COMMUNITY COLLEGE
DISTRICT

FRON: Jerry Rudmann DATR: 2-9-90
Psychology Instructor at IVC,

Coordinator of FII grant to study peer evaluation
and methods of gathering student feedback about instruction

I have been awarded an FII grant (88-0817) titled "Peer Observation
Pilot: An m'x-u of Classroem Bffectivensss.” It is anticipated that

this preject will mtm thres nh. nrot. the project will facilitate
uow umey a greater intsrest M how they conduct
urm ouuh!“ in the oot many
!.eulty vtu bo ot ntu to sethods and with
the intent of students should directly benefit
teaching. The iasm

!ru any ’utuvo m- u thair hnncuc'o
genarated instructers in the project way very wvell "spill)
over® to those !.ﬂltmo ‘o not

Secondly, as yeu AB1728 mandates m wee of pesr cbservation and
mymmmumm.-m«mwmul
proocess by which instructors are evaluated. fhe graat provides us with an
excellent ty to evaluate models of peer cheexvation and student
foodback. hlyun!motturc eheerver and student feedback
process develeped for this 111 be incorporated in our district’s
response to the AB1728

nm ourrently the ict ‘ou not have a standardised, efficient
system for collecting student feedback about instructors and courses.

let’s M this problea.

For their icipatien in the process eutlined delow (see
*SPECIFICS"), each will be svarded a of $320. 'nn

mumwsnzumuuuu ilot test. The
oot pent thistsios £ oty Toetreties foe pareielpetin I s olict,
m‘::muu as eutlised belev, ve eaad unln.zo.mw cg.ug the
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© Attend a brief erientation/infermstional meeting.

© Attend the classroom 6f a collsague (target imstructer)
and complete the peer cheecrvation fern.

© At the end of the classresn eheecvetion, administer and
oollect student fesdbatk ferme. Give target imstructor

a self-evaluatisn fern to csmplets at his eor her leisure.
© Nest briefly with a seoend instructer whe 2lee has sheerved
mumt!um Compare netes regarding what you
have eheserved and anything of interest frea the student
feesdback summaries.

© Along vith a cs-cheerver, mest vith the target imstructor to
review the cbssrvetion ferms, the self-evaluation and the
summarised student feedback. Complete and sign the final
Repeat the above ol ith another instructor ing

° eycle v, serv. as
the instructor

target . .
© Repeat the above cycle but reverse roles. You become the
evalues and your colleagues becomes the obeervers.
© Bach participant novw completes an evalua of the ent
process. Changes and suggestions to the process will be weloome.

Bach participating inetructor will be given some options regarding the
exact prooess by which pesr oheervation student feedback data are

obtained. Por example, soms partic may wish to substituts a class
interviev for gathering student £ . Others may wish to have the
class videotaped as of the seslf-svaluation procedure. Nore on this at

the orientation meeting.

In summary, esach participant will cbserve the classrooa instruction of
twvo other instructors, collect student feedback, and attend a follow-up
mesting with each target imstructor. Pinally, each ieipant will be
observed, b{ tvo colleagues. Therefore, te 1y paxtieipate
must Do willizng and adle ¢o allesats, Suiing this semestes, about 7.8 s
of your tine. Your reward will be a $320 stipead and any besetits derived
!m.m“ ané being shearved by a osllcague and rated by yowr
[ ) .

The orientation meeting will be on Friday, March and at 9 a.n. at Ivc,
and 11 a.n. at Saddleback (room lecation to announced). I will make
special arrangemsnts for those who cannot meet on a Friday morning.

Please let me knov if you wish to participate. The first 20 instructors
who volunteer will be eligible for this pilet.

Thank you. I’m looking forward to working with you. I hope you share my
excitement over the yrant project. If you wish to participate, please
ocomplate and return the attached form.
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Yes, I would like to participate in the project this semester.
I realise that my participation will require about 7.5 hours and will
earn a $320 stipend.

orriCE PHONE
HOME PHONE

64
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DOCUMENT H: participant option selection form.
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FII GRANT: PEER OBSERVATION/STUDENT FEEDBACK PILOT TEST
PARTICIPANT OPTION SELECTION

During March, each participant will visit the class of two
colleagues. During the same period, two colleagues will visit,
observe, and collect student feedback in the class of sach
participant. When you serve as an instructor being observed,
vhich of the following options would you prefer:

PEER OBSERVATION FORNM:

A) Short form used in fall of 1989
B) Longer, experimental checklist torm
C) I would prefer both forms be used

STUDENT FEEDBACK METHOD:

A) Scantron form (students make ratings
(. and open-ended comments)

B) Peer conducted discussion process

C) I would prefer methods A and B

SELY EVALUATION FORN:

A) Instructor Self-Evaluation Form
(ISEF)

*B) Teaching Goals Inventory*

C) I would prefer both A & B

*NOTE: 1If.you would like to try the Teaching Goals Inventory,
will need to complete it SOON for each type of course in
vhich you will be observed. As soon as you have
completed it, send it to me so I can develop customized
questions for your student feedback and/or peer conducted
class interview process. 8Send to:

Jerry Rudmann
Social Science
IVC, A/228

66

Page - 64




DOCUMENT I: peer observation instrument-checklist.
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PEER PILOT GRANT, SPRING 19%0

CQASS CBERRVATION FORN: PEER PIIOT GRANT, 1990

DIRERECTIONS
Respond to each of the statements below by checking the number which best expressed your judgment.

(1) = strength (2) » ocnewhat of a problem (3) = a major problem  (4) = mot applicsble

-
[
-
-
ol
-
-
»
-

S T e e

1. The material presented is gurerally accepted by colleagues to be worth knowing.
2. The material presented is important for this group of students.

3. The instructor seemed to match the lecture material to the student's background.
4. The enamples used were easily understood by students.

S. When appropriate, a distinction was mede between factual material end opinions.
6. Appropriate, muthorities were cited to support statements.

7. When appropriste divergent viewpoints were presented.

8. A sufficient amount of material was included in the lecture.

99 - abweq
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PEER PILOT GRANT, SPRING 1990
CONTENT: ORGANIZATION

DIRRBCTIONS
Respond to each of the statements below by checking the number which best expressed your judgment.

(1) = strength  (2) = somsvhat of a probles (3) = a major problem (4) = not epplicsble

INTRODUCTTON

- ) (@ 3

3 e e —— 1. stated the purpose of the lecture.

o e ee e —— 2. Presented a brief overview of the lecture content.

' — e ——m — 3. stated a problem to be solved or discussed during the lecture.

3 — e — A& Made explicit the relationship between today's and the previcus lecture.
200 OF LECTURE

(1) (2) (3 W)

— — e— S. Arranged and discussod the content so that the organisation/structure was mede emplicit
to the students.

6. Asked questions periodically to determine whether too much or too little information
was being presented.

7. Presented exsmples, illustrations or graphice to clarify ebetrect and difficult ideasn.

8. Explicit stated the relationships among various idese in the lecture,

8. Periodically susmarized the sost important ideas in the lecture.

3
10. Solved or otherwise dealt with any Problems raised during the lecture.
11. Rosteted what students were oxpected to geain from the lecture material.
12. Related the day's lecture to upcoming prepentations.

-
1112
-

OTHER COMMENTS
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PEER PILOT GRANT, SPRING 1990

DIRRCTIONS
Respond to each of the ststewents below by checking the number which best expressed your judgment.

(1) = strength (2) = sommbhat of s probles (3) = a major problem (4) = not appliceble

1)

2) (3

1. Volce could be easily heard.

2. Voice was raised or lowered for veriety and emphesis.

3. Speech was neither too formal nor too cesual.

4. Spesch fillers, ("okay now,” "alm,”) were not distracting.
S. Rate of speech was neither too fast nor too slow.

89 - sbeg

(1) (2) (3

(4

6. BEstablished and maintsined eye contact with the class lecture began.

7. Listened carefully to stwdent's comments and question:

8. VWesn't too stiff and formal in appearance.

9. Wesn't too casual in appearance. lecture.

10. Pacisl and body movements were consistent with instructor’'s intentions.
For example, the instructor looked at students while veiting for their
responses after asking questions.
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PEER PILOT GRANT, SPRING 1990

E

Respond to eech

of the statements below by checking the nusber which best expressed your judgment.

(1) = streagth

(2) = somsubat of a problem (3) = o major problem (6) = not applicehle

1)

2)

3) ¥

1.
2.
3

4.
S.
%.
7.
8.
9.
10.
1.
12.
13.

Stated the purpose st the beginning of the lecture.

Defined new terms, concepts, snd principles.

Told the students why certain processes, techniques or formulas were used to solve
problems.

Used relevant exmples to explain major idess.

Used clear an sisple exawples.

‘Beplicitly relsted nev idess to familier omes.

Reiterated definitions of new terms to help students become socwstamed to them.
Provided cccasional summaries and restatements of important ideas.

Ueed alternste explanations when necessary.

Slowed the word flow when ideas were complex and ditficult.

Did not often digress from the main topic.

falked to the class, not to the board or windows.

the board work appeared organized and legible.




F PEER PILOT GRANT, SPRING 1990

E
E RIRRCTIONS
;
g
i
E
3

Respond to each of the ststements below by checkinj the number which best expressed your judgment.
(1) = strength (2) = scmswhet of a pcoblem  (3) = a msjor problem  (4) = mot applicsble

1) 4)

Asked questions to see vhat the students knew about the lecture topic.

2. Mdressed gquestions to individual students as well as the group at large.

3. Used rhetorical questions to gain students' sttention.

4. Peused sfter sll questions to allow students time to think of an answer.

S. Encouraged st'dents to answer difficult questions by providing cues or replresing.
6. When necessary, asked students to clarify their questions.

7. Aeked probing questions if a student's anewer wes incomplete or superficial.

8. Repeated answers when necessary to the entire class could hear.

9. Received students' questions politely and when possible enthusisstiocally.

10. Requested that questions which reguired time-comsuming anewers of limited interest be
discuseed before or after class or during office hours.

0L - dbeq
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DIRECTIONS
Rospond to each of the statements below by checking the number which best expressed your judgment.
(1) = stremgth (2) » somevhat of a problem (3) = & major probles (4) = not eppliceble

ESTARLIINTNG CONTACT
(1) (3 (3» (®
— emm e o 1+ Greeted studenta with a bit of small talk.
— e —— == 4. Established eye contact with as many students as possible.
— e w— o 3. B¢t grownd rules for student participation and questioning.
— e oo — 4. Used questions to gain student attention.
— e —— o O+ [Encouraged student gquestions.
NAINTAINING COWTACY
) (@ (3 (0
— = e o 6. Maintained eye contact with ss many atudenta as possible.
— = e« o« 7o Used rhetorical questions to re-engage student attention.
— e e o 0. Asked questions which allowed the instructor to gauge students’ progress.
— e e 9+ Wes able to anewer student's questions satisfactorily.
— e o= o 10. Noted and responded to signe of puazlement, boredom, curiosity, ate.
—— e e o« 11. Varied the pece of the lecture to keep students alart.
—— == = o 12. Spoke at a rate which allowed students time to taka notas.

OTHER COMNNENTS
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PRER PILOT GRANT, SPRING 1990

APPEICIX
EVALURTIUW OF COURSR MRTERIALS

Listed below are ssweral items abowt course miterinls categorised into three major areas. For each item,
indicate on a five-point scale (1-$ with S being hiith), the extent to which the course meets the criteria as
represented by each item.

1.
2.
3.
4.
S.
6.
7.
8.
9.

READINGS, PROJICYS. MD LABORATORY ASSIGIOWNTS

1.

“he syllabus adequately ocutlines the sequency of topics to be covered.
The atated course cbjectives are clear.

he outline and sequence of topics is logical. '

fhe difficulty level s sppropriate for the erolidd students.

The course integrates recent developments in ihe tiild.

?ime given to esch of the msjor course tnlco'g,\.o n
Course is responsive to the needs of mo-nuﬁ'gmm »d in the course.

The course is an edequate prerequisite for oth{r cou|'ses.

he ocourse cbjectives are congruent with the &neris\nt curriculs.

\

The reeding list (required/reccsmended) is uwp tn\« dutel and represents the work of recognised
ssthoeities. \
Readings sre sppropriate for level of course.
The texts used in the course are well selected.
Students are givea ample time to complete the ast.igiwe
The amount of homswork and assigrnments is qproprlctu.\‘

The written assigrnments snd projects are carefull: clw» an to reflect course goals.

A variety of assignments ie availsble to meet ind vldlu\»l student needs.

Laboratory work is integrated into the course. i

Students are given the course requiresents in writing n\ the beginning of the course.
The assignments are intellectually challenging to - he | Wdents.

ts/take home .

\
4 !

-



EER PILOT GRANT, SPRING 1990

1. The exam content is representative of the content and course objectives.

2. The exam items are clear and well written.

3. The exams are graded in a fair manner.

4. The grade distribution is appropriate for level of course and Lype of students enrolled.
S. The standards used for grading are comunicated to the students.
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DOCUMENT J:

stvdent rating instrument (Scantron version).
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SCCD: PEER OBSERVATION/STUDENT FEEDBACK (FII GRANT PROJECT)

pddjtionsl Questions for Your Instructor to Add (If Desired)

a1. -
Eﬁ 28.

a.
§ 30.
E

Pleass look over the five gquestions below, then select gny two (2) questions.

Write your comments below to the two questions you selected.

1. Your instructor would like to know if there iz something you believe
he/she has done especially well in teaching this course.

2. Your instructor would like to know what specific things you believe might
be done to improve the teaching in this course.

3. Your instructor would like to know how you feel about the textbook or
other reading materials.

5. Do you have any further cosments that you feel would be helpful?
(Following is a list of specific areas that you may wish to cosment on,
but feel free to comment on anything.)

Exams Disruptiveness of Other Students
Office Hours Attitude of Instructor Toward Students
Grading Promptness Breadth or Narrowness of Topics
Instructor Knowledge Value of Classroom Discussion
Tone/Atmosphere of Classroom Anything Else?

Comfort Level of Classroom Number of Cancelled Class Meetings

E

|

L

i

i

:

:

! 4. Was your instructor readily available for consultation?
| Question ___. - Ny cosments are:
3

}

|

|

!

]

|

Questionr . My coxments are:

676
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DOCUMENT K:

typical student rating summary (Scantron version).
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Small Group Individual Diagnosis (SGID) method.

51

Page - 79



. _ e

————

The Small Group Individual Diagnosis (8GID) Method

mhawmmmemm.mmumadschumda
faculty colleague trained to act as a facilitator.

SupOuTheNﬁduepbacmfmebmmmeimmmefodMinwhkhme
faciiitator expleins the SGID process and gets to know something about the instructor’s style.

Step Two. The classroom procedure is scheduled for the middie of the torm a regular class
meeting. The instructor teaches as usual for the first part of the period, then the facilitator
and leaves the room for the last 25 to 30 minutes. The facilitator briefly explaing 10 the students his or
hes role and the SGID process, emphasizing that the information will be given only to the instructor and
that the students have an opportunity to have direct affect on the remainder of their course. The
facilitator then asks them to divide themselves into groups of about five and to select one person from
each group to act as recorder and spokesperson.

The groups each address and arrive at & consensus on two questions.
1.  What doyou ke abowt the course?
2. (A) What do you think needs improvement?
(B)Whumgesﬁmdoyouhweforbﬂngingabommwmﬂ

After 7-8 minutes of discussion time. the facilitator asks each spokesperson to report one response to
eachofd\equuﬁan(methmmemndunbeuadeiﬁmmddusmm).

The facilitator writes the responses on the board, being sensitive to dissension and minority views.
When a statement is not shared by most, the facilitator requests a show of hands and records the

¢ breakdown. The instructor will ask for two student volunteers to record what is written on
the board. The facilitator will share this infformation with the instiuctor.

Step‘l'hlu.ThenéauepinSGlDisthefeedbacksesdoaneenthefadlmmmeimtmaorin
which they discuss the students’ comments, the instructor's reaction to them, and strategies for
change. They also discuss what the instructor should say to the students.

This step has been identified as the most difficult in the process. it requires that the facilitator has

adequ&e&acNmupeﬁemeaMMheushedwpomanudewwnsMe
faciltator should be supportive, warm, senskive, understanding, nonjudgmental, and should listen actively.

The facilitator's role requires that he or she operates on several levels. Onthe first level, the facilitator is a
communication channel with primary concern for conveying the students’ sentiments in such a way as
to avoid defensive reactions from the instructor that may block the flow of information.

On the second level, the facilitator is an information sourcé.perhnpsshadnghisotherwnteaching
experiences or telling the instructor about various resources and techniques.

On the third level, which only should be incorporated by the most experienced, the facilitator gives
M*demwmmﬂeammhymkemme
instructor’s teaching strategies for the instructor’s reaction and reflection.

Step Four. in this step, the instructor uses the first 10 minutes of the ensuing class period to get
clarification from students about comments that were unciear and summarize the students’ comments
1o allow them to correct distortions and check for accuracy. The instructor should offer some reactions
to the comments and perhaps outline intended changes or adaptations.

Step Flve. The Instructor fills out the response form and forwards R to the facilitator. This step invoives 2
follow-up session between the facilitator and the instructor to discuss the success of the review session
with the students. The session should emphasize a seif-evaluation by the instructor of how the change: are

working as well as an analysis of the impact upon the students. This session should serve to reinforce the
instructor’'s changes and improvements.

Step Six. The facilitator will attach 8 summary of the A?e SGID process. Page - 80
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PEER MENTOR PROCZ3S
Summary Comments of the SQID Facilitator

Plesse wiile a short summary of you' impreseions gained during the cless vislt and in
your discussions with the instructor.

On Movember 23 1988 I was an §.G.I.D. facilitator in .

Bnglish 501 class. It was a very productive experience, but alio a
difficult one. I say aifficult only because there was 8¢ much
disagreement among the students about what they disliked about the

class.
Overall, they like the course and think their instructor is exosllent.
They emphasized that they thowght that Mrs. was very fair ana

nonbiased and was slvays villiag to help them. They liked the fact
that she didn’'t attack them personally when she was eorrscting their
mistakes and actually made them feel comfortable during the process.
They thought that her methods of instruction were very innovative and
that they all had a chance to participate in classroom discussions.

Their main criticisms were not about Nrs. .. but about the course
itself and the lab. Sixteen out of 19 agreed that the pace of the
course wvas too fast and that the lab needed improvement due to noise,
crowdedness and personnel problems. As far as the other areas that
needed improvement, there was quite a hit of disagreemsnt and they
couldn’t reach a consensus (see attached report #4-6). During the
svaluation they kept telling me to make sure that Mrs. *didn't
take this personally”; they knew that the probleme wers not her fault.

Immedis~ely following the $.G.I.D. I discussed this evaluation with
and she was completely open and receptive to their suggestions.

In fact, she thoughtthat many of their ideas were good ones. Since

then, she has met with the other 301 instructors to share some of her

students’ ideas, especially regarding assignments. She has also met.

with lab personnel to try to make some necessary changes there. I

was particularly impressed with the fact that she immediately responded

toit::u suggestions so that the course could be improved rather

quickly.

It is obvious that . is a conscientious and -dedicated instructor who
is really concerned about her students and their progress. And they,

in turn, respect her for this. Over the years that I have been at
Allan Nancock College I have heafd good things about many of the English
instructors, but I have heard a disproportionate pumber about .. She
certainly is an asset to her department and our college.
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FACIJTA‘ REPORT .

nelructon Semesten__Fal11 1938
DueoiVol: _i @ber 23, 1908
orme of Paciioten ..
Course Muwber & T __Enalish 301 - Introduction to Lanquage Arts
Number of Studente Prasents .12
b~} e e—
g STUDENT CONNEITR:
® POSITIVE AGPECTS OF THE CLASS AREAS POR IMPROVEMENT
! 1. Teacher makes you feel comfort- | 1. Paoce of course too fast. 1. Give fewer assignwents.
o , able vhen correcting mistakes. () disagree)
w 2  Like working in editing grouvps 2. Lab need improvement (3} dis- | 2. Too crowded at times.
' and coming up with personal agree). Too noisy.
urﬂm in paragraphs. Some lab personnel have
) | used to write bette’ attitude probleme and
paraycaphs ., are very rude to students.
4. Class participatiorn. 3. 2 lab hours too many on weeks | 3, Cut lab hours on hollday weeks.
S. Like leisure reading (2 disagree with 1 or 2 days holidays.
6. Teacher gives a lot of individua] ¢. ¢ books too many to read. (8|4, Cut books assigned to 2.
attention. disagree) ‘
7. Teacher is mnombiased, S. Too much repetition at begin- | 5. Shorten time spent on pre- |
8. Teacher is very immovative. ning of course. (pre-writing)] writing).
9. Like book un- (3 disagres) (7 disegree)
0. Like note taking om other 6. Too many assignments given at | 6. Even out assignments more.
students (35 think just listening| - one time, makes things .
would be better). confusing. (0 disagree)
1. Good pace (1) disagree)




SUGOESTI A8 POR MPROVEMENTS

1, Clve fever secoigwmegte.

1. 1 have elresdy met with ether 301
fnotructors sbout deleting or ot lesot

ening some of the otuwdy okille lesson
dida’t quite seenm te verk thie eemest
hove desided to spreed sssigmments out
e svenly to lessen the confusion ot the

1. 1€ etudente were relerring to writing
osolgamente, ay respense (o, "Serry, but
beole writers need to write, write,write.
m““-;“lu :«-..:: o;dy okille ond
]
ar :g.“:ounlllunln

thet the studonte den't Lind themselve

" ve evld beck o
A 2 .0
o 1. Tes meley. weise level in the {a. 1 !nl.:ht - is the teb. 1 hove slso telhed with
. 2. Yoo crouded. tu::::tu: ln'gn:ul could be -..:o ““:""‘::"“:.‘ “". . ::"”:"'" :"'
3. Seme lob persemmel hove sttitule wolomsl. 1 agree sbeut the over- -4 senne’.
2 ore rule to othients, Crowding. T wesn't swere of the 11 be mecting chertly with Weney Coul:
3 2 100 heure ore tes seny during 3. 1 egree. o 3. 1 heve ¢loevosed this with Bomey. At
holidey veeks, our oot cemp/iit meeting ohe smmeunced
thee ul{ 1 houe will be roquired during
oheet holidey veeks frem now on.,
4 Cut leloure resding books te 2. 4. The otudente whe conpleined hove now [ 4. Nent semsster t will set deodliines
e

(8 dlongree, hovever)

their leloure renlding. :

-
have told me thet they enjoyed thelr the end of the eemester with & beoke ¢
Seske. 1 rveelly feel thet mere structured evee inte their busy sshedules. 1'11 ol

tdelines 19 what they went, imeluding | Oe mere ttfe sbout Sock telhs ond

te ond

5 Shortew time opant on provritisg. +1 think whet they ebject te 1o prevriting e e,
(7 éleagree) vithout ¢ reel purpese. I think they 5. 1 heve discussed thie with other 301
ore vight, {estrectore. Hemt semester we will
Cellow up eseh prowriting methed with
i * = {w-elase peregre;.
Tes mony seeigamente given ot one 6. 1 ngree wholeheartedly, 7. Suring ove 301 lench meetings we Mave
t:- wshes thinge eenfusing. ) Seen discueoing veoys teo delete or rerite
(8 éloegree) lesdons. Our biggest soletion Lo tied s
with scheduling. Ve ere moving weny of ¢
wly okille ssalgnmence to the letter W
g__—_—__—____ —_————————————— — - — o+
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