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[loanuHHO-KOMMYHHKATHBHBIE  3aj)aHHA  HANpaBICHet HA  COBEPIUCHCUBOBAHME
JEYERBIX HABLIKUE H OT/IHYaAIOTCA rulxmm YNpaslcHAEM TIPENOIABATENCM peqenoﬂ
[EATENBHOCTH CTYAEHTOR: CTyAeRTaM npepocranidercs csobona prifopa cosepmanuem
WHISHHA M CPEACTB ero BhPAXCHNA. Tak, B JaHHOH CHTYAIMH yOeRIeH S YIIPABRAIOLICTD
3 MEPAX [0 YAVYLICHHIG OM3HECA PAIBHTHE THCKYPCHBHOH KOMTIETEHUHH OCYIIECTBAACTCA
pryMeHTause  HeoOXOIMMOCTH [IOCTPOEHWS NPEICHTAUMH ¢ YHETOM 0CoBeRHOCTeH
(OLHANBHBIX I'DYIIIE HOTPBﬁHTBHCﬁ, CICliEHH HX HHq}OpMHpOBaHHOCTPI O OpeiaaracMbIx
108208 GUPMEL ¥ ADYFHX CHTYATHBHO-PEICEAHTHEX GakTopos.

Taxum ofpasoM, HCIOALIOBAHHE CHCTEMEBI YNPAXHEHHH ¥ 3afaHui MO PAsBHTHIO
KHOAZBIYHOH KOMMYHUKATHBHON KOMNETEHIMA CIYIEHTOB B PaMkaX KOMMYHHKATHBHO-
(HTYATHBHOIO TPOfieCCHORANLHO-OPHEHTHPOBAHHOIO OBy4eHUs NO3BOAACT ONTHMAIBHO
opranu3opath yueOHmH NpoUecc C OMOPOH HA HCHONL30BAHHE KOMMYHHKATHBHOH
CITYRHHA Kak 0a30BYK eIMHHALY OBAAICHHA OCHOBAMI MEKKYIIBTYDHOTO B3AHMOEHCTBUN.
lpy >TOM OCHOBHYW 3aIasy Mpl BHIAM B CO3NAHHM COOTRETCTBYIONIMX yueBHO-
KETOTHYECKHX TocoBHit H pa3paloTOK MO OCHOBHBIM PAsJEnaM i TEMaM, JAIOMCHHBIX B
IPOTPaMME ODYUEHHA CTYAEHTOB-CTAPIICKYPCHHKOB IKOHOMHYECKIX CHEIHAILHOCTER.
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KHODTSEVA A.
{Ulrainian academy of banking of NBU)

A REFLECTIVE MODEL OF PEER OBSERVATION
AS A BASIS FOR TEACHER DEVELOPMENT

The recent interest at all levels of education in the accountability of the teacher and
teacher development bas led to the widespread implementation of various models of
observation. These management techniques have strong educational justification behind
them and can have a very positive effect on job satisfaction and staff development. However
many of these have been reduced to the tevel of a routine administrative procedure. The
purpose of this paper is to examine reflective models of peer observation at tertiary level
and their influence on teacher development. With regard to this the following priority tasks
were determined; to explore aftitudes to peer observation in British ELT methodology and
teaching practice, identify 15 various models and their objectives, and propose alternative
models based on the concept of the reflective approach..

Some of the evidence shows that peer observation is frequently carried out for
purposes of appraisal or judgement of the observed, and can be detrimental both to teacher
confidence and to a supportive teaching environment. Furthermore, this approach seems
have little valus for active teacher development, since the focus is on being developed,
rather than on self-awarcness and self development. Peer observation, therefore, should not
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be a vehicle for the evaluation of others on the basis of our assumptions, but a reassessmeny,
of those assumptions on the basis of their teaching.

The use of peer observation which can be seen in several different models in ELT
context is the subject of this article. Through the analysis of British theory and practice iy,
this area peer observation models may be sub-divided into three groups: appraisal (modeig
1, 2), supportive (models 3-5) and reflective ones (models 6, 7). A close ook at thege
models is presented further.

Model 1: Merit assessment, where teacher accountability through peer observation of
teaching was linked to pay. The scheme collapsed because of teacher and union opposition.

Model 2: Peer observation models, linked to appraisal. The most common reaction of
teachers seems to be that this is a procedure imposed from above and over which they have
no control. For this reason it is carried out with a minimum of commitment and reflection.

Such models have many weaknesses, and have been widely criticised, notably for their
Jjudgemental and threatening nature [Wajnryb 1992, p.98].Unless they are accepted by the
staff, the only relevance of these schemes is likely to be to accountability, rather than to
genuine teacher development. There are, furthermore, many strong educational arguments
against these models.

Many teachers have observed lessons, and have in their turn been observed. Their roles
in these two activities are radically different. When observing, their role is to learn from
others, and when been chserved they are being assessed. Most ieachers, however, who
seldom observed, or been observed by their peers, are uncertain whether their role is 1o
assess and to judge, or to learn.

This uncertainty became clear to me in a recent discussion on the implementation of
peer observation in our department at the Ukrainian academy of banking. A number of
comments revealed that many of those present saw the exercise as threatening or critical.
and assumed Lhat the observer was making some form of assessment on the performance of
the teacher. However, my contention is that they all arise from a false view of what the
objective of peer observation should be.

In the above contexts, the teacher’s role is passive. There is an emphasis on teachers
being observed, and being told about their teaching, rather than a process of active sell-
development through reflection, and self-awareness. It is debatable to what extent teachers
will improve their performance in the classroom from being told what is wrong with their
teaching; a very natural and common rcaction would be for them to become defensive, and
resist any further suggestions. It is alse important to realise that teaching styles and methods
are very subjective, and that, despite much research, so far there has been no proof that any
one method or style of teaching is significantly more successful than others [Ellis 1994,
p.124]. It seems to me, therefore, not only that we are unqualified to judge our peers, bul
also that our judgements are subjective, and therefore of limited and questionable value to
anyene other than ourselves. .

As onc of the buzz terms for the 1990s in British methodology was *team building’.
the aim was and is to work together to improve team and individual performance and
confidence, and to give mutual support in the face of external judgements and assessment..
Good teachers need not only knowledge but enthusiasm, confidence, selfvalue, and a desire
to grow professionally. A commitment 1o mutual support was realised through three
‘supportive” models:

Model 3: Colleagues observe each other against a background of agreed criteria. This
is followed by constructive feedback and discussion: “The aim of the observation is to helt

improve the skills of the observed, therefore quality feedback is essential.” [Fullerton 1993.
p.82]
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Modcl 4: Pair mentoring. Two teachers observe each 'other’s fessons, discuss_ing areas
of mutval interest, and planning future strategies [Whlgker 1996, p.65]. This is less
threatening, but limits awareness of other leaching styles to just one teacher.

Model 5: Lessons are videoed. Teachers watch extracts from lessons, relate these to
agreed criteria, discuss, and propose future developments. [Claydon and McDowell 1993,

23
’ ]Thcse models, if well-implemented, are much more cpnstructive than models. 1 and 2.
They usually emphasize the importance of trusg, gupportwcness,_and the recogn.mor? and
development of good practice, rather than the locating anc} correcting of bad practice. They
are, nonetheless, still based on the assumption that people improve and_df:\_felop i_)t:gt through
the comments and knowledge of others. This may be true at the initial training stage,
although even then reflection and self-awareness can be vital, but I contend that for
experienced teachers this is not the case, since genuine development comes about throu_gh
self-awareness, reflection, and open-mindedness !:0 other z_lppmaches and styles. ].hc
observation process itself can play a crucial role in preventing teachers from becoming
routinized and isolated .1t would therefore seem bepeﬁc:lal to widen that experience. The
emphasis in a reflective approach, however, _is very dlfff:rent. _ )

In a reflective context, peer observation is carried out in order to encourage self-
reflection and self-awareness about our own teaching. The focus is on tl'fe ieachers own
development, rather than on any presumed ability.t_o develop the tegchmg of peers or
colleagues. Those of us who have observed in this spirit know that .there is a great dgal to be
learnt by reassessing our teaching in the light of -other teaching styles. It stlmula;es
awarengsss, reflection, and a questioning approach, it may also r_nake us aware of exciting
techniques that we are temperamentally unable 1o impl_erpcnt. If, as sometimes happens, a
teacher is totally lacking in self-awarencss and self-criticism, there would seem 10 be little
chance of any approach helping them to become a good teacher. _

Two possible models of reflective observation have been revealed through the analysis
of Jill Cosh’s findings. ) _ )

Model 6: An area of general interest or potential pro_blcm is selected, e.g. variety and
pacing, Teachers observe a class, and fill in an observation task shect or feedback sheet
about idcas generated, and any possible further action for their development. A workshop is
then held where everyone discusses the fopic. _

Model 7: Each teacher observes a class on an arca reicyant to hisfher.own concerns and
area of teaching. There could be a bank of questions, criteria, or observation sheets to focus

romate 1deas.

. anicrllﬁlh(gi? particular casc of implementation of these two models it was decided to use a
simple feedback sheet for the observer to record what has been learnt fr‘om the observation.
The role of the sheet was both to cianify ideas, and to make suggestions for future staff
development in the arca of workshops, seminars or demonstrations. The author points out
that the anonymity of the observed should be respected unless_the observers wish them to
demonstrate or explain some example of good practice with their agreement. She hopes this
will lead to other staff develtopment such as enquiry into theory, courses, c_onfcrenccs, and
to an aimosphere of enthusiasm about the processes of teaching and learning {Cosh 1999,
p.26]. . s s

It is important to note that the size of department or mstitution, and_the s:n}llgrlty or
otherwise of areas of teaching will influence whether these models are carried out jointly by
the whole group of teachers or in smaller groups. There is also a need for a co-ordinator to

s make sure that insights are shared, good practice is disscminatqd. and that the scheme
- doesn’t die through inertia. We have decided to transfer these ideas and practices into

Ukrainian context. After a year in operation the models will be evaluated by all involved,
and any refinements or aiterations made.
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In conclusion, T would argue towards a view of the experienced teacher ag
professienal, with autonomy and independence, as the initiator of his/her own developmen,
rather than as a skilled person dependent on development by others. The art of teaching can
best be developed by a ‘reflective® view. This includes reflection in action- the ability to
make decisions and adapt during the process, and creative reflection-examining and
assessing of our own values and beliefs in the light of the theories and practice of others
[Cosh 1999, p.27}. Thus, observation becomes not a vehicle for the judgement of others on
the basis of our own assumptions, but an assessment of those assumptions on the basis of
their teaching. and results in our continuous professional growth and development,
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IMATMMOBA T.H.
(Yxpauncras axademus banxosckoze dera)

@®OPMHPOBAHHE HHOAZLIMEON KOMMYHHKA THBHOL
KOMIETEHTHOCTH CTYAEHTOB BEA3MKOBBIX BY30RB

Pasputie 00pa3’oRaHis B YCHOBMEX YCHICHWSA 3KOHOMMYCCKOH, MONMTHICCKOH
KYMLTYPHOH UMTErPAaldH CTPAH NPHBOOWT K OOLEKTHBHON HHTEDHANHOHATHIAL
COBPEMEHHOIO 0OPA3OBAHAA, HEPE] KOTOPLIM BCTAET 3aaaua GOPMMPOBAHES NHUHOCTH HA
Dase OOMmMEHENOREUECK X LEHHOCTCH, IOTOBOH K COTPYAHMHSCTEY M KOMMYHHKALMM C
OpeACTABATE/IAME  OPYrHX  ©TpaH.  Pacmmpende  MexIYHApORHOrO  AENOBoro
COTPY.IHHYCCTBE TPEOYET OT COBPEMEHHOTO CHEUMANHCTA BIANCHIL HHOCTPAHHBIM S3BIKOM
HA NPHHIAMHANLHO HOBOM  YPOBHE -~ KAK HHCTPYMEHTOM HPOGECCHOHANEHO
MEXKYILTYPHOR KOMMYHHMKALNA. HOpMaTHBHBEIC AOKYMCHTH Yipauusi 06 ofipasoBammHu
NOATBEPAUAFOT JAHHBIE (akT, NOAYEPKHBAA HEODXOIUMOCTh YCHIIEHHA PONH HHOCTPAM) (hiX
H3BIKOE B [IPOUECCE MEPEONEHXM LUEHHOCTEH, M3MEHEHMSA IPHODHTETOB, AYXOBHOMD
COBEPINEHCTROBAHHS  JIUMHOCTH, @ NPOHCKONALIEE HA  COBPEMEHHOM  9Tanc
YCOBEPUICHCTBOBAHME IeNedH K 3aaad OOydYEHMA MHOCTPAHHBIM AIBIKAM, BRI3BAHHOC X
HHU3HA HOBBIMH COUMAILHO-3KOHOMHYECKHMH M KYIETYDHBIMH PEXIMaMH B YKpaHuc,
C0318eT HeOGXONNMBIC MPEANOCEITKY M7 OPraHWIaLMY 00YYeris, CKOHEHTPUPORAHHOTO
Ha YYEHHKE, T.K,

TpedyeT, uTo0H! 0OYHEHHE HHOCTPAHHbBIM A3RIKAM:

- cnocoGCTROBANO  (OPMMPOBAHMIO COBPEMEHHOMN, CAMOCTOATENRHO MBICTAILICSH
MHYHOCTH, CEOBONHOM OT NPEAPACCYAKOR H MOTOROH K JMATOTY C HPEACTARUTENIMK JPYIHX
HAUMOHARBHESX KYAETYP,

- PA3BHBANO Y YHAMXCA YMEHHE COIMANRHON0 BIAUMONEHCTEBHS, TIPERoRaratoulero
cBOBOAHOE BHIDAKEHUE CBOETC MHEHHS, YMEHKE apTYMCHYHpPOBATh CBOH B3rRA@bi H
YB6eKACHUS, & TAKKE YMEHNA TOHHMATh ONIIONCHTA, IPUHMMAS KK HE NPHHMMAS ero.

Kak nokasmsaloT HCCNenoBaHMA, BOSMOXHOCTS TPOIBMKEHHS BEICTIEH uxolsl 112
AYTH PelleHHA 3THX 3aia4 O0CCIIEeYMBAETCA 33 cdeT NpHiauHs OonsmelRt kyneTypHOH
HAanpaBReHHOCTH KAk  o0paloBarensHOMy fIPOLEcCY B I[efAoM, Tak #  00ydeHmlw
MHOCTPARHBIM A3ILIKAM B MACTHOCTH.
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