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Teaching individual students has been a core cosmgoonf academic
language and learning (ALL) work since its inceptim Australia in the
1980s. In the first decades the success of onedoteaching was largely
reported in terms of the level of usage by studemtsl the quality of the
learning assumed by high levels of usage. A sydtienagproach to the
evaluation of the effectiveness of one-to-one temrhhas presented
challenges for ALL practitioners for a number aigens. First, ALL work is
positioned and constructed in different ways ifiedént universities and, for
the most part, sits outside their mainstream tegclvaluation processes. In
addition, one-to-one teaching is only one aspe& obmplex, multifaceted
role which usually includes resource developmesdaching of groups and
research. The commodification of university edwraand the concomitant
emphasis on “customer service” has blurred thediffce between teaching
and service delivery adding further challengesvalating the one-to-one
practice. The literature on evaluation from theaol@r context of education
and on some current ALL evaluation practices amsdudisions among ALL
practitioners have been explored for insights iet@luating one-to-one
teaching. As well, a study was undertaken to identhe criteria that
students use to judge the effectiveness of ALL torene teaching. Based
on the findings of the review and the study, a ional framework for
evaluating one-to-one practice has been developgdecommendations for
its application suggested.
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1. Introduction

Teaching individual students has been a core compoof academic language and learning
(ALL) practice since its inception in Australia apgimately 30 years ago. In the early years of
ALL provision in Australia there was, in many irgtions, an emphasis on reporting one-to-one
teaching in terms of the levels of student usades Was linked to the need of many ALL
practitioners in the first fifteen years of the fession to justify their employment to their
institution. In effect this aligned the evaluatiofone-to-one practice to the numbers of students
attending. In the 1990s, the provision of one-te-daeaching itself came under threat in a
number of institutions because of its perceivedfitiency in meeting the needs of increasing
numbers of students in the context of reduced funétir higher education. Papers presented at
the LAS Conferences in the mid 1990s are testimimnyhis. For example, in 1994, ALL
practitioners responded in a conference titlategrating the teaching of academic discourse
into courses in the disciplind€hanock & Burley, 1995) with demonstrations ofvhiar ALL
practice had expanded beyond one-to-one interactionthe following conference in 1996,
What do we learn from teaching one-to-one thatrm® our work with larger numbers?
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(Chanock, Burley & Davies, 1997), there were ckvguments not only for the value of one-to-
one interactions in themselves, but also for thg iwavhich they informed the work done with
groups and of embedding academic literacies insssurSo, although these conferences testify
to a shift in ALL practice from an approach iniljaltied to counselling to one which
encompassed many practices for teaching acadetraiadies (Stevenson & Kokkinn, 2007),
there was a tendency to focus on the justificatioALL practice rather than its evaluation.

Evaluation had clearly become a significant parAbt practice by 2002 when the Victorian
network of ALL practitioners produceddcademic skills advising: Evaluation for program
improvement and accountabilifyVebb & McLean, 2002). The focus in this collectiamas
largely on the evaluation of programs and develpgirsystematic way to evaluate one-to-one
teaching was recognised as problematic. In theecidin, Chanock (2002) articulates many of
the problems associated with evaluating one-toteaehing which in part explain why it has
lagged behind the evaluation of ALL programs. Tlvst fdifficulty is that ALL work is
positioned and constructed in different ways ifiedént universities and, for the most part, sits
outside their mainstream teaching evaluation pemsesvhich means that ALL practitioners
have had to develop their own evaluation processexldition, one-to-one teaching is only one
aspect of a complex, multifaceted role that usuialtyudes resource development, teaching of
groups, and research, though the focus in this rpapeon one-to-one teaching. The
commodification of university education and the @amitant emphasis on “customer service”
have blurred the differences between teaching andce delivery and this blurring challenges
the nature of the construct being evaluated.

Individual teaching involves complex combinatiorfslanguage and learning needs that are
specific to the individual student and which requimdividual responses rather than a prepared
lesson (Chanock, 2002). Finding a way to measweetfectiveness of this diverse one-to-one
teaching is difficult. Attempting to assess whatdsints have learned in possibly one session
and identifying the ALL practitioner's contributicio that learning is also a challenge. Even
though evaluation of one-to-one teaching preseiitshase problems, there is consistent
mention in the ALL literature of the importance ohdertaking evaluation as a means of
monitoring and improving practice and making ALlat¢éing visible. As Chanock (2002, p.
201) argues, it is “reasonable for colleagues, athtnators and the public to want to know what
we do, how we do it and why we think it is worthimg'. It is also important to understand
what kind of learning takes place in one-to-onesie®s to contribute to a better understanding
of student learning in higher education.

In order to develop a systematic approach to aehieeaningful evaluation of one-to-one ALL
practice, a framework is required. The purposéhis paper is to draw on a range of resources
in order to develop a systematic approach for treduation of one-to-one ALL teaching and
suggest a framework.

2. One-to-one teaching in ALL

Across Australian universities, the specific preesi related to one-to-one teaching vary. These
variations are often the consequence of how péatianiversities define the role of academic
language and learning provision within their indf@n. The practice of one-to-one ALL
teaching varies between universities in terms of:

* the proportion of ALL practitioner work that is dedted to it

e the location and context within which it is offerethd reported on (e.g. within a
university's Library, or within a Faculty, or withia dedicated ALL unit, or within a
multi-professional unit alongside counsellors, Hiy and international student advisers)

 the duration of the sessions (from 10 minutes tonbtutes)

« the nomenclature (appointment, tutorial, sessioop-th)

* how students access one-to-one teaching (selft seleeferral or both)

* how frequently students can access one-to-oneitepfimlimited or limited).
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There are three main sets of “actors” involved itLAone-to-one practice. These “actors” are
the student, the ALL Adviser and, perhaps less asly, the University within which the
practice is situated. The University is largelyp@ssible for theconstructand contextof the
one-to-one interactions. Tlwnstructrefers most broadly to the way a university defiaad
views the role of academic language and learningigion within the institution. This role may
be considered primarily as remedial support foadisntaged or under prepared students; or as
the teaching of academic literacies; or as a chaggnt within the teaching and learning
agenda of the institution; or as a combinationhaflse. The University’s view of the role also
affects where it is placed, that is, the type oit within which it is offered and to whom it
reports; and the importance given to one-to-onehieg within ALL work. The history of ALL
provision in Australia has shown that these corstra factors are frequently, as Schuck,
Gordon and Buchanan (2008, p. 540) have commefdieciymscribed by management agendas
in which teachers are accountable for policy imm@atation but excluded from policy
determination or participation” and a “devolutiohresponsibility but not power” (Bottery &
Wright, 1997, as cited in Gordon & Buchanan, 2000&%40). This raises issues about the extent
to which ALL practitioners are able to evaluate ey in which their practice is constructed
within their institution, a longer term and stiligssing issue for ALL practitioners.

The second aspect of ALL one-to-one sessions fachwthe university is usually responsible, is
the context This refers to the ‘environmental’ aspects of ititeractions such as their location;
the time allocated for the sessions; how studeaits gccess to these interactions; and whether
there are any limits to students accessing theaictiens. These aspects may also be determined
or heavily influenced by the university and ALL ptiioners may also have little control over
them and again be limited in their ability to exatkithem.

Although the focus of evaluation in ALL has beengidy on programs (particularly group
sessions of various kinds) rather than on the orme teaching, some important groundwork
has been laid by researchers such as Clerehan)(@@®7analysed one-to-one sessions in terms
of dialogic learning, Chanock (1997, 2000b, 2002@04), Chanock and Vardi (2005) and
Woodward-Kron (2007) who also investigated the reanf the interaction between the ALL
practitioner and the student. Whether, as an eneputhe one-to-one session is most
appropriately characterised as an information-gjyvian instruction-giving, advice-giving,
information exchange, or some particular combimatibthese, is still unclear.

This distinction can be important because therelgs, in some institutions, a tendency to
view individual ALL teaching as service encounteihis tendency has become more
pronounced with the commodification of educatidmattis, with the approach to university
education as a product for students who have becwmmesumers” of education and the

universities’ “customers” (McCulloch, 2009). OneMEMillan and Cheney’s (1996, as cited in

McCulloch, 2009) criticisms of the consumption/seevmetaphors is that they construct the
educational experience as a product rather thanaegs. In terms of ALL one-to-one sessions
this can be translated as the difference betweeserdgice encounter (the delivery of an
information product) or a teaching and learningoemter (the development of the learners’
abilities and understanding) (Chanock, 2000a). WEithluation this distinction can mean the
difference between asking whether a service hag ekvered or whether a student’s abilities
have been developed (Chanock, 2000a). Responghks former question frequently focus on
student satisfaction with immediately gained infation and the personal qualities of the
“service provider”. However, responses to the taftcus on the quality of the learning

outcomes and the degree to which the developmemstfdent’s abilities have been stimulated.

3. Education literature on evaluation

The extensive literature on evaluation in higheucadion (e.g. Kulik & McKeachie, 1975;
Ramsden & Dodds, 1989; McAlpine & Harris, 2002; Rden, 2003; Macdonald, 2006) and on
the evaluation of teacher effectiveness offersngeaof resources for a framework to evaluate
one-to-one ALL teaching. Many researchers apprdbehsubject of evaluation in education
from four perspectives:
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the purpose for an evaluation

the specific focus of the evaluation
the participants in the evaluation
and the methods of evaluation.

3.1. Purpose of evaluation

In relation to the purpose of evaluation in edwratiMacdonald (2006, p. 4) draws on

Chelimsky's (1997) three purposes for evaluatidmesg are evaluation for accountability, for

development, and for knowledge. Macdonald (2006&)sees these purposes as aligned with
the purposes Robson identified in 2000 as asse#sgngfficiency and outcomes of a program,

of finding out if students’ needs are met, how agpam is operating, understanding how a
program works, and improving a program.

3.2. Focus of evaluation

In relation to the specific focus of an evaluatadrteaching, McAlpine and Harris (2002, p. 9)
build on Cashin’s (1989) model of ways to examieaching practice and list the appropriate
foci for evaluation as the teacher’s subject magtgrertise; ability to conceptualize, plan and
organise instruction; their delivery skills, inclog their instructional plans, strategies and
evaluation techniques; their management skillstf@ instruction to move smoothly; their
relationship with their students; their ability ¢onceptualize and carry out activities for their
own personal and professional growth; and theilitglio implement activities that further the
quality of teaching in their unit. There is a dangéhese are the only focus of an evaluation as
they identify the teacher as the sole “actor” ie thaching and learning process. Kirkpatrick
(1998, as cited in McAlpine & Harris, 2002) suggetsiat the evaluation of teaching should also
include the degree to which the learner engagdu avienjoyed the learning; the learning which
occurred measured by appropriate means; the lésralgitity to use the learning beyond the
specific circumstances in which the learning ocedirrand the institutional benefit such as an
enhanced learning environment.

3.3. Participants in evaluation

In relation to the participants in the evaluatiangdistinction needs to be made between who
instigates an evaluation and who contributes tAstmentioned previously, the instigator of the
evaluation and the teacher may be different, anthefinstigator and teacher have different
agendas for the evaluation, this can be a sourtensfon. Evaluation can be set up to include
inputs from a range of people including administrat students, colleagues and teachers
themselves (Kulik & McKeachie, 1975), and thereseane agreement that this is beneficial
(Cashin, 1990; McAlpine & Harris, 2002), somethingich is reiterated by ALL practitioners
(Chanock, 2002).

3.4. Methods of evaluation

Universities collect a range of data on studentd AbL practitioners can work with the
administrators in their institution to gain accésshese data to enhance their understanding of
students’ backgrounds and study programs (for elgnspudents’ language backgrounds and
academic progress) and use the existing systent®rtomunicate with particular groups of
students (for example, survey students in a paaticsubject). The administrative staff who
work with ALL practitioners to set up one-to-onddractions and who are often the first to
meet students, can also offer a valuable persgediv the effectiveness of the contextual
elements of ALL one-to-one practice. Having a vagbigned data base of student data is a
useful requirement for successful evaluation (Mdkw©96).

While it is generally accepted that students’ femdtbon teaching is an important part of
evaluation, how that feedback is collected and usedore controversial (Zabaleta, 2007). The
controversy has arisen in part because Studenu&vahs of Teaching (SETs) have been, in
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many universities, the only primary data on teaghtmat is collected systematically (Cashin,
1990; Johnson, 2000). There has been an ongoiragaleh the validity and reliability of SETs

(see for example the papers by Greenwald, MarshRathe, and by McKeachie in the

November 1997 issue dfmerican Psychologist Kulik and McKeachie (1975) identified a

number of factors that could affect students’ viewb teachers including students’

characteristics, the teaching conditions and teacharacteristics. However, Zabaleta (2007)
has concluded that “student evaluations show a momgelationship between students and
teachers. The components of this relationship aréoybe properly identified” (p. 67).

Other reoccurring criticisms of SETs, related te tonstruction of education as a commodity,
are that they are concerned with consumer satisfacither than teacher effectiveness (Dowell
& Neal, 1983); and that they work on an assumptibat “good teaching” is a single
phenomenon made up of identifiable componentsphanhote a technicist notion of teaching
(Ramsden, 1989, p. 43; Johnson, 2000, p. 424) Mphasis on student evaluation of ALL one-
to-one sessions is also problematic as it reliestadents having realistic expectations of the
session (Morrison & Nadeau, 2003). A common corictugs that SETs should be used either
as formative evaluation and/or with other methofdsystematic input (Marsh, 1984; Johnson,
2000). Multiple methods have already been usedIdy practitioners to evaluate their teaching
(Huijser, Kimmins, & Galligan, 2008).

Colleagues can also have a significant input iht @valuation of teaching. One approach to
this is peer review, which in university educatias grown both in practice and in the literature
devoted to it since the mid 1990s. Peer review lmarseen either as a kind of summative
evaluation of effective teaching (Hutchings, 19%&er Review of Teaching for Promotion

Purposes2008) or as “peer coaching”, a “formative, colegirocess whereby pairs of faculty

voluntarily work together to improve or expand thapproaches to teaching” (Huston &

Weaver, 2007, p. 7).

Evaluations can be carried out using empirical aeair The numbers of students attending can
be useful in identifying why the students attenel slession (if appropriate data is collected), but
do not give any insight into the effectivenessh# teaching or the outcomes of the sessions.
However, Chanock (2007), Huijser, Kimmins, and Galh (2008) and others have written
extensively about the important lessons ALL prawigrs can take from one-to-one teaching to
inform the design and curriculum for classes amsduece development. This may indicate that
information on why students come to one-to-oneigasds data that ALL practitioners need to
collect regularly. Students’ grades can also bel,uiset it is difficult to link students’ success
with their one-to-one ALL sessions as there areytaators that influence students’ success at
university (Chanock, 2002).

The use of questionnaires or surveys delivereduesits and other involved parties is another
method that can be used for evaluation. Questioesidiave a number of disadvantages though
(Burns, 2000), including difficulties in achieviran adequate response rate and problems with
sampling as non-respondents may have quite différaits to those who respond. In addition,
if the questionnaire is not well designed, vagoe, complex or ambiguous, the data collected
may not be useful. Questionnaires may also restrecexpression of respondents’ views. If the
gquestionnaire seeks these views, it may producettat are difficult to collate and there is no
opportunity to follow up. One evaluation questicin@gor students on one-to-one teaching is
“Evaluation of a session with the Humanities AcamerSkills Unit” used at La Trobe
University in Melbourne (Chanock, 2002). The desigrihe questionnaire is simple with five
questions on the students’ expectations of the tindtopenness of the staff to the students and
the students’ perception of progress.

Focus groups with students and/or other involvatiggahave become increasingly popular for
evaluation. For Krueger (1994, p. 10), the valueadbcus group is that it “taps into human
tendencies. Attitudes and perceptions relatingaiocepts, products, services or programs are
developed in part by interaction with other pedpl8o, the focus group is not a group
interview, but sets out to facilitate an interastlmetween the participants that will produce new
understanding and insights that would not be founeither an individual or group interview.
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The analysis of the data derived from the focusigroan take a variety of forms (Webb &
Kevern, 2000). One common form is thematic analydigch involves “drawing together and
comparing discussion of similar themes and examgirfiow these related to the variation
between individuals and between groups” (BarbouKiginger, 1999, as cited in Webb &
Kevern, 2000, p. 802).

The observation and analysis of teaching is anatiethod used in the evaluation of teaching.
A number of ALL practitioners have used differen¢throds of discourse analysis to analyse
either video or sound recordings of their inte@udi with students in one-to-one sessions.
Woodward-Kron and Jamieson (2007) found that tkeudision in one-to-one sessions was not
just didactic, but interactive and dynamic involyiexplicit instruction and a variety of short
and extended exchanges. Clerehan (1996) and Chg@6€0c) focused on the kinds of
learning in individual sessions and showed howdiaéogic nature of the teaching resulted in
development of the student’s academic writing. Weard-Kron (2007) showed that one-to-one
teaching offered a place for students to clarifyamigs and for the ALL practitioner to scaffold
the student’s development. Clerehan (1996), Char{@bk0c) and Woodward-Kron (2007)
made clear how ALL practitioners worked from knosde of the “valued texts” of the
disciplines of their students’ papers, without Ingva knowledge of the content areas of these
papers.

Individual practitioners can also use teaching logBective journals and evaluation check lists
to evaluate their own teaching. Chanock (2002, Bp®@s used teaching logs and case studies,
both of which she reports as being time consumiag dffective. Teaching logs she found
useful for identifying her own weaknesses in heckeng and case studies for reporting on the
needs of students. Apart from logs, a self-evatumathecklist has been used at the University of
Canberra by ALL practitioners in the Academic SkHrogram (2007).

4. Investigation of student criteria for one-to-one teaching

One of the gaps or silences in the research ontmpae ALL sessions is the student

perspective, in the sense of what criteria studemtsld specify as appropriate to evaluate a
one-to-one session with an ALL practitioner. A drstddy in 2007 was designed to identify the

criteria that a group of students at one campwdhustralian university would use to evaluate
the one-to-one session. The aim of this study wasmplement the findings from the literature

and incorporate the student perspective in theuatiah framework.

Focus groups were chosen to collect the data becthey offered a means of capturing
students’ preferences through group interactionwarterstandings and ideas beyond individual
opinion and experience (Fern, 2001). In addititve, $tudents were able to express themselves
spontaneously in open, dynamic discussions witlispabout their experiences of the one-to-
one teaching (Krueger & Casey, 2000).

Ethics approval was obtained through the UnivesiBthics Committee and over 100 students
who had attended at least one one-to-one ALL sessia selected period of four weeks were
invited to participate in the study. The invitatismas emailed by one of the researchers as
supported by the university’s ethics committee. fitydive students responded and this low
number may have been due to the timing of the mgquwlich was in the second half of the
study period when students have heavy workloadsvéls many students on the campus were
enrolled in education programs and were out tegchinschools. However, of the 25 who
indicated interest, twelve in total turned up fbe tfocus groups. Although a disappointing
number, the students who participated were a reptative cross section of the students on the
campus and all had experienced at least three moed teaching sessions with ALL
practitioners. A repeat of the study is indicateddanfirm the findings of this pilot study.

The consultant who conducted the focus group dssons was an experienced ALL

practitioner who was not employed by the universitythe time. She used a set of prompt
questions to generate discussion. The discussicer® \@udio-recorded and used by the
consultant for data analysis. The analysis of e tbok the form of a thematic analysis which
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drew together the discussion of similar themes§Bar & Kitzinger, 1999, as cited in Webb &
Kevern, 2000, p. 802). Four main themes were ifledtiThese were students’ expectations of
the session, the level of discipline knowledge bé tALL practitioner, the relationship
established between the practitioner and the studed the “value-for-time” that the student
invested in the one-to-one session.

Students’ expectations were often based on howAtkle practice had been advertised or
explained by their lecturers, tutors and administeastaff in the university. This opens the
possibility that what the students expect fromdhe-to-one session may not be the same as the
ALL practitioner’'s expectations. Students made camnts such as:

I ... went to a LA and fully expected them to sayhame done this wrong ...
do that, that, that and that and fix it and giveb#ck. (Student in focus
group)

| was very nervous about it being very new to ifiai But working with the
LA | didn’'t walk out with all the answers. | wadd disappointed ... It was
a good experience after the nervousness. | undmtdtetter when | walked
out | expected answers and what | got was a styategget the answers
myself.(Student in focus group)

The study showed that the students’ expectatiortheobne-to-one session were an important
part of their evaluation of it but they were abteadjust their expectations when the reasons
became clear.

I had my hopes dashed. | got over that and rewtttgeessay and it was fine.

It was a positive experience in the long term —lal@arner — the onus is on

you ... you are the one who has to do the learningameCthrough in that

first experience very clearly. Very valuable expece.(Student in focus

group)

The second theme that emerged from the data wasttigents expected the ALL practitioner
to have a high level of discipline knowledge. Tdhid not mean that they expected them to have
discipline content knowledge, but to be aware eftipes of assessment they were undertaking,
the discourses of their discipline and the assigrregpectations.

Once | went to another campus and the LA didn'teusidind what | was

talking about .. (Student in focus group)

Important that the LAs be specific to one camputhabthey can be familiar
with the assignments and courses so the help cbeldnore focussed.
(Student in focus group)

The third theme that emerged in the data was thiageship established with the ALL
practitioner. They wanted the practitioner to beerested and encouraging and to foster a
comfortable environment for the session.

The LA is very nice and helpful, she doesn't delim@ame ... she
encouraged mdStudent in focus group)

Very positive experience. She was so supportivesaridterested in what |
was doing ... she made me feel good as a pefStudent in focus group)

These first three findings around expectations, khewledge of the practitioner, and the
relationship established, all align closely witke tbriteria that Chanock (2002) uses in her
evaluation instrument.

The fourth theme that emerged strongly was thatestis wanted “value-for-time”, that is, that
the time spent both in waiting for and participgtin a session was a valuable use of their time.
Students expressed frustration about having to vad periods of time for a short “drop-in”
session and often felt pressured to get as mucbfabeir limited time as they could.

| think they are understanding and willing to hélpt | have to say it is quite

busy all the time so | found it quite difficult fio my time in.(Student in
focus group)
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Many of the students expressed frustration aboutingaand the limited time in the
session.
Having to wait ... need to hurry up because thersoisieone behind me.
(Student in focus group)

However, they also expressed that they felt the spent with the ALL practitioner had been
worth their while so the frustration was more abthé contextof a session than with the
interaction with the ALL practitioner. This criten, “value-for-time”, has not previously been
identified as a significant part of students’ thimkabout one-to-one teaching.

5. Proposed framework for evaluating one-to-one pra  ctice

The literature has shown that evaluation has begarded as an important part of teaching by
ALL practitioners and that one-to-one sessionscaraplex and difficult to evaluate. It is clear
that a single instrument could not accommodatectmaplexity or the flexibility required to
evaluate the teaching and learning in one-to-orssices. However, a framework for the
systematic evaluation of these sessions did begamterge in the idea of the four perspectives
on evaluation (its purpose, focus, participants] amethod) and the involvement of three
“actors” (the student, the ALL practitioner and th@versity). The small research study carried
out showed that students consider the meetingenf #@xpectations, the relationship developed
with the practitioner, the practitioner’s disci@ity knowledge and “value-for-time” as their
main criteria for evaluating the one to one session

Combining the four perspectives, the three “actoast the students’ views produced a
framework which is, in effect, a process or senésteps the evaluator/s move through to
design an evaluation instrument. The process emdhk evaluator/s to develop a clear and
logical evaluation plan where the details of theleation are unpacked from the clarification of
its purpose.

The proposed process for ‘framing’ evaluation plann ing

Step 1: Clarify PURPOSE

When setting up the evaluation, it is essentiat fio identify the purpose for the evaluation.
Some considerations include:

1.1 Is the purpose to evaluate:
a) the provision of the one-to-one opportunity to stotd?
b) the conduct of individual one-to-one sessions?
c) both of the above?
1.2 Is the purpose to evaluate for:
a) Accountability, which could include:

- how efficient the one-to-one sessions are (effyamould need to be defined for
example in terms of time and whose time, in terimmaney etc.)?

- what the outcomes of one-to-one sessions are (agaiomes would need to be
defined, for example, whether in terms of studene&drning or students’
satisfaction)?

- whether the students’ needs are met (again thoughbtd need to be given to
who determines the needs, whether this is the staddhemselves or their
lecturers or the ALL practitioner or a combinati@n)

b) Development, which would involve finding out:
- how the one-to-one provision can be improved (& ihthe decision from 1.1).
- and/or how the individual one-to-one sessions @aimiproved.
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¢) Knowledge, which would involve finding out:
- how the one-to-one provision works (if this is thexision from 1.1).
- and/or how the individual sessions work (if thishe decision from 1.1).

Step 2: Determine the FOCUS/FOCI of the evaluation

Once the purpose has been agreed, the next esstatiais to identify the focus or foci of
evaluation. Some considerations include:

2.1 The context of the one-to-one sessions (this iseh@ronment of the one-to-one
sessions including the location and duration of ¢lkesion, students’ access to the
sessions, and any limits to their access).

2.2 The ALL practitioner's conduct of the one-to-onessien (this includes their ALL
expertise; ability to conceptualize, plan and organnstruction; their delivery skills
including their instructional plans, strategies aedaluation techniques; their
management skills for the instruction to move srilypttheir relationship with their
students; their ability to conceptualize and camy activities for their own personal
and professional growth; and their ability to impknt activities that further the quality
of teaching in their unit).

2.3 The student’'s experience of the session and laar(ilnis includes their perceived
learning outcomes, whether their needs and expatsaivere met, their relationship to
the ALL practitioner, and whether they receivedueator-time in the session).

2.4 Some combination of these elements.

Step 3: Determine who should UNDERTAKE and who shou Id PARTICIPATE in the
evaluation

Once the purpose and focus have been establidedheixt essential step is to identify who
should undertake the evaluation and who shouldcgaate in it. Some considerations include:

3.1 The student (could be students who have attendedoane session and/or those who
have not).

3.2 The ALL practitioner (both the practitioner teaaiiim the one-to-one session and/or a
colleague observing).

3.3 University administrators (Unit managers and/or mistrative officers).

3.4 Other (for example those who work with the samelestts as counsellors or disability
advisers; university lecturers who refer students).

3.5 Combination of the above.

Step 4: Determine the METHOD or combination of METH  ODS for this evaluation

Once the purpose, focus and participants have beeeed, the next essential step is to
determine the method(s) for the evaluation. Sonmsiderations include:

4.1 Student data such as numbers attending one-toassoss; frequency of attendance;
reasons for attendance; grades for assignments.

4.2 Questionnaires — useful with students, staff anpéars.

4.3 Individual or group interviews — useful for moredapth feedback from students, staff
and/or peers.

4.4 Focus groups — useful for more in-depth feedbacjome individual opinion and
experience, especially with students.

4.5 Check lists — useful for immediate feedback ongbesion, especially for practitioners
and/or peer reviewers.

4.6 Teaching logs — useful for immediate feedback buhore detail and especially for
practitioners for reflection.
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4.7 Case studies — useful for the practitioner andéerpto explore particular issues and
issues.

4.8 Analysis of recorded sessions — useful for an ipthidook at particular sessions,
especially for the practitioner and/or as partedmpreview.

4.9 Peer review — useful for an additional perspeabiveparticular sessions from a peer.

Step 5: Draw up the instrument using appropriate st  atements and/or questions

Once the evaluation plan is clear in terms of isppse, focus, participants and method, the
next step is to populate the instrument (such asgtrestionnaire, checklist, peer observation
sheet or interview — depending on the methods chosih relevant statements or questions.

Appendix A contains examples of three sets of statés, organised broadly under statements
about context, about students, and about the Aldctgioner. It is envisaged that these

statements could be used as they are or adapted t®eds of the evaluators.

6. Conclusion

Given the current emphasis in higher education easuring “outcomes” in relation to student

learning, there is pressure on ALL practitionerdénable to demonstrate the impact of ALL

practice on student learning. To return to Char®o¢R002) earlier comment, it is “reasonable
for colleagues, administrators and the public toitita know what we do, how we do it and

why we think it is worth doing”. For ALL practitiars an important imperative is to further

investigate the nature of ALL one-to-one teachingyrove practice, and provide a meaningful

account of outcomes. Intelligent, well thought thgb evaluation plans are useful for this

purpose. Using the framework suggested, ALL practitrs will be able to design evaluation

plans for their particular circumstances and pugpashile at the same time demonstrating why
they do what they do and that the way they dowasth doing.
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Appendix A — Sets of statements for evaluation

List 1 - Context: location of the one-to-one; time allowed for the one-to-one;
accessibility of the one-to-one session etc

Statements for students
The Unit was easy to find.

| found out about the one-to-one sessions offeyetthéd ALL practitioner from ...
The waiting area in the Unit was comfortable.

| felt relaxed in the waiting area.

I did not have to wait a long time before seeirg AbL practitioner

| came to a drop-in

| came to a short appointment

| felt comfortable discussing my studies in the Apdactitioner’s room.

© N O wWDNPRE

There was enough time to discuss my studies withAthHL practitioner

10. I did not feel rushed in discussing my studies i ALL practitioner.

11. It was not difficult to come to a drop-in sessiothwan ALL practitioner.
12. It was not difficult to arrange a short appointmeith an ALL practitioner.
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13. I knew what to expect in a one-to-one interactiatinthe LA.
14. | was nervous about seeing the LA.

Statements for the Administrative Officer
1. The waiting area enables students to wait cdathty.

The students seem relaxed while waiting for &h Aractitioner.

The students know what to expect in a drop-in.

The students know what to expect in a short iappent

The students do not have to wait a long timerege$eeing the ALL practitioner.

oA W N

Statements for the ALL practitioner
There is adequate time to discuss the studdatly in a drop-in.

There is adequate time to discuss the studgnty in a short appointment.
The student seemed comfortable discussing sheiies in my room.

The student knew what to expect in the dropess®on.

The student knew what to expect in the shoroeypment.

The student was referred or recommended to dynaestaff member.

The student self-selected to come.

No o k~owdhpPE

List 2 - Students: students’ preparedness for, expe rience of and view of the
outcomes of the session

Statements for students
I had to wait to get in to see an ALL practigon

| had to wait a long time in the reception te aa ALL practitioner

I knew what to expect in the drop-in session.

I knew what to expect in the short appointment.

| was clear about what | wanted to ask the Atacfitioner.

The ALL practitioner explained clearly what ocddtle achieved in the session.

The ALL practitioner listened carefully to whiahad to say and encouraged me to ask
guestions.

8. The ALL practitioner was encouraging and entasts;.

9. | was able to understand what the ALL practiiotold me.

10. | gained confidence as a result of the sessitinthe ALL practitioner.

11. Ilearnt new skills or improved my skills asegult of the session with the ALL practitioner

12. | gained a better understanding of my studes aesult of the session with the ALL
practitioner.

13. | left the session with a clear plan of action.
14. The resources the ALL practitioner showed/gaeehave helped me with my studies.
15. The drop-infappointment was worth the time spen

No o h~wDdPR

Statements for the Administrative Officer
1. The student knew what to expect in the drop-in.

2. The student knew what to expect in the shorbeypment.
3. The student self-selected to come.
4. The students was referred.
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Statements for the ALL practitioner
1. The student knew what to expect in the drop-in.

2. The student knew what to expect in the shorbegment.
3. The student self-selected to come.

4. The students was referred.

5. The student was prepared for the session.

List 3 - ALL practitioner: ALL practitioner’s inter action with the student; ALL
practitioner’s instructional strategies; ALL practi tioner's knowledge and expertise

Statements for students and/or peer reviewer

1. The ALL practitioner listened effectively to wthéne student wanted to achieve in the
session.

2. The ALL practitioner established a rapport with student.
3. The ALL practitioner negotiated some outcomedtie session.

4. The ALL practitioner drew on relevant and appiaie knowledge to respond to the
student's issues/questions.

5. The ALL practitioner recognised and took int@w@mt personal issues and/or disability
that were affecting the student's learning.

6. The ALL practitioner's explanations were clead éogically sequenced.
7. The ALL practitioner encouraged the studentsfoguestions and seek clarification.

8. The ALL practitioner focussed on strategies ostdr the student's independence in
learning.

9. The ALL practitioner created a balance betweagpsrting and challenging the student.
10. The ALL practitioner negotiated a clear managgeplan of action with the student.
11. The ALL practitioner used resources and maletd reinforce instruction.

12. The ALL practitioner sought feedback from thedent on their understanding of the
instruction.

13. The ALL practitioner sought feedback from thedent on their satisfaction with the
progress of the session.

14. The ALL practitioner was able to modify thefrpgoach if either the student's interest level
or understanding was flagging.

15. The session focused on learning rather thamgdir correcting.
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