-~ A —— .- .vﬂ'..

BECKMAN, T.J.,, GHOSH, A.K.,, COOK, D.A., ERWIN, P.3*AND MANDREKAR; J.N., 2004b- How reliable are assessments of clinicat'teaching?. Journal of ‘General Internal Medi€ir ;‘1.9(9), pp.921—977.

BECKMAN T.J., LEE M.C, AND MANDREKAR J.N., 2004a. A comparison of clinical ieaching evaluations by resident and peer physicians. Medical Teacher. 26(4):321-5. & T o SRS
BECKMAN T.J,, LEE M.C., ROHREN C.H. AND PANKRATZ V.S., 2003. Evaluating an instrument for the peer review of inpatient teaching. Medical Teacher. 25:131- 5. o - e R o References

CARROLL, R.G., 1996. Professional Development: A guide to the educator’s portfolio';"Advances in physiology education. 16(1). o | . : .
COHEN, R., MACRAE, H. AND JAMIESON, C., 1996. Teaching effectiveness of surgeons. The American Journal of Surgery, 171(6), pp.612-614. 4, , e Bl e ”

STANDARDISED EVALU;A'[IQN OF TEACHING (SET) PORTFOLIO FORM-
\ LIterature Review
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Similar to many other workplace based assessments utilised in speciality
training portfolios (Kogan, Holmboe and Hauer, 2009), the execution of a SET
rests on a turbulent evidence base. The absence of a ‘gold standard’ SET form
(Fluit et al., 2010) has divided the speciality training colleges in how they
ensure their trainees arrive at mutual destinations of teaching competency.

Teaching is a significant aspect of a doctor’s role. The development of \ 20 The search strategy identified 211 papers

teaching skills is a unanimous requirement Iin speciality training g which, following the review process left 12

curricula. Despite this, approximately half of speciality training C papers for inclusion (PRISMA Flow
portfolios do not have a portfolio form designed for Student

Evaluation of Teaching (SET), see Table 1. This review of the literature

—
n
explores the evidence base and pedagogical theory to explore the / Identification “:ﬁii‘f;““ \
question: does the RCOG portfolio need a SET form? —
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— e Whilst flexibility and trainee autonomy is rewarded in the absence of a

/ Eligibitity standardised SET form, the presence of such a form may offer heightened

Table :guml‘ea; of which speciaity ::t:sgf: have a standardised evaluation ofteaching form. Note only the largest 10 o I 22 papare o reliability_ and validity_ In assessm-ent of c.ompetencies potoric_nusly difficu-lt to
- standardise and monitor. The varied environments which trainees practice

Excluded exciied their teaching poses difficulties in constructing a single SET form applicable
Royal college of physicians Royal College of Obstetricians and Gynaecologist - to all contexts (Beckman ot al 2004b)
Royal College of Radiologists Royal College of General Practitioners |n Cl.U d ed ") "
Royal College of Surgeons Royal College of Paediatrics and Child Health \ /

Royal College of Emergency Medicine Royal College of Anaesthetists
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/ In summary, a standardised format of SET form is recommended with flexible
Foundation Programme (FYI/FY2) ST — ) components allowing adaptation of the form to suit the trainee’s specific
Rl BEERT, teaching context. Triangulation of feedback should be aspired to with varied

Or For SET Form|Evaluation Or

Royal College of Psychiatrists Royal College of Ophthalmologists Table 3: Summary of Papers

Table 2: Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria

A literature search was sources of feedback, including that of seniors (SeET, Senior Evaluation of
Lakin, 2016

= Review of literat i i .
conducted using HDAS. ALl  engish tanguage Non-Enlish language o mmariey 2007 [ Teaching) and peers (PET, peer evaluation of teaching), embraced to

m HDAS  databases  were anyfomatoftex: P—— Wisniewski Zierer and - KUt . compliment the data from student evaluations (Beckman et al., 2004a).

report/research/audit : :
sea I"Ch ed (E M BAS E' ?ggZ;nan, WV ENGUETM Report of teaching observation and

PsychINFO, AMED, EMCARE, ™" Non-healthcare related E:ﬂ'ijf:'fﬁﬂramme Whilst SET forms should be recognised as evidence of engagement in
McGaghie, 2003.

Undergraduate or postgraduate  Focus on evaluation of teaching

PubMed, BNI, HMIC, CINAHL, rogramme rther th educator’ Reportofateaching valuation developing teaching competency their reliability for summative assessment
- . B . individual teaching skills/competency 2015 with a ‘phantom professor’ (multi- " " _ . :
Medline). Citation searching purposes may be limited (Solomon, 1997; Veloski et al, 2006; Cohen, MacRae

instructor course)
Specifically addresses evaluation No consideration of evaluation of teachin : : -
was also utilised to further ofpteachingy g Veloski et al. 2006 Systematic review and Jam|e$0n, 1996)
Cohen, Macrae and The teaching effectiveness of 43
TR , TR Jamieson, 1996. surgeons was evaluated
expa N d th e SCOo p e Of th @ Offersinsight into the Does not consider insight into the continuously over a 9-year period.

advantages/disadvantages of the advantages/disadvantages of the use of _ _
sea rch |n ClUS'O N an d use of evaluation of teachingin  evaluation in teaching in development of Shaw, 2013 Review of literature

development of healthcare healthcare professionals as teachers Fluit et al. 2010. Systematic review

- - " I _J > -~ -~ g - -~ ( r — = pe rr'- -~ |'rr— r - "‘I’r'r — rr

exclusion criteria (Table 2) protessionais as teachers Tigelaar et al. 2006 Five teachers and their personal r lease also see [ ostel V\fﬁ U ld a sia NOoclOlZE0 EVe [U(j L[OT OF
" " Considers evaluation of teaching Does not consider the use purpose or _coach_es were individqally r_ . r eem " . L = B Y-y i 0 _ e LT _INOT £ 3

were applled to C0n5|der the in the context of continuing application of evaluation of teaching to interviewed about their {l [T Q LG I Jl = r CO G [J CIriroLro L E L CNEITCIE {f 1OT

nithili professional development/ CPD/portfolio/competency evidencing experiences with the portfolio. | ] i
relevance and ellglblllty' portfolio/competency evidencing Carroll, 1996 Review article {U (’lr h (= (" ['G SICR= ('C h H" { ’| [S ['G —
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