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USING TEACHER INDUCTION AND 360-REVIEWS TO BUILD 
CONFIDENCE AND EVALUATE TEACHING PERFORMANCE 

HEATHER CAMPBELL

INTRODUCTION 

Teaching is an increasingly important aspect of librarianship, both in terms of job requirements and as an integral part of 
our professional values. But many librarians do not feel prepared by their master’s programs for the level of teaching required in 
academic libraries (Julien & Genuis, 2011). While many of us turn to professional development and informal learning opportunities 
to help us develop our craft, on-the-job training must also play a role in filling this perceived gap. Just as we hope to train our students 
to be information literate – and understand that, without guidance, many of them will find it challenging to learn these skills on their 
own – many library administrators and information literacy coordinators hope to provide support and training for staff. This paper 
outlines our library’s approach to helping instruction librarians develop their teaching craft while simultaneously serving broader 
program needs. The goal of this project was to create a peer-mentorship training tool rooted in evidence-based practice that is able 
to measure our departmental goal of having trained, skilled instructors. It was important that this tool be flexible to suit the needs of 
individual librarians and the dynamic nature of university libraries but, most importantly, its development and implementation could 
not be too time-intensive. While we wanted to help our instruction librarians develop their teaching confidence we also wanted a 
tool that could be used in conjunction with our existing assessment projects.  

BACKGROUND 

 When researching possible models, we first looked to the formal teacher induction programs mandated for public and high 
school teachers in the province of Ontario, Canada (Ontario Ministry of Education, 2010a). While many examples of teacher 
induction programs exist, Ontario’s was chosen both for its familiarity and its flexibility. During induction, new teachers are assigned 
to a peer-mentor upon being hired by a school board. The parameters of the mentorship relationship are flexible, however, there are 
a number of required elements, including: teaching observation by both the mentor and the mentee, self-reflection and goal setting, 
and professional development (Ontario Ministry of Education, 2010a). We also reviewed the province’s Teacher Performance 
Appraisal system, which takes over from teacher induction once teachers are no longer considered new to the profession (Ontario 
Ministry of Education, 2010b). Working more with principals, the performance appraisals have similar components to teacher 
induction including teaching observation, professional development, personal goal setting, and competency statements. 

 Induction mirrors many established best-practices for teacher development. McGuinness (2011), for example, lists a number 
of personal and professional development strategies librarians can use to develop their teaching skills and knowledge, including:  

1. Evaluation of teaching performance 
2. Student evaluation of teaching 
3. Self-reflection 
4. Peer evaluation 
5. Mentoring  
6. Creating and sustaining communities of practice (McGuinness, 2011) 

Like teacher induction, much of the literature stresses the need for a multi-dimensional approach to developing librarians as teachers. 
As mentioned earlier, library and information science programs have received attention for how little they prepare new librarians for 
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the rigours of the classroom (Saunders, 2015). Other authors emphasize that librarians must take personal responsibility for 
developing their craft, whether by attending conferences, following instruction-related listservs and journals, or engaging in formal 
assessment of their students’ learning (Walter, 2005). We felt the onus is also on library administration to provide opportunities for 
professional development related to teaching and learning; as McGuinness (2011) points out, we would not expect cataloguing 
librarians to complete their work without proper training. A culture shift, therefore, is needed to readjust our expectations of teaching 
librarians who may not have the training in educational theory and pedagogy. 

 In developing our information literacy mentorship tool, we also looked beyond teacher induction and existing library 
programs to common business practices, such as the 360-degree review process (Thach, 2002). This was important because our 
librarians do not have faculty status and also because, like other Canadian academic libraries, we teach a mix of one-shot and 
embedded classes in combination with information literacy courses (Julien & Genuis, 2011). Although libraries share similarities 
with traditional teaching environments, we are also responsible to other stakeholders when we teach, including our adult students 
and classroom faculty. As a result, the 360-degree feedback model was chosen as the foundation of our mentorship tool because it 
allowed us to involve all of these stakeholders in meaningful ways. 

THE MODEL 

 A hybrid tool was developed that combined the fundamental aspects of teacher induction programs with the value of an on-
going, 360-degree review process. After completing and evaluating a pilot test, our teacher assessment program now has five 
elements which are completed over the course of two years: self-reflection and personal goal setting; peer mentorship and 
observation; student feedback and assessment; faculty evaluations; and performance plan integration. The teacher assessment cycle 
is achieved over four main stages: pre-observation, observation, post-observation, and performance planning. See Table 1 for our 
typical timeline for implementing these four stages. 

Table 1: Model Implementation Timeline 

Pre-Observation 

 An initial meeting between the instructor and their mentor is set up for the beginning of the observation term. This first 
meeting is used to confirm when the mentor will be observing the instructor in the classroom and to discuss the unique elements of 
that class (e.g., disciplinary concerns, typical research experience of the students, etc.). If the instructor is new to our library, the 
other elements of the teacher assessment plan are reviewed at this time; experienced instructors instead review their performance 
goals from the previous year. A second meeting is also held prior to the observation, usually in the week or two leading up to the 
date of the class. This meeting is used to review the instructor’s lesson plan, learning outcomes, and teaching tools and to go through 
the instructor’s personal learning goals that they have for the lesson. The mentor’s responsibility is to provide coaching, feedback 
on the lesson design, and clarify what type of faculty and student feedback will be used during the observation (see details below).  

Observation 

The observation involves the mentor watching the instructor while they teach. The instruction team developed three rubrics 
(see sample in Appendix A) to aid the mentor in evaluating the teacher’s performance: these rubrics were developed in a workshop 
using the university and library’s values and long-term plans, the Association of College and Research Libraries’ (ACRL) Standards 
for Proficiencies for Instruction Librarians and Coordinators (2007), and teaching best practices (Maki, 2010; Nilson, 2010). These 
three rubrics capture: 1) how well the instructor prepared for their lesson, 2) their actual delivery, and 3) comments on their 
performance and how that related to their personal learning goals. Faculty feedback is also collected during the observation in a 
format that can be adjusted to the needs of the instructor or context. A standard survey form (Appendix B) was developed that, so 
far, all of our instructors have chosen to use, however this survey may change according to need. The goal with this survey is to 
capture the classroom faculty’s expectations and have them measure our library instructor’s performance against those expectations.  

The final aspect of the observation is student evaluation which, again, was designed to be flexible to the needs of the session. 
We have changed the student evaluation form every year since implementing the teacher assessment plan, but the purpose has 
remained the same: students are asked to rate both the instructor’s performance as well as record what they learned as a result of the 
lesson. This can take many forms, from a one-minute paper, to handing in their work, to a survey. Our ultimate goal with this element 
of the tool is to incorporate authentic measures of student assessment: this way we can later measure whether or not our students 
learned as an independent variable from the quality of our teaching, and to what extent.  

Post-Observation 
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 Within approximately two weeks of the observation, a debriefing meeting is scheduled. The mentor reviews and compiles 
the results of the student and faculty feedback and ensures that all three rubrics are completed. The instructor, meanwhile, reflects 
on how the lesson went using a self-evaluation form (Appendix C). Although this self-assessment remains private to the instructor, 
the goal with this step is to encourage the instructor to reflect honestly on their performance in comparison to the goals they set, or 
any previous evaluations they have received.  

 During the post-observation meeting, the mentor and instructor debrief: they discuss what went well and what could be 
improved, and they review the student and faculty feedback forms and rubrics. After reaching consensus on how the lesson went, 
the instructor is required to develop at least two learning goals related to their teaching performance. These goals are recorded on a 
summative report. The mentor, meanwhile, is asked to provide ways in which they will help their mentee achieve their goals and 
identify any resources they may need.  

Performance Planning 

 The summative report includes a record of all meetings as well as a summary of the feedback the instructor received from 
the students, faculty, and their mentor. After recording their professional development goals, the summative report is passed onto 
the instructor’s direct supervisor to be incorporated into their annual performance plan for the following year. At Brescia we must 
develop at least three learning goals each year and our library administration agreed to dedicate at least one of those to teaching. 
Therefore, the final stage of the teacher assessment program is the instructor working toward their teaching-related learning goal in 
the year following observation. Whether they achieve their goal, or to what extent, is then used as the basis of their initial meeting 
in the next cycle of teaching assessment. 

RESULTS 

 After conducting the teacher assessment for five librarians over the course of three years, much has been learned about the 
benefits and challenges of this type of evaluation tool. Overall, our goal of creating a flexible, evidence-based and multi-functional 
tool was successful: although the structure appears rigid, the tool provides the instructor with autonomy and flexibility over their 
own assessment. They are able to choose their observation lesson, adjust their lesson plan after the pre-observation meeting, and 
have control over both faculty and student feedback methods. They reported feeling supported by their mentor, more confident, and 
much more engaged with their teaching than in the past. One librarian, who had previous experience with the student-based 
evaluations in traditional university classrooms, described this as the most positive evaluation technique she had experienced. 

The tool also transitions well from new instructors to more experienced ones: very few changes needed to be made when 
assessing an instructor for the second time, or assessing one with ten years of teaching experience versus a new MLIS graduate. The 
time involved was manageable, an important goal for us: as IL program coordinator, I hope to dedicate two to four hours a year to 
each instructor’s professional development. This tool allowed me to achieve that goal in a structured way. Although we have not 
combined this tool with student learning assessment as much as we would have liked, there is great potential to do so in the future. 
The performance evaluation component also worked well: we found there was sufficient emphasis on the value and importance of 
the tool to make sure we completed them each year, but the instructors did not feel judged by the process and so were able to fully 
engage. 

 There were other, added benefits to introducing this tool. We noticed an unexpected improvement in faculty relations: we 
have been invited to more teaching-related events and committees and those faculty members who have participated in the 
assessment have been more involved with information literacy efforts. We have had enormous support from university administration 
with this initiative, so much so our existing departmental performance plans are being converted to a 360-model based on this 
assessment tool. Finally, and most significantly, has been the change in the teaching librarians: after introducing this tool the 
librarians have attended significantly more teaching-related conferences and events, subscribed to more blogs and listservs, and 
anecdotally been more engaged in the teaching process than ever before. Two librarians even started their Bachelor of Education 
degree in adult learning, and they all identify themselves as teachers. While none of these benefits determined whether we would 
continue using this assessment model (nor are they statistically significant, with a sample pool of only 5), the positive uptake has 
definitely encouraged us to continue using and refining this tool.  

 The biggest challenge of this assessment model, as with any new initiative, was the time involved in its creation. Developing 
the tool and the observation rubrics was manageable because we were also spending a lot of time discussing information literacy: 
ACRL was about to undergo its revision of their Information Literacy Standards (2000), on which we planned to provide feedback, 
and our university was starting the process of developing institutional competencies that included information literacy. Because we 
were also developing a departmental long-term plan, it seemed natural to merge all of these events into a broader discussion on 
information literacy. We took a half day to ask ourselves: what are the qualities of a good teacher? How do we ensure that our 
teaching does not negatively affect our students’ learning? These conversations contributed toward the development of the tool, but 
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were time consuming. The other main challenge remains, as corroborated by the literature, a lack of confidence among most 
instructors with learning theory and pedagogy (Julien & Genuis, 2011). Where the ultimate goal is to convert this teaching assessment 
model into a ‘teaching squares’ program, with every instructor acting as both coach and mentee, to date no one has felt comfortable 
enough to evaluate my performance. However, this may eventually be possible, as initial results of this tool indicate that we have a 
strong team of teachers who meet our established standards. 

CONCLUSION 

 After identifying a lack of formal training in teaching and learning, our library hoped to develop a flexible peer-mentorship 
tool that would allow us to evaluate our teaching performance and further develop our skills and knowledge. By taking the principles 
of teacher induction and 360-degree feedback and applying them to the established best-practices in education and library science, 
we were able to develop a model that met most of our needs. We determined that the three to four hours per year needed for this 
mentorship model was well worth the investment: we feel more engaged and connected as a teaching team, have built more positive 
relationships with faculty, and will be able to integrate this tool with our other assessment projects. While we recognize that this tool 
will not be applicable to every library context and still have areas to improve upon, the flexibility of this type of mentorship and 
performance evaluation has been extremely positive for our library culture and teaching confidence. 
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APPENDIX A 
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APPENDIX B 

Sample Faculty Feedback 

Likert scale questions (Strongly disagree, Disagree, Neutral, Agree, Strongly agree) 

1. The library instructor presented the subject matter in a clear, understandable, and organized manner: 

 

2. The library instructor made the session relevant to my students’ needs: 

 

3. The library instructor’s style of presentation was energetic and friendly: 

 

4. The instructor encouraged students to actively participate in the lesson: 

 

5. To what degree did the library instruction session meet your expectations? 

Open-ended questions: 

6. Are there any aspects of the library instruction session that you think were especially good? 

 

7. Are there any changes that could be made to improve the library instruction session? 

 

8. Do you have any other comments? 

 

APPENDIX C 

Instructor Self-Assessment Form 

Sample questions: 

1. What aspects of the session went well? 
 

2. Were there parts of the session that you would change or improve upon next time? 
 

3. What teaching skills would you like to develop further over the next year? (Stuck for ideas? See the ACRL Standards for 
Proficiencies for Instruction Librarians and Coordinators to get you started http://www.ala.org/acrl/standards/ 
profstandards) 
 

4. How will you go about developing these skills over the next year? 
 

5. How will you know when you are successful? 
 

6. What barriers may prevent you from achieving your goals? What are some potential solutions to these barriers? 
 

7. What resources are needed to ensure your success? (e.g. time, support, mentoring, research, etc) 

 

 
 



 

8       LOEX-2015   -CAMPBELL- 

Images for Tables and Figures (Editor will put in body of the text later) 
 
 
 
Table 1: Model Implementation Timeline 
 

 
 


	Using Teacher Induction and 360-Reviews to Build Confidence and Evaluate Teaching Performance
	Microsoft Word - LOEX 2015_Campbell_PP.docx

