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1. Introduction

A Peer review is the cornerstone to constitute sound
quality assurance procedures.

A The validity and reliability of peer reviews is being
challenged.




A In order to enable the programs to be against the
accreditation decisions, an objection and appeal system
has been developed by Higher Education Evaluation &
Accreditation Council of Taiwan (HEEACT).

A This empirical study analyzed the objection reports from
65 universities to examine the validity and reliability of
the peer review.







2-1. Peer Review

A Peer review has been a widely applied method in quality
assurance.
A Reviewers collected data in the process.

AThey tried to map the whole picture of the programs and check
the self-evaluation reports by observations and interviews in

the university settings.
A It relies on an assumption that the reviewers are objective and
neutral.




2-1. Peer Review

If we could identify the threats to validity and have good control
on these, the validity of peer reviews could be improved.

For example:

A Data collections could be distorted consciously or unconsciously
during the process.

A Enhancing the validity of the data collection by triangulation:
A multiple methods for obtaining data,

A multiple data sources,
A more than one reviewer to collect and interpret data

(Webb, Campbell, Schwartz, & Sechrest, 1966; Denzin, 1978).




2-1. Peer Review

A This assumption has been challenged:
1. Peer reviewers are neither neutral nor objective.

They conducted evaluations in a situated context and inevitably
brought their own socio-cultural history and beliefs into the process.

2. The on-site visit is not isolated phenomena that can be studied
independently of process and interactions with reviewers.

The process is contextual and dynamic.

A The results could be changed dramatically different by changes of the
reviewers with different knowledge, attitudes, and experiences.
A (Greene, 2011)




2.2. The Objection and Appeal System in Taiwan

A HEEACT adopted accreditation model for program evaluation.

1. Objection C after on-site visit
A Universities could file an objection after the on-site visit.

A HEEACT will send a copy of the draft of on-site visit report to the institutions.
A If they regard the comments are inconsistent with fact, or think reviewers violated procedures, they can file an

objection.
A HEEACT will invite the on-site visit team to review the objections and make decisions

2. Appeal ¢ after the evaluation results are announced to the public.

On-site Visit by Drafts sent to Review the objections Evaluation Results
Reviewers universities and make decisions Announced
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Research Purpose and Research Questions

A The aim of this empirical study is to examined the validity and
reliability of the peer review.

A Two Research Questions

A 1. What are the objection rates and accreditation passing rates
In the first cycle of program accreditation in Taiwan from 2006
to 20097

A 2. What are threats of validity and reliability of peer reviews
form the analysis of objection reports?
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3. Methods



Data Collection

A Objection reports of program accreditation included 5039 objection
Iitems from 65 universities.

A All reports could be downloaded from the HEEACT website.
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4. Results and Discussions
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4-1. Accreditation-Passing Rate

291
(16%)

(2%)

m Accredited
m Conditional Accredited
Not Accredited

A There were 1819
programs being
evaluated in Taiwan

A 82% accredited

A 16% conditional
accredited

A 2% not accredited.




100%

80% A The accreditation passing
rate was increasing by years

A from 66% in 2007/6
A t090% in 2009/12

60%

40%
A The conditional accredited
rate was reducing by years

A from 23% in 2006/6
A to 10% in 2009/12
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4.1. Objection Rate

In 2006 - 2009, 1819 programs
being evaluated.

AL147 programs (63%) accept the
draft of the on-site visit reports
5672 programs (37%) filed
objections

m Accept the on-site visit draft
B File Objections




4-2. Responses from Peer Reviewers

A Most reviewers seem to be keep their
opinions unchanged.

A Upholding the original report decrease
by yeras (from 76% in 2006 to 63% In
2009),

A upholding parts of the report is increasing
by years (from 2% and 15%).

A revising the report also decreased by
years (from 22% to 15%),




4-3. Threats of Validity of Peer Review =




4-3. Threats of Validity of Peer Review
1. Context Analysis of the Programs
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background and setting (Stufflebeam, 2000).

A Both university staff and reviewers proposed that the special
context of the programs should be considered.
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4-3. Threats of Validity of Peer Review
1. Context Analysis of the Programs

A 38 items (0.8%) related
to this Issue.
Proposed by

university 36 items A The percentage is low in
staff this category.

| A 36 items proposed by
38 Items university staff are much

(0.8%) more than by reviewers
(2 items).

Proposed by 2 1tems

reviewers




4-3. Threats of Validity of Peer Review
1. Context Analysis of the Programs

special or broader definitions

of program goals (31%)
Proposed by _
university 36 1tems — >  newly established programs
staff (14%)
38 items inter-discipline programs (9%)

(0.8%)

Unique nature of disciplines

. (6%)
Proposed by 2 Items

reviewers




4-3. Threats of Validity of Peer Review
1. Context Analysis of the Programs

|

Proposed by

university 30 1tems
staff

38 items

(0.8%)

Educational goals

Proposed by | 2 ItéMS ——> |
roposed by and student quality

reviewers



http://www.google.com.tw/url?sa=i&rct=j&q=%E8%A9%95%E9%91%91%E5%A7%94%E5%93%A1+%E7%85%A7%E7%89%87&source=images&cd=&cad=rja&docid=MV2QHuLmMkhw7M&tbnid=qkmnmN6-CaXbyM:&ved=0CAUQjRw&url=http://blog.tmu.edu.tw/tmubt/004249.html&ei=JdBeUaGJHYTuiAfI6YGgDQ&psig=AFQjCNHLc-ZY1tHfzmOtk1Fcpc2hTvtf2g&ust=1365254379915545

4-3. Threats of Validity of Peer Review
2. Invalid and Unreliable Information

A The reviewers were expected to use multiple methods to
gather information during the on-site visit, including
Interviews, large group meetings, reading documents,
classroom observation.

A Through the triangulation process, the reviewers could
get a whole picture of the program.




4-3. Threats of Validity of Peer Review
2. Invalid and Unreliable Information

university providing improvement
data conducted after on-site visit
(19 items, 0.4%)

363 items




4-3. Threats of Validity of Peer Review
2. Invalid and Unreliable Information

For example,
one of the on-site visit wrote that:

A The space is not enough for graduate students to study, and make small
group discussion.

University staff file objections as:

A All graduate studentalredyhave their own space for study. We also
provided computers and a study room for them.

The reviewers replied as:

A Upholding the original reporhe information was obtained from student
Interviews. «




4-3. Threats of Validity of Peer Review
3. Not focusing on the Same Issue

giving irrelevant answers
(71 items, 67%)

providing evidence of improvements
after on-site visit

106 items S (19 items, 18%)

(2%)

giving insufficient evidence
(17 items, 16%)

misinterpreting the on-site visit reports
(2 items, 2%) P




University staff gave irrelevant answers in the
appeal report

For example,
As one of the on-site visit report suggested:

A The program should regularly hold meetings teview faculty research
achievements.

A The department proposed an objection:

A Our department has holdeaching and learning meeting regularffor improving
teaching skills, teaching effectiveness, and teactstudent interactions.

A The reviewers replied as:
A Upholding the original report.

A The department did not respond to the problem proposed by the review@&ise
opinions of the ossite visit focused on teacher research capabillities, rather than
teaching skills and teaching effectiveness.
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4-3. Threats of Validity of Peer Review
4. Unjustified Conclusion

The suggestions were
difficult to achieve
(24 items, 0.5%)

31 items

(0.6%)

The suggestions were
vague and not specific
(7 items, 0.1%)




The suggestions were difficult to achieve

For example,

A The reviewers suggested a department to
build up a flexible salary system in order
to include world class experts as faculty.

A The universities replied that it is very
difficult for a department to make such a
big change of the whole system without
university support.
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The suggestions were vague and not specific

University staff could not grasp the meaning of
the words of the on-site visit reports:

" '§‘§~

For example,

A @& { 2 Yaukse contents are too simple for ¢
the students |

Ty
A The objections are b 2 T Uaek gf@vidence. . L S
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The suggestions were vague and not specific

A In addition, we analyzed the appeal items rejected by the reviewers (2669
Iitems, 53%) and found that:

A replies without explanations (749 items, 15%)
A and replies with detailed interpretations (1920 items, 38%).
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4-4. Threats of Reliability of Peer Review

A Reviewers are not based on the same criteria to make
judgments.




4-4. Threats of Reliability of Peer Review

A If institutions provided evidence
after on-site visit, would the
reviewers consider it or not?

A Most of them refused. They only
took the data shown on the days
of on-site visit.

A However, some of them accepted
the information and consider It.
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4-4. Threats of Reliability of Peer Review

A If institutions claimed they have an
improvement plan, would the
reviewers consider it or not?

A Most reviewers refused it and
expected to see the improvement in
practices.

A However, few of the reviewers
accepted it and revised their reports.
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4-5. Other Factors Influence the Quality of

Peer Review

J
/

» Area: 36,000km

* Population: 23 million

» Capital: Taipei City

IWAN

1. Limited size of educational system

A Itis difficult to involve large and various panel
members in the same discipline for peer
reviews. It might happen that the reviewers
conduct mutual evaluation.

2. Close relationship among the
reviewers.

A The reviewers in small states have to face the
dilemma and the pressure from their
colleague from other institutions. If the
funding is related to the evaluation results,
the pressure is even higher.

A The complexity of peer review is
increasing as the higher education
system is smaller.
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5. Concluding Remarks



5. Concluding Remarks

A Concerning the validity of peer review, we compared the
views of university staff and reviewers and found
differences existed in the following areas: lacking context
analysis of the programs, invalid information, unreliable
Information, unjustified conclusion, partial reports, and not
based on the same criteria for making judgments

A Concerning the reliability of peer review, it showed that
reviewers might not based on the same criteria to write
evaluation report and make judgments on three issues.
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5. Concluding Remarks

A Through the analysis of the
objection reports by different
academic disciplines, this study
offers an understanding of the
discrepancy between university
staff and reviewers.

A It could help to improve the
evaluation peer review process.




Taipei 101

Questions and Comments are Welcomed!
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