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. T DrWWWilllam J. Bai\ley

r

B seems both logical and humane diatr«

what students have learned, rather than what they have not learned compared \

to other students. The traditional marking system "fails" because it is
g -

punitivé for the majority .of students (we can't all get A's and B's). It is in- N

~adegquate 1n Yeporting the kinds of learning exper{encesfstudents 1n moaem high
schools are having. As a result, new systems must be dev’i,sed which will be,
positive, a‘ccurate, and descriptive of the work that has been accomplished.
This article starts from the assumption that readers are in agreement that
the typical grading systems employed by mogt secon.dary schools m—?:ﬁe':’@puntpy
need ovetrhaulmg and, consequently there will be no pontifications about the evils
of grades., What ;.vill be discussed is an efample of one alternative student )
evaluation system, the change process, and what the college admissions people

-

are saying about-these changes. )

\ ; .
The kind of evaluation system described 1n the following pages takes into
.consideration the emphasis being placed on the indi-idual learner, the de-emphasis

placed on time as a limitation to learming, and the impOrtancgé of pf‘ecise‘objecgves
. A *

N N p .
< dealing with relevant material. It is petformance based and@nenon referenced.
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AOne such system is being developed at Concord High School. Wilmington, "elaware.
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Any system of evaluation should be based on values that-are important

to the organization. The assumptions on which this“pa,,rtichlar system is

-
I W— .

based are somewhat universal and are listed below:

1. Learning should be evaluated. Taxpayers, paren’s, and

students deserve t0 RIPW Wiat progress 1S DeImng made;
. and the educational system needs to know its efficiency.

2. An evaluation system does not have to be competitive
vis-‘a-vis student vs. student. In a sense, the only 0
competition necessary 1s the student competing with
the course objectives.

3. The best kinds of motivations are intringsic. An atmosphere
must prevail in which students are motivated to learn ds
opposed to working for grades. A positive, self-motivdting
and mertally healthy environment will 1n fact result from a
non-competitive eJaluation system.

4. Evaluations should be individualistic. Since each individual
learns at different rates and in different ways and the curriculum
has been desxgned to account for those differences, an evaluation
of student progress must be appropriate to his needs.

5. Fvaluation should be as specific as possible and based on actual
performance. , !

6. Schools have an obligation to share a student's progress with

interested parties at the students' request. ‘' & '
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N There are seven basic steps to take to implement the six (6) listed
assumptions. They are as follows: . .

[N

1. Decide the content to be learned in general, topical terms.

P ———— 32— Write-concepts for the-majer-topics to-be learned. - - - - - oo o3
- ) . . .o
3. State these,concepts in performance objectives.

‘ 4. Plan the learning activities.that will allow the learner to
achieve the stated ectives, allowing for alternative
paths. ' ' ) :

'
»

5. Design the assesgment tasks for major activities and objectives.
These are usually#in the form of tests which are teacher designed
but have agreeme%t with the department, team, or administration.

6. Describe the student's performance information on report forms (
that relate: i

i
[

A. FORMADVE EVALUATION (interim progress ‘reports)
3{,
i
L B. SUMMATIVE EVALUATION (final achievement level)

7. Derive a procedure jto evaluate the course based on the achievement
T of the students. 1

% Formative
1t

.

Frequerft formative evaluation tests and other appraisals will provide an

indication of the pace and motivation of the students, They shoyalso give an

/\
indication of whether or not the student is making the necessary effort at the

appropriate time. The appropriate use of these evaluations will help to ensure that

N
each set of learning tasks is sufficiently leamed before subsequent learning tasks

.

T Ty

are started. A periodic check every nine weeks or less can ne made and the results

are forwarded to parents. ch department should be responsiole for developing

their own formative evaluations and the necessary forms to record same, but they

~"

«
"should all be descriptive in nature. An example is included. \
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2 .

will reocgive Proficier;cy Sufficiency

No Credit Incomplete No Grade for the marking ‘period endinq

Bl llasl - ol ardandt o
.

- - g -

Lo s cnd T L]

« ey

" The following information is provided to indicate achie%emt and progress. ’

Re Level (Phase IV Rang@t 1l60=170+)
Standardized Reading Test (ETS Co«Op Test) .

- First Test Score' ~ Date Current Ibst Score Date

/ ' (e
!;iting evaluated according t Egggg gggggtationg

Paragraph: . Superior Satisfactory Unsatisfactory
Multi-paragraph paper: Superior Satisfactory Unsatigfactory

in tract: _ Completaed " Not Completed

' - 3] ) -
Tasks accepted: of 2 expected e u-J .
. @ Aot
cific Readin 11 R
; . P <i|® U
Ccenprehension Of FACtSB: ¢ ¢ o o ¢ o o o o

Specific Thought Skills
Synthesis of the following elements
supporting theme: .
cmracteIO L [ J L [ J L L [ J L L [ J [ J L L L [ J [ J

Figurative LANGUAZE « o ¢ o ¢ o ¢ ¢ ¢ o o
Point of View, « ¢« o ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o @ o ¢ o o o

Smlo @ ¢ o & o o o o o o o o -,r e o o i
Settmg. e o @ ¢ o © o o o o o & o' e o o o ; :‘
Style. ele o 0 o o o o o o o ele o o o o J )
Plot Structure. . -fo o o o o o ® o o @ o0 t 1 3} g
- 818
Current.Phase Placement I II III IV V - il
Phase ‘Placembnt for Next Marking Peried I II III IV V o {o
Attendance: ” Absent from class of 2J cays A1

tudent Re nsibilit

Unsatisfactory

J

Brings necessary materials to class. o o o'e WMo o o o o o

Reads QSSigned materialse o« ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ 6 ¢ o o o 4,0 o o 0
Completes assxgnments. o ¢ s o o o o ‘

/
Works without superVJ.sion. e o o 6 4« ¢ ¢ 06 6 o8 o s s ® n
e o & o o o o o o o

Participates in small group discussions

v {
'

Parent Corments:

If you wish to respond to this evaluation, please write comments
on reverse side and return this to the Language Arts Department or
call for an appointment, ~

Q -
oo : 0 Teacher

B
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Summative ‘ -

The other part of the evaluation system involves the final recording of

achieve ment referred to as the summative éval'ugg:ion. The summative evaluation . .

L4 g‘ - -

»
. J_sa summary of the work fnr the entire cource a%pjmrdinﬁ‘nflhpjrbipmmpnr

[ [

“level which includes a coding system for college o7

Aia.

. ey -
’ LIEUIE deIUBU., alia

gen'eral comments that woltld be pertinent regardirfg t‘he }ndividual student, along
. N - , N “ *
with recommendations for f\ﬁi‘:ure work in this area.
: b

. The summative evaluation cap be deLigned to @

example is included.’

rar credit for.achievement

on two levels. In most cases the student can choosejf
’ :S ‘g

* vt
she operates. The basic achievement level, referred F:. here as "sufficiency",

level at whicb he or

-

der}otes that’the student has achjeved or acquired the : essary skills, concepts,

or attitudes that méet course standards.

’

level should be available

level and drops the course, he receives no credit. A seq? \;Nevel referred to here
¢

"proficiency", signifies a, demanstration of unusual. 1rﬂ§erest
‘%
knowledge, .r advanced concepts.
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to meet. ) !
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A third categoKof even higher performance could be created which might be

referred to as " maste,ry . This is an arrangement which $tarts after or along with
-~ i

the pr'oficiency achievement level but in addition requirezs that the student contracts:

1

. . S
to be of service to the discipline. This mastery status shoﬁld be limited to one or

K
’
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Lab rep~rts?

n~ complete”

TEACHER JBSERVATIONS:

___no incécmplete

Student Tnitlative (Requests Help)

_ g - i
SUMMATI. - REPTHRT - aC}ENCZ.II PHASE 2H 5392 e
NAMh L / M ,
FINAL EVALUATION: SuffiQiency uProficiency No o re if?’ complete
/((RET)IT ]"JSCEIY T T T T T T e A e
1.. Ccmmunicati~ns Motion in the ‘ieavzns
Measurement’ - _16. Naked Zve Azronomy i
2. rundamental Quantities —17. Early ‘reek View .
3. imensional Analysis 18. Copernicin-2rahae
L. Metric System - 1G6. Kepl=er
5. Significant Figures 20, Galileo .
6. Expcndntial Notation ] 21, lUniverszl Gravitation__
- +7. Slide Rule . ~ Conse~vatien L-ws
Meotion 22. Mass
g. Graoning ) 23. M~mentum
9. hAverage Speed 2L, Work-Znerzy_,
10. Instantaneous oSpeed 7 25 Heat . o ‘
J11. Arisi~tle % Galileo Development 5L ] Molecular Model
12. Free Fall 26, Energy of Reactioen
13. Vect-us 27. . Properties of Gaser
14. Newt»on's Laws 28, a~Avogad‘ 's H ,tnegls
~15. Superp-rsition Principle 29. Symbols & Formyla:
: ' = 30. Tge M-le
31. Gas Laws_.
32. Molar V-lume

)”Idfﬂ

Evenness
{

éauccesionally
~t Perf-~rmince: :

i % L

i
“Usually

Frejuantly

!

_3
Talrly even ccrnsistent

S errati- Uneven .
Atsftude: ‘ .
v ) ‘ L '
Se ldom Cooperative Usually KAlway.
Cheperates Cooperative “zcperative -
Personal Lc,pfnsz%llity
. § '
Often, Fartially Usually  ~i4ayS accepts
refufle : accepts acceptc r:1ly
° )
TEACHER COMMENTS: ’
’ &
N ) — =
\ . 7>> Teacnoer 1 TNATUre

-
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two courses per student per year. Examples of possible rhastery service are
0 ’ .

4 Y

as follows: o ' .

L

1) Student aide to a teacher

- 2) Laboratory assistant

3) Tutoring

]
s

4) Special research projects

Wr\mng learning packets, producing a.v. aids, etc.

"6) Certain kinds of individual study. .
The traditional transcript can be used for college admission purposes, The

symbols for the coding, in this sytem (S.P,M would be entered as were traditional
\ ‘ :

" grades 1n the past. Each sﬁudent should have on file the Summative Evaluation

form for each course completed.: The form contains a description of the course,

L

4

in terms of major concepts, and the specific achievements made by the student.

The formats can vary with the department. When advisable these forms can be

included w1th college or job apphcanons . I( necessary all of the Summative

- ‘i
Evaluations can be sent to interested parties. However, it is more probable that
—~ . _;'; ’ - & '
only those that specifically pertain to the's?:dent's major interest are necessary.

in engineering may send the math and

science reports. Of course trans j sf'l contajn the regular test scores and

W
faculty recommendations, but there is ’é grade point average or class rank with

this system. If a student does not con;f'pl‘ete a course or does not achieve at the
"sufficiency"” level in a course for which\he/or she is enrolled then "No Credit" is
received. This can be denoted with gri“ N.C. on the transcript. What may be even
more fair to the student is simply no't" to record .any record of the course, unless
g :

requested to do so by the student.
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When considering changing the grading system, a school would obviously

follow their normal strategies for change which hopefully would include involve-

ment with students, parents, teachers, and»o"gh_e_r interested parties. The secret

- - E

to the change process in student evaluation, however, is very predominantly

placed in the college admissions question. If you can change (i/mpmve) your

student evaluation system and not drastically affect the collegés acceptance of those

~ -

¢ . L A
students, the{n you are well on the road to acceptance by parents, students and

teachers! One idea is to keep only positiv; grades - A, B, and maybe C and
attach performance criteria to each level (A,B,C) for each course. The same
principle applies, but the chanée process may be facilitated. GPA'should not be
kept or the system again becomes normative and competitive.

B(Z)th £ormal and informal contact must be made with colleges when initiating

grading ychanges. Surveys can be very helpful in determining the admissions offices

‘wtions. One such survey conducted by James Terrell, Chairman of Counseling

at Concord High School, Wllmingfon, Delaware 1s reported here. i

. LY
The Performance Evaluation Collége Admissions Survey, along with a description

of a perform\ance based 'system, was mailed to 172 colleges.

2 : " -\
In reply to the question,”"What effect will the new evaluation system have on

our graduates\ chances of being accepted into your éollege" , the college Directors of _

s
B Y

-~

"Admissions responded as follows: : . -

=" %_in reply group

1. No affect on chances of admission 60%

(examples of replies) - "So_urids gf?;//
- "Yourn ation system is quite

/’/{m}w and won't hurt the chances
your graduates appl&ing here."

- "No effect"” ‘ T n
“Certainly will not have a megative
. . < ’ effect ... Your system seems superiof;
Q “ et "
, E ‘ to any others we are familiar with,
| ERIC | 9 v others w ith,”

g~ — »\«/ | ““ " i ‘1




1. No affect on chances of adg}ission (Cont'd.):

(exa mple s of replies)

-9-

,"d
b}

L

- "Your system-should enable us to make
better admission.decisions."

- "No effect"

2. Little or no effect on chances of admission. (with 'q_ualuifications)

(examples of repli€s)

%

-~ "Chances will be'as good as if a
student were evaluated undera- - - -

letter grade system." o

- "We support your proposed system and
anticipate no negative'effect - in .fact,
it could have a beneficial effect. "L

. /'/
% In reply group

- 30%

~ "May place more reliance on the

SAT scores”
~

- "A special admissions committee wil
consider your students."

\
- "Little effect except in the areas where
the out-of-state quota is small."

J

~ "We will yrqcess your students on an
* individual basis." -

- "No significant effect but we may
place more weight on SA}' scores,"

~ "May slow admxss1onsﬂetermmat10n
but should be adeq/uéte."

3. May have a harmful effect on chances of admissior:‘/
. reply group .,

‘

(examples bf replies)

10

% Ao

4 10% J

- "Large number of applications will }
~ make evalwtion.very difficult," |
- "Adverse effect in that we look for type i
|

i

i

[

|

i

|

of student who competes with
contemporaries ., ”

-~ "30,000 freshmen applications a year

and our out-of-state quota will make

your lack of GPA and rank in class

difficult for us. However, we will

- still consider your students for
admission."

-
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As can be seen, the preliminary results’show that 30% of the colleges

L . - P -
- --.  responding indicate that the new evaluation system will have littlezrng effect

- —orthe students chances*ofadnnssron“‘eounsetors*wrﬂ-haveto—wofk-dvsety— —_— -

with the schools which are makin/g changes since there will be difficulties wi?h_’

thé new system, On‘é naturally avoids penalizing students, but some will feel

they are ata disadvantage if the school is using alternative systems. Many
colleges, as well as ma)r}! high kchools, are developing“alternative ways to

~ .
evaluate students. The estaplishment of individualized instruction, behavioral )

«

-

objectives, and alternative learning patterns dictate a change in evaluative

practices. All systems have weaknesses, but basihg grades on positive attributes

-
- .

seems to be worth the effort of change.
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