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* An-Thtroductory «Statement , . ) ¢ . ) .

Evaluation (grading) ought‘té have.a relationship, a éon§onance, to
the goals of a program. Because the New Schéol was commigtéd'to a high ,
degree of personalization, student ipitlative, and integration in learning,
'tradétional glading pattérns were judged to be iéappropria&e. An alter-
native evaluation prscess was presented to the U;iversity‘of North Dakota's
Univ;réity—wide Curriculum Cémmittee and Senate in Septe%ber 1968. This = .

“process, along with a rationale, is presented as Item I of this.TTT report.

A}
. ]
When the Center was organized it was necessary to present a new proposal to

~

the Universit§ Curfkiculum Commitgee. Item II is a copy of the proposal.
The New School's experience influenced significantly the propesal made'bzdk)

éhe‘Center. Both of the documents have been distributed widely. Colleges

., .

. and universities from throughout the country have requested them and have .
. L

” apparently found fhem useful. We felt they were important.doéuments re-
Al . - \-

lating to the Unive;%ity of North Dakota's TTT experience and ought to be .

. pregserved in this %gries of iTT reports.

N

Vito Perrone’

*
May 1974 }
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*':£va[uafﬁon patterns can be justified on many grounds.

s

- elementary teacher.

- the promotion of learning.

A NEW SCHEOL' PROPOSAL FOR A SYSTEM OF -EVALUATION

- A/
. ! :
. !
L4

The New School has as its major ‘task the preparation of a-new kind of .
. ) ¢
. - '
It strives te educate students to acquire the qual-

’
.

ities of mind and behavior which will asslst them in nurturing the’ crea-

.
4

L] .
tive tendencies in the young and in introducing a more individualized mode

of instruction into the schools of' North Dakota. . ) T

The faculty and student body recagnize fhaf Bny institution bf higher

Iearnung, |f it is to be effective in confrlbuflng fo a change i the ed-

ucational fabric of itg sociefy, mdsf itself become a model'of the kind

”

its

[

of educaf:onal environment it is promoflng The New thool inall

educaflonal endeavors will strive-to be such a model

model, the Ney School -must have a sys}em.of evaluation which is compatable
'S
3 .

v

with its educational ‘ohi losophy. ' . ) -

o’

. N
- . . -
»

But the ultimate
test of any evaluation or grading system ought to be 4ts sffectiveness in
' . / . .

‘ Any discussion of grading ought -to keep this »

The New 8chool beliéves that there are alternatives to

-

concern central .
the gstablished grading system that will contribute more effectively to

an improvement in the environment for learning.

The New Schoo!l proposal.which follows is described. in three parts.. Tbe

first part identifies the actual marks which wode be enfe(ed into a.stu~-

dent's academic record along with an interpretation of those marks. * The

. . . . VA
second part outlines the procedure the New School would uset in arriving

, . .

To be an effective

; }--
. .
y

rs

A

ta?
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\ a e . . .
at a determination of course marks as well as some justification for that

t . » .

, proceddre. The third part is a response to some of the questions that are

v

- often raised when a non-traditional marking system is probosed.‘ ' T
[ § - . § ‘
|
. Al
The New School proposes ‘that at the end of.each semester, and after as-. Cos
. r

sessment of the student's progress (as described in sectiod 1), one of* =
three marks will be entered into the student's academic }gkﬁrd for each

courseyin which he is enrolled: . N "
(a) If, at the end of ‘the semester, the student has completed the ob-

jectives of the course, a mark of-CR is recorded. This mark indi-

cates that credif/(oﬁ'fhe course is received.

(b) If, at the end of the semester, a student's brogress in a course ‘o

1)

is-such as to warrant further work, a mark of CD is recorded, This

mark signiffes that the coéurse is stilt in progress %on that stu-
" . < . ‘ . ‘.
dent and that credit for the course is deferred until the objec-
el =

fi*es for the éourse have beep comp leted. iiﬁggisfudenf will have

-,
1Y

< i‘ - .
one calendar year.to complete the work necessary for credit fo be

—

- received. |f objectives are completed-during this extended period

then the course mark shall be changed from CDO to CR. If work=tTs~
not completed during this period, credit for the course is with-
drawn [ see (c) below]. This mark should not be associated in any «

) way with course failure. It ekould be interpreted only as a means
e . ‘ i 3
by which students can be gfven increased ?!exibi!ify in Tbe;gertod

. [

. . . , T
of time needed Jo achieve course objectives.
. 4

2 (c) if, at the end of the semester, a student has not completed the

. y.; -
‘ -
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-
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‘I
objecfives of the course and, by mutual agreement between student
and Teacher, nf is fhoughf that the student should Aot continue,

In The course fhen'h Agrk of cw is recorded. This makk vndlcafes

-

that The opporfunnfy fo receive credit is withdrawn Withdrawal

of credlf does not prohlblf a student fronhen;plllng agavn in the °

same course, Because of the many possible reasons surrounding a

s¢udenf's wvfhdrawal from a course, Th4s mark should not be asso-

cnafed in any way with faviure
/

- M~ ‘

at

< I
. ~ . &

Grades.and Motivation for Learning e

. Course grades act as powerful incentives which satisfy many strong and

'S 4
varied motives not directly associated with learning, e.g., teactdr and

parénfal appraval, career or monetary pursutfs, and the feeling of accém—

[

plvshmenf The enticipation of being graded greatly influences the material
-

a sfudenf/yfudies and léarns. One psychologist thinks that grades are so

‘strong a motivating force that they are responsible for our inabilify to

establish the superiority of one teaching approach over qﬂ%e;d

The fradi?ional letter grading system is often justified as an effective

'//‘ instrument for moTtvaflng students To learn. However, fhls type: of mot-/ &

ivation tends to be extrinsis to the learning process Traditional grading

practices encourage sfudenfs more Toward safisfying the formal .course re-

\

‘ quirements . set by fhe instructor fhan 4n daveloping an intrinsic mofuvafnoni

4
]

for leardlng Saf;sfacflon is.often found in the grade itself rather than
>, . - S,

in fhe sense of- JOY and accompllshmenf :nhevenf in the learnnng situation.

-
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The. New School proposal on grading gjs desigrled to minimize the "external"

. .

appeals-of grades while at the same time contribating to the creation of

-

anienvirgnment v;here learning is infrinsically motivated. ‘0

. b . -

h
Teacher-5tudent Refationships._ ’ ‘

1

In designing a sysTem’of evaluation, consideration must be given to the

effect of "grades" upon the teacher-student relationships. The New School

viould |ike to encourage the develépnenf bﬁ more cooperafi{p,‘non-ThreaTenv:g
ing relationships beT;;en faculty and sfudenfs:' If a system of evaiuation
ii bel:g designed for educational purposes, then it ouéhf to promote better
communication and cooperation befween teacher and student, The tragitional
letter gradiné system is l}mifed in This'regard. If a sysfém of evaluation
can eneourage greater assumption of responsibility by the student for his ,
own learning then {here is a greater chance for more posiTive.Teacher-sTJ-

~

dent relationships to develop.

Grades and”Creativéty

-
[

. . . [ . ~a
Ther§)|s the indication from several sources that the correlation of -

.grades with creative achievement is generalty very low. "There is the

further argument that the structured constraints of a 'system' of grading

%

have not merely a neutral but actually’a deleterious effect on creative

. \ .
performance.” Some of these studies also indicate that certain non-intef- -, .

. A
lectual factors usualjy associated with academic achievement (as derermrined

X

\

l AC Research Report, No. 7, September, 1965, The Relationship Between . \

College Grades and Adult Achievement: A Review of the Literature.
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. . .7 ! i -
by traditiona{ gradimrg practices) are factors more often found in persons

with less poTenT}al for creativity. Most grading systems by their very

~ nature tend to reward thé hardworking but conforming student while penal:
R ’izing the more unconventional end imaginative student. The New School ) ~
. . ’ - , ; R ~ v N .

“ wighes' tg agopt 2 system of evaluation which, if no¥ actually promoting

/

. . . » \
credfivity, at least doegs not have a deleterious effect upon student crea-

'-gﬂfy.“ ‘ ‘
N . -
D Creativity and . Self-appraisal -
Carl Rogers, wrifiné on‘creafivify, argues that &cFeaTiviTyjlﬁ learning
i's best facilitated wﬁen self-crifiéism and self—evaluafiéﬁ are basic.... )
The best research srganrzéfioné‘iﬁ indhgffy, as well as the academic wor’ld,
‘ have learned that external evaluation is largely fruiflesé if the goal is
‘ creative work."2 In ordertfé faciiitate crea*ive expression.in bts stu-
dents, Theahew Schsol plan; Totinifia}e a procedure of evaluation which ’
will allow each student to assume a iarger“share\of the responsibility for )
defining and evaluar}ng ;is educational efforts in.each course. The Efu-' ‘
| dent and faculty member will jointly work toward increasing the student's
v * by
. ‘ ab[lify to ipfelligenflyﬂgvaldgfé his own academic progress. ALl evalua-
tion procedbres'dil; be sfrucfured 55 as to makéhédeenT sve-appraisaI \
i an essential part of the sTudénT's educational experience in the New School.
. ] .

Y

The New School is awere that there may be some cases where a significant
L ‘ . . B

i
[} 4

2 Rogers, C. The Facilitation of Significant Learning, in L. Siegel (ed.), -
Instruction:; Some Contemporary Viewpoints. o ‘ '

- " )

| / .
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discrepancy will develop between student and faculty evaluations of stu=

LR} -‘k W‘é'

R

‘dent projress in a course. Where these cases do occur and the student ’

— 4

“.and faculty member cannot, between them, resolve their difterences, the
issﬁé’ﬁill be referred to a student-faculty evaluation committee for. re-
"’ .
solution. . .
‘ ]
There may also be instances where a sfudent is successful in his academic
! ' - )

' “endeavors but has certain traits that would make him unsuitable as an

elementary teacher, The facJITy wil] be continually alert to such students
and wikl recommend, where neéessary, that a student not be continued in =~ « -

rd

the brogram. &

r ’ o
Self-appraisal and the Detarmination of Educational Goals .
.
. - . " - M
Bacause the New School wi§hps to encourage student evaluation, it is :

- o

, imperative that goals of the total instructioral program and of each

i
)

course be clear to the student. |f self-appraisal is o be successful,

’

' sfddenfs must parficipafé:fo a greater degree in the determination of the
educational objectives of the New School program. To accomp l.ish both

objectives the whole process of evaluation must begin at the beg}nning of .’

’ 1

each course in which the student enrdlls. The structuring of studént
. ‘ L 4

. \ )
activities within each course area will be made!only after the student and

instructor have enéaged in thoughtful examination bj_fhé student's academic

’

and professiona!‘b?ckgk0und, hiE present needs and expectations, and fhed /
. 1

»

educational objectives of the New School. Special af{?hfion will be
given to iﬁcreasing the flexibility in .the way a student réaches his goals

'

and the period of time needed to achieve those goals. //////

(N

¢
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_ . Letter grades are‘some?imes Justified as a negessary means for predict-

- . "g 5 * ’
ing and selecting suecessful teachers, |In the revrew referred to earlier

used grade point average is of little value in trying to identify teaching

Grages—and Teaching Suécess | * - - . .
: B ’ * % . . . . - )

= . -
- -

,
v ) . a . , ..
=% - b

(p. 4) of forfy Six sfudies on the relaflonshap of colfege grades to adulf L
achlevemenf, it is stated fhaf."presenf eyldence sfrongly suggesfs fhat
college'grades bear’'little or no relationship to any_measurea;of adult |

_achievement." In studjes Epecifically related to teaching, .it was found

fhaf grades are not significantly related to any overall megsure of teach- :

]
- v

ing success. From these studies it woulgd appear that the fradnfnonally- ’

personnel of high qdalify. Other measures such as jointly written student-

faculty evaluations, covering a broad spectrum of student que%jfies of

~

L2

4

"academic" ability and achievement, might serve as a more accurate pre-

‘dictor. ' ' * ‘ ’ )

Grades and Standards

*

Some persons may feel that any change in the established grading pattern” ’

’

will- somehow endanger the institution's academic standards. Associated

with this feeling is the belief that there is some logical or causal con-

nection between grading and standards. ~However, a university may have

only one grading sysfemr yét have differing standards among its many faculty
, ..

! . . . . + .. L3 .
and several academic divisions. Inconsisiencies can be\noted in faculty

IR !

use of a, common grading system. Even though two instructors may agree . .

on the performance level of the same group of students, one might give a . ’

-

~




-

-
.

grade of A to only.the-¢0p45 percent while the ofhet gives the same grade

' Ay

to the top 30 percent. One faculty member hay cnoose to grade "on.a curve" ' ' ‘.

B ) » N , - ) . # < .
_while the'other grades on some preconceived standard. Or possibly both ‘
will grade on different cur@e; or upon different standards. - \ -

| v ‘
; It is quite possible for a university to have alternative patterns of

. . ] . . .
evaluation while maintaining a single standard of quality in all programs.

L4

The only problem is in defining the standard in terms other than those of

’
]

. a single evatuation pattern. It is rare to find a tollege that has cre-
’ ated any really acceptable definition of academic achievément that could :
~ 'vd used for this purposeh; .

. -

. -

~o

-’

" The New School? in proposing its marking system, has no intention of low-
' - f ) .
ering standards. Instead, the New-Schoo| hopes that through its system of .

~
'

evaluation it caQ.confribuférfo-fhe development of a broader conception

~
14 L4 i
of educational standards. There is certainl; o great need for the educa- °* -
tional community. to encourage and stimulate more individualization-of =

[N

academic sfandaggs. The New School in proposing its evaluafion program

plans to meet that neéd. ) L %

s - . s

Grades and School Trhansfer

© i

~Other concerns about nonlfradifional'gradxng systems incl'ude the problems .

—
s

of transfer to other schools and admission to graduate school. The vari-

ability of drading bafferns»around the country is increasing rapidly. The

-
.
.

pass-fail ‘system has gainad increased popularity. As Jong as any non-.
- ' ~ e
tradjtional grading pattern is clearly articulated, no college seems to

v

Al .




2 0

. | -

1

have serious difficulty in translating the record of a transfer student
- #‘ & L ,; - . LY i
intfo the college's own terms, o N

- R ¢ . . o

% 3

Perhaps the more pofenfially‘seridus problem;is“;déhfing a non~traditional

grading pattern to estaplished graduate schookyadmission policies. Some

A\
) v

difficulty ip determining superior ;fudent'achievew
N ‘ N .
ment from the observation of a non-traditional student transcript. But

N
graduate schods do have

fhis difficulty, whefher“recodnized or not, also exists with the tradition-

v

‘al.gradiﬁg pattern. The reason is that there is simply- no evidence that,
college grades can effectively predict success in graduate sghool. "This

¢

B . T - .
situation, however, is not a problemif the graduate schools will take

the time fo read the comprehensive dossiers submjtted for each prospective

-

student. .

-

.
v

- - ” ) . . .
The problem of gradudte school enrollment for New School undergraduates

is not a’ serious one, for the New School program spans the undergradhafe
. \ . R
and graduate years. Most entering students will continue tt-ough to the

complefioh of theit.master's degree program. ' ’

~

L3
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! ’ INTRODUCTION ’ - )
u. * . ’ c -

“ This report is submitted*by the Undergraduate Committde, Center

N ¥ . . -
for Teaching and Learning. Included in the report are a proposal for

. > ’ -
LY

the reportifig of § student's progress toward the completion of degree

.

3

. ) ., .
reqiirements in the study of elementary educdtion'and the rationale for

- . .
this recommendation. Vito Perrone, Dean of the Center for Teaching and

Learning, has been asked to present this proposal along with members of

-

‘L, 1 Y . N
the Committee on Evaluaq&on, Undergraduate Committee.

v

»

v

Proposal d .

- i
At the end of each semester, and after assessment.of the stu-
L]

4

dent's progress in elementary education one of three marks* will be
’ i - . :
entered into the student's academic record for each area of study in ¢
L . . Lo . '
which the student. is enrolled: !
(a) 1If, at the‘end of the semester, the student has com-
- pleted objectives of the course or actiwity, a mark
: of CR is recorded. This mark indicates that credit
for the course is receiyed. ' . »
kY (b) 1If, at the end of the semester,- a student's progress °
in a course or activity is such:as to warrant further-
work, a mark of CD is recorded# This mark signifies
that the course or activity is still in progress for
that student and that credit is deferred until the
objectives have been completed. The student will
have one ca;eqddr year to complete the work neces-
sary for credit~to be received. If opjectives are

. »
- *The procegs of evaluation 1s considerably more extensive,
demanding considerable writing by students, teaching faculty, and
advisors. This process is outlined in a separate document.

.
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[ . e \

. .completed during this extended peiiqq then the ma%k
© shall be changed from CD to CR. -If work is not come
) pleted during this perdod, credit is wiﬁhdgawni(&ge‘
. ¢ below). A'CD Bhouid not.be associated int any way
* ewith failure. It shoyld be interpreted only as a

means by which students can be given increased
flexibility in the period of time needed to achieve
: the objectives of a course or activity.
! s
. (e) 1f, at the end of the sgmester, a student has not
- completed the objeCEiueqﬁga;ablished and, by mutual
' agreemert between studént and teacher, it is thought
that the student should not continue in the course
or activity, then a mark of CW.is recorded. This —
mark indicates that the opﬁortunity to recejve ’
credit is withdrawf, Withdrawal of credit does not
prohibit a student from enrolling in the“same -course
- of study. Because of the many possible reasons sur-
rounding a student's-withdrawal, this mark should -
not ‘be associated in any way with failure, '

. =
.
%
2

Thé rationalerfor a credit received/deferred system can be

L ] v @
~ broken down into three general areasye’

’

» .
Rationale for Proposal

(a) The effectivenesd” of the dominant A-F grading system
in dchieving pugpages claimed by its.defenders; °

.
-~

(b) the effects on students and teacherk of this yxrading
system; N ) -

-
—

(c) the ;iability of*exisping non-graded alternative
(such as Pass-Fail). .

In this report we wild Eonside;.evidence that bears on each
- Ny l 1]
of the threeareal. ° . L . Y
- ‘ R "‘\ —
. 7 . T e
. ® Availdbility of Research Studies N c- ) (

’ . ERIC Clearinghoﬁse on Higher Education,'recently published a -

. . review of 200 articles, papers, and reports about grades appearing

y

"
-3

The Center Undergradqate Committee has recommended that 9uring
cthe fall semester of the 1972-73 atademic year the Center community,
.determine whather in the futuredshere shoulq be a student tion of

requesting a'letter grade (A,B,C) at tle beginning of. a course of study:

’

e .

. ~




from 1965-70. About onenfourth of the ftems considered tne form of l'

grades especially whether Pass-Fail should replace A through F.

4

Another one—f0urth considered t\é use of GPA to predict graduate .

success. "The remaining one-half ranged~over a variety of topits:- ¢

- variability in grading standards, disadvantage of grades, effects

A

~
of grades .oy studbnts, use of grades .in predicting occupational : .
Success, determinants of grades, and the social effects of grades. * i
The reviewer (Warren, 1971) stated that the studies left 1arge i ‘f/

e

-

.ot gapa and led to only a few firm conclusions
‘él) students approve of P-F grading, but when offered a
P-F option, often don't elect the option to_take
courses they otherwise wouldn't have taken
(2) deans and registrars disapprove of Pass-Fail grading
in undergraduate courses. .

¢ _ (3 undergraduate grades predict, first3year graduate and
professional school grades abput as well as they have
for years but not very well most ofvthe time, octa-

. ’ sionally, quite well, occasionally not at all.
. EFFECTIVENESS OF GRADING IN ACHIEVING ITS PURPOSES -
" - * . - . / N
One of the major problems in using grades is knowing pre- . . .o

cisely what they represent. " Critical to the grading process is the
tranglation of evaluation results into a symbol. \This symbol then
represents a single dimension presenting some level of academic : -
achievement. Yet academic achievement is itself defined only in
x_terns of compositeg of course grades and has no independent defini- °
‘tioniagainst which the validity of courseigrades can be checked.

Thus all who use grades are stuck with symbols usually equated

with excellent, good, average, poor and failing. These words,
’ A




- tional decisions.
S5

. J ‘ . '

-y - 4 : : .
¥

which we all learned in Freshman compOsition classes, describe vir-

’ + - —t

tually nothing.

. A

Both the determination and understanding of grades.

. 1
. has been a long time struggle for those who give them, receive them,-

T egnd make use of them for vital decision making :
, b "f“f\\z
N . Assuming for the moment that colleges and universities should

2

evaluate students and keep academic records of their progress, what

_ purposes are seruqd py suph evaluation and.grading?

v

The genefglly

" .

aCcepted puyposes of grades include: informational feedback te stu-

i
dents about theit level of achievement, motévation of students,

a

selection for advanqed yducation or employment, and other institu-

The use and effectiveness of grading for these’

purposes will be distussed.

. . -—
a

N .
.
. \ -

Information Feedback ) !

For stud}nts who are the "consomers" of education, feedback 4——

‘ l
‘might be the most important purpose of grades 1f they were g tool to

facilitate learning. But’ EValuating (the assessment of perrformance)

v

and grading (the reporting of assessment regults) should.not be con-

/ﬁui}d.

~

-

.

1

Stallings and Leslie (1979) reported a survey of students at -’

the University of Illinois in which most.students did not congider - N

. . [

grades to perform a useful feedback function. Also the évaluative
. . ¢ . -

procedures that lead to the most effective feedback are often not
t

. those that are used in ranking students (Bloom, 1968; Husek, 1969).

]
.

_ The use of grades as a form of feedback does not involve the

student in the developnent of standards for evaluating his or her .
. .

N

¢ -




%

" ther study. An important part of the learning process is error but,

only permit a studen&.to take coursgs outside their m!&or field,

own performance. Feedbaék'should be related to the processes as lel

as the products of learning, differentiating aiong varipus forms and

areas of academic accomplishment and initiating directions fo{ fur-
in a grading system, error i$ equated with‘failure,and made éostly by
beiing- permanently recorded. “ y .

p :

e ]

Motivating Students*

El

It is often asserted that grades encqurage students to learn
. N ’ ‘ -y
things they would not' learn vtherwise. Studies of Pass-Fail grading
5 . . . .

have indigated that the mature ‘of the grades does influence how stu-

[
dents will allocate their study time (Feldmesser, 1969; Freeman,

. . - »
1967; Karli@s,_lg69). However, these studies are based on optional

7

P-F grading where most often a gtudent was permitted to take one

course per term on a Pass-Fail basi’s. Typically Pass-Fail options

It is not so surprising thatwa student would emphasize those cgurses

in their major field whi t universities require and which. often

”
constitute a separate core A in the évaluation of a student' s&col;

-

lege work.,

A

» .
In those institutions where a complete Pass-Fail grading or’

descriptive grading }as been.used, no evidence, has been found that

X,

N
students extend mselves less*than they would with A-F grading
Saral} Lawrence College héas operateJ-without gr?de;\for many years

(Murphy and Raushenbush 1960) . ] ;

.
-

T ,
' . M ~ ' %" P

»
v
. .
- ‘o,
. “
.
v . . 4
.
R .

Ve
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(And, at the University of\palifornia, Santa Cruz where*complete T

[

| Pass-Fail grading has been the practice since'their openings in 1965, the
. ¢ A

faculty saw no evidence that students worked 1ess diligently fﬁan .had

’
v

PRy . .

students’ at other institutiong'where more conventional grading systems =~
. ¢ A . . e o

were used® (Comm. M. Educ. Policy, 1970Y. ) ' 4

- .
» ~ . %
=

T Warren (1971) describes an experimental program that provides

~

a useful*comparison betteen a graded and an ungraded instructional .

% ‘ . '
system. In si¥ liberal arts colleges, selected students pursued a
e 4 yeard?Togram of independentlstudy without specified course reduire-
. " :

ments and without grades. The students in the experimental program |

were evaluated but these. .results yere given dirsctly to the student,

kY

N {
-Although student selection and other elements of the program may have

influenced the results, some ‘inferences were thought valid."%one -t

. . B N ¢ N (‘
tentative conclusion was that,grades played only a smal? part, if ‘

/6 { any, in inducing students to learn. The anxiety usually cOnnected .

. .
with grades was foumd to be related to impending examinatians even »

<

¢ “ though no grades were being given
&2

. This program did have _some, drawb ks. The primary source of *

student dis?6nfort was the ambiguity of man aspects of the program

- kY

due to its newness. Expectations were not defined and students wera
uncertain about their ability to set their own goals and evaluate
themselves. This anxiety is not 8o surprising and was most,probab%y
experienced?also by faculty; this should be considered in program

planning. It is suggested that some of*this discomfort may/be-

. : ' ¢
unavoidable and might be a small price to pay in a learning °
= * . ‘

\ LI 1] ™~

e - oy F -
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task of setting . ]
/

v

expe:i;ncg‘ché; involves indivihuals and groups ia the

goals and determining their pragress toward them, iTh t this iss true’ .
;0‘5 ~ 1s supported by thé comments of NewnSchbol graanteé.&oncernihg tﬁeir' 1f . . -
v reaction to first experiencing a non-=graded system (sge page 24 off
. this report). ‘ j ‘ oot .
\ v

Selection for Graduate Educatidh :
or Employment .

i . Graduate and professional schools are the primary benefi- T c,

ciaries of the use of grades for selection and thus se to be one
gra - eexq A

og‘the most vocal groups concerngd with chénge in grading or eval-

-

uation procedures. Although differences in educational purpose .,

might imply d4fferent selection procedures, still all depend heavily
¢ ? . 4
on undergraduate GPA. ' : ' . ¥ ’
"A questionnaire was sent to 276 deans of univergities im the

Gounci} of Graduate Schools, asking their response to consideration

o

-

> 3 . of graded and nongraded transcripts in admission decision= (Hassler, .
v A . )

P Y .
1969). While most preferred to evaluate admissions on the basis of
- i \

s

grades, over half said they would accept for admission a studgnt
i with good recommendations\ana every course non~graded. The basic

réhson:given for preferring a graded transcript was greater ease ) s ’

., , . .

. and aceuracy. Yet, in a review ‘of studies concerned with under- ) ) ’

" grdaduate grades as a predictor of<graduate performance, Varrdn 1

(1971) found that correlations reported betwéen undergraduate

)

\ . first year graduate school grades ranged from about -.20 to +.60,

\ - - ’

] . .
\ -+ with the median correlation beingkifo. Undergraduate grades




b4

¢

‘4
_,'/

5 . . »
‘later Phasés ofvgraduate education, nor with other criteris of aca-
N . » .

v

e < demic success, such as actual completion of the graduate program

. 3

In view of the'great variabil-,

-

ity of the correlation coefficients and the fact that the extreme

, ]
(Hackman, Wiggins and Bass, 1970).

- .

yalues tend to occur with samples of fewer thar 100 students (Warren,

1971), little can bg said with coifidence abouyt the relationship to

]

be expected between undergraduate gradet and graduate school perform-
4

.ance. Thus,(éhere is no evidence that conventional grades are better
' !

’

* predictors than are non-conventiqnal evaluations, . nor that students

educated under a non-conventional evaluation sy§teﬁ are less likely

A
.

graduate gchool than are students who have beep

.

.to be successful in
¥

graded conventionally. . .

~

L4

In a‘review of forty-six studies on the relatfonship of colj
lege grades to adult achievement, it is statéd Ghat "present evidence

étron
L N

. . D
. _ to any measukes of achievem&nt" (Hoyt, 1965). In another review

AN *
gly sgggests that college grades bear little or no relationship

.

(Hoyt, 1966) of\twelve studies speciffcally cgncerned with the rela-

.

tionship between dpllege grades and teaching success, it was found,

with few exc%ptions, that neither over-all college grades nor grades

- .

in specific courses wede significantly related to any measure of

multidimengiodal concept. he majority of these studjes used super-

2 »
visors' ratings of total perf

ce as the chief criterion. Ratings

of specific aspects of teacher ﬁerformance have been léss frequently

‘ exanined. . /)

,”gggg;gilgvd{qun;:xuu:ﬂxuuLJxighly;wégﬁ—eeaéemée—pe{éefmaaefrézrﬂﬁnr————"-———*——7“———7
70 . . * .

.
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The nuestian_oﬁ_e::or—in—ada%Fsiea—éeeisieas—héghlights one

of the problems in assessing the usefulness of grades in’ selection

-

' -~
to higher educational institutions.. For error to be measured, some

3w
An admitted student

]

definition of "correct" decisions is required.

IS
4

who earns good grades apd completes the course of study'is consjdered

.

But deans and faculty b

-

to reprefent a "correct" admission decision.‘

members often, deny that high probabili%y of -edrhing good grades is,

by itself, an adequate basis for admission and the correctness’of
w

decisions to reject applicants, s neither defined nor measured

(Warren, 1971). Given the lack of empirically established meaning

?

To speak to the concern that students who graduate from the

of grades there is little support for the practice of establishin

-

a relatively high GPA cut- off'point and then considefing "other

-

characteristics in selecfing candidates for advanced study.

University with tyo years or more in.a Credit Received-Credit With-

drawn grading system might be at a\disadvantage when’seeking employ-'

,'ment!?r attempting to go on to graduate school, it was decided to

get some first hand information' from potential employers and grad-

uate schools.' This

»

We developed ‘a brief telephone questionnaire.

-

instrument asked ‘the followzng questions: ' v

What criteria do you use to evaluat|

Which of these are the most import Jcriteria in your
decision making?

Would a student who has duated f a College of °
Education” which uses a Crédit Receldved- Credit With-
drawn grading system be a disadv ntage? ’

[If yes] Would that be cerious or mild disadvantage’

Could that disadvantage be overcome by a folder or dos-
sier of the student's learning experiences, with
evaluation of those experitnces by the student and
by faculty? :

applicants?

.
.

20

-

»
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(’ . We called superintendents of school:systems in 5 states -
North Dakdbta, South Dakota,'Minnesota Montana and Idaho. Not one y

L

* . school system indicated students from a CR-CW grading system would
be at a disadvantage. All of the school systems sald a folder or t" \ A
, dossier would be helpful. Most referred to dinterviews, teaching \ -
and student teaching experie;ce'and recommendations as the most
é:i.inpoz:tant fattors in their t-lirix;g. 5
Ve telephoned'a varilety of graduate schools. Generally we
attempted to talk with the Dean of the Educatidnal Graduate School. ' .
It wds our feeling that graduate schoolsldf education were the most ° Q
relevadt‘graduate programs for graduatee.of the Center, and we kafw
that most unive;sities leave the major decision making regarding

* »

graduate admissions to the department which is primaéily concerhed.

V4

We telephoned regional universities, other colleges which we knel ’
our graduates had attended, and several prominent schools with good

o natfonal reputations for thelr graduate programs in education. The

names df the schools called are: University of South Dakota, Uni-
versity of Nebraska, University of Minnesota, Moorhead State College,

Bemidji Staté College, University/of Montana, Harvard University, , PR *\\

) ’f " University of Massachuseyse, Antioch College, and Michlgan State i

Lt e t

University. ’ C / —

'Onlf one school, the University of %bntana, inJ;cated stu-

. . Y g
dents from a CR-CW grading system would be at a disadvantage.

Several admitted this kind of applicant presented new problems but .
not to the extent of disadvantaging the.stu&ents. Most said flatly

Q ’ 23(: o S




”,

~

no' - students from a CR~CW system wé{ii’not be at a disadvantage

. . 11 ) ©

Many referred Tto the trend away from grades, to the unreliability

and lack of meaning GPA's have.

A}

about’ their applicantg that what can.be learned from gfaded tran-

Most schools wanted to know more
y X

o

scripts, and all wexg of the opinion'that the dossier. would be

~ " very helpful.

i

Some of the schools look at recomfienda*ions care- A

L

fully.

0

ence.,

-read in their admissions process.

Some hage questions ‘on their application formsjwhich they

-

Many require previous experi—

‘ scrutiny of aaglicants.

Several have decentralized admissions to allow for closer
o .

o

Several deans indicated that other

'departmenfg were more reluctant than the education department to
- )

\

give up reliance upon GPA.
NOA ' v

v

J As a result of this short survey we are encouraged that

employers and.education graduate scho will not be biased against

aﬁilicants from a CR-CW grading system. These results are also con-
firmed)by the experiences of-New School graduates who nave encoun-
tereé\few difficulries in obtaining employment or graduate school
admission. We expect to follow np on this survey by giving this
information to our students, and by encouraging them early in the
year to look into graduate schools and school systems in which
they might be interested. Where probiems are encountered we
believe they can be oyercome.

Further evidence of admission to graduate school for students
. N N L4

of non-conventional evaluation systems\is provided in a study

(Pitcher, Bosler, 1970) of the 1969 graduates of the University of
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Californ;a, Santra Cruz who appliea to g;adua;e schooli .It was_repo;ted

that more than half of _the gradu%tes encourttgred no problem in é;ining L
'admission, niné percent did report probleps and thirty-five percéﬁt N ' |
! were undecided., Most students who applied were adm%tted,‘though not 3
always to the college of first choicg. They rebortedlna information

-

, .
on granting of fellowships.

Another study concerned with gfaduate admissions was done’ by ¥h~”'

* -ﬂ*& v, "‘, s&]
the Office of Admissions and Records, Governors State University (1972).

AN . o .

In thig study, eleven universities identified as having highly non- : 3&-

traditional grading systems were sent questionnaires'asking them to

idéntify, the number of students experiencing diffi%é}ty transferring o
courses with-non-traditional grades. Out of the nine responses, six ¢3§§§E;,
replied that none to few students encountered any such difficulties, TR

two universities responded that 1/3 and 15-20% respectively encoun- -

tered difficulties and there was one no reply. No %ﬁditional infor-
mation was given in the report to.clarify the highe; rate of encoun-
tered difficulties in two of the universities, or h3w this difficully
- in the study wasTdef;nea or identified.
' N The’report also implied that many admissions committees lack’

experience or guidelines in evaluating non-traditional transcripts. .

Another part of this same study was concerned with thd atti-

[

tudes and hiring practices of prospective employers toward graduates

of non~traditional grading inétitutions A surVey was conddtted among
- R
one hundred industrial firms and 25 goverhment agencies in the Chicag6

- 4

Metropolitan area. The, study found that previous wotrk experiences of

Ly
v J}

7 * - -

-1
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an applicant was the most important criterion in selecting employees.
’ 7

i

-In terms of government agencies, all choices of employment are made.

[ e

on the basis of civil service tests so that an ungraded transcript

would not affect the choice.

\Qfﬁce admissionsfto/égaduate schools must continue to be .
selective as long as hpplicants far,outnumber those who can oe
admitted, the alternative is to find more specificgstudent attrib-+
utes. or combinagions of attributes that are pertinent to the pery
formance the'selecting institution expects from its students?

More detajled evaiuation information may cause some complaint that

. itirequires»nore'time for adﬁissions,decisions, but it also requires

. knowing more aPout the candidate than is availfble on traanscripts.

Institutional ﬁses of Grades’ . -

-~

L ﬂrades are used o make decisiorns about revenfollment honors,

-

. financial aid and comaletion of degree requirements One problem in

>

using grades for these purposes is-their instability during a four

-

year undergraduate period. Humphreys (1968) reported a correction
df .34 between the freshman and senior year GPA. For all of the\*‘

g?Qéu"‘!*ﬂl |,
foregoing decisions, criter a‘explicit in faculty and student eval-

uations could be used and thus 4lso providesa broader base of

information vé;‘ T

. R .
- EFFECTS OF GRADING ON STUDENTS

“Various consequences of grading are often suggested and depend—

1%g on whicﬁapoint one wants to "prove" one cduld probably search .out

a

supporting evidence“ ' .o

’
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Some’ of the consequences of grading are reported by Warren

! ' €
\N\?igjl) in his review of relevant 1iterature' i _ - ‘

(1) the kinds of activities that produce good grades do
not produce optimal learning

- 4

- . (2 grading often/limits the student's allocation of

& * study time and effort depending upon interest, use- 4 ‘ ot
fulness and difficulty.
(3) grading often limits responsibilit} of deciding
what's important %

' /
;. .
(4) grading often limits the exploration of different

approaches and related content and experiences -

3 (5) grading places limitations on failure/making it too

costly
e {6) grading supports behavior to»please instructor
. (7) grading tends to have a built-in self fulfilling
prophecy that only a few will do well
(8) grading practices set a time limit on learning.
v However, one of the major objections to the use of a graded
system in the Center is that prescribing in detail what students '
" must do to earn a Hade removes from students (a) the responsibility
=L For deciding to a larger degree what is important and (b) an incen- .
tive to evaluate their ‘own -actions. Creativity and' self appraisal
' are important processes for any learner and certainiy‘for teacners.
_ Writing on creativitp’(in "The ?acilitation of Significant Learning," ’

in L. Siegel (ed.), Instruction: Some Contemporary Viewpoints), Carl
Rogers argues ‘that "creativity in learning is best facilitated’ when

&
self-criticism and aelf—evaluation are basic. . . . The best research

organizations in induatry, as well as the academic world have

-

-

[ ]

k.
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1earfed that external‘%valuation is largely fruitless if the goal is

-

* vcreative work."

L]

V;ﬁBILITY OF EXISTING NON-GRADED EVALUATION SYSTEMS

Extent of Alternative Systems in
Colleges and Graduate Schools

.

. - v

The American Association of Collegiate Registrars and Admis-
slons Officers early in 1971 conducted a nationwide survey of graé-
uate policigs at member institutions. It was found that the changes

reported ‘were in the direction of dédpartures from the traditional

grading system (Governors State University, 1972). This same survey.

& . .
reported that eighty-six percent of the institutions allow the éﬁh-

4

dents to use the pass/fail (or credit/mo recor&) option for less

than one quarter of the credits applicable toward a bachelor's .

degree. Ninety-four percent of the institutions limited the credit™

to lesé than fifty percent of the degree program.
— In another survey (Benson, 1969); a questionnaire was gsent

to 287 members of the Council of Graduate Schools.” Out of {He 240

responses, 127 reported using systems.other than A-F, either in

part’ or completely. 1Included in these systems were Pass-Fail,

&

Satisfactory-Unsatisfactory, and Pass-No Credit. Use of the less .

trad;éional systems increased markedly in the last five years and
varied widely. Advantages likte by the institutions’comprising
: U r

t?ﬁyﬁenson study were that thes¢ systems were more realistic and
- .. M ’ B - .

there was less pressure on students. Disadvantages were the

.
-
D0
Lo - 3
.

i
Y
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\
5

administrative confusion and ‘the fear-that students would be penalized

in competing for scfolarships.

Reports of Non~Graded Systems

Since ‘the experiences of individuals and schools which have

*used non-graded systems is important evidence, reports from three

“

institutions ysing non-grgdéaaeyaluation wiii be considered. One
report is from the Univeréity of California{gSanta Cruz where a non-

graded system has Bgen uaed{siﬁbe the college open in 1§§5; another

3 s

from a student who experienced such a ayséem at Governor's State
University and who also conducted a survey of\fbur ‘other institutions;
and fina;ﬁy a report from the¥ew School, University of North Dakota,

« : ' . .
vhere a Credit Received/€redit Deferred system has been used since
. - . <

3

1968. - e -

~

University of California, Santa Cruz

The repoft from the University of California, Santa Cruz, Com~
mittee on Educaéional Policy (1970), was a cgﬁprehensive appraisal of
the Pass~Fail ;valuationv£}3céaure used therg since 1965. The only -
exception to the total use of a Pass-Fail a&ateﬁ is that at the
begin;ing of non-inéroductory science coursed .students may elect to
nncei;e letter grades. Eﬁ%a option was kepﬁ open in view of tﬁe ‘ ,
admi;siOn policies of some professional schools which use gradeg‘in

‘sclence courses ag a major criterion. The report suggests, this

option may well die from-lack of use, since only a amall.fraction.

.

of UCSC, students ever take a course for a letter grade.

[}

~/
t .

N
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The responde to the Pass-Fgil evaluation is a fairly

consensus “among students ‘and £ ulti’that it has been a success.

The

reﬁbrt concludes that the effects of their evaluation methods are

beneficial to student morale: .
The distertion'of the educational experience caused by student
anxiety over which letter grade will be received is almgst
eliminated. Ome might presume that since the evaluation
[process] at S.C. is dn fact very probing, the "reward" of

" good evaluations would motivate students in the same geurotic
way the letter grade "reward" system does. This proves not
to be true in practice. Students are indeed interested in,
their evaluations; they read them and think about them. But
they feel mere nearly free to gauge the amount and direction
of work for each course by their own choice and motivation.

.Students at 5.C. work as hard or perhaps harder than most stu-
dents at most major univereities. Trye, some do not learn a
great deal during .their stay at U.C.S. C.» however, our feeling
is that this problem reflects human nature ,more than our par-'
ticular grading system. .

* The Pass-Fail plus evaluation system leads to a significant y
change’ in student attitude and morale. The instructors
appear to be more on the student's side, more like fresources
for the aid of the'students and less like stern judges.
« . Py

The. study does retognize the ‘dif ficulties that some graduate °

and professional schools report in evaluating a Santa Cruz transcript,

but the college has found that qualified graﬂuates“manage to gaiﬂ!E’ )

admigsion, financial ald, an{ scholarships for graduete work, thoug
. A ‘ -

not always (as is true even for students with a more traditional

“ graded transcript) at the school of first choice.

.A consequence of this raview of student ané faculty experi-

ences since 1965 was the university's decision in 1970 to.continue

~

with its evaluation ~gy&tem. % ’ “

~n

ES
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Office of Admisdions and Records - . )
Governors State University

. . ¢
One portion of this reportghlthe traditional.grading patterns

. published:6§/the ngice of Admissions and Records, Governors State
University, was written by a student who eonducted~a survey of student
attitudes, concerning a pass-no credit e;aluation eystem. ‘

A questionnaire was sent to 223 gradnates_pf four schools’
which had used, to some extent, a non-graded system. "Response to the_
questionnaire was approximately 24%, roughiy‘half male and half female.
The results showed that of those graduates who had studied under a
non-graded system, .ninety-two percent had favorable impressions, seren
percent'unfavoreble, and one pereent of them nad mixed emotions.

The favorable domments were: O B ,

(a) relieves pressures of grade point average -

e (b) freedom to exnlore'unfamiliar disciplines without
o . risk of penalty -

(¢) closer student-faculty relationship

‘ 4
, (d) instructor evaluationd are more meaningful than !
- s . .l grades__"A" "B" ch , e:c «
(e) allows one to fulfill individual needs rather than
. compaﬂe with other students

-

(f), a bachelor degree is for education not necessarily
for job.training and the non-graded system encour-
ages one to expand his areas of understanding

-~

~

' The unfavorable comments were reéported as being few, but were:

(a) written evaluations tended to be more descriptive
than evaluative.

(b) grades are needed for entrance jnto graduate school
* and employment. . f

£y~
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that they had been involved in'graded systems for an average-
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New School

The data contained in this report were compiled from returns

of 59 questionnaires completed by New School undergraduate 'students,

P
%raduate students and alumni.

naire (which is attached) was mailed to 100 randomly selected New

School students and alumni. Due to the,limitetions of time, no

< ) g
follow—up was done on non-respondents.

[y

The ,59° respondents ranged in age from 20 to 61 with an aver-

age age of 30, On the averaée the respondents had been.e;posed to’
15 years of graded.education\as elementary, secoﬁdary and eolleée

etuéents. Also as students the respondents have, on the average,

been involved in two years of:-non-traditional grading practices.

As elementary or secondary school teachers 39 £espondents indicated
£
eight yearsﬁﬁi;h;a range of from one to 28 years. Twenty one
/

respondents -indicated that as teachers they had been involved in

a non-graded system from one to two years. Y

. [
5

Table 1 presents the data obtained when respondents were
asked to express their opinions (feelings, attitudes) toward graded

and non-graded forms of evaluation. The respondents were asked to

consider the same 16 items in the context of graded and non—graded
J

systems of evaiﬁation. From the peegentage regponses in Table 1

it 18 evident that the respondents favor a nonvgraded system of .-~

. . / -
evaluation when reacting to the atimuli presented.

*

Near the.end ef May, 1972 a quegtion- -

\




o
% Response }\ ~ .
SA* A 'D SD MR " Item ‘ i
" o : - {
Graded 1 16 38 34 11 1. Has positive motiVating effect '
‘Non-graded 19 63 11 -- 7 on the learner.
Graded 46 44 5 5 -~ 2\ Produces greater competition . ! -
Non-graded -~ 4 60 30 7 = among students.
Graded -—~ 4 44 49 4 3, Encourages self evaluation -
Non-graded. 46 53 =~= =- 2 "oy
Graded - 7 &2 44 7 4, Enhances learning. '
Non-graded 44 53 -- -- 4 )

° & : .
Graded - 2 39 58 2 5. Promotes eloser-teacher-student ‘
Non-graded 54 42 2 -2 2 relationship.

Grédpd 2 5 50 38 5 6. Promotes student respeck for
Non-graded 30 51 11 -- 9 teachers. Y, o
Graded -- 11 49 37 4 7. Promoteés teacher respect for
Non-graded.- 30 53 14 -- 4 © studeats.
Gradeds - -~ 39 54 7 8. Increases exploratica of wider
Non-graded 61 30 4 /C— 5. range of courses. -
* ]
Graded ' -~ 4 42 53 2 9, Encourages more meaningful
“Non-graded 47 47 5 -- 2 teacher evaluation. '
Graded ' -- -~ 32 67 2 10. Reflects adequately what the
Non-graded 20 43 23 -~ 14 ~ student learns. y
. -t . ‘ o .
Graded -~ == 43 53 3 11. Encourages more meaningful ° ¢
Non-graded 36 59 3 -~ 2 student evaluation
Graded - 2 51 44 4 12, Increases student involvement
Non-graded 42 56 -~ -- 2 in learning activities. . ,
. <
Graded - 4 39 47 11 13, Promotes morg relevant career
Non-graded 33 47 7 -- 12 - learning activities.
Graded -~ "2 26 65 7 14. Promotes more relevant personal
Non-~graded 65 35 - == = learning activitiea. .

‘-
—
[
L}
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TABLE 1 ) o

PERCENTAGE RESPONSES WHEN CONSIDERING GRADJ“AND | , A
NON-GRADED SYSTEMS OF -EVALUATION (Nw5 : ‘

5 .
/ |
- . - rl
. -
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TABLE l—j?ontinued‘ - ! T
I . Y < : . ' ‘. .
% Response ~// i
SA* A D SD. MR .0 . Item :
- - - > e
Graded 2 33 32 25 9 15, PromOfeé more content learning.
Non-graded 28 32 12 4 25 . -
' € ¢ y
Graded ‘== 5= 28 70 2 16. Promotes.greater self-directed
Non-graded 65 33 -- -- 2 learning. .

»

*SA=Strongly Agree, A-Agree, D-Disagree, SD=Strongly Disagree,,
NR-No Respouse e )

;o - s

Téble,Z presents the data related to the degree of concern

expresgsed regarding the effect of two yeé}s of non-traditional grad- . o
Ve ]

ing on admission to graduate school, financial aid and employment.

, TABLE 2 NN ¢

EXPRESSED DEGREE OF CONCERN REGARDING THE EFFECT OF TWO
YEARS OF NON-GRADED EDUCATION ON ADMISSION TO GRADUATE
SCHOOL, FINANCIAL AID AND EMPLOYMENT (N=59)

L4
> } k

X Response . ] ’

NC* SC MC GC NR ’ Item ‘ )
, N

40 26 16 16 2 . l. Admission into Graduate School
53 a7 7 14 9 . 2. -Pinancial Aid ' X .
46 25 9 16 *© 5 3. EmpléymEnt opportunities

) - »~

*NC=No Concern, Sc-Slight Concern, MC=Modern Concern, GC=Great
Connern
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Approximately tgo-tgirds of the réppbrdents expressed no concern or "
—Blight conce:JEto each of‘the~three items listed in Table 2; Respon- e
\ "dents e;p;esatf‘jpﬁ most concern over admission into graduate school:
where 32 percent irmdicate ;?de;ate to great concern. o o
e Table 3 provides data on the pre'ferr;zd eystezﬁ of evaluation ' - 4

and the expressed strength of. the preference. As can be seen from
. 14 &

Table '3 none of the respondents. selected the talally graded opgién

(the options were described in the questionnaire which is attached).

' - 3
4 L . ™ ;
' WMRLED. ' o/
A - PREFERRED SYSPEM OF EVALUATION AND EXPRESSED STRENGTH
\ OF PREFERENCE (N=59) j’ b TN
. . . . . oy
PN ‘ v o ' : -
- Frequency of Response '(}
Frequency and Z of Strength of Preference - V'
Response Preference Not
. Very Moderately Very
E&equency % Item s - trong Strong Strong
"t
0 . - A.'Totally graded* 0 0 0
32 . 57 B. Totally non- 0 1 31~
" graded
« 16« 29 C. Mixed system 1 " 12 3
6 11 D. Mixed restricted O 4 2
.. 8system
- 2 3 E. No Preference ) 0 0 -
o3 ‘- F. No Response
-
. \
. *Sea the 3:tached quegtionnaire for a description of each option !
, / N
The totally non-graded option received 57 percent preference with 31 \€£§”
of the 32 responden{s indicating a very strong preference. The mixed A\\
v —& . . S , 2
system received 29 percent preference with one respondent indicating N

LY

. N M
» R J L. . L
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a strength of preference as not very strong, 12 tégpondents indicating

a moderately strong preference and 3 respondents indicating a very

strong preference. Thé mixed res;ricted system Feceived 11 pércent
of the tétal response with four*qf the'six respondents expressiné a‘
mod:?atel} strong preference a;d two respondents exﬁtessing-a very
° .
strong response. In summary the data in Table 3 iﬁqigates that the
majo;ity of the respondents favor the totally ngn-g;2§€d system oﬁt
evaluation and geneta}ly express a stronger preference for thaQ
;ﬂoice. ‘ . RS . . . . .
\\/ :

». Table 4 presents data reiating to t;spondents' opiniyns'con’

cerning preference and stremgth of preference for an evaluétion

TABLE 4 -

'ﬁkEFERENCE FOR A SYSTEM OF EVALUATION FOR THE CENTER POR
\~~TEACHING AND LEARNING AND STRENGTH OF PREFERENCE (N=59)

4

~

t K .

- Prequency,of Response

*Fraquency and % of Strenéth’of Preference

Response Preference . Not
’ Very "Moderately Very
Frequency )4 ’ Item . Strong Strong Strong
0 - A. Totally graded* o _ 0 -0
22 40 B. Totally non- 0 2 < 20
T graded - ) S
24 44 C. Migéadgystem 1 14 9
6 11 D. Mixed restricted O : 4 2,
' system
r 3 //3 E. No preference ~ o - 1 "2
noéknowledge_of ' "
) Center programs '
4 - F. No response . ‘

*See the attached questionnaire for a description of each option
(A‘E) . ’

N
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systém for the Center fo£ Teaching and Learning. The da§§ in Table 4
are similar to the data contained in Table 3 with the exception that
ten respoﬁd;nts moved from preferring a totally non-graded system to
a mixed system of evaluation: However, the strength af preferénce for
the totally non-graded system remained greater. While it is evident
from Tagle 3 that a majority of the respon&ents personally prefer the
totally non-graded option, when the Center for Teaching and Learning
is introduced into the item the regpondents seem less inclined to
impose their personal positions on the programs of the Center for
Teaching and Learning.

‘The last and possibly the mosj i;poétant pleces of data were
igceived in éesponse to the open ended'questio; printe& below. Of
those responding, 44 wrote comments. Several, which restaﬁéd,what
has alread; been said, in almost the same wayl‘were ql%minated ffqm
this summary. 'fhe comments sritten by respondents present a wide
range of feeling but generallé (31 of the 44) indicated a prefer-

ence for a non-graded option.

QUESTION: -Are there any written comments about your experiences
* with evaluation that you would like to share? (Ome thing we have

wondered about is the initial reaction pegp\.t&have to being 4in a
A_non-graded gystem gince for most it is a new process of evalua-

tion and 'how their feelings change with increased experience in a

non=graded system. )

"ToéaIIy non-graded and mixed grading systems are the only reasonable
syStems for present day needs in education.” (Male - 39)

"I would simply say that in the CR-CD-CW method of evaluation 1
didn't think about the 'grading.' I was more interested in evaluat-
ing what a particular course, or activity meant as far as my own
individual growth was concerned. Having had four years of a graded

1

i . : . - i
5 , B

S ~! 4

an
»

-

i
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- system in college before that, I canihonestly say those 4 years were

’maiix’ccenteted on the grade and my 'competition' with others. It
was ally 'bad' as far as I'm concerned." (Female - 37)

-

"No doubt about it, the non-graded [process] is very threatening
initially - both for elementary kids and adults. However, the posi-
tive ramifications of this experience more than justifies its use
the first year or two r past the transition ‘stage, there is no
question as to its bedefits." (Male - 25)
»

g?”

"Ref. #10 - I questioned whether any system ever adequately reflects
,what a student learns; sghart of a sort of detailed description  of

each student's gemester by each student and teacher. .

Ref. #15 - The non-graded gystem can promote more content learning or

more conceptual learﬁing or learning of processes, etc, Depends on -
. the gtudent's depth, approach, interest, etc. .

Ref. #6 - 1 have found myself less ambivalent about whether I respect

a teacher or not under nongraded system, In non-graded I could clear

awvay the irrelevance of pre-arranged study and grades and’ get to the .
personal experience of relating to the teacher." (Male - 24) > -

y !
o 5

s o* .
"I do believe non-giaded evaluation to be far superior to graded
evaluation. I do believe, however, that a strong and sincere
advisor-advisee relationship must develop to help promote honest
'people to people evaluation and a dialogue about competency before
granting teacher certification.. The basic requirement for certifi-
cation woﬁI&-then\not be grades but a personal justification and |
demonistration of growth within the non-graded prograp.”" (Male - 23)

,
i;/

"Non-graded gystems (CR,CW,CD) seem to be a stop-gap between the

absurd A,B8,C,D,F System and a new, more reasonable way to ewaluate,

What is this thing we call CREDIT? What does 16 hours earned mean?

(By ggx,gtaddng.:zthod.) If we are talking about learning, and its -
manifestations, must deal with evaluation as a reciprocal action

relating directly to the very learning procéss we are supposed to (
be evaluatingrf . the STUDENT is more intimately invelved in his o
learning process,\he must be the main evaluatér of this process,

Of - course, guided by other outside facilitators, they are an impor- ‘
tant source of perspective and information for the person to be |
evaluated. In short, the evaluation progess is too complex to be \
reduced to letter symbols, However, I fayor the CR, CD, CW, sys-~ \
tem over others as it is less damaging., One other point: this \
'f%ar I - 1) read more, 2) read slower and understood more, *3) was

free to digcuss and pursue areas that were difficult., The CR-CD ‘
system learner is free to evaluate in his own terms what he is \
doing, and not just fit into someone else's evaluation system." ) ]

(Male - 28) ) ‘ \

-~




"For the first time in my life at,New School I didn't have to study
something under the pressure of being preSented with testing. It
‘was so much fun and besides-I'm bubbling over with the greatest
amount of constructive: learning "I could possibly receive. It has
made me a broader person. I ve in my own mind, learned more in
one year than in any other 'year of my life. Thank you New- School™
for this year." (Female - 53)

- "When I first entered into the non-graded system, I felt far less
pressure and felt I could' spend more "study time" on what was rele-
vant to my needs rather than studying and craiming for a 'grade'."
(Female - 47) v

1

-

"It is the first time (non-grading) I have had a chance to concen-
trate on what I,was in to (learning), without being interrupted by
the pressures of studying for what the teacher thought- I gshould be
learning. I don't believe I remember what I studied to know, rather
than what I wanted to know. I learned more 'content' this year;

‘ read and reread; thought about and questioned my ideas with friends;
and we had the- freedom to really explore my field." (Female ~ 28)

"Since I graduated from the New School, ‘I have bees involved in a-
graded. graduate program. I resented the arbitrary nature of the
grading system, its lack of validity in evaluating my knowledge and
the imposed requirements which often time% 1 felt were: merely busy
work." ~(Female - 23)

"Thoge students who are Motivated by grades should be permitted to
continye with them. Very close contact between studeht and teacher
is essential.” (Male - 30)

"For the first semester it was very hard to get anything Jone because

" I had 8o much freedom which I wasn't used to." (Female - 23)

v

"In my experience, people usually react negatively on first beiné:
exposed to a non-graded system but they become more positive as
they bettwer understand the non-graded system. However, people do
not easily give up familiar things and a change-over is a very slow
process. (Female - 22) ‘

"That initial shock of being in'a non-graded system ~ depending on
my own Initiative - is what I needed to understand that it [educa-
tion] was up to me. That in itself was a very worthwhile learning
experience which gave me a basis for later self-evaluation.”
(Female - 22) _ .

"After years of teaching and giving grades from A~F I have come to
the concludisn this system is inadequate because so much more

bd
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"I feel much more comfortable with the non-graded system because

’- .

enters into evaluation than a single-grade can show. I felt free for

the first time lagt year under our CR-CD evaluation system." . (Female -

38) ) V@‘ - . . t N
is not that congtgnt pressure of grades and mandatory attend4nce so
many professors impose upon college*students. I-found I went to
classes much more this year than before and felt I was getting gsome-
thing out of tRem. I was really interested in what was going on."
(Female - 20)
. e ‘
"Initial exposure to New School evaluation system was, accompanied by
a feeling of freedom - freedom to learn what I wanted to learn, in
my o¥n way. Still feel this system is much more ‘conducive to 'real'
learning -than a graded system." 7(female - 32) ’

s
[

pa

"My reaction from the onset was relief. I have always worked hard to
memorize. and become a 'good student' with high grades. My first two
years of college were spent burning gallons of midhight oil, just to
make a deans 11t - but all the while hardly learning a thing rele-
vant to my career and life now. I wonder-now if I hadn't transferred
to.the Ney School in my junior.year if I w6uld have survived the pres-

there‘ N

' sure and pace. And I actually learned too - anything

fun, -

ractica
. .creatiggkand innovative about my teaching- now seems toahave d oped v
. since .

experience in the New Scho8%." (Female - 22) .
~ "The hardest thiﬁg is realizipg that. no one is going to tell you what
you've accomplished (as a student) and that you can't tell anybody
what they'Ye accomplished (as"a teacher).. There are obviously spe~
cific content-oriented subjects that can reflect clearly whether
- ~you know ‘what you think you know, but most things - the things that
tend to stay with you (perspective, for ex.).are hard to measure in
ank’ terms. - The ability to take a chance isjtre core to the success
of non-graded work. I, personally, prefer tremendously."
’ - (Female - 2‘2) . ' ' v
"The queétia;slthat non-graded courses raised, in my mind were very , 2
helpful; getting rid of ‘grades can't help but_ put much more emphar
sis on the content and form of courses and raise the issue of ,
'knowledge for what?' Also, Af education students want to teach
‘because they're~dnteres teaching, the motivation of grades
is peej%ess. ‘Gradeless coursef are an education in themselv®s," T
* "{Male -123) - ' * .. ‘ ; )

)

"My first contact with a pon-graded system
s set~up.
an "S" without too.much work. I also took s

courses in which I'wds quite interested.

8 in'a mixed restricted

I took gome courses S-U being confident that I'would receive

e courses for grade,

) . The Honors Program through
o its colloquia and'the,Colleg%iiffggucation th¥ough a course in Micro

-
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Teaching, presented me with my field experiences with an imposed $-U
system. This was because the courses were offered only for S-U
credit. I really enjoyed and got a lot out of the courses.. New
School presented the completely .non-graded system to me. I went
‘through ‘three fairly distinct changes in New School during my three
gemesters there. ‘ The first gemester I had a number of requirements
placed on me; and that semester I did the least. .During the second
‘semester I had few requirements and I started to get involved. The

- third semester I had no requirements by my advisor, and this was the
semester I felt I had accomplished the most." (Male - 22)

"The crux of the problem seems to be whether #r not a.student has
any meaningful relationships with his teachers - advikors.’ If there
is willingness to share and explore I think the m dverse reac-
tions can be handled as a positive learning experi E." (Male - 22)

"The most potent force we can encourage in any learning experience
is deep critical evaluation that does not inhibit the learners ° -
willingness to venture (expose) into another learning place. My = .
angwers to questions 10 and 13, reflect a personal view of evalua-
tion - it is: Only actiom, the function of us really reflects ade-
quately what any 'student' learns. #13 what kind of a question is
this? Are we alive or dead?" (Male - 50)

»
"The degree of personal conBern that teachers demonstrated in non-
3radeé systems was somethifg I had not experienced in graded systems-
either as a student or teacher. This caring relationship is enhanced
in a non—threaten;pg grading system. Learning became something Idid
f%f myself and Tiot for the tteacher.! (Male - 24)

TN

"Advisors vary in their meéans:of assessing accomplishment - gome
require written reports of activities during the semester, some
require only a feelinp oﬁuggyihfaction'from their advisees, I
think the N.S. program c very éasily be exploited for a degree
only due’to the latter. Couldn't there be some more comprehensive

A

.

" * and equitable fg:iggg evaluation?" (Female - 22) -

"For myself, being in a non-graded system for the first time this
past ypar was like having blinders removed from my eyes, experienc-
ing peripheral vision for the first time. The horizon expanded,
the limits were removed and I no longer was required tq learn only
the material the teacher assigned, but could explore those interest-
ing byways with no fear that I would fail a test because I hadn't
put in ensugh hours cramming. I could even do a concentrated inde-
pendent study when something came along which 3bsorbed my interest
(which I did a couple of timés) without worrying about my other sub-
jects - the.narrow stifling 'path of 'learning' - this much, you are
required to-learn - sorry, there isn't time to study anything else,
it's not required - the feeling of qﬁestidna unaskedy of wondering
~"uysatisfied, of frustration - GPe time, the pace, the inexorable

’

-
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gsuccession of one’assignmenf‘after another, eventually the smothering
of one frustration by a succeeding one.---- For me, this past year
was one of tremendous mental and intellectual stimulation and expan-
sion. I would hate to go back to a graded system (although I'really
do feel I would have earned As.or Bs in everything I gtudied - and

I was, studying many hours every day.) However - I would qualify my
answers on this questionnaire, as I do know of people who were not
very self-motivated; and who did not do as well in this system as
they might have done if they'd been pushed by a grading system.”
(Pemale - 48) . .

"I have always‘zgxght in a graded system which I do not care for. I
have not had any previous experience in a non-graded system." (Male -
53) ' : ~ )

'YI reacted very positively to the nongraded system. I really dislike

a graded system. It 2ppears to me,that the reasons I have heard
people give for preferring a graded system are not particularly
constructive or healthy ones, i.e., ''I like the reward of a grade.'
I don't feel that-a graded system will.teach students to know what
they want, to be satisfied with the quality of their own work, to
evaluate their work and growth effectively or to know themselves
better. It seems to serve a8 a Second choice method of evaluation
for those who don't rely on their own personal evaluation and judg-
ment." JFemale - 22) . -

"1) Nongraded must be gupplemented by increased concern with posi-
tive, constant evaluation on the part of the teacher.

2) My nongraded system at Swarthmore was a Honors program involving
outside examiners. At the end of our junior and senior years we had
oral and written exams written and administered by outside people on
the 8 geminars we had taken during this period and this system, I
think, worked very well. The teache? and student were cclleagues

in the gearch for knowledge in our seminar ~ since the teacher was,
demoted from the evaluator role. Ultimate evaluation I think is
still {mportant - and I think gradations (in our case Honors, High
Honors, Highest Honors) makes sense - a kid should get feedback on
how well he's mastered a skill ~ not Just whether he's mastered.
it."" (Female - 24) . e .

fProm my experilence in the non-graded system, I found learning to

be a wonderful exciting expériment.® I took courses that appealed

tc me ‘and still were applicable to my teaching-requirements. It
helped me see so clearly‘how my mtudents feel about learning. I é

believe from this fact alone I can be a better teacher." (Female -
61) - -
) * .
;%E\ .
e oo
»
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the ‘things I wanted to learn and needed to learn for personal or 7
career reasons, instead of learning things to please a teacher or
pass a test or earn a grade mark," - (Female 4 45)

"I am convinced that 'grades are wrong, but for one who is steeped

In such traditions* I would favor a slowf§gradual change to 'the
ungraded way.' Very cautious, perhaps, but moving slowly in the
right*direction. It takes time to learn to évaluate oneself ~ !

‘honestlz' It's hard for some people tp be self-directed. There

is an uncomfortable feeling of "being let dewn'; of teachers not
caring enough° of why bother going to schoolgat all." (Female - 49)

"My initial. reaction was a slump after a lifetime of being told what
to do, not having any- idea what to do. Eventually personal interests.
directed my reading and activities, and a period of exhilarating per-
sonal growth was experienced. The same slump occurred the first few
days of, vacation after 9 months™ teachingj.after a period of having*’
to do things all week, every veek, freedo m meant lack of motivation
and lethargy. - Self-motivation came to fhe fore quickly, though,
‘since it was only lately allowed to_flourish.at New School. I would
suggest that, since some students -might lack the flexibility (or . .

-whatever) to cope with no external motivation, both ungraded and
‘graded evaluation systems bé provided as altérnatives, perhaps with

the requirement that every student try at least one ungrad¥® semes-
ter. Had I been give a choice¢ I'might have preferred the security
of grades and never discoveredé&heijreeom of ~sel -motivation. And
if less than one semester were-to constitute a trial uﬁyraded rTun,
theinitial slump might scare off initiates. I can take a long
‘time to adjust.”" (Female - 26) [ :

~ e t
"Since non-grading. is relatiyely neW‘in elementqgéigrades, students -
still tend to think-of a mark sdch as P (progress ‘acceptable) as an
A, 1 (Improvement shown) as a B, NC (Needs Improvement) as a C, etc.
1 would prefer to see 10 grading system (only conferences) in an °

elementary school.¥ (Female - 24) .
) ,
"I feel that the institutdon can.accommo¥ate most any type of evalua-
tion system. The learning”and,gvaluation s between the student and .

instructor. The choice ghould e theirs, and they should have many
alternatives to choose. from. Too many instructors abdicate their .
responsibility in the evaluation process. . The instructor must make.

an active effort to heip the student evaluate his progress. This

spring I applied for la schocl at Marquette University. Because

the school (M.U.) an&'thk_Law School Datz Assembly Service could not

make - 8ny evaluatigi of my "CR' 3," I.was fot admitted. The fault does

not lie with the New thool 8 grading system nor with the M.,U. admis- .
sion committee 8 policies. xégpave to acéept that T colld not have a r

X




humane open undergraduate education and prepare for a traditional
profession, I wish,I could have - however, students should be con-
stantly warned that the ‘above situation might happen to them. Or
they should be given the choice of grading systems in an effort to
get the best of two worlds. (Preparation for a profession and a
,\Liberal education.)" (Male - 22)
"Tn my situation, parents accepted a reporting system of commend-
" ablé, satisfactory, improving, needs improving. A checklist of
items academically and socially were checked. In each encounter
with parents, though, I made a speé&ial effort to mention my feel-
ings on grades such as What does 92 or B mean? Can you tell me?
The question approach worked great." (Female - 22)

*o summarize the preceding déta, it 18 clear that students who

have been invelved in the New .School favor a non-graded option. Stu-

dent's generally express the feeling that a’nénegraded system of eval-

\ »
uation promotes greater gelf-direction and self-evaluation. In adgdi-

tion, students report that a non-graded system of evaluation promoteﬁ

more meaningful teacher evaluation, more adequately reflects what

4
>

students learn and promotes increased student involvement in learning

activities. - -

CONCLUSION

t

This report has balanced its rationale for proposiﬁg a non-
& .
graded marking system against the ineffectiveness and ‘sometimes (
v . . .
detrimental effects of grades. In summary, the proposal for a CR,
. .

: CD, CW marking system to be used in the elementarx\program of the
Center is recommended witzzihe conviction that it will:'

H
-~ direct stuéent volvement in setting of goals and
. standards in lihrning - ’“\
- foster an emphasis on the process pf evaluation char-
acterized by ongoing mutual, critical and supportive
exchange among persons engaged in learning

N &
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'~ encourage creative explorafion of 1ideas yith no dis-

credit of learning through error -

*

y . - not penalize a student for failure which may be due to
many circumstances and which in itself may have a power-
ful effect on that student 8 direction and strength of

effort
/ - . .
/ - establish an atmosphere of broader exchange and chal- -
lenge between and among faculty and students. -

A challenge to any ‘innovative evalua!i\dn system is h (

ceeds in aiding the student and prospective employers, and graduate
and professionsl schools.in selection protedurés. In place of certi-
fication through a passing GPA, the Center must be responsible along
with the student in providing for such purposes a folder in which
inforuation about the student's progress, competencies, interests,

goals 1s provided in a form which 1s both accurately related to the

student's actual experiences and yseful., Such a folder-type evalua-
tion system has been criticized because of the time it requires of

faculty, .the possibility that written evaluations provide no more
& .
information than the traditional A—F system, and some question about

the accuracy or "objectivity" of such ipt?rmat*on. These problems
potentially‘exist in the non—graded 8ystem of evaluation, but they .

can be turned to advantage. Thus, the Univergity of California,

N i

Santa Cruz recognized the varilance of quality and purpose of faculty

.

evaluations and dealt with it by maintaining ©¥ngoing dialogues and

study of the process. They noted considerable improvement in the
’ v ’ .
Wgality of these. evaluationd over the last four years of their pro=

: .
gram. N\Though discussions about the purposes and effectiveness o

* ol '
evaluatiom\ are time-consuming, they are not "lost' ¢fie since they

. 7 ‘ .-
p Ny . \ cs

N
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contributerdirecfiy to a better understanding of the learning process

and the serious responsibility that accompanies both evaluation of i

self and others.

?hg Center elementary program woqld;,furthermore,‘Qéiéfgpon—
sible for progiding prospective employeré and graduate schools infor-
mation and assistagce needed where questi;ns arise concerning the
form or content of student files.

.The marking system b;ing proposed is based, in part, on the
_ view that educathon is not a matter of aﬁgssingfmerit or demerits
but a task of develéping both socially\useful and personally satis—‘
fying skills. It 1s gtrongly believed that the.use of this system -
is also vital in the tas;\of involving students of education in a

complex but crucial ongoing procese of evaluation esgential-to a

"learner" and "teacher."

P
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"B. Totally noﬁ-graded system--possible symbols: CR

’ v

: ' QUESTIONNAIRE

-
-

The UndergraduatevComﬁittee of the Center for Teaching and
Learning is presently studying various evaluation aystems (graded--
non-graded). , The results this report will be presented to the
curriculum committee along with the Undergraduate Committee's recom-
mendation for the type of system to be used in the Center. This
question is of critical importance to the functioning of, the Center
and we ask for your assistance by completing this questionnaire.

Please use as a guide.fqr the queétidhnaire the following
descriptions and letter notations (A, B, C, & D). of evaluation
systems. g .

A. Grades only: A = marked excellence D =.

A B = guperior F =/failure
. C = average I= ihcompLete

W= éithdrawal

it

"credit received

& . (No restrictions on number or type of ) ~ CD

credit deferred
courses.) . . -

CW = credit withdrawn
P = pass

N F

fail
- S' = satisfactory

Com U = ‘unsatisfactory

C. Mixed Systém: Both grades and non-graded symbols used; student
and teacher have some choice about which will be used in 4 course.
There are no restrictions on which courses can be taken for non-
grades' or hov many.

D. Mixed Restricted System: Some kind of restrictions on number of
. courgses allowed for non-grades and restrictions on the kind of
course (Ex. no courses within any major can be taken for non-

.
a
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grades). Hidden grading may also occur, i.e., only registrar and -
student knows that the student has chosen to take course for non- ’
grade; registrar converts instructor's letter grade to non-gtaded

notation (P, F s, ﬂ)

o

*I. BACKGROEND AND EXPERIENGH S -
\ R

1. Sex: - Female Male

p 2. Age C .

3. How many years have you been a student and/or teacher under
“the following systems?

R Graded System (A, B,...) . o= -
. As a Student: Elementary and Sécondary ’ —
‘ College .

As a Teacher: Elementary and Secondary
College S
Non-Craded (Cr, CD, P-F, §-U) (See-descriptions on

' o Mixed Systems P. 1) (Circle response
( below, B, C, D)

kN

As, 3 Student:, Elementary and Secondary B C D © ’
(Mark System) ’ .
, College - , . B CD . y .
As a Teacher: Elementary and Secondary ' B C D ‘
(Mark System). T L -
' College . B.CD

~

. 4 1
II. Considering a graded system of” evaluation how do you feel about
each of the following: (SA = strongly agree, A = agree, D =
disagree, SD = gtrongly disagreegﬁplease circle your response.)

A

1. Has positive motivating effect on . gA A D SDT
the 1earnei?, ) ' ‘
* 2. Produces éréater competition among SA A D 8D
' . students. ) :
3, cohrages self evaluation. SA A D 8D -

P4 .
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4. Enhances %earning. ) R SA A D SD
’ ' L
) 5. Promotes closer teacher-student SA A D-»SD
o . relationship, . : A
, ; ’ ) i .
6. -Promotes student respect for - SA A°"D SD
teachers., . .
7. Promotes teacher respec¥ for SA A D SD
students,’ '
8. Increases exploration of wider SA A D SD
range of courses. . D
9. Encourages more méaningful SA A D SD
teacher evaluation, '
10. ’Reflects,aéequa;ely what the . SA A D SD
student learns. <
11. Encourages more meaningful student . SA A D SD
evaluation. )
12. 1Increases student involvement in " SA A D SD
P learning activities. :
13.. Promotes more relevant career SA A D SD
“ learning activities. ‘
- - . “ , .
14. Promotes more relevant personal SA A D SD
learning activities.
s % |
15. Profhotes more content learning. SA A D SD
16. Promotes greater self-directed , SA A D SD

learning. —_

III. Considering a non-graded system of evaluation how do you feel
about each of the following? (SA = strongly agree, A = agree,
D = disagree, SD = strofigly disagree;/p;ease circle your response.)
. - .

l. Has a pobitive motiyating effect on SA A D SD
the learner,
2. Produces greater competition among §A A D SD
students.
3. Encourages self-evaluation. SA A.-D SD-
» -
>
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4. Enhances learning. SA A D Sp -
L - 5. Promotes—closer teacher—student SA A D 8D
A~ relatioggﬁip\\ ) ,
6. Promotes student respect for ‘ SA A D SD
teachers. ‘
' 7. Promotes teacher respect for . | SA A D-SD
~ students. ’
. 4
8. Increases exploration of wider - SA A D SD
- range of courses. |
9. Encoﬁragee more meaningful . {;A A D 8D
teacher evaluation. ‘ .
N4 - . -
10. Reflects adequately what the . . SA A D SD
gtudent learns.
11. Encourages more meaningful student SA A D SD
evaluation
12. Increaseg student involvement in SA A D 8D
s . learning activities. k-
13, Promotes more relevant career SA A D SD
. learning activities. : )
" !
b 14, Promotes more relevant personal ' SA A D -SD
. learning activities. , N : ‘ /
. 15. Promotes more content learning. SA A D SD
16. Promotes ‘greater gelf-directed SA A D 8D
learning. .

1

* IV.® Are there any written comments about your experiences with eval-
" uation that you would like to share? (One thing we have wondered
about is the initig] reaction people have to being in a non--
graded systém gince for most it is a new process ,of evaluation
- . and how their feelings change with increased experience in a
' non—graded system/)

~
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V.ifndicate the degree of your concern about the following by checking
the appropriate column. (NC = no concern, SC = slight concerrw,
MC = moderate concern, GC = great concern; please circle your
response.) | '

The effect of twq years of non-graded work on:
1. Admission into Graduate School’ NC SC MC GC
2. Financial aid NC. SC MC GC

3. Empl&yment opportunities NC SC MC GC

VI. Which system of evaluation do you personally prefer? (A, B, C, or
D; see descriptions on page 1.) 2\ ’

A. Totally graded
B. To?ally non-graded ’
" c. Mixed system . ‘
D. Mixed restricted system
E. ﬁo,preference ; ) v

How strong is your preference? ..Not very strong Moderately strong .
(Circle one) :

. ' ' . Very stroﬂE\\\ﬂ

VII. Which ;yséem of avaluation dq you feel best suits the programs
desiﬁned for the’Center ‘for Teaching and Learning?

*

A. Totally graded .
® 'B. Totally non-graded ‘
C. Mixed system

. %«
D. Mixed restricted system

“~

E. No prefbrénce-—no knowledge of Center programs

» )

How strong is your preference? Not very strong ﬁoderately strong

(Circle oiw)
, \ . Very strong

oo .. THANK voU! -

s.

- .
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Universities gnd Employers Called in Teleplione Survey = .~

’

,
9 / .o
. ]

LN , /
Univerait& of nnegeta - Dr. Lambert - Chairman, Elementary Education
-

P’

v Graduate‘school in education looks at 'the applicant 8 teaching

erience, the scores on tests including the Miller Analogies and Coop
English; and theé P4, Usually Will not admit applicants without teach-
ing experience.' . . : >

$tudents without -a GPA ent for a judgment would not be at

- a disadvantage if there is a suf t, detalled documentation “of thelr’
performance. M be more thdp letters of recommendation. 4 - -
o o ) .

- The folder would be'a way tg overcome the disadvantage but
should ‘include eval jigap by several faculty.

R N

University of Neb;aska - Dr:“Rutledge - Assistant Dean 'of Graduate School

/ . There is no GRE requiremengg'but applican{ must have recommenda- |
‘ tions and a GFX of 2.5\ g
Students without a 2.5 GPA would be considered on basis of other

information. A dossier would be very helpful. H& stressed that other
departments were more reliant upon GPA and less flexible than educatiom.
However, he seemed firm that students from a CR-CW system would not be

" at a disadvantage in applying to, edJcation graduate programs’

\ . Ly -

x

Moorhead State College - Dr. Robbins - Deanﬁof Education

Applicants must have a 500 verbal score on the GRE. Usually 1

they should have a 3. 0 GPA. : ¢
[ ‘ ¢ E3 {
They are increasingly having to come to grips with the problem
of students from a CR-CW system of grading.. Moorhead State is now doing
. this in the senior year for its students - just giving a pass or fail
for the whofe year. ’ . ’

" The graduate school of education will not put these students at
“a disadvantage, butngther graduate schools might be more troublesome.
X -
"Necessary foX us to move in this direction or we will be passed
~ by. . Elementary and Secondary education are changing fast and higher edu-
cation must adjust to the ciihges ot Recome @ meaningless mechanism."

’ . 2 . ) B . .
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b

Univeréity of South Dakota . ,

Most important cdriteria are the applicant's gbilitils to
express himself or herself orally and in written form. v They have a
form for written expression and an interview. Also are interested
in what the applicant wants to do. Since field is getting crowded
the applicants"purpoée is a large part of the decision.

'igg ' Also they look-.at teaching experience, recomﬁendationg, and
academic record.

Students from a CR-CW system would not be at a dis-
advantage. A dossier would be most helpful. .This method is what USD
uses for its doctoral candidates now and they are moving toward this
kind of evaluation in gheir undergraduaté program.‘~

>

3

1

’ v , .
‘g Antioch College - Joann Asloms - Assistant to Dean of Education
. . Graduate School

hd ’

o

Antioch primarily tries to determine student's abdlity to
relate to the classroom. A.student from a CR-CW system would not be
. at a disadvantage. Antioch already operates on this basis. A dos- .
‘sier would be helpful. Recommendations are also important.

13

Udiversity of Magsachusetts - Earl Seidman - -Assistant Dean of Education

Main critefia are previous experience and a ‘commitment which is
demonstrated by prior, activity. . .

4

& .
. ‘The admissions process is decentralized fmto about 12 progrg%s,
wié%hgach program responsible for its admissions. A studest from a
C% system would not be at a d#ﬁgdvgntage. A dossier would be very
helpful. .

@

Harvard Univeﬁi%ty ~ Dr. Duchay - Assistant Dean of Education Graduaté
- School

-
L) AY

" We look for intelligencg,zenergy; creativity, and commitment.
We are suspicious offmeasures which have bee Gding GPA and
test scores. We are lookingsmore at the student's experience and -
‘their-evaluation of ‘themselves and by others. There is a move away
from grades in colleges. A dossier would be more helpful than GPA
or test scores.. o . , .

- [}
>

’ ,Michigaﬂ State University - Dr.’ Scott - Assistant ﬂgan of Education
£e 4

% Graduate School
They -look at teaching expefience, other experience,' interview,
answers to an admission form, GPA, test scores and recommendations.

<

S , ’ . L4 \

o0




T e43 )

. A student. from a CR-CW sdstem could overcome a lack of GPA by -
good letterstfrom faculty. A dossier would be preferable to GPA since.
GPA's are faulty indicators. \ ,37~

University of Montana - Dean Rummel of Education

Criteria are teaching experience and academic record near 3.0 » 0™
GPA. Personally Dean Rummel would ‘like to get away from GPA fequire- |
ments but the University Graduate Council is stilT}very conterned with e
grades. A dossier might be helpful but the graduafe school might not
consider this sufficient to substitute for a GPA.

1

4

‘ -

*

Bemidji State College - Dr. Bornschlegel - DMisgion of Education

Not too extensive a procegg because enrollments are low. Usually
a Miller Analogies score of 40 anifa PA of 2.75 are required., However,
if student came from a CR-CW system, fhere would not be a problem. A
dossier would suffice as ajsubstitute, He personally encourages this

» direction in grading. J
yo . .

School systems:

Rdpid City, South Dakota - Mr. Grant - Dirégtor of Personnel

1 Primary criterion is student teaching experience and evaluation
of that. Also use an interview, recompendations and transcript.

. Students from a CR-CW system'would not be at a disadvantage.
Believes‘dossier would be an excellent approach and more meaningful

than grades. . * -
! T ' Said he would like tb .get some graduates from the New School ’ . e
) program.

Boise; 1daho -~ Dr. Stuart - Elementary Hiring

4
Criteria used are interview, recommendations and answers to
. application form questions. A student from a CR-CW system would not
) be at a disadvantage. . ’ -
' Billiﬁgs, Montana - Mr. Frank.- Elementary Hiring Officer
| Thej'&ook for ability to relate to people, égaptability to . -

change. Recommendations and interview are important. A student from
4 CR-CW system would ‘not be at a disadvantage. GPA 1s not important.
A dossier could be very helpful, ol
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Bemidji, Minnesota - Mr. Schyiling - in chafge of hirin

prite}ia include teaching‘experie;ce and recomn
Students are not at a disadvantage from a CR-CW system.

g teachers

endations.
A dossier

would help. GPA is not important. Interview will be the most

importangp, factor.

+

LI
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Minneapolis, Minnesota - Mr. Templin - Peyrsonnel Department

L4

St;g;;E‘teaqhin%bexperience or pripr teaching e

is the mosf important factor. If no GPA availlable a dossier would

be helpful. There is also a written exam which gchool
given to applicants. .

~— e~

xperlence

system has



