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ABSTRACT

In this paper the author investigates the function of
student evaluation in relation to the educational process. He
concludes that traditional approaches are inadequate because they
view evaluation as either a static measure of information
comprehension or as a coercive tool. The author, instead of viewing
education as static, linear communication, suggests that education is
a transactional process between professor and student. Evaluation
consequently would involve assessing the students ability to decode
the professor's message and encode new messages, rather than simply
measuring information comprehension. Instead of underestimating the
student and using evaluation as a coercive or motivational tool, the
author proposes that students possess self-direction and self-control
and are capable of setting their own educational objectives and
assessing their progress. The author describes several industrial
appraisal systems which have served as a basis for developing
alternative methods of student evaluation. He reports the results of
his actual applications in the college classroom. . (LG)
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STUDBNT IMAGE, STUDENT BVALUATION AND ZDUCATION

Any education system must be concerned about the problem
of student evaluation, Is student evaluation the emd product
of the system or only an integral port'ion of the entlire educa-
tional process? There are those who see evaluation as the most
{mportant, or at least one of the most important, functions of
the universlty. Other persohs prefer to see student esvaluatlion
a8 only a portion of the entlre communicatlion process between
professor and student.

In this paper I would like to investigate these approaches
to student evaluatlon, Although a detalled diacuesioﬁ of each
cannot bs set forth in a short paper some suggestlons of Llnterest
can be made. At the close of the paper I will attempt to indlcate
the direction in whlch my own teaching has progressed concernlng
evaluation and indicate student reactions to 1it.

Recently an university administrator expressed his phllosophy
of student evaluation in the following words:

Traditionsl universities such as this one rarely shape
or change soclety, except indirectly through the new
Adeas which are originated in thenm; most often univer-
sities reflect Boclety’s interests and demands, and it
is society which insists that students who intend to be
doctors, lawyers, engineers, or teachers should be
cortified as competent, The unlversltles, after sub-
Jecting students to prescribed programs and classes,
and to evalustion by means of term work, tests, aund
exaninations, award degrees to some students as certi- .

ficates of competence and refuse degrees to the lncom-
petent; the latter are not, therefors, "fallures":
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they may be successful in other professions, or
in non-professional activities (Cherry, 1972).

This understanding of student evaluation risks the danger
of seperating evaluation from the learning process. Informa-
tion, it is held, 1s transferred from the professor to the
student-via lectures, textbooks, class discusslons, and the
student is evaluated upon his comprehension of this information.
When the student has absorbed the modicum of information which
soclety deems necessary for success then he is purned loose
with his "certificate of competence.”

St1ll other professors prefer to speak of student evalua-
tion as a tool which forces the student to study and learn,

In the eyes of these professors students, to paraphrase Mec
Gregor's Theory X (McGregor, 1960), inherently dislike studying,
‘willl avoild studying whenever posslble, and must be coerced,
controlled, directed, and threatezed with punishment before they
will put forth adequate effort. Thls student is understobd to
have relatively little ambition, wishes to avold responsibdvility,
and wants securlty through the lecturezand grading system.,

Thus the evaluation system beccmes the club whlch forces the
student to learn., Without this club, it 1s argued, students
will not attend classes, will not 'crack' a textbook, or

obtain the knowledge which is necessary for them to become
worthwhlle members of a profession or society.

These approaches to evaluation may be criticlzed on several
grounds: 1) they equate education with a statlc concept of
communication;‘a) they underestimate the student; 3) they equate

motivation with coercion. Slmilarly as long as one 1s concerned
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with ﬁhpireqtirements of soclety for the universlity, the
learning process may be sacrificed, Let us briefly examlne
these eritlcisms of the tradltional gpproach to student evalua-
tion. ‘

First, students need not be seen as persons who must be
coerced, controlled, directed, and threatemed with punishment
before they will put forth any effort in thelr studies. Again
we may paraphrase.McGregor by taking a Theory Y attitude towards
students by affirming that students do not inherently dislike

studying. Those who have acquired a dlstaste for it have dropped

out of the system long before the university. Studsnts will
exercise self-direction and self-control., They can learn with~
in the educational system to accept responsibillty and even 8Seek
it. Given the opportunity students are imaglnative, lngenlous,

| and creative in solving the problems facing them within and with-
out thg systeun.

Secondly, let us approach educatlon as a communicsation
process. There is information avallable in fhe system whicﬁ
theystudent wishes to obtaln, In some cases this information
is possessed by the imstructor but in many cases the instructor
can only serve as a participant in the information retriewal

process. Similarly the process of comnunication within the

classroom 18 not linear from professor to student. Miller (1969)

has described the implications of the concept of process for

education in thess words:

Procese implies that particular instances of...

communication should not be thought of as dlscrete

events with identifiable beginnings anéd ends, but
- rather as parts of a dynaemic, ongolng whole which

4
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has no clearly defined temporal boundaries. 1In
particular, process stresses the transactional N R
nature of ... communication, rather than concep- ‘ v

tuallzing it as a unidirectional, linear act.

Thus student evaluation 1s to be seen not as the end of

‘a learning experience but as an integral part of the whole.
The passing of an examination does not mafk the completion
of a course but 1s only & portion of the sntire dynamic process.
An examlnatibn‘may be one method by whlch the student communlcates
.wlth the professor as the lecture 1s only one method by which
the professor communicates with the student. As such the exsmina-
.tion involves not only the indlcation thét information has been
recelved by the student but also the students abllity to decode
the professor's messages and encode new messages which give tue
4professor relevant lnformation about his students,

'More 18 involved in evaluation than the mere assassment”of
information.possecssed by the student. The decoding skills of the
studenf are tested as he seeks to understand tye mesning which

. { - .
the professor has for the councept on which he 18 being examined.

Many professors confess amazement that students always get low 4
marks on the flrst exam of a ¢ourse and such high marks on the :
final examination. They interpret this as learning upon the part

of the qtudent. Wwhat many call learning is often nothing more than

Sl s L

" the fact that during the first examination the student learms how

to decode the professor's meanings for the course. Once he

ascertalns these meanings he is then able % provide the proper

answers on later examinations,
The evaluation process also involves the student's ability

to encode messages which stimulate the right meanlngs in the

'
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mind of the professor., Berlo (1960) reminds us that "meanings
are in people.” This applies to the evaluation process within
a classroom. The professor writés questlons based upon hils
meanings for the subject matter he teaches, Students use the
index cues (Tanneuﬁaum, 1955) in these questions to discover
the professor’s meanings and provide feedback which indicates
that they have common, or shared, meanings, |

I? education 1s a process based upon communicatlon between
professor and students then one must abandon the concept of
evaluétlon as the end-all of education. No longer can one
concelve of the university as the place in which the profassor
encodes messages and the student decodes them, In fact this
source orlentation has allowed many to fall into the evaluation
trap. Heanings are in people. Students have‘ﬁeanings and ob-
‘Jectives for théir college educatlon, Svery course a student
takes ls approached with certain objectives and meanings in

. wmind, These are based upon past experience, pefsonality.character—

istics, and peer group norms. If these objectives are not met
the student will not learn. Bducatlon, then, may be understood
as a communication system in which professors, with thelr ‘
neanings and objectives for the process, intersct with students
who also possess valid meanings and'objectives for the process,

Finally, the view set forth sbove which holds that evalua~
tlon is necessary for motivation sublimely misunderstands the
dymamics of motivatlon. David C. MeClelland (1965) has set

forth eleven propositions for motive acquisitlion several of

which are important for an understanding of student evaluation.

McOlelland's propositions have grown out of his experience in
6 o
R
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taaching achlevement motivation in developling countriles,
They eare as follows.

1. The more reasons an individual has in advance to

' believe that he can, will, or should develop a
motive, the more educatlonal attempts designed
to develop that motive are llkely to succeed.

2. The =ore an individual percelves that developling
. g motiva is consistent with the demands of reallty
(and resson), the more educsational attempts desligned
to develop that motive are likely %o succeed.

3, The more thoroughly an individual develops &and
clearly conceptualizes the sssoclative network
defining the motive, the more likely he is to
develop the motlive.

4, The more an individual can link the newly developed :
network to related actlons, the more the change in 5
both thought and action 1s likely to occur and endurs,

5. The more an individual can link the newly conceptuallized
assoclation-action complex (or motive) to events in his
everyday life, the more likely the motive coumplex is to 1
influence his thoughts and actious in situations out- k
slde the tralning experlence.

6. The more an individuel can percelve and experience
the newly conceptua’ized motive as an lmprovement N
in the self-image, the more the motive is lilkely
to influence his future tboughts and actlons,

T. The more an individual can perceive and experience
the newly conceptualized motive as arn lmprovement
on prevalling cultural values, the more the motive
is likely to influence his future thoughts and
actlons.

8. The more an individual commits himself to achleving
concrete goals in life related to the newly formed
motive, the more the motive is llkely to influence
his future thoughts and actiouns,

R L St iy oA et

9. The more an individual keeps & record of his progress
toward achleving goals to which he is committed, the
more .the newiy formed motive is likely to influence
his future thoughts and actlons,

10, Ohanges in motives are more llkely to occur inm an
interpersonal atmosphere in which the individual feels
warnly but honestly supported and respected by others
as a person capable of gulding and dlrecting his own
future behavior,

"7
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11, OChanges in motives are more llkely to occur the
more the setting dramatizes the importance of
self-study and 1lifts 1t out of the routlne of
everyday life.

While McClelland's propositions relate to motive development

they are relevant to the whole process of education. They
enphasize the meanlngs which the learner possessas not the
meanings‘ the instructor has for the course. McClelland em=
phasizes the necesslty for the student to be able to see some
relationship between course work and his goals for life. Propo-
sitions 8, 9, and 11 emphasize the necesslity for complete student
participation in the learning process., The student nust be in-
volved in assessing his own progress and settiing hls own objlectives
for the course, Bvaluatlon, then, may be understood as helping the
student to assess how well he has met the objective he set for his
educational experience. Finally proposition 10 emphaglzes the
necessity of a warm, honest lnterpersonal atmosphere in which the
student feels supported and capable of directing his own future.
Plersol (1970) examined three me jor appraisal systems in
industry which shed further 1light upon the evaluation process,
The first system was a ranking systemiin which each employee is
eValuate.d in 1light of all other employees. In this system the
aupervisor ranks the performance of all persons working under
him, discusses thelr performance with them in light of his
rankings, and lets those on the bottom of the list go., Thls
system destroys employee morale and inhiblts interactlon betiween

employees.

The second appralssl system which has heen utilized by

industry is a tralt oriented approach. In this system the

8
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tralts necessary for a glven poslition 1n the system are analyzed |
and employees evaluated on the baslis of these tralts. Again ’ .
morale goes down as a result of the employee evaluation,

Research has indlcated that a person can take three criticisms

before he begins to block out the svaluation. If the criticisms
are too many the employee begins looking for a new job.

The third appreisal system ia_one in which the employee
’seta his owm objectiveé for a glven period of time in conaﬁltation
vith hié sup_ervisof. These obJectives re’flect‘wha{: the employees
and supervisor believe 1s 8 reasonable set of a’ccomplishmenﬂé *
within that time period. The employse keeps a record of his
own progress, At the end of the set perix;d of time he reviews
his accomplishmexnts with his supervisor and sets new objectives.
If some unexpected emergency should come up which restricis the
employee's work capabllltiy, he may then renegotiate his objectives

with hls supervisor. In this system the employee sets his own

objectives, has the support of his supervisor in meeting them,

and is not caught in an arblirary system which may lead to his

dismissal glven an emergency over which he has mo control. With
thils appralsal systenm employece morale remains high, objectives 1
ere met, and as the indiwvidual fulfills his own objectives the

company objectives are also met.

PRRTRRN
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The above conslderatlons have led me to experiment with
di fferent metﬁods of classroom evaluations for students. The

" professor hes various alternatives opeh to him by which he can

reduce the inportance of the final examination and turn it into
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some type of learning experlence. He cam reduce 1ts total affect
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the final grade, he can make the final exam optlonzl, he can
give a take~-home examination, etec. These methods do b, how-
ever, take Into consideration objectives which students may
have for the course. They are still source (professor) ori ented,
In one of my courses I have asked the students to set thelr

own objectives, This is done during the first week of the course
with the obJectives belng wrltten down. Once the student sets
his objectives for the course he is asked to choose sonme form of
evaluation which allows him to meet this ob‘j-gcti‘}'e.

| The student is allowed compiete freedom to choose the
method of evaluation which he feels wlll best fulfill his
. objectives, In order to faclllatate the decision I have usually
listed some alternati ves in the class syllabﬁs. A student may
choose to wrlte a paper which focuses on a major survey of the ,.
llterature. After the first term in which this was allowed 1t
became evident that s'ome comnunlcastion was needed during the
year before the paper was completed. Couseguently in tﬂe past
two terms, students choosing this alternsative are asked to pre- .
pars a working bibliog raphy during the first bhalf of the term

which is submitted for comment by the instructor, In many cases

o 5 0 e it R At 0L Dy e © o dn e e e . . B

this L1s unnecessary since the student: interacts with the instru-
ctor perlodically during the term about the paper, In other cases,
bowever, students are reluctant to interact or put off writing

the paper untll“the very last moment. The precaution of a blbllo-
graphy enables the lnstructor to gulde the student away from
introductory readers to more relevant literature and begin

bhis work before ths end of the: tem. The final paper is due
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three weeks before the end of the term, (In Canada our term
1s seven monthks long). It is graded lmmediately and returned i

to the student who may, if be is not satisfled with the grade,

o

rewrlte the paper. So far only three students out of twenty

have chosen to rewrlte the paper. The others, by not rewri ting,
have communicated to me thelr sstlsfactlon with the grade. One

other student was dissatlsfled with his grade but stlll chose

not to rewrlte the paper.arguing that another professor sald

1t was better than I sald it was in my evaluation. A conversa- i
tion with the other professoxr indicated tha‘lﬁ"he had not seen
the student recently but remembered the paper from another
 course. Such are the games that students play!
| Other students choose to conduct re'é!earcb in some area of
interest to them., These studles have been most fruitful with
one of them already published in a Canadlan jJournal and another
belng prepared for publication. Again some consultation between
professor and student is necessary but in this case it is
usually instigated by the students as they progress in thelr work.
The most popular alternative is what I have chosen to call
the module system, If a student wants only a general overview
of communication or social psychology they usually choose this

alternative., A module 1s a two page paper answering some gues-

tlbn posed by the professor., Questlons are wrltten which seek 1
to have the student apply a2 theoretlcal concept to his life, work,
education, or country. At the beginning of the term the students
recelve from me thirty-~five module questions. They may choose
any fifteen, answer them, and hand them in periodically during
the term, These are graded ismmedlately and handed back

11
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to the studeut who, 1f he has recelved a grade below a "g",
may rewriie and resubmlt the module within three class periods
after 1t 1s handed back. 4t the end ¢f the term all modules
may be rewritten and handas?® in as a take-home examination,
Sone siudents rewrite the modules indl cating where their thinking
has changed during the tem. Other students hand in thelr
original modules with my comments still upon them having made
no changes whatsoever. , If a student completes 15 modules with
a "C" grade he is gauranteed a 60% ("C") grade 1in the course.'
At 'the end of the term all modules are re-evaluated and a final
grade 'glven on the baslis of the 'average grade for the modules
which will not be below 60, |

A smagll group of students each term choose to do extra
réading and have perliodic interviews with the instructor,
Bxperienca shows that most of these students work harder then
c;thér studenfs in the course reading wide;y in the area., A few
of them focus on areas which are of partlicular interest to them;
e.8., non~-verbal communication, commqnication in counselling,
équcts of communlcation in-eriminology, communication angd
education. Students aré often hesitant to have a persomnal
1nterv1€w with the lnstructor but soon find'i1t a pleasant
experience.

A few stu&eﬁts'still went a final examlnation, Out of the
120 students with which this appréach has been attenmpted, five
students heve chosen an axamination, Two of these students
chose the alternative of writlng thelr own examination questions

and answering them, This approach to examinations does eliminate

12
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the source blas in most exams. In this way the student is
demonstrating not only his knowledge of the subject area but
also those aspects of the subject which he considers to be most
important, Only three students have opted for the tradltional
mid-term and final exam., They indlcated that thls 1s the
system of evaluation with which they felt most comfortable,

Student comments upon class evaluation forms have been
favorable towards this evaluation system. On a seven point
scale (where 1 1s very negative and:7 :is very positive) the
range of scores haé been from 3 -~ 7 with an average rating of
slx, Written comments have indicated that students appreclate
the freedom which this system allows them, feel they learn more,
and feel the course has more relevance to them, One student
indicatad in a recent conversatlon that he found the module
system made him. read wldely.in relevant sources, forced him to
make a synthesls of the meterial, and let him apply hls know-
ledge to the field in which he 18 interested. Onte problem
has been giving enough meaningful feedback on modules to the
students. I am s5tlll working on this prob].em.

During the coming summer sesslon I am covsldering breaking

the course into short unitis and asking students to set objectives

for one unit at s time. This should allow for even more inter-

be evaluated at 1ts conclusion and necessary implementations of
information made as soon a8 necessary.

Research by McKeachie and his assoclates (Ringwald, Mann,
Rosenwedln and McKeachie, 1971) indicates that students may
be divided into eight different personality types. It seens

13
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reasonable to suggesi that no one form of evaluation will

be adequate to allow each type of student to recelve the

mo st benaefit from a course, Siwmilariy no one method of
interaction in the classroom will be adequate to enable the
professor to communicate with each student., Some students are
not ready for the type of evaluative appwroach I have suggested
in this paper. Several students have indicated that they
dropped a course in which this method was used by nmyself last

year because they were not prepared to ‘interact with the in-

- structor on such a regular basis. This year they are in the

class because now they feel the need for it, Most students
are ready and capable of segtting thelr own objectives and
evaluating thelr progress in the classroom, Other students
accept the method with some trepldation and find in the
experience ﬁew insights into the meaning of education., 4
few students seaek to misuse the system. Given any system of
student evaluatlon such behaviors would still cccur.

Within a system of zducation soue type of evaluation
process must occur, Evaluation can be one %ype of learning
procedure. It goes on everytime a student and professor inter-
act In the classroom, offlce, campus, etc. The more the
student 1s able to fulfill his objectives for a course,
evaluating his progress in meaningful 1ntleraction with his
instructor, the more the student will learn and be able to
utilize his knowledge later in life., The method of student
evaluation presented in this paper is not meant to be the cure-
all for the evaluation process but does seek to provide some

base from whioh future efforts can grow.
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