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~e1pfu1 than a mark?
niot only the basic transcript and the
Audent's evaluations for the last six
qiarters-norinally eighiteen evalua-
fions-but a summiary evaluation,
\v-ritten by the student's adviser on
ilie basis of the student's entire aca-
demie record and of the adviser's pei-
ý'0nal knowledge of im. This su-
mary evaluation is the only confiden-
tial document in the student's file.

Ivalluatioti

You will appreciate tbat 'the writ-
ten evaluation Ly the instructor of
flic student's performance in eacb
lýourse is the essential ingredient of
iLe pass-fail systeni ai Santa Cruz.

The type of evaluation expccted is
laid down in an officiai miemorandum
of two closely printed sides circu-
laîecl 10 aIl instructors. The mnost im-
p)ortant single rule is that the instrue-
for mnust evaluate tLe student's work.
iiot Ilic s1udeot. Thus, vou can neyer
ay "Joe Blow is lazv'':,vlhat vou cmi

:qay is "Joe Blow didn't do a lick of
%%ork al quarter". The distinction is
essential.

Even with the best of guidance,
ioîwever. froir the instrucor's point
o f view writing evaluations is a t ime-
consuming andi exacting taskç, requir-
ng not only ai least a davs time for-

an average-sized class. but a certain
ainount of practice andl skill. 1I must
onfess tbat the first set of evaluations

1 wroie was far too cut. But Lv the
Plid of the '<car I Lad more or îess
mastered tlhe technique, andi found
m 'vself writing an appraisal of each
p)iece of written work turncd in by
ea;cli student. plus an assessmneni of
Iiis contribution 10 class discussion,
plus in somne cases an over-all state-
ment as Io the student's performance.

A few examples mnay serve 10 show
flie way in whicb evaluations reveal
ile student's performance.

Student A, widely read in both
medieval and modern istory, with a
ýq)ecial interest in mecieval art, and
an exceptional sensitivity to prose
slyle, made miany contributions to
class discussion and displayed, in my
opinion, more originality of mmid in
lroposing new and convincing inter-
1pretations of evidence than any other

tiudent I have encountered. Student
P> vas an unstoppaLle xorker, wLo
wýould read at least three dozen books

un any essay topic, Laîf of themn in
(;erman, and coie up with an essay
Iihat was completely documented and
iaultlessly written andi often witty

ý(nd entertaining; she also Lad a real
tailent for writing examinations. I ani
iad that I could report these facts
ouj their evaluations, without having
to give a nuinerical grade.

At tLe other endi of the scale, Stu-
dent C lad what seemed to Le a num-
ber of idées fixes drawn fromi a super-
ficial study of theology and sociology
tbai prevenied im from appreciating
or' even looking for evidence; and Lis
comimand of language was frankly in-
adequate 10 the point of being a palp-
able impedinwnt ta proper reasoning.
He Lad donc enougli work in tLe
course that I felt hie sbould Le award-
ed a pass, Liui my lerigtby evaluation,
directed partly to Lis adviser, made
clear my dissatisfaction with bis work,
and strongiy reconmwnded furîber
study of languages.

Student D came from a Japanese
background, and xvas taking mv
course because Le wanted ta know
more about Western civilization; as a
Buddbist le found tLe Reformnation
especially inscrutable. He was neitLer
the mosi erudite seholar nor tLe most
polished writer in tLe class, and on a
nuinerical grading le xvould Lave suf-
fered in coniparison xitb otLers; Lut
I ivas Lappy with Lis xvork Lecause
Lis essay projeets cleaî'ly showed that
witbin tLe Iinits of is tapies lie lad
acieved a real living rapport uitL
certain aspects of fifteenih and six-
teentb century Europe, and on bis
evaluation I could 5av sa.

It xill be evident froin these ex-
amples Lowv much more rmeaningful
a wriiîen evaluation can Le iLan a
simple number or letter.

Dangers in evaluat lot

Two problems may occur to you in
connection with evaluatian. One is
tLe problemi of tLe very large class:
t1e other tLat of personal prejudice
on the part of the instruclor.

Large classes present a real diffi-
cut. WitLout tLe belp of a teaching
assistant. it may Le actually imipos-
sible ta come to knoxv many stucients
xvell enough bt evaluate tbem miean-
infully. One is still permnitted. of
course, ta give examination resulis on
t1e student Ly letter grades or even
in numerical termis; ihis nmay Le use-
fuI and xill not be supposed ta refer
ta any standard but tLe instructor's
ow'n. The advice of tLe Committce on
Educational Policy, however, wvas ta
pick oui tLe Lest and tLe \vorst stu-
dents, in tLe class-tLere xiii alvays
Le a few xvbo stand ou-to evaluate
tbemi, and for tLe large numLcr in
the middle to write somiething like
"In this very large class, Joe Blowv
Lad little opportunity ta distinguisL

imiself as ither very good or very
Lad. I-owever, Lis work was clearly
passing.'' Even ibis is more mneaningfl
than a mnere letter-grade.

Bias in the insirucior is perbhîps an
even more axvkward problim, îLougli
I Lelieve tbat in practice there Las
Leen no cause for complaint about il.
My guess is, Lowever, that a really

prcjudiced evaluation would be re-
vealed, as ofien as not, by tLe ternms
used by tLe instructor. If not, it inight
still be cltected bv conîrast NvitL the
other evaluations the student had re-
cei ved.

If personal prejudice is suspected
tLe student's adviser is in a position 10
lielp Lini. The adviser las the po\ver
10 suppress an ohviously prejudiced
or frivolous evaluation froîn tLe stu-
dent's circulated transcript. Hie also
mnay take exception ta ii in bis confi-
dential summiary evaluation. Such
safeguards miay not be absolute, but
once again, they offer far more pro-
tection to tLe student than a miere
numnerical grading systemi.

iloiiors

TLere is no provision in the gracling
syslemn, as distingu 'ishied froni the
evaluat ions, for recognizîng special ly
mieritorious performances. Hwvr

ai tLe end of a student's degree pro-
grain, bis wvork is reviexved both by
tLe Board of Studies in tLe subject in
xvhich Le las majored. and Lv tLe
council of tLe college of wLichliLe is
a mnember.

'With Honors in Astrobotaniv" or
xhatever-rar-eiy "1lighest 1-oniors'ý"
on the Lasis oif the student's performi-
ance in courses in that subject. The
College mnay award "General College
lonors- for excellence in tLe stu-

dent 's record in aIl courses taken to-
getLer. TLe student may thus receive
hionors in bis subject, general college
honors, or quite often LotL.

The decision to awarcl Lonors, once
again, is necessarilyý subjective. Lut
at least it is a collective decision and
the student las two chances,. Ih would
Le Lard ta prove that tLe award of
distinction on the Lasis of a nuinerical
average is ini reality any less subjec-
tive.

[stiiale ol the systeffi

You mnav gather from îthe tone of
iny presentation that I strongly ap-
pîove of the svstein of cvaluatil)n used
at Santa Cruz, and I do. 1 Lave in
fact j ust one unfavoraLle cit icisi of
il. Under the rules witL respect to ac-
arienuc standing. ane failure places
a student on academic xarning; a sec-
ond failure places Iimii on probation;
a third dismnisses Limi fromiL e insti-
tution. In view of tLe extraordinary
pressure on admissions at UCSC. sueh
severitv is understandable.

However. in practice I ami inclineri
bo suspect - of course I cannot pro-
duîce exidence - that it leads Io sonie
distortion in tLe grading systemi.
TLecoreticatlly. a low pass - a 'D' at
miost AAmerican institut ions - should

lead to failure ai Santa Cruz. But
înost instructors, contrary ta popular
belief, are softies at heart, and know-
ing the consequences of even one fail-
ure on a student's record, they are, I
suspect, very reluctant not 10 award a
pass.

The hich intelligence of the student
body, and tLe excellent teaching on
,which UCSC plumes itself, are of
course alternative explanations for
the low faîlure rate and probably valid
ones: but it would Le interesting ta
suec vhat would Lappen if each student
were allowed one failure with no
further penalty, on soiie\vlat tLe
saine principle as tLat which in law
allows everv dog one Lite.

Having, marie Ibis comment, Low-
ever, 1 musi say that tLe svstem of
grading andi evaluation at Santa Cruz
seemis ta mie b Le excellent. It avoids
flic spurious appearance of mathe-
niatical exactitude and aIl tLe ques-
tio>ns of compa)ýrabilit.\ of gracie result-
in- fromi a numnerical grading systemn,
ainc at tLe saine tinie affords miueb
more meaningful information about a
student's work botL to tLose concern-
cd -with assessing tLe student's record
and 10 flic stucient Limiself.

I>ass-Ifiail (11Aiberia ?

If tLe pass-fail svstein were to Le
ach>pîed at TLe lUniversity of Alberta.
I Lelieve thalt tîo main chang.es w'ould
Lave ta Lecimade in the systein, and
two in flic University. As for changes
inuIlle svstcin:

First.'AlLerta bias no college systein,
and so tLe award of -Gencral College
lonors- voulcl Le out of the question.

Secondlv. t1e terni "Honors- useci
tb indicate a level of' performance ai
Santa Cruz means ai Alberta a dif-
furent ty pe of curriculum. TLe AI-
Lerta equivalent, as far as I can sec,
is "Distinction"; thus a degree might
Le awarded witb "Ilonors and Dis-
tinction (or even -HigL Distinction")
in HIlstory".

As for changes in tlhe University:
You 'vilI have oLservcd that the stu-

dent's ariviser bias an important raie
to plav in the grading and evaluating
process. If t1e pass-fail system wcre
adlopted here, 1 believe that large
numbers of staff Nvould bave ta Le
wvilling 11) undertake tLe woi'k of an
adviser ta limîted numbers of stu-.
dents. lnu my opinion, tLe appoinînient
of staff mnembers as advisers would
be desirable in any event-, advisers
have a inultiplicity of uses.

Finally. t1e staff xvould bave to ac-
cepi the fact that pass-fail grading,
with evaluations. is a lot of work; even
wLen donc once instead of three limnes
a year, il will take days on end out of
îlwir lives. I cannot speak for mny col-
leagues, Lui in my opinion, the extra
effort is w'orth it.


