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. ,rates both : for the school grades and the Publ.ic Examination grades. :

'inations held in” June of each year.

' ‘:‘50 p,erc’ent by a var'iety 'of 'in-school evalua%‘lon procedures. o it
. PR ] . . ’.,’ ‘ﬂ . i

"school *and the Department of Education. )

-z

The major secondary school leaving evaluation in Newfoundland

. v
‘

sinde June 1972 has been a system of shared e*aluation between each

‘ ~

The Dlep'artment of Education

\

] awards 50 percent of . th@ students‘ final grades through the P:{blic Exam-ﬂ

Y

The school avards the remaining

.o b
1

AN ' R -
The purpose of this study was to determine, -ag’ far as possible,

- _—

- the degree to which shared evaluation has achieved its aim of providing

L final part of the study dealt with a queationnaire survey of 151 teachers\ -

.in 53 raudomly selected schools.

Q. Y

a more valid assessment of student 'achievement while at the same time P

l T [

] maintaining quality control and 'permitting a broadening of the curriculum.

The study investigated trends in the distribution of mean marks and pass ) )

@ .
The-

The purpose of this survey was to

g

: ‘collect data on school practices and teacher opinion regarding shared

.,"subjects, balgebra, history, English and hiology. :

: Educa tion .

¢

' i:evaﬁation. The study c0vered the years frqm 1972 to 1976 for the four .

IR

E
-3

Although thc conclusions were confonnded by a number of factors o

-
N
oty

¢

\it appears that there is a general decline in mean marks and pass rates
in the" Public Examinations but ﬁbt in the school examinations . Also the :

'estimated magnitude of d.i?ferences betWeen schools expected due to random

I L

errors is much smaller than the difference permitted by the Department of
The reSults fof the teacher survey indicated t‘.hat the teachersf

are generally satisfied with shared evaluation and that the majority wamt

no change at the present timea . :
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e & o Chapter 1 o L LRt T

Yoo Baékground to the Study S N PR PR ,_‘, -

s . . .'. R - J e .. .. ‘. L > P

W e o Down through the ages from early Chinese times, when examinations g
. : : N ‘were™ administered to determine one s suitability for the eivil service

(Compayre, _1900, p. 16) to the present time, man has been attempting

w to measure the &pacities, aptitudes, knowledge, etc., possessed or.

—\'
N .

acquired by" people." Traditionally, one s £uture upon leaving secondary ' *

<~/ ' . N ) Vet S enir

‘ C e school depended upon the amount of knowledge he had acquired as evidenced
AR TN by a mark on' an academic examination, usually set by some'.agency external
- B to the school. No consideration was taken of the moral, mental

."-fx o emotional and 'cultural deve10pment Of the- P“Pil- R ‘ g
{ . :..‘/" ‘ Within the past ten }’ears in =Canada this impersonal system of |
" . : “measuring student achieVement has changed somewhat. l‘here. wés an, .1. ‘ ‘ :
N B apparent acknowledgment ‘on.the part of both the school and the Departments s -
S of muc;'ao; that their effo!:ts’ were’ no': meetins the: need? of 9°°i“3’- ,-'
Cooe e ; Too man}' Young People and others were becoming disillusioned with the -
‘ - | sch°°1 n}stem, condennring it -as irrelevant with the curricula too narrow -
S - and the examinations too. riéid and eliminatory. In an.’effort: tO c.orrect

: o _ , this situation,provinces began to broaden their curriculg'md allow the

" . ;e i . e . ..
P B - [N . N

'._‘. -’.,. o

A schools more. autonomy in evaluating student» progresa. ) "_. R R

S P This ttend started in Ontsrio in 1968. rBritish Columbia and

o
v

. T Alberta started school—based evaluation in 1973. By 1974 only. Quebec, Celtiiws

Newfoundland and to. ailesser extent Saskatchewan still required external
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The/ British Cplumbia Teachers' Federation, :l.n a propanI f’or ERRSE Sy
abolieh‘i.ng departmenta]. examinations _.‘included such criticisms ae the R
’ B :xrricuinn contained t:oo much to b’ examined by one exa;ination' the - :":‘ U
. . e;caninetion attpted t:o examine ‘oo much" and- the examination was AR . '
e detrimental t:o good i.nstruct:t_on.: Their x/ecc)mmended' so‘lut;..on was’ t:o ': L ..,A - :
-'-.:,..-.".‘ ) .'.;trus‘i: the schools" ‘to evaluate atudent l{achievement; . (Evaluation of' : ‘ : ".’. 'f' ".‘ §
N Pupil Progreea 1966 P 84) - f : ’ ‘ , "\
: R };ewfoundland has not—reached the Btage yet where achools have : 7"“
complete control OVer secondaarty school leaving\ evaluation, ‘but stepe are ~ - o
- being t:aken to bring t:h:la about. Accreditation, a x:erm loosely synomy- “?‘ Sh .
. mous with total internal evaluation by ochools, ia o;ing piloted in four/ "
iy schools during the 1976—77 school year. . ' I\ o
) Currently fn Newfoundland schools thete are severel evaluation ‘, :
. .«pro/cEdures ueed in awarding Grade XI, certificates., Both t:he type of\‘ ';' e
3 a 5 t l. - - ' g " [
, , evaluat:ion that a stude.nt rece:lves a.nd the method of awardins a ac‘hool ) )"'-f_ '

‘.
it

1"
RN
K .
«
!
» -

e AL

leaving certificate va.r:l.es..' The var:l.ations :Ln use are :‘-g(a)oehered

evaluat::ton, (b) ,P. lic Examinations °n1Y. (c) 'total inteml evaluation,

and (d) princ:l. 'al's recomfendation. ‘=~ . ( ':' L CARR

' __Shared evaluat:l,on. : Under this procednre the achool and the D Lo
partment: of Education cooperate in grading ‘the’ atuder:ts.i The schooll .
subhits marks to the Department of Education which repreaenta fifty perce’nt.:. g
of the ost*uxdents ' final grades. Theae mar/llce'must be su‘bmi;:ted several days ! o w
ptior l:o the closing o:E school and the student is g:l.ven an. opportun.ity t:o |

appeal.. The Department of Education, through its Public Examinationa held

. ‘. - . a ,,
v ‘. v e a M I
Y4 i . \ -'}” .
) o ! 2 . LT
. v 5. .
" f . -
- - i 1,
s 1 s e ;
‘ » ' n . 3 i
. . f [
) Lt ), K .
b i 3
R . . N
. . o .
. ' .
[ ’ " ) . ' X
. B . i
N « . ? » i
.8 . + ¢ . R 'g s
N At
[ ' At

. s
bt ot e 3l LR



I3
RIS

D NI TR AT

e

ELAAR

2
o

N

*#3T0

P4
P
TR B

T2

in Jun‘e of each year, determines thé other ,fifty’ percent and awards § ,." , A ' ’
. ! - .. /’ e L ,“»a, B ! ',.-'-_'. -5 ';l .1.,":“;.44.’
the:final.grades—%pd diploma.-; '1‘o be eligib{le‘ ’to pgrticipate in -shared : =,'=’.{'.' Tt 5
" .'i"- ' /'-' B w ST "'-h"\,a \L' ,' PO o
evalueuion a- echool must meet ce ain standards and dperate withdn guide-l‘" ", AR )
s " u; : | . et.“‘“ A }.v, '# .‘ < . . v,‘
lineh set- bz the 'Department of Educatioh., A copy bf Standargé for X “ :
‘ 'v [ . . &,
Participating Sch.pols - 1975 is reproducedl as Appendix 1. ‘,a copy bof
- e . 0" . 12 g
Evaluation Guidel n4s for Participating Schools, Revised fo:r: 1923-74
o oo L R )0 6 .
18 \reproduced as Appendix 2 and a copy of Regulations for Shared ° )
1 I"" ,'b ,A'o",-\ota_‘..
Evaluation Plan :Ls reproduced as Appendix 3. R LI S I
'/ . ‘/‘ ety S L o.. v . K ‘\_. N ’)‘._,_' 4 'cr.,.-" ..( .-
B Publ:tc Ex,aminat:l.ona onAlg A secOnd practice uséd by some smaller SETIE S
/ ! ) ¥ M kN " N - ’ }' ~A‘ ', ,‘u “:"" -‘ﬂ‘n f‘."‘..“’ !
.. ' school involves oue hundred percent.‘ evaluat:':l.on by n'neana of; the eafne R f‘
'f, T AT e onte : - ~“’!~ 5 ""‘t-“‘." oo

B " Public ‘txaminatioﬂ e:e

a o ,‘.c,

ri:ed to above ansi the same di‘ploma :[s awarded. o
rIn 1976..on1y 26 of the

y . ol “
e Totall internal ev : t’i’on. Some schoola have, in addition tOv *; '_ R {
s IO :--,' ot _?\oa‘l'l:,ﬂ. Sy e RS

' -

shared evaluation total internal evaluation and award: their owu diploma

. g e T . R - S )
K 7" - N IR
.o for non-matriculating or general students Thj,s practice is not controlled
. : . e i Ou'n-‘," R ,v.°::"'._
‘ by the Debartment of Education and con'sequently there r@re no. figure ‘tor T
Y' ) A 5;-' ‘u'“ o . ,5."'. _,‘I / A.“ b ‘_..'.. B .“'.' ’l.
:Lndicate I-mw wideapread thie practice ia. ,;Frdm our survey It uaa detenmined I
that it was the genera;l. pract:l.ce of one boerd of ed tion and several - 3
other schools' Also» we know chat for the past five years only an averatge ] 7',»-"; Lo
of 77 percent of students"enrolled in G%:ade }Cli wrote Ehe Public Exaniin-A ! ' ° (
. | ations. . Y \.: ' L, .v N ,‘ :/.' Do ?.z - ) ‘i‘ . ° ° ': -‘" ISR 'l. " ,". D .~":|‘ " :'n‘.- : “'b.
T '-.1 P-rincipal'a recommendat.ion. : Another epractice found in 5ome 1arger T el
RETLNE K . e AL TES e e
H schoole \yas 1nst1tuted by Memorial Univeraity. Under t;hia procedure 11;.. ay ° "; "
oA student haa a seventy-five percent school average :Ln the required e, _sl - ®
'a-," - RN . T : " A
_: - - ",:' 3 , ) ‘r‘. , ; ::_
W i g - . oy
' . . oY TSR - v.
N 0 i; / .

i ImATRATL. 4 E e w18 S TEASHOTACI N g phuat o g St o, el b



matrit:ulation courses he. may be recommended by his principal foi‘ admissi.on o

o ' T

) ,"*3‘" e :1 - ‘to the University. These students are /not required ‘to- write Grade XI )
-. I P '~"“~\‘Y * "2 - T, e Y . ':..'l'. : » s
é . ‘/ g Public Examinations and those th&t do not are not given a provinciaq ST

BT " Gg Grade XTI diploma. The one d?:‘lsadvantage Ofﬁ this practice is that if for ) "‘_"l e L
» PO L

.A‘_—‘ ﬁ eny reason,: the fstudent who did not write the Public Examinations dis- .‘: ‘
; . g continue; his ‘Btudies at the University, especially during the first R . *{':
?\" : :".' L seméster, he may- have difficulty finding emplozment ‘or. gaining ad- C . :
:'/ R \mission to, another ostf'secondary institution because he does not possess R g ‘
g ':_,.' . \f,a provi}lctal Grade XI dipft:ma..: From the University 8 point of view, } N 5 ’

4 L '
o SR ' S " .
ERRE A ',:\w one might expec(\this system is reported as working well AT S

S e e Purpmof the Studx ‘ i\;::". e '=ZZ { . :
‘ o '.,' '7«, If shared evaluation is. to h) judged as-an improvement over other :
T . :'.- ﬁ‘ ] . g

; .6“ TP po‘ ai’ble hystexha' 'for awarding school leaving certificates, then the LT

system should be expected to. reduce some of the probleme of pub].ic examin- ’ N

i

' ‘ e , & o St Ce
s j's_.'.,;" \_“‘amwns' while, at “\he same timﬁ’ fetainins the quamt? °°“t’-'°1 fe‘““‘e‘j\
o L { which ‘it }“4{ be argued is Lthe merit of spch e:taminations“ Furthermore, :én R
: : \ | "teit ;he use of shared evaluMhould be expectﬂd to 'f , ~_ ;
J "."",‘ . bring about some ﬂimprovement in the retentiou a)fility of the high schools. . ..
l ‘ The syatem sh uld permit a broadening of the curriculum, yield greater . - D \ ;
v "’ fl . x,ibilit}’ in evaluatioi Pfoced}xres and s;l.low outcomee . not measurable \‘
o ' bY public examinations to. be assessed- : “ “‘ LT ' "'l: ; ’{
’ " ,:;. ;I“_; 7* The primary purpose of this studylwas‘,. therefore, _tol deter-mine, l_
ae ,/L' : - j as f:'ax:‘,k a@poseible, the degree to"which ;a/ha.red evaluation has been ) -:

. 5 Tt : achieving t:hese purposes and to ident’ify possible strengths and weak-- :~.




\-{ ) \' More specifically the study examined the fo“.[loWing aspects of

' the syste;n.-.' I ', - - v ' :'.“’- : : ‘

L -1, Existing valuation practices s schools under the system. R

- PR e < .-.:‘. '._ )r,

' .2,:."".'1'he distribevéion of school and public examination marks, , ;{y-" e g

‘ : ’ Ia,nd : overall differences between school marks and public examination.

:: . i ‘-' . s m,arks. .' "'. o o " ..,-‘, N PR o K o - "1.""","‘ C —l;"‘.' .

' T Teacher reaction to shared evaluatl:on. RN .ok

; . f Y .\_~'1'he effect of shared evaluation on non—ajgﬁng gchools, " - N

S R ST

: ‘ 5. -,The method used by the Department of Edﬁcation to'control = . : "

e v ”*,"'diffe'rences :Ln grades between schools. , S . ;
S Scope' of the Stmdy ’ R T

_‘ . R u,’ . L ~._ .-'.U‘ . R . 2. DR . ER

v Y £ 0 S ¢ . ol f .- K . ) i
" - 1.- 'l’he background' aims and objectives of. the shared evaluat;f.on ” " ,
.- "'1,.-, system, addoted for the high schools ,i ; ‘71 were ‘;‘eaam:lned by research:lng o
, publications of the Departneg,t— of Education, .through 1nterviews with o '. - I'
. . -::i:, ° Department personnel and through other research papers(on the same ' ‘
i : ’ R 2' Ifublic Examinatlon data of - the Department of Education w re
) ; ana.lysed with A view to ans'weringia aumber of specific Iquestions. ' o _' :"."-
R | . - 3} A questionnaire was administered{to;;}fifty—three r-aﬁa%;n1y : .J,:i; .
O - selected schools fdr the purpose of gatheringfin‘formation on evaluation . '
:: - N Ptactices and teacher rbaction to shared evaluatlod. “- ‘.":.'.:j' o s ‘,
;.:“ S -‘.‘.‘,[' “"4 - l'.n an"aattempt to maintain sotle ‘unifbrmity amoné schools ;ln | o /
[ y the grades assig;ired' the Departme;.t lof Educstion has addpted a sys'tem . '-,.:_.'_..‘."f -.
o inl which schools deviating more- tha!n 10 points from their expected) : ‘,
_ grades have to explain why ‘the devd.at:l"od.occdrred. . 'The, ques tion-oﬁ:-“ ,, ’ ,
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R of a11 high achoola in the l’rovince.

L ‘The"‘N'e’ed"for'th'e-S'i:‘udi*:“l’. e R U e T

whether or not this deviation ‘of 10 poi 8. ia realiatic waa examined
. ) rb-" - T N ¥

a ' - O RIS
by{determining the degree of difference I:Eetween achools that may be Co j oy ‘

¢ : '. . N . - “ RN
attributed to the three components of differences, namely . Sl s T

S RS |
‘: - £ . L o BN \ a A: ) ‘-}'3\ - "4\1’

o (a) differences in pupil ability and quality f teaching

B "(b) random error in grades, and ) : e
- "(c‘)_ differences due to. unique within-school gra ng or R o g
L evaluation practices. .. BN S L G T
. ) ‘- ..'*‘v"“ ; ',‘.'J "‘ \.'\ ‘ "'.' ’ ‘ '4‘ e Tl . . 4""/ o ".4 .:- ’
'.". DAPTI -‘5 The effect of shared evaluation ‘on the grading of students ‘: T

o in non—aharing Schools waa explored.:. 'l'he study addressed itself to

’ v

the question, it "Are students in non—sharing schools being discrimina.ted :-:

s

PR ’against because their 41:131 grades are determined by public examinations R PR

only?" e

RS ‘ Tl BT . PR . : [ PR N

Grade XI shared evaluation was introduced into seventy—six B Lo
i

Newaundland achoole in 197l—7§ By 1975 76 the number of partici‘pating

schools had riaen to one hundred and fifty-three, “or eighty-—six percent _ N TR

The trial period was to be five .,',f‘ iy :

yeara at which time an evaluation of the program would be carried out. s <:’_,_,'__ -
'-This study forms part of .an asseeament of the system now being conducted T
' e . T, S el o

' by the Institute for Educational Research and Development of Memorial

-

: Univeraity, in cooperation with the provincial Department of . Education. Lo v

e

It ia hoped that the aasessment will be of value 1n future decision DRI RPN

"'making about the procees of evaluation for school leaving purpoaes and

Ll
B . -
. f N
s
. . > '
- v
o

e «
i




ar, -

~
b=
3}
ol
P

ar

in p

uation

.eval

shared.e

-about

-
&Y
4

AN

2ia

AT,
2

i

A

fy
ok
2

%

i

i

ROt
&

¥

RNy s LI
i o
St ISERGE

B

e
Q

A

[




| ; . Chapter 2 ‘ i
RV B ';"".R_r;viaﬁ'on,mrmmns
o~ , EValuation in Naff0und1and ‘ S ST e ‘.;.-_-1-,. : a i:*-.' L ‘ ! w
L o | 'I‘he history of Public' Examinations in 'Newfoundland goes back ... v %
L N to 1893 when the Council of\ Higher Educa ion was established. According . o
'xto. Rowe (1964) it was the duty of - the Cochil "to promote sound 1earning | ' =
; ' and t:o advapce the interest of higher education by holding examinations .
S ’ (}D 111) 'l‘he examinations held annually, were based on a syllabus ;
. pr.escribed by the Council.i The grading system, known as Primary, Pre—.;:.—'\‘:. B ’
". v liminary, Intermediate and Associate, were more or less equivalent to _' =
‘ ‘.: our grade six to eleven‘, which terminoloéy a:as adonted in the 19309. . " '
g Rowe goes on: to state' that, ‘."The success of this new venture was immediate‘ ‘
and far reaching.- Schools all over the Island endeavoured to prepare | -
) ; ; older pupils for the examination and bef re long teac‘ners were being . “ ) y
- judged by the number ot successéul candidates in vhat were popularly , : ] B |
~ .3 known as. the i, H Ex Examinations (p.A 112)’ X " . -r;‘,
D " . Although the Council of Higher Education was abolished'in 1949, >
. . the system of external examinations continued until_ 19’71 ‘under )the De— x . ‘
| '\-. partment of Education'.. In 1971; the system of shared evaluation described. '
! , earlier was‘ introduced. that is, the final grade in Grade XI was shared A' :
) 50—50 between the school and the Department of Education. At the same e '
) time, public. examinations in Grades“.[x and X were eliminated . S
: “ ‘,- As with many decisions in public educatitm, the deeisionv xto adopt. :
:.- shared evaluation was made in a climate of debate, with the winning argu— : ‘
I, I \ AR ; " . k / . ' | ;’ -
Y ’"ﬁ“ . g‘ R TR
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s Writing in the N T.A‘ . Joumal Kelland (1965) says, “Many factore contri.—

e et

: 1.

‘o et: the time. Littlé empirical evidence was (or indeed could be)-brought F\;

‘ oo
to bear in the deciaion.', o ’

'.l.’he case ageinst public examinations seemed to be reinforced by .‘

Lo

H

consequent) high dropout ra,tes in the high schools. Teac‘hers zmd pro— “ '

fessional educators were publ:[cly ettributing these problems to the

n PO

-‘.'i' >

and their neglect " student attributes other than academic ability.;,'

bute (to the 1ow percentage of ,passes in the high school rgrades) :anluding"

the lock-step method of promotion, :tnadequnte diversificatio}\ :Ln our 2

curriculum to allow lese capable students to teke courees connnaneurate TS

o w:l.th the,ir abilities, ' an ever increasing number ot' studente and 1ack ot'

‘ adequate teaching personnel to mention some (p. 27) J Bu.ffett (1967)1 3

was also critical of the Public Examinatione.; "I can only conclude that‘

.\ e '\«

R ,x R ’ -, ‘.,—'

promot:l.dn then we ere a bunch of die—hard traditionaliste who regard

< b

etandards and maatery of the subject matter as, be:l.ng more :I.mportant than

The Royal Commission on Education and Youth (1967—68) reported

.. - B P2 BT -

SFnn ’h\lﬁ.ﬁ\,‘!‘h‘k

NEEALY

‘,": rigidity of the Public Examinations, to their atroug academ:!.c orientation,: T

the fact of high failure retee in theae-examinatione Land the (presumably-n_ L

* e,

" eince we either Bubscr.ibe to or tolerate the present method oﬁ one ehot' L
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Mo
Kol

: the e.pa.rtment of ducation (p. 183) An‘ additional claim in favaur of RPN

AR

.. / those Whl ch c

= claime:{ that they (Public Examinations) have a nanrowing effect. on edu— '={' R

o tigate thia matter considered the follawing pointa. .

. N
e exte al examinations was: that they enable both pupils and ’;eachers to U ;
‘orga ze learning and teaching more syatematically. SN LR

"'“differerrce in pupils abilities ia adveraely affected by external exam~

. 'catioé in that they place too much emphaais on rote learning and minimize \ : e

:‘-'tation of shared evaluation. A Sub-comittee which was formed to invea-',_'-"l

‘ and ',inhibit creative teaching, . "

‘\

,“ .. .o . [ Lol L

: -A'Subniss7éns taking the opposite view claimed that external examin-":..'-:

. e . 1
Kid "l' 5 '.”. et ._- L .

¢
:

: ' 18! t'e'ndv‘ jo narrow the objectives of edueation and the curriculum to -
a be eValuated by paper and pencil examinations and that they S

!
. . . - o - .o 3
produce not nly standardization but also stereotypi/xdg of curriculum.. e

e .

The tea her_s _"adaptation of the curriculum to 1oca{ conditions and : :-;.- o

§ . Lt L.
Rl . -~ ,“ “ PRI

A _— < i ',
. Alao, there was a lack of consistency from year to- year within pe A

'The Report further stated that "It was {3"}; _f:]f.ﬂf;

- !X
X . N -"‘ .

v the:aesthetic and creat:tve side of 1eaming ! I&oyal Commission, p 184) ”".'_‘

. J . S

L K ..11. N .;'.:;
It_ vas in this attnoaphere of public deba(&g then, that evaluation S PR i
ithin the schopl system waa first aeriously diéﬁmsed by the General _ L
l 'Advisory Committee of the Department of Education 1n 1969. Rowe (1976 B : "‘ ;
. SR TR
) 2. Cod T .

' Note °1) describes in ‘Some detail the .events leading up to the implemen- e

H
:

.

o : »

a

~ K v

1 the reliability of Publig Examinations aa evaluative criteria
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o PRI S

H

-
~

for. ‘etandarda and/pr achievement, ,' '

-

o 3.0 the alleged te.ndency of the Public Ekaminations to stifle
. i .

v
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.__.—_—_._N.__.__._.._.ﬁ__.__._ -
—_ _.___.‘._... ce— a—
e

SRR f‘ were held.the Department of Education had already announced its-intention N

. P i ' ; v " j’?:‘"ﬁ
. } i ‘ ‘.A'X ; H e e . ": }
!‘ Ift o ! ' ‘_. . \ ' . ." ',' A
. i R ' U
L P g "i e
‘ 3 the high failure razltt;ai each yegr., -jparticularly in Grades IX ‘
e and X‘- .',_ E e '; "‘ " I
L 4. ¥ the high failure rate in Grade Ix and the proven relationship BAEE TR
o e '. ' to the high dr0pout ' - e +
’ . ® R ." ’: .j
Caris test with any degree L L
. .... .:“ B 3 G ‘-‘,. A.-}
R 6 the significa t imgrovement in teacher qualifications over‘* o
the past 10 years, A .

“ :-

b evaluation in Grade XI adopted (Rowe, 1976, p. 38 Note 1) T _° _-"
. LRt ! ‘ "" o . '
e At this time in. the 1ate sixties also “the. University indicated AP
D »."_; that it was becoming 'mo o concerned with evaluation by conducting sem:l.nars ;

N ‘on. evaluation. , The 1969 70 eeries of Saturday Seminars concerned itself « :

S~

o with the theme Planning for Evaluation.z In the Preface, Buffett (1970)

' states of the eeminare that "It wa? generally felt that we ahould move in ' o
' the direction of plac:l.ng less edxphasie on the' "one shot' finel examin- o o
. U;jl"‘ ! .1_ . X 1 i . . -
9 ation and w’ork towards continuous evaluatio By the time the Seminara Lo

R .
A e s

I \ of discontinuing the Grades IX and X Public Examinations for £ive years
' -.‘ . . i /

4

;U

4
L4
:
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‘ '. thus setting the atage forlthe aeminars. ) The three seminars with guest o {_;-‘ .
R RTINS oyt : ’ s

LR SRE A speakers from acrosa Canada and panele made up of leading teachers and -

:‘i:, _~ L educators fr,{xn acroas the Province were held au St. John a, Corner ;, e,

e n*_g' Brook and Grand Falls.i T ‘E;“: ﬂjf:';f,f.'-_7“'Jjﬁu';pq“fii,luf ]n P e

‘“ o The Integrated Education Committee* in ite Annual Report for N f";: U

- 1974, endorsed ahared‘evaluation. The Report stWthat the system

R o provided reaaonable scope fbrfa school diatrict to diné§sify it S : g
S o el . 4

chrriculum and teaching stratEgies, while ‘at the same time providing BT
y N .

: R some e.xternel measure of -the 'lndividual achool s worth. . The school iB‘ ; R ‘
freed front the handicap of_ completely external examinations but at the o

R . - R T

same t:hne ‘a degree of consiatency in provincial standarda can be main-— D

tained . '(Arlmual Report, ,Integrated Education Committee, ‘1974) o WR ‘-" .
;.: ' 'Ihpt shared evalu tion wes r.'eadily accepted by achools actoas . ?'; b
S I th;’ Pr°"i“°e can’ be seenxy the rapid adoption of bthis :l.nnovation shown L
o o ' L ' a 1{ Table. 1. : The levelling off haa occurréd chief]_y. _hecause of the -;:l‘.-_,.' ',‘ ';'; ' ‘
. ’ number of smaller lachools ineligible or; umwilling to participate. =
ﬂ C 5 —Sotu'e T/hveoriee 'and Praetices'in Evaluation "'- N . . L
R ‘ Having outlined what hes h‘appened in the province regarding Grade.: T

a . . SLe e

_; e - XI evaluation, the study will ‘now look at evaluatio\-x both of atudent Lt f-.~~' s

Ve C . h
o, ooe T Sames o - I -

SIS R AP S ieaming—and— educat‘ional programs from a theoretical point of view.

5 ' : . ' . - "‘ ‘;,-.-. - ' b ‘..',.‘.’ ‘ .‘ X ) . :A ' . Lt :' ",: " e V-l-".‘ -.',. Vol s
Yo, w27 Definition’ of éveluétion}.ﬂEunk:end'Wagﬁalle”(lQBB)'definep' RO
T T e B B i o
‘v‘ ~ , '} T { . ‘ e ..‘ - r B - _‘ s ‘.Z'-‘ ! _ 'i‘ “". 'ﬁ'_
v - B U *Onel' of three oomittees comprising th‘e Denominational, Education s '
o el Committeea (DECS) which is en advisory Jbody ‘torthe. Department -of Edu- SRS i
S0 v Peationl; .The other two are ‘the. Roman Catholic Education Committee and : 1
i ..k, 7 ithe Penteco‘h;al Educational Comittee. R ST ; S TS ;
Qs ; CF :. ’ : ..r .', ' f , dpe - N ; .4 o ‘ it
B " o K . e S
S e T e T g A
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o I evaluate as "To find or determine the m‘auﬁé' - worth, -etc'., ’of"" ‘ 'l'his N N

"-'.'":' ' o o definition lends itself well to educational evaluation because, in the . :
N - T first place. we are constantly attempting t:o determine the amount.

% - PR

s ‘ o Specifically we want to know the amount of knowledge that a student e

T has acquired at. any given time B8O that we may, on the one hand know ~. .

S whether the teaching strateg‘y we are’ employing is working and, “on the Lo '

other hand that we. may be able both to compare the level of achieve— ; C E

ment of individuals and- groups and to issue diplomae certifying what . . . 'fA :
2 T '( level of knowledge students have acduired at a given time.: In the _ o
| . : second place we are’ consta;tly endeavouring to determineh the worth of our’, EREG
';.5-‘ f efforts relative to" the/provincial and local aims of educat-l’on., In |
ol T particular w\e .need to know the‘worth ot our teaching, ’the worth of the'

- N P . S , [ Lo
. R R e e .

e Do . course, ‘the w;rth of the curriculum and the worth of the evaluation

T Yo YR . . Lo

oLy system we use to evaluate pupils courses, and the curriculum. ﬁ{'

ot . . [N PN .
+ -

IR ‘, EvaluatiBn, then, ‘18 concerned with all aspects of education v

P Ry

and is aimed at the improvement: ‘of teaching and learning*: Bloom (1971)

says of evaluation that it is a method of scquiring and processing the o — R

- evidence needed to improve the student s leaming and teaching 'Ihis .

evidence, he says, must be bf great variety going beyond the ususl final

/

paper and pencil examination. He says, secondly, that the goals and
. Tﬂ\. \I i e M .
BT objectiVes of education are Elarified by evaluation and that evaluation U

1

is a process for determining the extent to which students sre developing.. R

By monitoriug this development evaluation serves ‘ag a system of quality
X s e
control in which it may be determined at each step in the teaching/ ’

learning process whet-her the process is effeEEive or not and whst changes

4./1' ‘ must be made to ensure its effecJt:iveness before it is too late. (Page 15) oc . L

v _.
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I‘he first. atep for any educationel decision is_ the establiahment < L

P

" of neéds. Taba (1962) says, "Diagnosis (of needs), then ia an important

- ~ - e
. N

firat etep in determining what the cutriculum ahould be for a given popu-
. . lation . (p. 12). From these needs comes the establishment of goals P
and o‘bjectives depending on- the level of the deci'sion. Most writers

tend to define a goal as-a broad ftamewotk set by higher levels of admin— o

4istration .while object:éves are atQuch lower level usually, at the IR

T T school level. Bloom (1971) seys ‘of goals. ‘"They are designed ;".'.‘,_ g . : A

. gh to ' sdggest cei:tain

typea of action to the school boarde and administrators" (p. 21). , )

~
ety ware

I

C s =
- :.~ - When goals are translated into school programs and activities_

.‘\' N ] . /

R will Ahelp ar student develop are its immediate objectives and should be ”.‘ o l '
5 . related to the stetent of .long'ra.nge purpose that initiated it“ "}"- : ’
L (e 21),‘ '._~"~_'. . '{ T ; -
, o ‘ﬂrhe only 1ogica1 way that Ve can‘ evaluate achievenent of an edu-'l e
; cation program is in the ccmtext: of the objectives that it was meant to (' f' l .'t;
. reach.. If the objecti&res are not clearly stated it is difficult to’ '_ ‘ 1 T
) l determine whether the prog’:am has been suceessﬁ:l @;‘*‘hot._’ According

. . w'9\
to 'l‘aba (1962), ':". . objectives serve aa a guide*&jor evaluation of
achievement. Diacrepancy between what is- taught and what is evalubted is

e : * ..

A . N
1: / a éommon fault of echool programs (p. 12)..‘

Scriven (1967) made a"distinction between a final evaluation to .

detemine the worth or value of a progtam, course, ,etc1 and the evaluation ', o




etc. aimed at’ :I‘.mnediate modification and improvement.s The former.he called.‘ e

(S

. smnmative evaluation and the latter fomative. This di%tinction i% very "ﬂ" L ;

- ¥ uheful for either evaluating student learning or an educational program. '"

. - In the.case of student learning formative eValuation enables the’éstudent | o g

i | , + to grow\ throl.lg_h self-evaluation. : o ERR K -"~ - ’ L : 1
3 . . o o o . ‘-oq.-’ :’ oo
c ok s v G e T . P
o ' ‘ Evaluation of -student leatnini and teaehing. il‘he distinct‘ion ; : E‘
{ h bt cyean fot‘mative and suu;mative evaluation isl important i evaluating ) V
“ / student 1earning. Fomative evaluation in a 1earning aituation 15 ‘used ' E J-’
L ".Aj‘:-to tell the htudent and the teachet ‘how. well the leeming is tahing place. 1 : "'l:'-‘z ?
t« 'l';-‘~ E ',It is a:;med ‘at self-elv t:ioh..,~ ;?ormative evaluation ehould‘ not be o ' g ~ ; " , ,2
4 '_f - ;-'.% -‘:.“';used for. gn:éding ﬁurﬁo!but rather to helif bothu he pupil and the \ r
;: o ‘, L tea.cher dec:ide upon the next step‘ in the attainment ‘of some objecti‘vev. *- ! ‘?
t E 'Summative evaluatioﬁ, on the,dth'et" hand is’ aimed at determinipg w'whether ’ : l
C - :.or not:th\)objectives of - t:he‘ rc‘ourse‘ of some substiantial‘paf\t :bfn Uit has .~ " !
B & N ." been reached. . Sumﬁia.tive evaluation, there.fore, is ueed ‘to ,grade pup:l.ls f : i ‘3
'.\' . Th; AE:eqauency ‘d.f .application is a charactetistic of the two'. o - ‘ ‘ N p
i r ’ ‘ According to Bloom (1971) Rummative testing is enrri\ed 2 N l:.'

: B . lout "two or thx‘ee times' within a'course—“’( 'Dn the other hand short ’ a SR
) . , tists ;vhich come at’ fhe endu.of a- short unit of: inatruction‘-are- eharac: : ? V w0

R ,'.'_ftetistic of Eormati\’r; evaluation and. therefore,‘ should not be used for i N

& ’zrading purposes.“.r 3 f/ ¢ “1 . " 4"\,4..?,'.._.{'1 o -,::“'::~"ﬁ‘- "; “
. E.s‘s‘ehtiaily, what haa been eaicf fis that the claesroom teather T

. should be frequentiky evaluating ’fo‘r.the hurpose ;_f assiating the s.tudent,: ;'I : ’ J'.‘ .

“ in achieving the~ of;iectivee of the course and 1nfrequently "two ox:. three 4 "




i

M

-

5

FRMT U VI LD T RN T A

. ‘ ) L < Tes ' -
’ times within a cours@ testing for grading pu%yoses. It is.recognized' .. -

. . X . . s .
thatuthis procedure,}s difficult to. implement because studentsalook upon B K

- ﬂs . N . . ‘
an; quiz or. test as marks towards a final grsde rather than an oppor— e T
R B . L . B
tunity for selffappraisal ; "What is it worth?" they ask whenever a . K Ty

. ek )

- that the f£inal mark be composed of first half yesr test, second half

‘T_gooljfor:the teachertn'A:

“to objectives. It is in the context of these.objectives then,;that é? fx\_’fﬂ"

; information thus generated is used in decision making to determine alter— "; i‘“ f(A

it as. an integral part oﬁnthe development. A pfbgram that isacontinuously ' 3/f*f

quiz is administered ) The author endorsee Bloom s "two or'three tim

~
within a course" testing for grading purposesﬂ pdssibly to" the exten

)

year test and Public Examinatiqn. Unit tests snd chapter tests should . ;3
R S N DR s
be used only asg - self evaluation for the student and -as a: diagnostic 5, .

e +
. W

<

evaluation, formative or summative, is carried out (Qpba, 1962) Welch T_' -

(1974) says that evaluation is an informationfgenerating process.f qu

dasy T e

o Y . . "
nate courses of action or plans. ‘He. goea on to say that evaluation of © .°
. . .S . O - \,f, .
this kind seems “to’ demand greater~attention to attitudes, opinions and oo
values and it -18° often concerned with providing information on: the worth _i;;_'~

suggests that a questionnaire is a usefnl technique-for thib\kind of data
. ) R R
gathering._ : : P DO\ s
Y N .o . N R P R . ) .

o When any new progrem is being developed/evaluation should accompany

. - - .-“, : . f
v . (e . .
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L ) e : ) T - S S - . Loy
- being evaluated will have a, higher ﬂrobability of auccese Hecause of the E . S

K A o oo . I ., :l', . 2
- o increased amount of useful information available to the decision makere.. ; _.," \; -

. - 0 f . e
o .o For example if the implementers are not following the prescribed path ;g SR
- - . S é I SRR \*

- 'f’;. it is unlikely that the stated aims of the program will be achieved. The BRI :

3 : R b‘
C L implementera may not be aware that their behaviour iﬂ not the behaviour L
:; L ; required for the succeas of the program., Contiquous formative evaluatiOn :j";\f“ ";3
P e ' " B L = T e e 'E
‘ serves to monitor and adjust as the program unfolds leading more probably k
2r|to auccess while summative evaluation at the end of the program aimply s ‘?f

2" S T Tt . : E “.‘ N .: S _'“ ."‘ SRR ’ i ! w4
R Soe ]commentsﬁonfsucceae or,failure,, AP Ll e 2 ' 2 ‘g
i \ ": , 4 . 2 ' "r;“ ’ j"v ""‘_.":_;“ L Tl ': B e ‘l‘“'.' ‘» ‘.V L e s 3. B .’ ¢ ! “ED 5
: P Summary of Theoriea and Practices ii g jisg’ KR

program, we have two distinctly different'types of evaluation to perform Ff:;iff,:»s
g :;}J~m+'_ﬁ )

The formative‘evaluation in both case%?ds to'make corrections leading to )

" - . . & - e, FRA
X e .

improvement-a change in curriculum,'é.:hange in teaching strategy and so 3 ﬂ;'y

ﬁ:ja“ ‘The summative evaluation innboth cases is to let us know how well ij‘ 1}
" the Pr°d“°t measures up. In the case of the student 1 tells us- how. mﬁcb . .
he achieved in relationship‘to the objectives of the.course during his R ?

i"'hllotted time in the course, and where he ranks with the renainder of the: \~?;ﬁ,i }};:
*groupr-vin the ca;e ofian educational program; it.tella us h v well the le'u | “ﬂ
Shared Evaluation as a.Formative and Summative Process | ‘;Fi

| )?ﬁu' In categorizing‘ahared evaluation as either being of a formative .jL

[T RN SR AN

or Bummative nature or ‘as’ having elemente of bbth, we muat first look at :
Ly .y DR N R N

s

its components, the public examination and the school evaluation.'”,:ﬂ:.tgﬁ,.;ff:CA.'

ey

Historically, public examinations have been used primarily to %%5 E

)
3
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N ‘ Al

© judge which individusls are acceptable for particular:_ forms of employment

——

or for admission to post secondary educational institutions. Aggregated

.

' fu over groups of students, (such as classes or schools) public examinations

are also used to judge the relatiw/e standing of teachers or. schools. It

T

should be noted that, An fulfilling these functions, an, important point .

1Y

for consideration is that individuals scoring higher on the examinations

RS

are always considered to . be more acceptable, independently of the quantity

S . N

of knowledge or. level of skill that is being measured. ) The purpose- of .

the public examination, then, i.s to make comparisons between individual
S o s /‘ '
students or Bchools., Thus it is of a summative nature. Although t‘ne

[ o,

formtive characteristic of a diagndstic/develOpmental function\ois not

‘.
. .

precluded by the nature of the public examinations, it appears that such
A. o 1 1. HE]

examinations, at 1east £t the 1ocal context, are rarely used to syetemat— S

ically improve programs or to provide remedial action fO!‘r students.

, e e S ', -
. h
(IR

The school evaluations may reaspnably be classified as formative

Ca ‘ - :

o

T o et ANty W0 Ve el
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,Le

at 1east when they -are, used with students preparing for external examin
atidns. ' Even the functioa ‘of familiarizing -students‘— wijth external

’ examination format and conditions may be 'considered part of this function.
The co:ztinuous school evaluations may be used to make .judgements about: .

s -

whether extra work is required, ﬁhether certain parts of the curriculum

require special attention, and 80 on._ Evaluation within schools Pay

have a summative character ‘a8 when they are used to select candidates forv"-.

~ * 3 i . .

! external examinations, or more indirectl‘? when informal judgements are .

P

made about the abilities of students.‘ Howevar, these purposes must be’ -
(‘ j - . ‘ Ty T i '

considered incidental ‘to the diagnostic fun‘&tion. B j‘ v :

oy TN kgt S,

e T I I % crt s Sewie  Tr e T n e e



- _"to quality, such a use is not inconceivable. f e S .1: '.’ - . ‘

'Examination, and evaluation of a formative nature

- ‘,The results of the study must therefore be interpreted in the light of

7 5 '-:)‘-.’n ”‘Eq

‘ o _ ' - 20

.In a combined sys‘tem such as shared evaluation, the situation be-—“

" comes ambiguous. It 1s clear that school evaluations are used for: com—
Y

.parative purposes since mark.s assigned by schools are added to pubi.ie

examination marks - in arriving at the. reported grade for a student. At-
the same time, if large discrepancies occur between school and public
vexamination grades for a particular school this schools progrem is in—

vestigated by the Department of Education, presumably fbr purposes of

b
.having the schbol adjust :Lts evalu@on (or teaching) procedures. . '

_‘Although these discrepencies have not yet been used to rank schools ‘as

. ] St
pauy

.

S The point being n?de here is thst shared evaluation has resultedl L -

from th’e combination of evaluation- of a summetive nature the Public

the school e\}raluation. ' T

ol '1.'7" ST F

this ty'pe,of ¢ombination. “ One obv:l_ous consequence is that if ranking of

N o L Tee Ly
. o . L. :

, ,students for employment or further educstid'n is carried out on- a provd.nce L )

’ ,wide baais, then differences betveen' schools Eln grading standards shou1d~

’.j 'externsl standardized testing essential :Eor the maintenance of. stendards?

‘1 ,'I'his study will address itselfrt‘:o this question. ' e

ce)
RN

,be minimized. Can the comparstive f-unction of summative evaluation be el

ST . | o L. L.
N T

-'effective].y accomplished at the 1oca1 achool level or is some form of

4 I . "

T A
= N . .

-that educational standards are dropping, especially in mathematics and

‘a

. ‘_Englisl} ’.l'he most recent Canadian publication is the Science Council of
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Canada Background Study No. 37 - Methematical Sciences in Can.ada.' —(Beltzner,

1976) This comprehensive report covers. all facets of m.ethematics in '
.CAnada from teaching to bu‘sinees', industry and. reeearch Regarding the
. 'quality of our hig‘h scliool: graduates, _»the report states . that both prac—' e .

tical and theoretical teachere in our commun:l.ty eolleges are . "aghast at- Vel :

et "the lack of mathematieal competence of so many of the incoming studente,

* which goes hand in hand" with the:l.r lack of matﬁxe.matical confidence" It . - .

P . RN o EPENEN

. also points out from testi‘ng ddne inl Britieh Columbia that the deterior— T

. ati?n is not in the performance of the top percentilea 'but that of the

(Beltzner, 1976, p.‘_ 76 114) L

: In the American context Harnischfeger and Wiley, (1976) point:/o'u‘t il

“ R ,.‘ s

The. authors list n:Lne we'll-;—known achiev' mnt teste tha.t verify this trend,

S A..,.-‘ i . P o LU .

and then ‘gO on: to report: on “dn, inLdepth analysis of posaible causee.ﬁ 'l.'he CooE

KIS

analyeie co{vered factors from che composition and acalj.ng of the tests ,',- R

" themselves t:o the changing 'social and educational contex.t surrounding

::ithese achievement test score declinee.. They conclude that the drop seems

et

© te be "real" end are- not artifacte of the tests, and t‘herefore,}the . ,‘

prognosis for the fut\;re, '.','_,".. ca return to traditional, learnings, g’ ::_ ot

L5 “ N R : - - o f:

Tl T retrenchment from.' educetional 'frillsv,e and d. reinatatement of the authoﬁty

. AN
I

i—'}rf’”:,: S j"_{ e'f the echool at the expense of the autOnomy of the pupil“ .

- - . A, . ~ A

In a broad aense thie etudy ra:l.see the queation o'

nt'e . " Ji B DedtrE Vg .
. VIRV L et e s BEKEE 5 (S :ﬁaﬁa\m s ;_,*.ﬂ'u\'ﬂ‘;};:‘?r“‘j,;(g B D R e




L . . ' ©* Chapter 3 Lo e Ty Sy

o . * . PROCEDURE

;o o ' ' ' The purposao‘f this study' was essentfal‘lj.‘tw'ofold, School practices / o

and teacher opinion regarding shared evaluation vere exam:l.ned and an

analysis wad made of the examinat:l’.on data“'of !:he Department of Education. a
The study was therefore divided into two main parts as followe"
1 A questionnaire survey of schools. o ) .
R LT 2. Analysis of Department of Educat:lon examinetion data. e s
N . o t- g o ) -, 11»’.,'.‘ o '..‘. " ‘ S '-_' - R Ar oo oo R K
L Sur'v‘ey of "St’:hd'o'l'Z'Pra"c‘tices Gl T e SR N A
"-.: -.I ' The questionnaire. - To collect data on school practi(;es and L o
' teacher re.action t,&\ﬁhared evaluation. a questiond'hire‘ (teproduced as 4{ =

......

\ in 53 schools.

I L The,?question 's._ The questionnaire was deaigned to yield data i
. C e N N e ¢ . f, . - N
R on the following questions :

T R . o _"'l~-;':|

AN : Lo I. What nmdels of evaluation are being applied in the schooleﬂ

2 . . : -

2 \ What eveluetion procedures are being used?

3. Are student:s se,lected o‘write publ:lc examinations’t )
- i 1 B ' La ) . L : . N P
e '4 What scaling proeedures are uaed" . - : g

A . ,' . 5 “'To what ext:ent :l.s preparation for publ:l.c examinations R

‘.,.'.

" Praeticed? p ) R B et

. 6 What influen e does shared evaluation havex On curriculum '~I : sl

and on:

. ;'public

8.

s s 85 R
¥ AT, LAy L R
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. / :
o ’ : Sampling Procedure- In selecting t:he ssmple, schools: wit:h fewer

than 10 students writing the publié' examinations the previous year were

elim:l.nated because of ‘the likelihood of instability in grades for these

schools. " Random sampling procedures were a_pp.'Jied to the remaining

. ,’ e schools to yield the deeired sample.. One teather in each of. the subject;

. ~ - . poe o e

. MY N ' . ‘4

_" ’ - areas of English mathematics, history and biology - from es.ch schoWl was o s -
" abked to complete the questionnaire. o !

o
/

Coe R English was “chosen because it was written ‘by ,all students, ’even "_ T

w0 T oL though in 1971 and 1972 it was divided int:o English Language and English .
’ ‘ Literature. X For these two yeare for analysis we chose literature bécause ‘

A,_-. PR

the English course l:hal: followed is essentially a 1iterature/course

;-* . b PR

which approximates the previous English Literature coureel./ Alge‘brs,
has ‘.

"'-': history and biology were chosen because of the relgtive}y high enroll-'::‘

AT

) ment in each and because curricular changes in' these courses have been"'"'-

T l relatively Eew during the four years . Another facto‘

-&'

. L Because of the nu.mber enrolled in each of English algebra. and .
biology and because English is required for a,Grade XI pass, the author ' - ‘
feels confident: that when course marks are béing compared there is a: l-" o

reasonable probability that marks in these subjects are for the same

’

' RN students. This confidence regarding history ia not quite s_o high but
on \ ! . P =\-.

R the enrollment figures alone would indicate that we hsvela large sample

s

- ~, AT

of students which is comon with the other t:hree courees. R Table 2 sth R

: course enrollment from 1972 to 1976. : This insistence on having approx-—,_

,imately the same students in each courae-was, as was said, for comparieon"r |

purposes. For example when the pass rates li::\ algebra and English were :

B

N SR B =
J‘"*x—l& v’ 'A-\n.;?' & - .‘\"‘;' ORI e

* e ,",,) e
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being compared a different -set of students in each course might well be

rat ‘.That is different sets of students would increase the number

¥

” Content. ir'alidity; - To he}p ensure; content validity of ‘the

questionnaire a coxmuittee of twyo faculty members of Memorial Universityl
f s

.and the Assistant Director of Instruction (Testing) of- the Department

1 L.

. I
.,of Educatiow was established Some changes were msde in the original

ERRADINES "
. RN Lot

- f'draft as a. result of committee members recommendations» R

H ." tiey
.\.-., . s :

s D:Lst.ribut;lon and returns.. '.l‘he questionnaires were m.ailed in
. RS

CENRY

‘, v

T

s /.

~the queetibnnaire.' Because of the high degree of interest in the topic

v

\ 1

7

] the main factor 4n explaining any difference that’ may exist in the pass o

"_;_late May, 1476 to p;:vincipals of sample schools, ‘along with a. 1etter out-r " S

lining the purposes of the study and a set of directions for administering

.’no serious problem in obtaining participation were anticipated Never-A .

—tfrei:ess—tn"ormﬁa higﬁ return rate arrangements were made

to visit the sample schools to collect t:he questionnaire and to further
" by Syt / : ’ -

discuss the evaluation problem. 3 These visitations weremde dui‘ing
e o, \ : LT o i-

the 1ast two weeks of the school year. - “ =3 e R

Ki

Of the 53 schools in the study, 50 were visited while only one

+

declined to participate. (The three schools not visited were in more

A

remote areas of the Province) Cooperation with schools and teaChersr;

lerger boards sent a letter of endorsement for the survey to his partic- '

ipating schools. P

3‘!7:‘1«&&» 2’( TR DT R IR

RN 3 [ -"..,

‘*was good.' This ptohably indicates a high interest in the topic on the -

‘ part of school personnel._ In fact, the superintendent of one of the

e

1.
i
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"Analysis of Distributions of Student Grades o ' ‘ A-: S ‘,-“

i E
Data on’ student grades t/‘\the years 1972 through l976 were made -
*’{11*’ ‘ ' "available to. the etudy by the Public Examinations Division of the Depart—
ff ment of’ Education*. These data, on comp’uter disk files at the Newfoundland B

g’

L
and Labrador Computer Services, cons:l.sted of school grades and Publ:l.e‘ .

. Examination grades for all subjects for all students in’ the Province. . In;

) addition, certain summsry statistics by schools and information for veri— .
f.ying computer prog/rags/wﬁe-also :9.v:3.il:=1ble..~ In order to reduce the S
L ) - e - : ‘ .
o - amount ..ofrﬁ/a to be processed and t0; ensure representative sapples of. :
- ) " ‘ : .
- students, it was decided to limit the analysis, in general to subjects R
1. - ot N .. .'.i.;. R ; . o
L used in the survey. . ‘.: ” \y " ] s “
D trieve the appropriate portions of the data and to carry out the necessary Lo
oo AT [ S B T Y
oo D e o calculations. ETEE LR Lo L RN o \
b L ..11-- . . ) . . R ,: )

- _ — R ; The following .are some of the specifie questions addressed by this

“ o e phase of the study.. . o .. . L ' '-. R ot
C 1y Do differences exist betWeen‘;oyerall mean school ;.nd public exa.m— ‘
3 ination grades and overall percent psssing school and public examinatious? !
v . ;2‘. 'V Do differences exist in the form of the distri‘butions (,Of school i 5
‘ e and public examination grades'l ~' ?"'“" PR ‘ l
;’f CL el ’ 3. What is the magnitude of the correlation"; between school and pu?blict ‘
o 'ff,-l *Jf'examinations? "~"ﬁ"‘;"ﬁ'=i. ;1 B 3 1:f'f;-’;;4:';;f/: i‘i i‘ﬁ~_3,:§;”:1‘
R . *Appropriate precautions were taken to.. preservel confidentiality . :
. of data at thef school and student 1evels S ) _;f"' e e
- RS BRI R R
n s : : , TN ! PN
' I LT g A R N ;
L P e s




. the Department of Education (as the criterion for questioning schoole

LR

i e ol

Wt gt

K

4, - How srealistic. :Ls the ten point tolerance level eetabliehed by o i

on their, evaluation procedures) :Ln.‘,ter;ms of the xnagnttudes of random . _ | o5
‘ errors. in the grades? N ) - ‘ o . _
5. What- changes, 1f any—, ‘have oecurred ‘:‘Ln the1 'retention pov.l'rer of : :
g h:tgh schools during the years under 'inv’es‘tigation?‘ N R S - \) . i'_
. ’ -6 Have, systematic changes occnrred from year to year in mean o "
/ grades and proportion of nasses in the school and public examinations? ‘ ; A
-,'7_.1' Are deviations between school and public examination grades ; , "
e tunction of school ‘or. of subject?‘ g Thet :l.ls,. does a school tend to haVe _ ‘_ﬁ :
”/4 conei,etently greater deviations t‘han othere‘Z . '-A; ,'A:.'.',r ‘f’ : ' : :".‘;
,4_'.' _\‘ 8.. What ef‘fect does shared'evaluation have onl the grades —of L
e ' - ie! AU /’
atudents :I.n non-sharing schoﬂs compared to those :Ln sharing schools.j-‘:.'
| In- order to obtain answers to theae queetione nthe following 1n— a )
forma.tion and atatietics for each of the fonr eubjecte :Ln the surve‘y“ o o
g - : for each of " the five years from 1972 to 1975 was compiled--“. = ,:,‘ REEER P ‘ -
o : ;.. Number of students writing the examinations. ':.. g ﬂ.'. o ;
: } 2 Pearson product moment correlation coeffic:tent for the.e’ehooi"
- mark end Public Examinetion merk . ,,,f o T e ' | Ll
'\-- . / Mea.n, standard deviation, and-percent[paesing for the school y SR
| ‘ mark, Publ:l.c matk’ and final mark.‘« o .'_'-_.:,‘3. o g f: 1 ‘ r—
, 4. Frequency distnibutions for the school marltc,‘public ‘mark’ and L l
"‘;'; ’;. f.' :' All the .above infbrmat:lon exeept Item 4 wa/ comp:[.led both for the ' i
i Province and for each of the sample school om 4 1 ;
: : | i /
o ’ 7 1 - ST,
s . ' . B ".'q. N

o “~ s Ve wTa e [ N N . T
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Chapter 4 N . o o

‘ ‘ RESULTS \ o S N
- ; :
The results of our study are divided into five parts as follows:
1. Amalysia o? Grade Distr:lbutions )

2. The Difference Formula_ e ' ‘ v ‘ .

3. School Pfacfices 4n" S,hared Evaluation

4-. .The Non—participating achool o - o - . . i ]
AV . 5. . Rer.em:ioh of Studenta, L . o ‘ g
‘ + 'Ana 1 sis of Grade Distributions : RESRPRLEI ' ’
c i :."l : The follow:l.ng questiona were addressed :Ln his analysis..‘-" _' .- '.'_;,’: v '
: 1. Do differences sexist between o.vetall mea.n§ ol and public " . ) \
examination"étéﬂes and overall percent Passing school and Public T _.
'Examinacions?’ S e o ERRR f
2. Do ,diiferences exist in éhe for,m. of d{e tril)ptions of school * “ .. N
end Public Examinatdon ‘gra“cies"z o C ST A
| _‘ 3. Have ;yar.ematic changes occurred frdm yearl :d year in nnean i | ) - ‘ o
~gm.d.es a.nd proportion of paaaea in the school and Public Examinations? o B ~
' School and -Public Examination eans.’ The generaJ. t:rends in school R
-',‘"j;and Public Examinat:ion meane in r.he four selected subjects ﬁor t:he years o "
"1972 t:o 1976 are shown in Figure l. (Theqndmerical dat:a on which these o
' plots were based are reproduced in Append:lx 5) ' ‘ ' -
K There are eeveral :Lnterest:ing trenda apparent f rom these graphs%'
3 .First:, it is obvious l;haf.‘ Public Examination means are consist:et@.y Ower |
. ; ) o I
. . : ) S :
i 3 e C e . S s
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than school heans for all subjec"ts for all years. - In fact, t"he di@ferences ' T ;:
. .. ' ranged.from_a low off, 4.5 po’in_ts for algebra in 1972 to a high-of 19.3 }

The average di‘ff\eren'ce vas 10.6 p,oints. It -

points fo‘r -history in 1975..

[

T4,

is also apparent that there are greater variations in Public Examination !
' grades than in school grades across both subjects and years. School means

. [
are, in fact,. quite constant. : What is 1ess obvious is that the t:rends for

T,

A

:‘T ‘_..‘E-'a? 2
y .

&
“ . -the public examinations were generally parallel across subject, following,: _ . u‘
Ef‘ . a cyclical pattern whereby for all four subjects they decreased from 1972.. ) b ié‘
- “ L PR tb 1973, increased from 1973 to 1974 decreased from 1974‘to 1975 and in- . - L:,
. ' , ,' creased once more from 1975 t:o 1976 ’I:his trend isv not’t‘;uite so apparent :;
. : in English as in the other three subjects.t It :I:s most apparent in history, e ;?:
.’ ?‘.‘-'.?' . In English algebra and biology the basic cyclical t:rend ’persists, and 1‘ ‘ ‘ g
. E g _‘ . ) in addition, from 1972 to 1975 'the tendency was for a downwaxd movement, * :
* ; ' ) that .is the drops in the mean‘n:arks were greater than t:he ga;i%ma;~ in the O
T’E. . , ;‘ alternate ye;; untLl i976w In:976 algehra and biolog}' took a sha::p 3 ‘
,,F ‘;._"' B . 1—; upswi@g While English held more closely tP the[original t:rend not re— .: _:5‘ g
3 , covering more. irl 19.76 than in 1974 e ‘ '* - ' ".o.“,: ;',""“j “:
L . _»" ,‘ A closer examination of this cyclical pattern ‘indicates that itu ‘ ‘
s . . ls»"- ) is much ’stronger than an initiai inspection of the graphs would indicate_-.-. ’ f'h
J‘,» L .. It oceurs f:;: all (but oné of the twe'lv’e"possible pairwise'co‘mparisons. - l :
‘gfl'- ° .‘ (The except:ion Was h,iology 1973 and 19l¢ where the meansﬂ were 57. 9 and s a
. :'.“.; : ;.:, 57 81respective1y) "The probability that t:hi's could have resulted from S
,g, " ,ﬁe ; random!”fluctuations is therefor:e‘i quite sm.zfll.‘. l-"“’ L .' IRE, L
e .').a "-Jf Some obserwations qay be m:ade about‘:hes'e_"’brends. First, Public Ex~ ‘~:
‘ 4‘:'.*.; ' ‘ e amination means have typ"icall been in the 50-§0v‘range, -and generally r.el')re-'- “
. - 7‘.5‘. 1‘sent raw scﬂovr'es.i Theref.ore, they are not as subject‘to opinions about what -

?w\)ﬁ

Tt

R

O




Vom0 e YRGS RIRR IR T e s N BV LTAGE  TPRY D R G S DA MU e ar

TsaE rowr - " '; J

coﬁstitutes a desirable grade: Eurthermoré, there is no indication that
qhe nature -of the Public Examinations themselves has changed since‘%he
introduction of shared evaluation. The .Assistant Director of Instru ti;ﬁ?

(Testing) stated that no charge. has been madggép»instructions to @x

-

,,} ation setters from what they had been previously .. . The public ekaminationsf
-have’ net&changed in, thedir® structire, the objectives which, they test,;}ét'
. s - 4 ' - . e G .

‘nor contEht‘éxcepf when the curriculum~changed We‘éeie told also that - ,//A oo
: o . oo the factor that has the grestest influenceuon the setter from year to o A
e Q . . . RS

- . ’ Lo year is the report of the chief reader of the previous year s examination.< :‘-}':

‘If this effect is significant then the 1975 Public Examination chief E ;‘:‘7

- readers report for our sample subjects would havﬂ indicated that the::‘

pgpers were tpo difficult, or otherwise inappropriate.‘ The r aders

»

o reporta

.~

<

a7

'vmay have fnfluenced the'setting\of the algebra, biology and history

- d ¢ [

examination for 1976 In 1975 the chief reader s comments indicated

v B ~

[ . ’ .7 that the algebra paper ‘was geared to the abee average studeht . The',.:*

TR - :
- . L. et “

AT :"paper was considered tovbe difficult. We cannot say in this/case, however,
'.gthat this 1ed to an. eapier paper in 1976,since in 1976 the algebra became‘.
"-*part of a single examination in.either honours m&thematics or matriculation i‘ T

The 1235 history chieflreader s copmente were more aiééd-at the‘":fif

x"'.‘ . \
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N
L

satisfactory‘but $he pass rate was down because with fewér academic

as
R

. : ’
students taking the course the non-academic studentg are making up a

AN

“larger percent of the enrollment and hence causing the pass rate to decline.

AER T .
A

o

L,

Another possibility that would explain the decline but again not .

L3
[N
ST et e W

‘the 1976 increase is that the schools are becoming less concerned with .

; the Public Examinations and the students are becoming less prepared to
write these exsminations. Table 3 summarizes questionnaire evidence on.

' this'point. The data indicate that the majority of schools rehearSe |
for  the Public Examination in that their. major examination is patterned

after the Publié Examination regarding content, format and writing con- L

~1 I ‘1:ff ditionsu The majority of teachers said’also that they stressed Public - fﬁlffg”;

-[};“gV'Examinations as much now as they did before\shared evaluation. TEachers ‘””

-
. DY

.A}‘,‘.J:,._mere about evenly divided regarding the stressing of public examinations o ;'““_;?g

lf f.jﬁfn . -Ti "‘throughout the year.. There is no evidence, then, to indicate that lack hu,‘j}{j%

. 8 N . . C L R .
‘l~ - ' B N 1

inother factor considered when analysing the decline waa whether

1
or not the Public Examinations are testing the objectives ‘of the course

f U - o .of preparation has contributed to the decline.f‘ha 1_}5‘J'~i@i“ uix'g}'“_‘lf.éiﬁé?f

'set by the Department of Education., This was rather difficult Fo determine

since objectives ‘are seldom explicitly stated. Some'evidence on this point

‘Tf_ -; 'h[ was gathered by the questionnaire._ Thble @ summarizes teacher respOnse
a Ato the question, "Are the objectives to the respective courses sufficient
ff iand clear?" It seems that ar relatively large nUmber.of teachers are {3f“;fffntf;'\'
: 'dissatisfied with the guidelines for their course._ This é&g also’ fi,‘;"'llffij;-i;
: : “i-; 1 “substantiated by the English Public Examination resders recommen—u:f‘fx. - e
. .:dationa in the 1975 Public Examination Report (p 43) “Laat, bqt B
;.‘ S ;:.' '}J perhaps the moat vital is the need for a general outline of clearly de—-”¥ j;f: .

- : . T e .
- . ) : IS . S e
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QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSE REGARDING COURSE OBJECTIVES -

5,

TABLE 4

_ L Were, fhe. Db'jecfiire_s "f.or'Ym'n:, Course - _
Subject L . - .
. . Sufficient? (yes) Clear? (yés) .
' . 1- C -
Algebra s . 82% - 65%
: Hisf:ory _ o‘ 71% ' : . 66%
. English' e 56 : Loo66x -
Blology .- f . oos3me 0 oot on Usexe Y

N
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,“, . . v . . . . Cf . ) R ' , . . i
fined learning objectives For the English curriculum. Thig wWould be of
5 o R 1 . , e

innneasur—ehle aid to students, ceac_hers', exam setters .and readers".. oz

t'.‘.n::‘.

S

the 1974, Report (p. 24) "(The) preaent currichlum guide (is’) of little

s

w
it et o

N »

" L T . . . . »‘_- R ) T
value". . ) : : L . - -

. . L . . » .
) N i Another factor that: could poesibly relate to the /decline and - 3
increase is the an.nual drog ut rate. One could argue that 1i£ the drOp- e ";

- out’ rate is decreaeing, then P 'sibly students with a’ lower ability ‘are, " ; .

i reaching qrade XI. This would tend Eo decreaae'the pass rate and the o L

_mean marks In fact however, during the years in queation the drop-— oL

out rate” has not decreased enough to account for any :I.nflux of 1ower ": .

.— .["‘ . .' . A.(“ ‘ ..:)‘T
., S ability students. : This point will be explored in more detail later :I.n oy
: h this report.» ""-t 2 tf. . i' G , -,Ali,, ARRPIO
o LA . One £urther poasibility :i.s that the Public Examihations are valid
R R

and reliab\le but that the students -are’ 1earning leBa. Opini,on on. t‘his ':?l‘.'-_“?:

point can be found in the chief reader 8 comments in the Public Examination o

R

Reports.' So:ne quotes follow History (1973) ; "Moreover it is a reading ot

' subject a study subject, ,to -a 1arge degree, and atudents juat do not \
R ) g . seem to be studying that much after school hours‘any more ‘ English ‘»’ ‘:'Z "’_
(1974) ;‘. "There was a; conviction by ‘some readers that % standard had / I l -
c ) i T : deteriorated considerably in’ recent yeata ‘ History (1975) - . : 1 A
‘ N _‘ _l the calibre of students ;vriting this examination has drppped" - ,‘ \& "f» o
: \ ".'; . : Evidence reiat:l.ng to the anpropriateuess of the examinationai - f S
' - thexnaelves can ‘alao be gathered from the readers coments in the Publ’ic‘ "'. i;
j ‘..,m' . Examination Reports. ‘These comments are summarized in Appendix 6', L
T aome instances, aa we kdemnstrated earlier, there is evidence to 1n- :
: B — " dicate that the réadera 0 renorts frOm /bne y/ear.'would 1nf1uence the - 3‘, - e
N : — settere \examination the following year.l .~_:?or:'examp1e, the 19.73 hiaﬁ:o" » A
\ a e S S ‘ ) e
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L L = It appears, then that the cyclic variati'ons' nay‘_b'¢:-9g§§éa.l',yv‘:.’a" a ‘
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repor might have prompted. an easier paper f or 1974. 'In' fact "the'mi:ea'n .

mark for that year increased by 7 points over the previous year. Anb,ther.
example is’ the biology 19?5 report. That: report' coul'd well..have PI pted

_an easier 1976 paper. In fact in this case the mean mark increased 'by . .

" 12 points. These are the. only two explicit examples of yhere a difficult: | ’
) ’examination from one year may have prompted an easier examination the
’ following year._ \ i el T S
: Achievement test scores have been declining on the national 1eve1 » )
) in the United States Yﬂarnischfeger and Wiley, 1976), and there is some oo v ’:
evidence to indicate that this is the case in Canada as well (Science R A
Gouncil 1976,‘p.-114) Whether or not our data indicaté that we have been
- i . part of '\that trend is rather difficult to Bay. ’.l‘he Public Examinations a’& /

P S not standardized and could fluctuate in difficulty from year to year. . 'We,, R ~.",'
have already shovm that the previous year a examination is 1ikely to have _-‘::.,."." T
".:.." ' some effect on& the setting of the examination in the following year. '-_‘?-':' '1‘
: R .:, In a further attempt to examih /_mariation:in the content of the ex- , .;
aminations from year to year ‘we clase(i,fied the items of the ~algebra examin- 3 "
ations according to Bloom s taxonomy. This proved to be ineffective sinc,é '
— g NS e Lot

‘ most of the Patf't I questions were. at the knowledge/comprehension level and
el : : : . : el

the Parc II quesr.ions were at the application level fpr each year. If

_ ..,.'1

o L R variations did exist they were manifested in areaa other then the taxonomy/ R

e - e o

A » T . 2 .’ N . TN . s e
B . . : [ - G O PN . . TN .

L devels T B E |

1 ‘;.",

' . L .-"

\\';v 5

'~’1'he factor that might contribute to a reasonable degree of vali‘dity

and reliability from year to year\then, ie the consistency of the format \ _:;. ’

" ! _‘ and content. However, difficulty of individual items may fluctuate to
' offset this., As far as is known, no item analysis has ever been carried ' PR
. . . “ . out on these tests- N IA:, - ‘. ','_"-. : " . _ -'~, .l ‘;".* !..' ’; '- . ::‘ '. ::,' I_-‘ 5 _ “;'.',':"'.“.‘

e . . S e ,

S - S GEE TR, e




. folléwing year increase sharply, "regardless of "the subj ect :
' :'grade of 65 Granting that students writing pub K
the better students, one would expef;.t a mean school mark a" bit in excess
; “case. The observed consistency, then, can be hypothesized to be a re—: L
o ,sult of year t:o year within school fluctuations resulting from a self- B

3 _f the guidelines of 55. , i s ,._‘
l 1975' can be~ explained in a number of ways .- Larger proport;lons of the L ‘ _—.

grade eleven class, including the 1ess qualified may be presenting them-

o selves for examination. '.l'his might be reasonable in that the higher ‘level

of school marka encourage the less able students to take the examinations.

':-:Our data indicate ‘tha

wrote the Public Examin tions, while in 1976 80 percent wrote. Other RSN

.\5'

f:‘ ' . . “7' ’ .('a:'

combination of effects operating from year to year to adjust- marks based

on the previoua years experience. Classroom teachers may emphasize . - ‘ . .
teaching for the test more iu years aftér the pass rate in the Public B
Examinati_ons drops. The adjustments may be in the form of easier or . ' R r‘
~ harder ques’t‘ions', or more or less rigorous ,egrading-practices ,-Adyepending .
on the conditions of thejprevious year. ' Our ob'servations'show that when' L :}

the average pass mark is nearly or lower than 50, the marksa of the S

- One of the shared evaluation guidelines states that school grades

“should be assigned —in suoh a way that ave,rag students should be given a

N

~

”‘s wili tend to, be e

. o - 1
N - / e v

[ \_ . 1

of 65 if the guidelines'were being followed and this is, in fact tpe

\‘ .,

...-
~.

correeting process within each school 'l‘his fluctuation would be random ;

between schools if it is s.ssumed that the schools are trying to adhere to :

The downward trend in Public Examination grades between 1972 an.d .' e

\x I

M T A Y.

in 1972 only 71 percent of the Grade )ﬂ'. students X

. "

- s il v Lriaa ;
' 'explanations might be general changes in teaching practices, Public Exa.m-- ,:1- e
. [T - I "A - -', - <, "'A-".‘ ”\ . \ . : i ‘, N .
, o "'.." . »' P ST -
£ . Ly ) L M 5 i, b v .
. : T ‘ Y R
' AT - S IR

qéj T it z%v LAY, YA D e =, flawens ta wlae aLe Lt e



";fas will be seen, provide valuable insights into the nature’of grade distri- o

"!Examination pass rate fluctuated from year to year and subject to eubject s

to" the future of many students.‘ Furthermore, the trends in the pass rete,
o L » / .

'jbutions.y The graphs of theae trends are shown in Figure 2

.of the percent passing on the final mark '

40

v

{nations which became,‘in general, progressively'more difficult or;pthatﬂ
there was less student emphasis on the examinations in successive years.
Perhaps the drop can be attributed to the decreasing familiarity of
students with the Public Examination format. “The effect of thia might

have been cumulative over a period of years after Public Examinations /ere

-

dropped for Grades IX and X. ’ 4

School and;public examination pass rate. For many students each ~ -
1

year the importance of the mean mark is overahadawed by the pass/fail ﬂ

>

—

/

/
o '\{'Yt!-‘-

gy

LS TR

ETICRLE NN

statistic. The line between pass and fail although a thin one, is crucial» L

b

N

i

t

'.‘:mnging frqm 6 0 for. English 1912 to 38 4 o7 algebra 1975 ‘I‘he mean dif-— S

: ference was . 20 9 points.: Except £or biol?gy the percent passing the school fo

&xaminations is constant or increasing while the decline from 1972 to 1975

i

’Afor the Public Examinationa is quite pronounced. The declining pattern :. ‘

.’

':clearly overrides the alternating year pattern for algehra and biology,

' aEven with the reversal in 1976 in no . case is the 1976 pasa rate higher."

1

0 ot

o pensation provided by school marks, the overall comhined pass rate showa .

.,

ey decline which is only partially reversedfin 976.: Figure}Z includea a piot

.

t

3
w . o R }’_ g e

. - .
- . LS
/ P

The gap betweenlthe achool examination pass rate and the Public ,}?x;ﬂf“"

IR ;‘-.‘ .

'":;than that which prevailed in 1972 In fact, even with the strong conk

P L

A”.~while it is confounded with this pattern for-the remaining two subjects.ﬂﬁ v.‘ég;”
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_ P
% . English and biology 1972 and 1973 one can see the greater weiaht condng - "
ki . ) f;om the school examination. Otherwise, the percent passing the final

] - is close to the arithmetic mean. - o ;
L( . " Sinte the pass rate can be used as an indicator of the number’ ]

of students who have become’eligible for various kinds of postésecondary s
e education and job opportunities, it is important that the possible
" causes of fluctuations, particularly declines, in the pass rate be sought. ‘ i
Again, on the baeis of this study, it is possible only ‘to speculate on
‘possible explanations. In connection with thé possibility . advanced in
the discuSsion df mean grades that the nature of the students writing -
. | the examinations may have changed as stated earlier there is some evidence;
ii o ;‘ hc'.although none based on. local data, that student scores on most standar—

1 R \

N -j;dized achievement,tests have suffered a decline in recent years and that

o ".';‘-'_this decline can only be attributed‘ to reduced ability of students to A

:'deal with the.kind of material included in these tests (that is, the f.f.f

AN » .

N - 'decline cannot ‘be attributed to changes in the tests or to population N o ' ,nf f i
) : B shifts) Whether this has indicated a 1owering of standards of teachtngi
in the schools or simply a shift in emphasis away from the types of

%: . 'knowledge contained in standardized tests is debatable. It-is important"

?ff, N ' to nOte, however that as longfas such tests retain their current impor-
tance in selection for post-secondary education and occupational

% . - ~opportunities,,declines in scores must be taken as an indication of an e
h | - .undesirable state’ °f affair_;g in the :ducational BYstem. : _l s RS

e-]'; o c While it might be argued that to teach for the examinations would ‘:”n{ err},
\ -be a retrograde step, it must be recognized that it is pnobably not ,;“f “Cij”‘ f Cal

" poseible‘to naintain high pass rates (using the 50 percent pass mark) ‘fﬂf‘.:1~’

R A
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o

,7’ - ’ while at the same time attempting to broaden the curriculum.and give

H teachers greater opportunity to vary their teaching pradtices. In fact,
some of the decline that seems to have océurred in pass rates in the

Public Eﬁgminations may be a result of the-reduced enph’sis on the ' e

content of these examinations after the implementation|/of shared eval-

< uation. While it might be argued that school grades onpensate for R
‘the decline; differences between schools, create further difficulties : g
because of grading differences. Also, non-sharing schools|do not reap

the benefit of these compensations; ;'- -

Grade distributions.’ In addition to examinin

.)/'. ‘' mean rks and pass rates the nature of the distribut

) and Public Examination grades were examined The.gen'\.

N

distributions are shown in Figure 3 (Graphs for oth‘r years have been

o foags et

omitted to consere space data from.which these graph can be generated SR
appear in the Appendix 5)
Many ofuthe trends already discussed are’ also a parent from the . '

histograms. -In addition, a number:of new features are evealed It 1s o :

! - .
clear that the Public Examination grades more closely ap roximate the Lo N

normal distribution'than the school grades. \Forpall subj cts except algebra, e

.ardefinite depression in the distributions occurs in the —49 range, with

a corresponding peak in the 50—54 range. This was first t ought to be ;'=

M}m&ﬁu . ’ %;L e

C RESDRHES L AN L]
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. is that the chief marker when the marks are compiled makes the adjust-' X

e

' ment. Another is that readers themselves, even though grading on a- question -

by question basis, are reluctant"' o giveomarginally failing marks even on

accounted for because of the relati '_

student. ('I‘his negative skeuness of the school mark may indicate an . 7 g
‘ advantage that schools on shared evaluation have which is not available :

’;'7' the gap between school and Public Examination rpass rates is greater than

students to the Public Examinations

y e
may be-more criterion based (that is, the content tested by the schools

PR , ) St g . : . o
. ' ] ' : Vi

necessary, it is made on the final mark by adjusti’ng the Public E:gamin— ' o

ation ma,rk . For example, suppose a student gets a school mark of 60 ; B ;
\

and a Public Examination mark of 34 his final mark will be 47, Rather T ‘_ Lo
than let this mark stand it will be adjusted to 50 by changing the Public

Examination mark to 40. ’I'hus, the Publ:lc iixam mark was not changed in the .

'r'

class interval 45-49, No satisf,actory ekplanation has been forthcoming

'

£ the gap from 145-59 and the peak from’ 50—54 One possible ea‘splanation

° )

.

single qUeStionB. Neither of these possibilities could be confirmed. .

The fact’ that algebra does not show this discontinuity may be

obj ectivity of the algebra grades

and the consequent ease of defending a'spee:l.f:lc mark..- It is possible, then, - ‘
i ¢ . . 1 . . .' kN A .
that scaling may be done by t,he marking board on more subjective tests. e R

T

T¢

Ay pete e g
.

L
The discoqtinuity at the v50 percent point is even more pronounced
oy

. -+ .
Y ce— . - PR

g ¢ {
for the school marks than for the Public Exam marks. It geems, that, for “ R

PR,

some reason > schools tend not to give a grade of less than 50 percent to a A :
“ N O DU

PRI

’to non- h ed schools.. , This will be discussed later) 'I'his explains why

that for the .,means. The reasons why schools act in th:l.s manner are not
K ' . R v
especially obvious. Perhaps teaehers wish to shift the burden of failing

”,There may be ‘a conaensus thst only
Al ' . N 'A.ﬂ‘r "', l"--

' a small proportion of students should fail. School evaluation procedures - )

..I . R

oty NP, IV XY NN
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‘may more directly <reflect_ _uhat was taught). Schools make widespread uge

~'cqntent of these tests likely represents a sampling from a general pool"

E lthe tests are constructed end administered in a way that facilitates -

'*'the selection of a: rsw score mark of 50 as the pass/fsil cut-off‘bears

. little or. no relationship to the actusl nsture of the test. In order to

48.

of assignments, projects,' 1ab'work and _the,' like as.basis for evaluation.
It isincustomary that grades on such work will be higher than those 'o'n -

more broadly based tests, and that, in particular, it is unl.ikely that

students will receive less than a passing grade. an such work.

The shapes of these distributions shed some light on" some of the

questions raised in the discussion of meang and pass rates. The near

‘normality ©of the Public Exs.niin‘ation .d:l.‘stribut.:l.ons ‘suggests that the

A,tests are more norm referenced than criterion referenced '-Th'a't is',' the

LI A

3 "" - e ‘_x

.'of lmowledge within a particular curriculum rather thsn representing in - :

Under conditions of content sampling, as appears the case ﬁor

.

Public Examinations, distributions in any given year w:l.ll be. dependent
,upon the items Seleeted and the exemination a.nd marking procedures

adopted in sny given year. : The aetusl distributions obtained suggest that

v.e

.their use for purposes of compar:l.son, but, :Lt then hes to be argued t'hat

~ <

- . 5

n e A Vo

"'he meaningful, @he passlfail cut-off should be tied to. she nature of

»

,‘:the content being sampled item difficulty a.nd test adm:l.nistration prac-'

- .
S ) I . .o . s B -._.‘.—

tice.-' '"' L
. . Yoot * L . AR PR . . '..\ o . . .
It is worthwhile noting that diseu.ssion of trends in the pass rate will
-""be completelymeaningful only‘ when these fectors of content, setting and

"'..:-';-marking procedures are constant for the years being considered., There.fore,
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1

the ddwnward trend in the pass rate noted between 1972 and 1975 is -an

K - indication of an important drop in achievement/over those year‘s pn'ly it
it can be demonstrated that the test content’; .dif’ficulty and adminis—

. tratien procedures have been comstant during the period.  The issue of
2 ' : 1 :

3 possible changes from year . to y-ear in Public Examinﬁar:ions"due Ao reéderq'

( comments has alreed)" been "discus-"se'd. Ot:herwise, there is nothing to »
: suggest that major changes in Pu‘blic Examinaticms have dccurred over‘the

o oyears. . . :..'-,' e ‘
B ::‘ Sy ._"‘.Correlation coefficients; | Since correlation coefficients are

L - j,.:dealt with at some length in the main repo ! ich thia study is part, o

. ‘f'."'(see page 6) it :l.s 5ufficient here for us to rnake a. fw genera.l cbmnents'.

: 'I‘he Evaluation Consultant for the Department. of Education said in

B "'/' ‘:"7_a memorandum to Diatrict Superintendents and Principala that ‘i'_‘,t;. ERN
AT TR extremely high correlationa ' ¢o: 8 ot higher might :Lndicate
coa T .that: -the school mark- megsured’ the’ sane ‘thing-as. ﬁublic
A e .,.:examination mark while a.correlation’ ower - than O.  might 1ns -
K : N 'dicate that they are  not measuring the same thing.. Since . the
T . ame .subject. is being evaluated b -the school and the public: -
o - T ‘examinations, a good correlation ig to be’ expected. . Hawever, . i
o g ‘ a very high correlation might indicate that the schools are : . @ ' .
' . using the same" type. of. evaluation as the’ public examinationa , S
3 X and therefore correlations between . 0.8 and 1.00 are not: . P A
K ‘ ‘necessarily better than thoseubetween 0. 5 a.nd 0 8. o Lo
. ! This memorandum cdiaturbed some of the teachers who were int:erviewed because
" . T : =of the difficulty of interpretation. One finds it difficult to aee how the
‘: . . '.‘-4' . . ‘\. B
" "'-‘correlation coefficient ean be used to determine the "type of avaluation ;j )
R .'_".‘tak:l.ng place. Regardless of the type of evaluacian the 8tudents ou.ght to be
L L 3\;1‘ ‘- ranked in much t.he same way on both examinations if general abilities are -

-being measured. The correlation coefficient merely indicates the degree of
» o th:!.s ranlcing.‘_ A . ‘ ' S
SN

P
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i

- . . . - ' :
- . ° . ) . ‘ . v . LIS

out. - (Table 5. ' . . _ .. - )

School 2 had the highest correlation coefficient but was not as

- .

auccessful in the percent of students passing as Schbol 1 with the lowest BRI
correlation. The mean correlation coefficient was 0. 60 £or the fifty—

three schoo'-ls, “#' ‘ SR

Retentian of students

wOne o£ the factors considered when the introduction of shared e T

evaluat:lon was being debated wss the high rate of loss of students Erom ' s 3
. Ry 1 i B "‘ R

the high schools.“ It was maintained that this loas rate was due to the s

-

:‘-""high failure rate :Ln Gradea Ix and x. Thus with these examinations

Ve
"

L '_"abolished one would expect ajpositive impact on. school retention.'.,

_: Figure 4 ahows the trend in student 1088 for the ten year period

. . ',‘ ar

“ug'from 1967 td 1976.A' 'l‘he 1bsa is calculated from the Grade I enrollment

r, -,

......

; 'f._"'of one year to the number writing complete sets of Public Examinations

- ,'ten years later.- W'hile the drop—out rate showa & general decline, it RN A
i"appears tha.t the greatest rate of decline occurred in the years prior ,"' ‘ o
o to the introduction of shared evalua.tion.x In interpreting thie trend, it

.- DRI IR ,,r.__

"‘shauld be- kept in mind that the Public Examinatione in Grades IX and x were ki ‘
s v . \'.
' eliminated ak- the same time that shared evaluation was introduced in Grade

v

J,'XI. ' If Pub]ic Examination failu.re rates :Ln theae earlier grades was a. f.,

- i

.«1-contributing factor to the drop—out rate, ,then the greatest:% improvement in S \\

o
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S 53 - . :
‘ changes i{the Public Examinations have had little impact -on student reten—
' ‘ ) -tion, unless, of course, other. factors that would have tended to increase, ,
the dropout rate during this period were offset by the effects of shared :
p s‘\ ‘ e\r'aluation.' _One could argue, however,
. L taken -a’ downward
P

that the rehention rate would have
turn except for shared evaluation but,

overall trend, tlris'is ,considered unlikely.
o e bifferen

D ’ 2
1n view of the T 7"‘
,The Difference Formula ’ . |

1.'

‘ : li;iv
This .section addresses itself to the following question. How real— h
istic is the ten point tolerance level established by the Department of
.Education (as a criterion for queationing schools on their eva.luation pro- . P
c ',.Av". s " ' : v‘“. PR . T
Ty . cedure) in terms of magnitudes of random errors/ in the grades? e T
. h *“.:,w F o e R RV AN | A ; RN
R ' "-—": . . 'l'he formula. In the context o'f this study the te‘rm school differ:-
. ence hss a pdrticular definition. , Iﬁf order to maintain ‘some .
-

..\-\
o

iiformitysin oo
to [
cpmpute what is called the school diffe‘rence whereby schools that deviate

more 'than a given amount from their expected grades have their evaluation
practices qqestioned by the Department
Ry

".,"\‘:‘
(Under the regulations establishing )
, shared evaluat}.on the Department retained the right to withdraw from a schbol i
;‘ e the right to participate) l S - ’ e T ,
RS - ' questioned :l.s' Lo S 4_: . -
¥ [ . A.: .

D - (PP-SP) =, (PS-SS) y l,;, : *‘*ﬁ”;{'
Where PP is the provincial mean on the Public Examination
_ ,.ﬁr‘x‘.hﬁsp is

the school mean on the Public Examination
jﬁrsuia

N

the provincisl mean on the school examination and
“iss is

the school mean on its own examinations.
T value of D is

If the 8bsolute L - BT
.f

..'~ [N
"

. [
PN B ‘
anh?

l\"rg.l
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deviated éxqegsiVely from its expected grades.

application of the formula follows:

v
i

School .averagé. - 67

B Provincial average - 68
O . .. .

~"* Difference e |

‘Total dif ference

As can’ be seen, the’ forumla adjuats for differences between over- o

.?_

: uaed t:o detetm:lne hhether the school deviates fro : expev tat:lons..

x

‘D is 10 po:l.nts so the maximum var:iation in SP—SS under the conditions e

School :
School

ﬁ.l mean school a.nd Public Examinati.od grades. ,

:

54

-An actual exaxople"of the

Public

- 63

51

Crocker (Note 2) has

PRI
!

'~. of K :la also 10 points.- ‘I‘he difference SP—SS ‘consiets of t:wo comppne

,then. we would have a bas:l.s for estimating t:he amount: of vatiation l:hat

I should be 'perm:ltt:ed :l.n school gtades before r.he achool s evaluation pra}c-

L

-

t:ices are ca.lled into question.

) by certain scm:acteristics but should not: be det:emined
;': N z ..,\4." ’.‘;"l

iy

y t:he

. ¢

'_.‘

" : /suggeeted che following transformation and stat:ist:ical analysis of the O

Y

This then suggests that if t:he max:l.mum permissible variatioq in,

Lectiué' g

;" o
lts--‘ S

. ;‘7? ‘.'"

one t:hat may be at:tribut:ed to random error vhich :lnfluences both SS
SP and one due to un:queneas of the school's grading qystem which ?ti L
fluences only SS..,' Lf 'we were to eatimat:e the random error in SS and S]? 7

(A school's f:l.nal marks may be determined,' '

- -

e Pl TR

R
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grading system within the school if ‘the’ school marks are to be used for
; ’ 3 .

, the sdme purposes of the Public Examination marks. ! ‘ -

g’f' Est.imate of random error in the mesns. The .'standard error of . :

i P . [ L e : . )

i the mean provides us with an eatimate of the amount of variation that
N might be expected in the mean due to Tandom e‘rrors in.the scores that ,
% ' make up' that mean. The standard ertor-is a function -of the estimated , )
‘ o : . standard desviati&n of. the population scores and the size of the sample . K
R - from that population. If Ve consider a: school as a. random .sample from a B
the provincial population t.hen the standard error (SE) in t:he school '
e . - ~ . e S 'L ) R . K .
Lo T mean would be given by\x oo b ! - - '
Ve L . E = g :
. / T R R :"i’ SRS ' ‘ B
, . ) ﬁhere SD t:he estimated populat:ion standard deviation, could be the o ;‘
3 standard deviation of the \abores for t:he province and N the nmber L
R Co of students in the particular school. . -‘..'l‘- o g L o S
e ' 'j Since, in our case the statistic of intereet ia t:he difference ; o
i : . s Lo ¢ J . . ‘. L

s bet:ween t:wo means. \ t:he standard deviation of the difference is required PR
R o before ‘the‘ standard '-error can-be -calculated. 'rhe standard deviation L e

f"'_ R : ’ o pf the difference between two meane is given by o ’

. N - 'Ah “; . ) _..v:‘ : -_. X SD N '_" ,.ﬁ“ N . ’.:: . P -‘~ ,:“"‘ .
& P where I is t:he qorrelation between ther mo sets of sc.ores.. ".i‘he':st_eh-,." R e
SO, o dard error of t:he difference is therefore S S

1

e . T .2 e cg 3
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3 ’ 56 %
, :

L - It is important to note here that this statistic is generally

YT e

used to determine the prqbél;ility of a symple mean estimating a popgla—

tion mean and is independent af 4the: sample mean itself but is dependent ,

. . on the size of the sample. In our case the standard error is independent

7'- . . J ' . . N
. . of the actual school mean but is dependent on school size. Thus, if the i
: [ standard error is to be used to estimate the tolerance in grades to’ be s
- ,;u
permitted, then greater tolerance must be allowed small schools than - sy
_ large schools. S . " L _— : . ) ;
b . . Numei*ica'l*example. If, as we said earlier, we use the provincial -
. . . "

~'standard deviat:l,ons and correlation coefficients as .the population para— o S

S ﬁ',"meters then we may calculate numerical estimates ‘of the magnitude of the

c ,random error 1n grades for a school of given size. - Usiug English 1974 as
' T an. example the relevant pa,rameters are as fol,lows. / BRI S SEREN
o T Standard dev;lation of ths Publ:l.c Examination' S ¢ -

-

Standard deviation of the school examination- g ‘ 12.1 o

Correlaﬁtion _betveen sc_:hool and Public-_

‘ [N . Examination. T e . 0.6 . ¥
’ | Based omn ihese figures, the stan;iard errors for f‘our di‘ffer_ent ,.si‘ze;, ‘
Bchoolé are: ., - ‘ s R ' 1'. Sl _. SR ’ -
. B T e s -
‘ {,fi~4§$ \3;.5‘{;”i; 3f;;~_}:'31553 R IR *
| , - wp‘; ;:}J3f;‘f'7l‘ co dﬁf._ff;r i-, | -‘~
; : ¥ . In terms of probability, 'only one ‘sma—ll school in three would. vary‘ l .
; . from the expected value by more t:ha.n 2 7 points because of random fluctua—

o st



. tv

tion alone. The number of schools varying by more than that amount should

decréase as the size of tl}e school gets 1a_rger. Our data (not published

Fe
£
¥

in this study) indicates that 34 of the 53 scho.ols in our "'sample exceeded

these figures. jFigureo 5 shows #distribntion of these differences for

1 AL,

English 1974. -If the policy cat off of 10' points is used, omly 5 of the

M

53 schools sampled would fall outs.:lde the solicy guidelinep, calling for . '
a questioning of school gr'ading practices. There is _good evidence, ,then, #

that at-iesst 2§ of the schools examined had. school marks which'flut:‘t':uat'ed

N

from the: Public Examination for other than random causes which vould not

r

J . dve been questioned as to their marking practices. It must be stressed

. hen that systematic differences in school grades occur long before the _
oo T e T

S 'cut off "of 10 points is’ reached and that these dif.ferences cannot-;be sccmm— e

' d:l. ference: are already accou.nted for in the .difference formula.;.... ' e . .'.

"‘ - . - . . A

The question nqw arises whether the school diffe‘cences are’ a’ S

functian o£ school or a function of subject. ‘ That 13, are the differencea

VA ~re1ated ‘to school level policies or are grad:!.ng decisions made at the o B

. ./ . subject. (or teac er) level? To shed some light on . thia we. examined r.he -
- st . ' o
suhgroup of scho«jals in the survey who ahsd school means above the pro- '
,vinciaJ. avera.ge> a.nd Public Exsmination means beloﬁ the provincial average.

Seventeen qf.- the 54 schools were. in th}s category :I.n 1974 ‘)f the 17 e

“.

. ten were in the category fot one subject only\, three for two subjects and o
" four for three subjects.' This seems to indicate that; no strong s«:hool -'.‘ A

.o - - T 3 X . [
o : s -

tendency exists but ra.tbsr suggests that differences are more a matter of

S . EEA .
3 \ . . .

L. B R -individual subjects (and thus individual .teachers.) « - .. .' ‘ :. ," R

P . A si,nilar analysis was done for the sa.me category qn subject S =

o scross year by school for each of ‘the- four subjects., In no instance A

PR . R R Lo ‘ <L

) AT s e
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ference between schools.
be permitted

; not be‘ valid.

was a school—-subj ect in this c‘ategory for more than ‘two consecutive_ years
and this occurred infrequently.‘ I
strong tendency on- the part of - individual teachers from year to-year to
give higher than“aVerage marks on the school examination. . -
We‘have shown that “the . lO-point toﬂerance established by the
Department of Education to. maintain uniformity from‘school to school s

‘much too. large if randOm error alone 1s to determine the allowable di‘

This seems to indicate that there is ‘nQ

On the other hand if other differences are to

then comparison of student grades from School to schooI‘will
We must obserye here also thaé schools cannot be expected
to mai%tain a tblerance within that,allowable by random error while at

'lthe same time being permitted varioms s?stems of evaluatioh

e o'

' School Practices in Shared Evaluatio;'

A4

evaluation.'

N

survey dealing with«achool practices of schools participating in shared
The p;ocedure followed in the survey was described in Chapter
It has already been shown\thst rand&h error cannot account for dif-““
ferences in school marks from school.to 8chool.l

be attributed to grading and“related school prsctices.

determine aome of these differences this section addressbd the following

: What models of evaluatibn are being applied in the schools?

These differences may

In an attempt tof'




. ) .; © 5. To what e;tent is preparation for the Publtt Examinations o R
| practiced? - :' gjfiz —_— o . ‘ _ ;
‘6. What" opiniens are held by teachers regarding the value ‘of L f
‘Public Examinationa and the’ impadt of shared evpluation? _' S e .' : ,
:i' ._- R What changes. if any,. are desired by teachers? ‘ g
sy T ,1 i o What models of evaluation are’ being agplied in the schoois? This q’:"”f' '%
, ’ question was proposed to determine to- what extent schodlsqnere usine—norm }. R ?
;: = ,;"_ Gaj . referenced versus criterion referenced evaluation nrdeedures.3 That is-»do{ "f“
oot ,L‘ 2the examinations rank the student ac;ordiné'to theNettainment of his felizw }:T;'
'}?_,- o . g ; eeL
v _ "'. " 1 5 ;
- e :Vf,uft ified Jevel of attainment. severalx | : 1
"7‘:" ‘ L ' ‘1“.122‘?-3:':;,‘ L |
Y J Prejects etc;, be .the same for the upper ability class -as for thelower
;.€21~_ o vabiiit& class or wduld each claas have a different criterion‘to meet;‘él R ' ;
. “?fe‘ Table 1 ahoss the reaponses of teachers when asked if thefISet. ?}:j
_.i'it;-i*f:f different exa;ineti;na for students ef different ability 1eve13 ;;
: al'fiﬁllxédj tor te\bebfonsidered in interpretfng ese data would he the nature of : .
'g i;r-;Fftfffji ’streaming.- If streéming occurs 1n a: School, it is.frequently ‘on the basis . s

{:ﬁ:ﬂ.uvévl.of some estimate of student ability or achievement.H Teachers'w o might T' e
e T - . . " ‘f:’ q N L . T

otherwise feeL the need EP adjuat—examinations, might not in t"steireng—

v

::‘ ﬁ'~'f}¢‘ stance. Taking this into conaideration, it can be seen.that 2 .1 percent










o

Jhrea s

%- v "y ' _'6# o
. : - r h A e lr
. These two sets of data are ‘consistent 4n suggesting tha't most’
e . teachera believe that their evaluatione reflect attainmen€ of content
' rather than being used for ranking purposea. ,
’ A B What scalin jJrOcedures are being used? The guidelinee of the v
‘ Department of Educatipn ‘(Appendix 2. .' para. 2) recommend that a teacher ]
. Mgelect a student whose achievement moat closely approximates ’that of an
. ' average student in the province s aseiéé this student ‘a grade of 65. and
g T o - rank the others accordingly. When interviewed many teachers Baid that
’ Qf' . it waa difficult, if not imposeible, to’ select a student ;ho approximated :q
! o o the average provincial Btudent., ’l'he difficulty of thia guideline item ;.‘.’ ':,"-4
4 - "4'..-notvithstanding, the average achool mark is confristently in the neigh-' o
c SO bourhoo‘d of 65 Teacher reaponse tothe duestion indicated that, of :}._l_r.';.“ '
" SRR thoae polled 54;.9 pez;cent.sa«id that: they submit the marks of r.heir stu— -
SIS f;:dents unchanged irom raw‘ac?rea. An additiona1_21 8 percent-do not Scale‘aggf p}Q»
" ' : i o ': Ebecause their grades are aluays close to a‘ mean of 65. . Six percent -ocrcas-_ﬁ_n
1 ,\ & ionally acale .up or -down -and" only ll 2 percent acale in accordance with )
S ‘--",',‘"vthe above mentioned guideline... All‘noat'45 percent of teachers either SR
fé .. L :dirgcmly influence the ievel and diatribution of marks or would do ao k ;
h‘ , i . fund_e ‘:{_ apeeified circamstances. The group which ranks student-e about an ‘
- y

% . ‘ "x:"n'_».'i:-"':.'"{«"average of 65, is most direct in doing thi,s, ,while another 21 8 percent

. \

S N ‘:.by implication would alter narks if the average vqried from 65 o L
" ) ) g What evaluation procedures are bein& used? The Department of

R ; ;;;:liducation haa not set any guidelines’ on the evaluation procedure that: a‘;z'..-r:
“ ":'-echool should follow{";",ﬂowever, a participating school does have to "main,__ :
f . R tain an evaluation commi'ttee to. review period.i'cally ita evaluation policiea
f .

e maae




(N

T

‘AThis examination contributed from a low of 30 percent "to a’ high of 60

ences between schools.

- ) 1 " : ‘; : . P

Tt

L a com.mittee. Al;l. other schools confused thia committee with the appeals

B

committee. (See Appendix 3, para. 2., Dr., sll)_-.

tion practices in each school and also that each practice carries dif-—

P -

v JData fvom the survey indicated that there is a variety of evalua- .

ferent weighta towards the final mark in’ different schools. For'exampl.e"' ]

1 -

a practioe common to most schools was’ the major mid-—year examination. .

1
'

S

percent towarda the final mark. L , i ]

v

P S R

T 0 'r.- Lo ot &

8'u .

It is obvious that these variations in conjunction wit:h variations in A

o_ ey

’ " LN '- re o s A

LT P P
,o_- e B .. w

""-‘,{;i Are students selected to write the public examinatidns? About: .

CY ,‘A.
\v-\"

20 percent of the schools polle¢ offer a school leaving certificate to

i
T o . : 7
cy /

students who fpr some’ reason do not wish to take the Public Examinatipns. ;

o x.
.« ‘x, .

sequently no figures are aVailable to indicate the number of students ,__7f S R

involved° nor gid the data indicate the degree to which students are

encouraged to adopt thia route. '{ _ '-;,' ,-3; ;

"T~

Thirty two . percent of the teachers polled indicated that sone of

their students are recommended by the school principal to direct university
BRI

R d '.—» . -
LT

entrance thus, if they wish bypaasing the Publ:l.c Examinstions.-.;. o

R s

Summarising the data from the previous two questions we see- thatl' )

scaiing practices and evaluation procedures vary from school to school.

: . This practice is not /re/gulated by the Department of Education and con— . ‘

3 ”practices are not common to all schools, ‘and since the

\ rteacher standards from school to school, could contribute to the differ-—.‘:f‘ S

e

e e

C e



Examina.tion means between schools. I o ' ’
S ‘ ‘ - -
To what extent ig " reparatién’ for the Public Examinations"

- y

practiced? Fifty eight percent ‘of the: teachers polled said that they

\

often talk to students about writing Public Examinations.. Sixry four

percent stress the. kind Jof" questions during the year that will appear on

1’ i - v

. the’ examinations. Further, 84 percent of the teachers use past examin—

*ation papers to a significant degree in helping students review for the

<

exams. Almost all of the teachers polled said that the students lmew

their school msrks before taking the exams : o

=,

These data indicate that the Public Examination is still con—

.
J

sidered very imporg\ant, despite the_ advent of shared evaluation. Teachers

. are- concerned not on‘ly to make students aware of the need to take the

exa.&s but also to give experience :ln writing t‘hem.‘. -".:'. i '

. » PRI
i . LN
a2 - G e . T .
. P . 5 - . "‘, . . RRER - ' L - -‘. -
y IR \ : .
EEEN

' RO - W‘hat are the opiniona of teachers uardinLahared evaluation?

Page seven of the questibnnaire was designed to assess teacher react\ion
: to selected statements regarding shared evaluation. These statements

“- . S Lo ‘\

came from Departmenta1 guidelines, objectives of shared evaluation, and

expressed teacher and public 4opinion of shared evaluation from such pub—

N

‘ lications as the Royal Commission on Education and Youth (Report 1\967—-68)

.

’I'he reactions to the statements are not meant to he additive but

-
-

oL were meant to determine teaeher reaction col].ectively to the statements.; )

'I'he resu.its of this part of the questionnaire indicate that
—.teachers vere satisfied with the shared evaluation system, and that they

\bel_ievenit is achieving its aim of more creative and effective teaching

and a more valid a.ssessment of pnpifachie’v?.ment. ; : S

About three quarters of the teachers in the sample agreed that

51 P A FUSE R A L I T

‘." L
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) motivational aspect both for teaching and learning. > 'feachers were a.bout _-'

K o . o . o -, :
PP o A Y
» ’ - . . " ' e . . B .

Ve

external examinations were necessary to.maintain standards. “while rodghly
“two thirds gf. the teachers felt that\the school examination was just as -
.good a predictor ‘of success as was the public examination. . The notion- of
which is a better predictor of success, the. school exsmination, the Public

Examination or a. combination of both is important and will be dealt with

in another part of the main study. TV

It has ‘been said that external examinations handicap teachers

and lead to artificial methods of tesch:l.ng. Generally between one: third

‘i and one half of the teacl}ers felt this to be true. l

<, . L " ) Tl
o It was significa/nt that about orie fif.th of the teachers felt
S i}

that external examina ions were necessary as a guide to teaching. (In

aggreement were 26 percent -of th\ a]gebra teachers 14 percent of the

.,.

biology teachers).;' Of the thirty three teachers who did feel this way,
sixteen felt that the Department was not providing sufficient objectives :
“.\~ oo .o -.r ‘. B ca

for their course. Possibly they feel that the Public Examinations are

required as a guide i»é lieu of clearly defined objectives from the Department.:‘

RN / :
‘ One of. th/ aims of shared evaluation was to provide an opportunity
" / Y - r-‘ v'-

for the devefopment of greater .creativity in teaching and learning.. More

(

than one half of the teachers felt thst this aim was achieved As one

might expect, .the English teachera were in the lead here with 70 percent. .

'~ Algebra, history and biolog“vere 59, 58 and 53 percent respectively. 'l S e

J

. One ar‘gument :Eor the retention o£ Public Examinations was the '} » e

- .

oy

R
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) in 1972 but only 14 peréent at the present time) ita studenta' final
\.

‘ _‘perhaps becauae they were smaller and less well equipped had average marks ’

which were below the provincial average to start with. (see Tables 10 and

- 1;1")‘ :

) ".‘rate lesa than the public mean marlc'and pase rate. . In other worda, shared

-..,'evalua.tion elevated the mean final mark and pass rate of most articipating

.An implicit aim of shared evaluation seems to be the development

. ’ -~ ) 4- .’ ::"
- of self—evaluation in the student. Less than one half of the teac‘hers . - @
felt that this aim was being achieved 5'4 .
There was. a consensus of opinion that pupils wete- reaching Grade T f}
. . s

X1 aéademically unprepared. -In fact, several scliools indicated concem

« N 3

and had instituted remedial programs ’ eapecially in mathematica. 1t~is i »

-

interesting to‘ note here that the tendency to’ attribute responaibility e
.for i:tadequacies An stude.nts to lower levels of the educational system ) ‘ o
seems no 1ess prevalent”among high school teachers than among un:lver'aity | A'.f; .‘
‘d’;other post-secondar.y teachera. - - B & ;
T What changes if any‘ a!.‘e desired'by teachers? Table 9 summarises { ‘
."the reisponses to this question.x Forty percent of the 151 teachers ex— F_-—W—G
""',":~preseed the view that no change wae needed at the present time'. Further- ’_.';
s Ej'mcre, only 18 percent of the teachers polled were in favour of abolishing .
_t;he Public Examinations 4entire1y.‘. o ‘,:,:' r ;,.?., ‘ S _‘ '_.5:‘ L
o 4, The Non—participatig& School ‘ ’ 1:‘ "'. '.L ,’;'.L" ' ,. ' _l ] T ’
4 ’ If a- echool is no}t particihating- in shared evaluation (56 per‘cent“:_‘“ ‘ ‘.: ,P

x

S marks come entirely from the Public Examination. Generally these achools,

4T ' -\\

. 1 FE
o

I - ", .. . 2 .

These schools were plaq,ed at a disadvantage bec‘ause, _in very few

' caaes in schools on ehared eva'\luation werea t‘ne school mean mark and pase/ z‘;

.. el
K




TABLE 9

’

TEACHER RESPONSE TO THE QUESTION "WHAT CHANGE WOULD. YOU

LIKE TO SEE IN HIGH SCHOOL EVALUATION?"

‘ 'éhange

i

A
Percent Requnse ’

P

History' ‘English | Biology

g

0. No response
1. No change.

'2."‘Rlet:urn to public exami-
nations in Grades Ix, x,.
XI o .

) ' . e
3" "Retum to public exami- ’

3
i
.
v,
2. -
-
: -y :
i .
i
e P e
P
. .
v L

' 5".",“Tot,al external exami-

1 v '

’ ;-_nations in Grade XI only

b 'System as :lt: exiats with
v a compulsory pass’ mark
- 'i.n the public examination-

7. Connnent: AR

—natiﬁﬂ&»in-—@{ades——x—.ﬁ{ o

‘lo::f'Elimjnate public exami— . ':-
naeions +in Grade XI -
Ea .‘1‘ Lo 3 ,'
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mean mark and pass rate for the province and the mean mark .and’ pass

L participating schoo'ls.' As we said earlier, t:he B 'pafEﬁ/e;t.: recognizes‘:

' ‘.t.hi"s.«' ?hseﬁiiéi.i ti' %nd'- !ﬁak'éé ' %Smé | ::.cmﬁensé

.

<.

non-parti'cii;.ating schools in the fdrm of é 5% :an.rease in marks, these

LS8 B b e S

Sep
TR

P

schools still fell behind the provincial ave;'agé . - Table 10 gives’l the

rate f'or non—p;rticipating écl;ools fo;: algebra for g:he' pés;_four years .. ) - ,
Table 11 givés.the same' informat:ion fm;' l_naltr:l.culation ‘mathem'a'tit‘:'s, . - - : ’
English, history and; biology for 1976. = . - N “
As the final colmnn of 'I'ables 10 and 11 indicates; the number of . :_ ‘ ,
students being affected by this aystem :Ls still significa.nt\‘ ‘Thesé‘ . : : )
’students obvi;msly do ot have an equal opportunity with studentgﬂ___in - .- ,‘ |

-
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"% COMPARISON-OF PARTICIPATING AND NON-PARTICIPATING SCHOOL MARKS. AND PASS RATES 13}2-1975.
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sy B

Participating Schogls, . = - *?f:”fi~”Ndn-parf1c1pat1ng,SchoaLs .
S T et s : "."-" - N e . . -
R T A b " ‘ Number
.- Public Exam® "~ [.% .. Final Mark -  ©-"| . Public exam = final of
T P S A T S IR Students

. e
» “.
AR} . . N

o T

"

. Mean Mark-| % Passing | ‘Mean Mafk-’|:’'% Pasling’| - Mean.Mark | % Passing

..

g7

47 52 | 794

'
e ®

52 - 59 385

35 26 - }8;;
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+ SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECQMIENDATIONS" " o : <

’ - - \ . ] - ! . . ! -
upmary - . - ‘ ‘ ..
This study coneid.er.ed -the vdrious»secondgry,school leaving, } !

Loee -, N . 3 .

L, . N . s . -I . ) 5 N . H 2
evaluation procedures tn"Newfoundlan'd. Since the system common to most . !
+ . 3 - ) - i
schools-"1g shared evaluati'on, moqt of our analysis was done :Ln this area: .. . g
. : i

The study was divided into tWO parts. the di‘stribdtions-:-af school and R KR

Examinat:lon grades' a. s‘urvey of sch@ol evalu'ation practices aud '; L K P
@ U, e . e ~-:-.~‘ S P ‘i
teacher opiniont% ahared evaluation. : _j;{'"-,: ;" T e T e . -
'l.‘he féubjects aelected for the analysis of ac'hool 3rades and R . 4
, ubli& Examination grades wer:e Engliah algebra, history and bio.‘hogy .".f.‘ (;','.:. ",- R
fon t:he f:l.ve—year period from 1972 to 1.976 The results of this analysis B L
L L , g ;‘ _\ ,_,\:;y . .'..: :
may be anma.rizé'd as follows : . ' ! S s~
Lo e .o, _." e " " .'; . A S -" ~. CoL ‘.'_.’A ,__':,_. P ‘.‘; . : ‘,
1. . He“an grades are considerably higher for the school evaluation ; i
than fon. the Public Ethinationa. L ~“ , ".) A . ' ’ ¥
o :". Publie Examineticn tgeans tended to decline fnom 1972 to 1975 RN ;

bul: showed a’ recovery :Ln. 1976 “This trend was c.onfqmnded by 3. ten—‘. : L

» B .
. - .
i - . : o . “a .t -
N - - V. ‘ T . T

dency for the means *£0- increase a.nd decrease :Ln alternate years. . {’
,-‘ KL T ' . . . nd . "4 N .
3. The overall mean school grades gre rémarkab]éy stable. am:oas

evaluaticms than for the Public Exan)inations. ﬂ -jx"" = ;‘ ‘1
c we T ""'.-" ""‘ -.

75, Public Examination ﬁ‘ass rates teeded to decline from 1972 to

Mxe o TR o




6.- The study failed to .find a relationship between shared

‘evaluation and the ability of high schools to retain students.‘ EREER _ ?’
, : B 7'-,; The estimatedhmagnitude of the differences beme;n sehpols‘ o : : ‘ g?
' ' due to r»andom errors is n:uch' smaller than the difference permitted ,'__ B :" “J,,-
..\ | ‘_hy the Depar_;t‘:n_ue‘nt.: of Ed,ucation, even in the case of small schools. ', -‘ :‘ “ f!
e This point is especially important for post secondary institutions L ;' ' _ }
‘ fwhen students dre, being selected for a progra;n or. course. There is ‘ Y P J .. . u’
' he danger of selecting students of Iesser ability with higher marks : o t}‘ f,
-t from one school while rejecting atudents of. higher ability with less ‘: : ; g
. ",marks from another school/ ‘,'{‘. .g."-'ﬂ " L‘ . B : ' "‘..:", ; F . - ‘;
N ﬁ . '.-I' The survey of .—teacher opinion was based on a sample ot teachelrsp | ﬂ;
5('- from 53 schgols ga.ndomly selected from\. those participating in 'shared — : z,
- evaluation. The' major .findings are as f.ollows" '. " a n," "'-”‘ el e * e ’:
: ) ‘;, | /In practice, 'most teachere feel .:hat the pnrpose of. school e ,‘;_ .
S . evaluation is' criterion related however, a. significant minori‘.ty of . . i -
. teachers scale examinations"deliberately in ‘a norurative fashion. .A a \:
"Q . The population of st:dents taking Public Examinations is- 1ess . ; P ,,
than the Grade XI popglation because of the schpol leaving cer‘.:ti\ficates “ 5‘
_ ‘ and university recommendations given‘ by some schoola. The prgportion' L '
N J 1 of students £’ ‘these categories is. not know; ' " ” i . ;

T 3._ The . significance of the public examination is recognized by .',(
teachers hlho generally emphasi;e the necessity of taking »the examina-l - \ :

tions sl and provide p|ractice in examination procednr;s and content. g ‘:1‘.‘{_' " T

:':.t 4., ‘The teachers a‘re generally satisfied w;l.th the shared evaluation 2

| system. Onlyfq few would recommend complete abolition of an external 3-'_\, e,

. \. LN o . . *
- .~"4n‘ '.. _.' L . ‘:\. ; oo
Y . P ST .t . . - L B ’ '.'~
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Conclus'ions""'. SR LA R S / SN

e Under our present system of evaluation, the ’final mark that the

. P E student receives in a cou‘:se ought to indicate a 1eve1 of acbie'vement ‘
) 'that the student has reached in that course (criterion based) or it )

- ) . b M [ -

o ,should indicate how well the student achieved relative t:o the remainder ,

tx‘- e

' _'of the students in the province (norm based).- In any case an employer R
o ."or admisqion office'r in a post—secondary institution ought to be able

' to reasonably compare by meana of these mar‘ks students from any part of e

. .'."ths province. It has been concluded in this study that this comparison -

a. o l b o ,. . N ,',t. .. : L -‘_ r‘“. i AR !
‘ .',is not entirely valid. Tt K e e T T @‘ :

S : The marks from one school shOuld differ from those of another :

by only the amomt: expected because of random error or to differences in

T TR
e E el

student ability or qualzity of teaching It is important here to dis- ;&g
ting-uish 3 components of the differ‘ences - R ' ‘4 s N 33

i T ra.ndom errors“ S -:i., . ‘ , '- g \ - -. | i :;

2 differences in student ability and quality ofL teaching, and ‘ ‘ ‘x

. ‘3 differences in grading practices. \ ~ ..'. a . ; | J

L Any varia;tion, then, between the scho'ol mark and 'the Publ;Lc Examination :’ T ~f+‘
o l,";mark not accounted for by random error Aor student abilir:y,\ and»c‘]uality g 4 o s ‘

C T of teaching vould contribute ta a mark from one school not being com—--
o SR - i, ! A
T '~,parab1e ﬁith the - mark from another school snd since the school mark makes

L © up fifty percent of the final mark the final mrks from different schools - 5

RT would not be comparable. ’l‘his study explicit:ly dealt with random errors.
Differences in“student aPility and quality of teach g appear in both ,‘ o
S > : :\"_ . .' school and Public Examination marks and do not contribute to the differ—' -

2. ;:‘1'.". . ence formula. The plausible cause of" differences between schools then ;. = ‘

,‘ 7 . ’ A
o R ‘was attributed to diffe,rences in grading practices.. R T !
’ , .o \:‘ . .:A - . : | . ‘ Lot -\.“‘ . . T.A; ‘ . . v
- : T~ { , ' ) ; / ' , X )
_ SN ' ; . S et .
' ! T 3 : “ Y ° ¢ s ! ) '
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The Department of Educat:ion attempted to keep this variation to

\ It -

S -fj- i b a. minimum by sllowing it to be no more than ten points. This study has '

. . v
v . . o i

[ .‘,. I *
L sent guidelinea., From the 8 rvey it was concluded that the 1argest common

factor is the mid—term test and even that had quite a. variety 'of Weights
K ";'-‘,,‘.for the school mnrk. IBeyond this.‘no standard seems to exist. .

: ) . Earlier it was argued that. final grades are summative in nature,
‘ ":t\. ’ l'.\:bering used for the purposes \o.f job selection andeadmiaaion ‘to post— S

_'7."_ ', o ". secondary institution, rather than for the forma)tive purpose of curri- :

»i e N

S / culum i rovement, Since post—secondary institutibns esf.ablish their

;own entrance standards, which"are not necessarily (or even usually) the

4 . .

. g . ~same ss the passing crite\rion, a.nd since these :Lnstitutions select the "
S ‘ . L best candida\tes ta £ill the, available places resulting at times in many
C o L wno meet the ‘ninimum requirements being rejected it is obvious that .

q

L grades are used more for normative than develo')

nta' purposes. "E:\,'ren

iu the case 9f occupations requiring a Grade [ pass, selecriorn o'f'tl:.xe‘
7 . best candidstes is 1ike1y to be the pr cess used ‘ : - s
" 4.'".-. o o S v : -3 ..

- T ; Under these conditio it cai be concluded that the issue of -

T . e ' o

passing grades can be deemphasized to the extent that a- student s grade -
need simply be an index of his standing reLstive to. his peers. Indeed
R , the Deputy Minister of Education has said, .. . one of the most un— '

e ] S "’:- ' pleaasnt things about examinatiane is that ue tend to perpetuate ‘an o

L anachronistic concept of pass and 'fsil' ‘.‘,?,' . (the publicat:[on of




C _'::system has done nothing to remove th:l.s anachi'onism)

transformed into a set_ of numbers (or letters) th

. tation :Ls implemented.

C the mark.s could compare students on the ‘basis

’ :per centage points .

evaluation procedures whi.ch all schools must follow.

. "own examinations. )

. .which) place an unjust and cruel stigma o a 1arge number of normal

young Newfoundlanders". ( Roebothan, 19 73’} (The shared evaluation

v

In. fact because '

of the nature of their use, it m:lght be argued that grades should be

\

Decisions that are mnow being :

’

l,just as acc:urately be made . percentile ra.nk R -

Regardless oﬁ whether m.arks or some other sys tem is used to

)

grade students :l.t w:Lll be first necessary to establish soma standard .

'l'his :Ls necessary

P .
; R . _’. '

‘ under shared evaluation and will be absolutely esaential if accredi—. _

N

' . tx, This standard could be control”.fe in a number of. ways. Schools

P

by mutual agreement could set up a standard evaluat:l.on procedure, the
. ... - v
school mark could be sssled to its Public Examination mark' users o.t'

of the Public Examinations

L3 . EREERTS

‘alone or :Ln conjunction with the school mark',

a

users could set their

FEEA

Regardless of which of the

,r ~
N .:.

_' if sone other "plan is adopted one point is clear, a student s chances

g equal, throughout the province.j

,ready not true .at present-, o '. ' 7 o "“

:_'evalustion must have some extemal control :Ln theﬁform of\tes ting. i

B DS o P e

'5Hotyat, quotedg,in Agazzi (1967 p. 67) says. :

-

;-'for job Placement or sdmission to a post—-secondary ins titutiwon must be '

‘I‘his study has st\wn thst this is. al— |

Lo

' . . e . N
-

In this regard then, :I.t ie concluded that any provinceﬂi'de

.

e s
"Certain educat:lonalists

“~

. have gone to’ the extreme length of proposing that examinstionei' should

- be done st-ray uith altogether, but to do this is to :l.gnore the facts-. '

e AR T A

af

LY $02 . S

do not‘i.ndicat'e- e

de on grades-_‘could

above merits adoption, or '
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examinations. e T -': =

’
'
L

78

Nl

Tde

' In every educstional system some.- form of 'control' .is -indispenseble' as '

. 1 o - .
‘a means of enab ling all parti.es concerned-—education authorities,

pupils and teachers-—to regulate their activities

.;,

' : While development of detailed proposals to improve the Public

- i

Examination would require further study, one or two suggestions can '

immediavtely be made for increasing' the validity and reliabilit)gof these

x

Firat the current: practice of ueing a single examination setter

v

-3

individual. Sample tests from curriculum committees reduces this bias

only slightly. One way of reducing thie problem would be to develop s

la.rge pool of items for each subject @ito select the test items from :

this pool. The pool could be created by teacher conEibution.. The items

could be classified by content and by cognitive level. 'l'hus -a given

- test could be selected to reflect ‘the - appropriate bala‘nce' of content

I8
v
f
.
el
.(‘
- e
-
.
Vs,
.

cedure the marking board could be replaced by a computer. ‘ '";‘,' 'A

:Ln such areas as teaching strategies and to overcome (problems inherent".

— So-

and cognitive level.. A large repreaentative- pool woul;l mske possible

yearly selection (poesibly by computer) A besic element of test con-

struction, item analysis could eaaily be carried out on each teet. The ;

pool for each auhject could be composed of objectively scored items. .

W:Lth current knowledge about the construction of sueh items, objective

teste ean be constructed to reflect most’ importsnt content and cogniti’.ve

matics see Wilson in BlOOm 8 Bandbook (Bloom, 1971). Uaing this pro— 5

p

'J.‘he pool could be diverse enough to cover sll schobl variation',

My IS
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. lpﬂei\ibjectives of any particular curriculum.' For example for mathe-— .

Ty reduces the validity of the examinations by introdueing the bias of that A
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: ‘ : + S . | . S
_ . K . :"in interpretiné the Public, Examination marlc.,_narks could be reported . :
' ,_ } - as percentiles. o —/'- " ' a \ -A ;o P
S 5 'I‘bis plan would also provide marks that would be comparable from
:.: ‘ e '" \ f{year‘ to yeat thus fac’ilitating curriculdm elraluation and educational re—‘-
; eearch .. . g Y ‘ Co SRR e - S '..'.".
. :_: L :: """"v The stigma attached ;to pasaing or failing vco,uld be eliminated L |
‘. o - ;simply l;y ‘not aetting criteria for a pass._ Aa was said e’érlier,' all S
; . s ‘post—secondary institutions set their. own entrance requirementa. For SR
. L ‘ students going directly into the Wotk force, even if a Grade XI pass is
‘ equired competition wi?ll'atill be. on the basis of grades or marks.‘ S .
' '.""‘ . To maint:ain a atandard and to provide a means -of check on the .:.‘ ‘
: educational sysr.em the revised Public Examinations described earlier . . ks
_'..should»continue. This essential check should An no wvay - indicate a mis— o ;%‘.,

T "‘"'.-', o _j';"'trust of the school. In fact, achools anH teachera should look upon "g

theae testa as an opportunity to aseist in self-evaluation. The score,, S

Ao 'as a percentile could be reported as a qeparate component of the students g by
Lo t‘inal grade for each eubject. U RO Lt By
I Recomendatione Sl LT R . T

¥ R S T The Public Examination program ahould be reorganized to make Coeet

‘;*. R o 'pse{currently accepted practices -of teat construction, validating, T : .“l
g '" C ._;marking and reporting marks.. ) ‘ - .
o . s L . vt Poat-secondary admisaion procedures should use Public Examin—:‘._.': . ‘
LT -.:.ation scores only, as .a basia for admission. AT B P R
L S ;_ﬁ‘ '3. Public Examination results ahould be’ reported as percentiles."‘ L
. ‘ 4., If. accreditatibn is implemented the Public Examinationa (revised) ' -
RS ':should remain as.a requirement for.students continuing to poat-secondary E
. - : o | o

?i, ’y g
SN VY. X
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SIU\RED EVALUI\TION PLAN

S ,STAUDARDS FOR: PARTICIPATI!\G scuoms

T Department of Educatwn &Youth . — " .
L Revised. for 1974,,./ L

.The p'!an is desagned with two maJor purposes'

('I) To obtain_ a rnore va'lid assessment of . pupi] achievement

(2) To encourage °the improvenent of instruction. ‘ -,

oL ~For both ‘of these there are tacit assunptions that the schoo‘l
+ 7' - programs. are 'sound, ‘that the facilities and thesr organization are at
L - 7. least adequite," and that- teachers are experienced fand competent to
: AR -_'ensure that these assumptions: gre vahd. i R

-

ST TEAguER gt_:ALfocmou RE o

> ,l. AT LEAST 75% OF THE. STAFF- invoweo m TI-IE GRADES 'ren

B I P L ANDELEVEN FROGRAMS HUST 'HOLD'A-BACHELORS. DEGREE OR-
S e e TS EUIVALE ,

“_AND'ELEVEN PROGRAMS MUST HAVE THREE OR MORE YEARS
- T—EACHING EXPERIENCE. . .

v . ’| ,ie

teachmg in grades ten and/or eleven classes.’

. oo SRS A grade four téaching
. . el certificate s considered the equivalent of.a bachelors.degree.

‘-

;o .' ‘ . . L'_' R PROGRAM _-. § .;-'. )
P S coe Ve - 0

.. This'applies to. all courses: whether or not. they are
: .;.-offered for- provincial credit. S

S 2. ,PROVISION MUST BE- MADE FOR SUBJECT PR(HOTION. -

s L Diffieul ties of . administration may require creative .
oy Tt sm e approaches. For the fnitial year, minimal’ requirments
oo S w0 7 7 'should be at least one Yubject. For example, & student
T T PR "~ should.be able to take at least one-grade.ten subaect

. whi]e doing most of his work in grade e1even : .

C L TRl -OF."GENERAL™ AND “ACADEMIC™ COURSES.
cee T S .8 oS e o075 The intent §s that students should not be arbitarﬂy
S ' N streamed into- comp‘lete programs. g

L —

‘AREAS OF ‘COMPETENCE..
“are not qua1if1ed ‘the system’ is* Tikely to be defective.
" . from the start, since they -cannot-bg’ expected :to do .an '

- . -adequate evaluation. .

i methods -course, in the subaect area.

I
ifi ity z gy

" AT LEAST . 75% OF. YHE STAFF INVOLVED ‘i THE GRAGES TEN - '

CL - , ' These qua'lifications are to be- app]ied to an: teachers actuaﬂ'!y '.

The . .. - -
teachers years of experience should inc'l ude the’ current school year..

] -THE COURSES OFFERED HUST BE CONSISTENT HIT}} THE PROVINCIAL ]
.St - PROGRAMOF STUDIES OR-HAVE THE APPROYAL OF . THEMINISTER. JER

PROVISION - HUST BE MADE FOR STUDENTS- TO TAKE cmemATlous L

" STAFF HEMBERS TEACHING Assmmms MUST BE_ wnHm THEIR S

Lo ‘ ' o ~ If teachers are assigned- to  teach subJects for which they:,,.‘.

Minimal requiremeits for competency -
_..-in this contént are ‘three: courses, preferably inc'ludmg a.. :




' e ' A q‘
. - - - t [N
N k/‘}" 11 . . 86 -, :
¢ — a ® : i e ! o
' Ct ' -2, - . . g
" o LB A REASONABLE DEGREE OF BALANCE MUST BE ESTABLISHED lN TEACHING oL
A , .' 5 -+ LOADS.OF STAFF. . H
oL v - U Various formulae are avaiiable For assessing teachmg Yoadi: .~ .
Co I '"  Gross inequalities are-likely to produce dissentions” among ™ ' e
. L. T ) staff and ‘'disrupt effective evaluation. Here again, sophist- . b
. ,-‘ o . , <. 7' .icated schemes are .not required, but some’ indication of atten- R ARr
A ST et - tion toithe probiem is: expected o . L
B T .C','. FACILITIES S e T s e LT AR
o '|. ’ 'THE SCHOOL MUST HAVE A FUNCT!ONING RESOURCE CENTRE OR LIBRARY Ve
. “..- .7 0 The library resource centre s considered essential for 1mproved NP 5
Lol oo " . instructions. especially i reducing over-dependence on ‘the text. - T .
ST e The statement; allows ‘& bare minimm of facilities to be accepted, hES
. S . e but participating schools will be expected to place major emphasiss.
S T R " ‘on the.improvement of . their librariés. A functioning .resource -°. -
' o LT — .. centre’{s one phich makés’ materlal relevant to the’ cout'se of study ...
S B C easily-accessible to classes” and students: . o S
L,' S THE SCHOOL HUST. AS FAR AS. POSSIBLE PROVIDE SUBJECT ROOMS OR AREAS R
. - s % -WHERE INSTRUCTION IN. EACH SUBJECT AREA TAKES . PLACE.. (e g. FRENCH - . %
; . . .07 .. --ROOM,. ART ROGM, MATH RQON. GEOGRAPHY ROOM:) " ) TR
. 7o 'The téacher ‘cannot Function ‘effectively 1f.he mist nove from class 't .

Caee 7o to-class for successive periods in‘the same subjects. - The basic o i

Ta e, fLoTto L requirement is that a place be designated where. instruction in a. - w

. ot co " .« “subject takes place.. -This is especially imgortant in. subjeqts such - F

‘ e e e T as Art, the Sciences and French, vhere a certain amount of equip- - ' B
o T . ment is needed for. good teaching. It is recognized that smaller . = =~ e

T . - U . . :5chools, cannot designate’a room exclusively for any single subJect,‘. ki

S .- 7 . .. in,this cdse groups .of subjects or a subject area-may.be scheduled .

) R dnto>the same room. A move toward this type of organization is e

: P L s required qf participating schools. . - [~ g Uy RS

A L . o e T e B SCHOOLS MUST MEET, MINIMUM STANDARDS OF FACILITIES FOR" EACH SUBJECT oL
S IR | § OFFSRS 'FOR EXAMPLE,. SCHOOLS' OFFER IfiG SHEMISTRY,:BIOLOGYg B
o T ST ,‘PHYSIC MUST HAVE AT -LEAST ONE EQUIPPED LABORATORY; AND THE P OGRAM 4

v B P 'MUST INVOLVE STUDENTS IN LABORATORY WORK-25% OR OVER'OF . THE IN=' - . * %

et <" - STRUCTIONALTIME OF THE COURSE CONCERNED. DEPENDING UPON THE RE- ot e

I A A QUIREMENTS - X , o . N |
ge

SN ' e T T The Division of - Instruct'lon will: attempt ‘to ciarify these standards
- ’ Y 1] courses are developed: 'For the present, advicé fs available in English "
. o <. -.r .. French, Socfal ‘Studies, Mathematics, Science, Home Economics and Music. o
“ . o+ ... <. . .- For Science in small schools, a mulit-purpose laboratory is regarded as L .
: " . _ cadequate. While the requirement 2pplies .only to Physics. Chemistry and* _“ "\ &

T S S,

. *:. . « 7 7. Biology, the- ‘school: shou1d eggage -all Science students in labdratory work :
e "y, .o L. For the purpose -of the 25% réquirement,.a number - of: demonstrations may be ST,
SRR { T, \nc'luded hovrever. is not cons1dered acceptable.. 5 C e Co e
- ,A VR D> supponnvs SRVICES - DEREE : o
R T SN 3..::'  SCHOLS ' PARTICIPATING IN THIS PLAN MUST ‘OFFER GumAm;E AND". couus&;u.n :
R I w2 T SERVICES TO.THEIR-STUDENTS NHEREVER POSSIBLE. " L I
Vel oo o, - oL They st also make use of whatever medica'l and psycho'loglca'l servaces
N I S SR that are avaﬂab]e to them. . . 5
., ( : . . . . - .n; ’g‘}. ..‘ ‘. r‘ .:‘.' . x
, I . - . .r" B [ oo .
ST S S " ‘
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_EVALUATION GUIDELINES ~ . - Lo

M . : b B .‘-"l . ' b
L A _ o \', mR . . . , - S ~~' ‘:':,,.
' N S . : )
4  PARTICIPATING SCHOOLS L e .
‘ nevisés-f.or 073170, T

) 1 2 2- In English ‘French, the Sc:l.ences and’Socm Stud:les a

. 1h2.4. . In special, couidas

school mark of the student “should’ indicate the degree to whxch the

‘, student has reached grade eleven stantards. l.hnthe objectives o{ ‘the - - N

pmpox:tion of the mark rangmg from 30 - 40% of the scmol :
. T n-ark \\ould .ba appropriate for sueh . objectives._ oL

. i.Z’.é h In \rhthanattcs it may be unnecesszry gg cansiqer sucb '
e o objeetivs E e :

. Do 951\' . .
Lo A

a.nd piiot projects “here the school is iy
T :wonsible Tor the full evaluation the whole range of . \
.70 " objectives . mst be considered. A finil examination worth' -

LT . 50%°of the total mark-is normally required. . The school

"evaluation marks and’ the' final exacn:ln;tion marks: stuld o .'
. be" su@itted separately. o P

- 1,3 . 'ro detekmine the mark it is appmpr:[ate to a.s-sign studmts

. " marks. in specific categories relating to genernl objectives’
: - throughout the year rather than giving mor for non-speciﬁc
tests or assigments and aggregiting - them ORI ORI

‘?"‘ ; LI
E. G. A student wi the i’oll&ving reco :ln oral language ~ L
S eva.luation Pﬁ’ fd A .
mtegory Oral Expression a ,: ": L.' ‘- S :"
~Evaluation Period + © "1 . 2 37\ -4 ,§
, Maxk r*@‘_- - ,l— : -c Ja € wB "‘.A U

,.obtain & inal mark of’ A whereas an aggregation or nvernging

a rating of B. This 1

; eourse by theoend of the schoole years. -, )
1
b ],.1..0 . Tie,public examination will test as. broad a range of
e ) objectives 'as possible. . . FORE
1.2 - A‘iaumber of subjects hnvq :!mpok'tant ob:jectives u.hich cannot normally
-, .be tested by -pen® and piper. tests.!’ The schools evalua.tion sﬁould melude !
N -tbese objectives the enphasis glven' to them depending on tbe subject :
A Pramples-of ‘these Would be speaking Ability in English and French,”
A manipulntive skills in la.boratory work, creatidvity in English and Art,
e o perzomanoe skins ,tn msic, :;esearch skius‘ An social fstudies etc i
T ne. 1 s ) In. Art, HaneEoonomics Music and: Industria.'l Arts, “the
; L schoql evalpation win be ba.sed enti;ply-on such bbjectives. Lo

wou;ld be nsidered to havfe made s1gn1ﬂca.nt prog'ress ahd v,ould;uj' .

,or similar marks: from asSigmnents or: tem testiivould ‘give him e
itter approach 1s less acceptable because L




Wl “ it rclutes a]most‘ primarily to the o.cqufsition: of knowledge— IR
R o <oy s . and does not indigate the state of the students achievement -, =
L et e L M7 . at the end of thd course. ‘Italsd bf% the ‘school iran .- -
s ' - : A 'y flexible ma.rking pmttern allowing 1little rocxn Tor agpropriate S

: ats toward the end of the school y ey

‘-\'v'hen the final schopl grade is being eonsidered adj stment of the basic
rk miy be justified for sémzstudents in qrder to xfecognize i

: - o \ 1.4.1. } unusual progress of a st.udent with a weak background.' Such
e R j.‘,progress may indicate a higher potentié.l than-an ac.tua.l ]
TN e e Y N achievement mark would sho\v - . oo

i . PR -

.t R ' . N L » \ . ' ' ;
STV iU14.2 - unusunl epplication or interest '.mich cnrriae the st.tident ¥

el I L beyond\tﬁe ~-boundaries ‘of the assigned vork: Stuch’ additional . o
o oo e e work may produce educatidnal aohieyenent which is not-ves . . .
T S ,oognizedby the regularmrldngpattem.\ T S A
N T+ 143 0 - }bwever tea.chers shouid avoid giving sympathetic m.arks to \\\?
N -+ .4 7. vweak students'as the evaluation. systen is useless unlg&s it LT

3 Lo . : tmts students fan.rly. . ) ST e
. \\ T 2.0 L 'm achieve 2 reasonable degree of canparability betueen ‘Schools- an avergge ’ ’

L T P , ) mai-k of 65 is pr TovVince each subject. . T
o ) — "‘-; : '.‘;‘3-\‘\\1' T A In assigning marks the t&cher should bea.r the predicted average in uﬂnd
A cLt grading students accordingly, ce ) \
e SO\ e :, S S

o ' “t " The owing procedure is recomménded: < . . TN ' s

. 2.1 Relying on the irﬁormtion supplied by the evaluation systenc

_ ra.nk the. students in order o:: achievement . ‘ p

. . 22 s 'On the basis of your experience select the: mk of. studeut f
2T e s T e L L whose achievement most closely approxi:intes that of an a.verage R

R B NN ~;'student in the province L C ™

R o ‘2.3‘ . Assigne the student or. students 65% and’ a.-sign grada of othex‘
R AT Students aeeordingly on the basis of the. ranking almdy done.

LT NOI‘E The mark of 65% should ot ‘be’ given to the average e !
. ST . 7 r. 7. student in the class, but to the one(s) you consider. S,
S Ce . o closest to the average in tha.t course for the province. .

~

3,0 - - 'Ib achieve 'a reasonnblel pass standn.rd the i’ollowing a.pproaches are Mggested' )

N . LT f '3.1 . ~If the coursfe is pﬂe—requisite to further study in the field
RN - "' -\ * students should have achieved the minimum considered, necessax'y
. o e ) \ . to begin work at:the neit level .{e.g. university or. technica.l :
G (R o college) w1th a reasonable expectatlon oi’ success.’ _ .
T . 3.2 - If .the course 1s not pa.rt oi’ a- sequence a student should ha.vee S
R N ,‘? nchieved the minimum acceptable of an average student* L

4.0 Some studonts do not’ perform well in written tests. The publiq examina.tion
o . is limited minly to the assessnent of written nntermls. \mile a “major. .

. . ' N N .t .
M .o ‘ o S ot
e T ~ oL e T . . . \ o
\ K I . . RRTIEN - . e L e, '. ._-‘ et R e ~.
f A . N .. » . . B - - .. B : . oL 2 v L ) . . Sl
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" aqther techniquos of evaluation to a substantinl degres.

P where' suit'tble .

" N . ) o~ T, - S ~— R R »
s . N _\3 . T e N
- ' . - ° e . . - * ‘\/‘ N e N N . ‘e ‘ L > NI .. 1..~
. - Y RS . L . .
o . . ~ N 'l\!\ -
Tl :

nspt;ct of- educntign is, the development of writing skills, other skills - 7w

muzt be dqvelopbd as well, "Schools' should, ' therefqre, nttenpt to' use .
‘Personil inter- _

view, work files,: project; asSessment, oral reports, .etc, should be used - / v

The.t of evalua.tlon should be suitecl to the type of -

achlevement bemg \‘.ested. e i i

Y
]

The school through 1ndiv1dunl teachers should develop a sound but !
ﬂcuble syston, tiveand . .
effective teaching. Such teaching can be stifled as easily at the district
Or ’School 1ével 4s it.can at the provincial level, “Teachers should = .~
participate in the developnent of- such A system. wbich should allcw :tor

L modifica.tion. . A

Schools should’ avoid nveraging un1t tests. . This procedure will teng to" '
reduce the discr imination of the final mark. - Also, the procedure. is - .
inconsistent withgpur. lmowledgo of learning processes, which are.not:” =~
continuously uhiform. -At end-of-year assessnent using all related .

information of the conti.nuous evalua.tion of the scbool year will. be more,
acceptnble.. . . D R

s

'IO

The ‘result supplied the departmen

should reflect the range of achievenent A

nable range of mm-ks discriminating

g CEe

“ g "' T L within the class evaluated.’
- Lo among poor, average and good students :ls expected
R - X
‘ - ' "which basis credit is given, and what pmceduros they nust follow if they: '

wish to question a mnrk Lo

\ "1t must be seen to - _
e \n o~ teachers should be prepared’ ta: accept students repr&senta.tion s

Students should be kept fully informed of: nll aspects of the evaluatio
process “Théy ‘should know what Is expected of them in,the courde; on

8 1 l . As far as possible students should be permitteq to inﬂue& e
the design of the evalua.t:lon procedu.res, self-evaluation » ST
should be Involvement. of the students either . - .

. Tormally otﬂinforma.lly will reduce the’ likelihood of app&ls. :

AppeaJ. procedures should
.fa:lr hearing; the princi

/such as to ensure the pupil a L
e "justice'must not only be done,, . - - '
done" is a.good one.

.Y~ on nppeal oorfmittees C . R el

Vo
Y. e

l?” ':'L 3‘&“

For; these reasons N L




* DEPARTHENT: OF 'Em}t:AT'Ioii & voum' o
REGULATIONS FOR’ smam EVALUATIOM PLAN '

Lo e ‘*'.,. f GRADE XI. ctanrtcmon

‘.\- - f

fmai mark for the Grade XI Examination Certificate. .

.-~

. "‘\ o
2 To quahfy for approvei, sc.hoois must meet minimum standards established,,‘
o under the fo]iomng h% e D - RS, S

A Teachei' Dua'iifwations — * -: e, T

T A programs must hold a bachels dégre&or its equivaient.

o
N J NS r ,' ll At least 75% of the ataff invo]ved in the grade ten gnd e]even
5 TR < con e S programs must haVe three or mdre years teaching experience. . o
e o, . .' Programs AP ’3' I . N
2 e e . L o ek LT g . PR R FPRN e
1 S T T N ’ 1. “The courses off‘ered must be consistent with the provincial program
kS ) ol v of studies or have the approva'l of ‘the Minister. S
B T ;:‘:9--.':. 1!. Provision must be made for sub.iect promotion. .\ ’i?
A ‘ . N T . 'l‘ll. . Provrsidn must, be mnde for students to take combinations of < . “F
NE D e ;_-j. AR generai" and, "academic" courses. .., L oo e R
S ’ R ";‘ L 'IV Staff members teaching assignments must be uithin their areas of
" / R A competence. ' Lo , . _ S Ve
I co ke e V. A reasonable degree of baiance\nust be estapl-ished in teaching
A ‘ 'loadsofst.aff S0 S ,
' - S e e . [ r «

Cem 1i~-‘: l. The schooi must hav%\a funct.ioning resource centre or library R

, S S 11, The school’ must; as far as possible, provide sub.iect rooms or aress’

e L. -+ vhere fnstruction fn each subject area takes place,. (e.g.—French
S » Room. APt Room. Hath- Room. Geography Room ) I o

U BN o - R Bk §chools nust meet- min:imum standards of faci'iities for gach sub;ect
Yo ‘ el e T e ‘the_y offer for credit. . For example, schools offering Chemistry,

8@ L S, 'sioYogé or Physics must have at least one.equfpped 'Iaboratory. and

; " B . the” program’ must involve students in 1aboratory work 25% or over
o LVt the instructiona] time- of the course concerned. depending upon

. - . o : . © the’ requirements. SR .
‘1 g - . ot ) . e N .
. . . ‘e . I o . B ~, . IR PSS PN, R
. . . . o, f . . 'k . I L
. . . ~ ‘. e * t . .
- ! r . “ ’ e ¢ o ! . [ Y N - ' <
ot ‘" ' T Tl . D LR
ST B R N T W N ' o
. - -~ . . R N . v - ’
< :' ‘_ e . . .' -
e ) 3 R : Sc. S /
s - . o . " -
. LN ‘ <. S e ’ "‘k - . T e : o ' - .. 4
. L. - SN s N I - o
- . Y . . RN ‘. . — :
' Te o ~ . RN & . [ e
N ‘]- N . .: . $ B Cad - K N
: - R R - ; . PR Y
: o ! 0N e - "'o-3 o
B N . L . v . N ‘
) R ' - B ’ co “ ' ~
E . [ . [
. . 1, N . . \
. L ) . ‘e . - "
- . . . Ve
. - N . N . .. N 1 .
. v e . .
' . ~ “ ' no,
I ",\‘ 6"
. N
,‘(";p 2 - T o AP Lo LR
" LA N R ——-\"“"J“ \‘é\""" Iz Hh S -

REIA Revised for 1974‘ L R
High schoo'is apbroved by the Minister are permitted ta assign 502 of the'.,..‘,. A

. [
p \ -
. PR f

S SV ., i 'AE léast’ 75% of the Staff involoved in the grade ten andeleven o

B
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‘ 3L_Schools-must apply through thelﬂhstrict Superintendent on a form

g recommenda tion of the Superintendent. However, schbols not meeting -

Wil be subJect to- approval—b_y the Minister.

" representative of’the student body. In processing appea‘ls. the folloning,

9upportwe Servwes L

R Schoo]s participating in th1s p'lan must offer guidance and ‘, R g
counselling services ty thefr students vherever possible, e

" They must~also make use of whatever. medica] and psycho'logic’a‘r w0 E
. Services that are avaflable to them... = - .o L Ly

2

prescr1bed for the purpose b_v the Minister.. .

l

Schoo‘ls meeting the minimum standards vill normal'ly be approved upon ,;

VRN S

_ these standards, but recommended by the" Super'lnt dent,. wﬂ'l be
consvdered for approva] )

B
* a
T gty

.:_' .. Se

Subject to Section ‘IS sqhoo'ls will be approVed for a 3-year period at PR
the end of this. period schop'ls will be required o re-app‘ly L R

Part1c1pat1ng schools- are required"to maintam an- evaluation committee )
1o review perfodically their evaluation- policies and prOcedures which L W

r
In »co-operation with the School- Board Office. the Divis‘ion of' Instruction e Tl
will be requnsible for periodfc evaluation of participating schobls to - j~. T
. ‘ensure maintenance of minimum standards; to reassess the schools fnternal 2
-evaluation- policies and pro¢:edures. and 'to proviide; feedback for the S S
revisiou of the system: .. ° - o o (. . o %

Fach teacher must take st.eps to: ensure that h1s students fu’lly understand B
the evaluation procedures to be used. " AR o VRATURE

A‘Il marks for the: schoo'ls must be revieved and approved b_y the Princ pa'l
after consuTtation vith the Evaluation Comittee be?ore ofﬂca'l re1e s% o B
. ‘ \ , R PO L

to pupils. | : ‘ _
The final school marks nust be released to' students to allow sufﬂcient e R
t'ime for review of specia'l appea;ls,., T \‘\ - A »5" Lo

\

The school must establish.an appeal committee drawn from staff members
“‘other than the teacher concerned. The Comittee must have school’ P
" district representation 1f possible, and to.assure students that the - ..'; 7 i
-system Operates fairly, consideration must be given. to including a

wﬂl apply:

.

T 1.’.. 'The Appeals ’Committee wﬂl entcrtain .only \appeﬂs that have been ’ - : S K

reaected by the teacher concerned

' B L P ,The Appeals Committee will hear evidence pr sented by the sty nt.

“the student,’ i 4
- l-‘l'l:."‘No change in the student s mark wﬂ'l “be made if it 1s the optnion.of .

o 'students in the same c'lass.

UL Tkl o S LT R O LRV e v T e ASIIERYADY Vv e sy e h

- consult with the. teacher’ concerned. and recommend a final mark for -

! -w P

“+-the’ Commi ttee ‘that -the mark is conmstekmth marks asslgned to other

v

v
‘ N
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Fo'l]owing the rearmg of appeals, buti not 1ater than the c'lorlng of
. 'school, the Principat .wi‘ll war the marks -directly-to the Public -
. Exami nations Section. on. fo ided - for t/he purpose. The Principal
s respons_tb'le for checki g the school- marks * against the .school . copy
-of tHe public¢ examination register to eliminate errors or.amissjons.
.Schools will provide the Section with ‘a means of verifying the schobl.

- marks in case.of errop or omission for a period of two weeks after the

close of school. . \]. : . LT .

P : W : .
Public’ Exam1 nation pépers wi'l'l -be reread upon request made in writing
“to the Supervisor of ‘Miblic Examinations and- accompanied by a fee of

o $5. .00 per. paper., The fee' wil'l be refunded if an increase df five or
- more marks is made. Y ; . \jq» o

The results of the Fa‘l‘l supp]ementary papers wi'll -be based so]e]y on. the ’
- supplementary exam:{hation.v Partial students, {in regular atteridance.at a . L

:school .which is pariticipating in the Shared Evaluation plan, should be
. provided mth schoo] eva'luation |n the course(s) they are taking in June.

An_y apparent misuse of the authority de'legated to schoo'ls undér these

.. regulations ‘may.result in the revocation of the privileges granted.. In

such cases an inyestigation will be carried out in co-operation with the
. School District/0ffice'~ If the investigation confirms~'such misuse or -
1ncompetence/\e privi‘lege wi‘l] be withdrawn for at least one year. -

EXcept as stdted in Section 17, .students in parti:ipating schoo'ls wi'll be
requi. red to  use both the school marks and the public examination results
in their /fina'l mark ' for the provin’cia'l certificate.. e

Students transferred from a participating sehoo'l wnl be provided with
.a statement of school .evaluation to-that. date and will remairr on: shared

evaluation if. transferred to a participating school R .

Sty ents transferred from a participating to a non-participating scho@

. sha]'l discontinue shared eva'luation.

Students _transferred from'a non-participating to a participating schooi
-.before the, registration date for the pub‘lic examination wi'l'l be on ' .. .
".shared eva'luation.. . s o el

Lo

‘Students ‘transferred from non participating schools after the dead'l ine wi’H
-be graded ‘by  the public examination only unless an arrangement between the -

. student and school can be made. If such students are placed on shared

: evaluation the: Pubhc Examinatim Section must bet noh fied.,

; evaluation 1f the school prov1des -an, eva],uataon for them.

Students who . leave school atter “the deadTine will continue on the s?ol .

GRS
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If you tnLght moro :han one subjuc: last ?ma‘r comp\letc the follnulng.

(1) Cthk the lubjocts you r.augh: lns'c yen

(l)j C¢ncrn11y. uha: _percent of studontn pnu y;ur Ichuol exniutioas in R
;ha uiﬂdlcﬂ!ed abLlny lavul clquea‘l - o S

TR No abm:y um grouping §0<69 70-79 sd’-bé "96-'99

HEVIR e IR N U I 17
; _ L ym t_l m». n_,_'_

3 o (c) m.m. .hux? clul I ] ;,\.Lz'1‘ o) e ()

’ (d) uxsh -uu:y cm- ) 01 48,

\ K NP Y 2 ..J'b: y;u lomtu;-l, ; '

¥ R S B el Do, you - uonupu.lcsu your urlu éo lc m oxp*cnd di‘trl- o
Lo AT e e e buhon Lo, 'l‘ noml dlﬂ:’ﬂbuﬂ.on)? e o :

:.Q_Qn the pubuc exulmgicnu{ - .
.és, m 60 a1 6 1) 70 1 75

l6l 8() (7] 85

. e m‘ 90 [91 95
," . v, e T . -y ) Do y :s r. dl.fieunt eunlnatio dlfferent qbill:y levala?
, . e . 7 - PR " R v ot . LA
L - ,‘ .l ‘ v [1] yes ) [2) J\o .’ ',.'.- “'v‘. . , ‘ . o
~ . ‘. ) : . g . P : Tt . «'. T et B ‘ . * . J -
e * »{ ‘ _': }._ .. (8)\ "Mch"of the Enll%ng bea.: Jenrlbeu ‘our e:uulnationn
L . ’ \ (H Rcflccts uchie(/enen: of the studenc ul:h renpect to ‘ .
- ’ I -I";-' : . » v e : .
l 2 : ) . . . .
A L m u).m [21 um. m preao-{nau. I RCE T
. Sk [:.j (1] nnd [2[ ul:h [2]’ predOMnan.l:. S v
T s LN . o : S - o s
: . N ‘ . ' ' A 0 poe e B ,“.
te e Coeens T , " l ,' | PRCI Vs ) . .
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» ADDE’\d.L‘( 6, Summary of ‘Chiref' Readers 'Re‘inarks . T : .

o = . L. . . )
C . f ' ’ from the Public. Examination. Regorts. ' o R

1. English 'Lite'rature 1971 v L _' ' o R Lo
) "'"‘.. . an improvement on many' papers of former years. ' ‘ ¢
. ! English Literature 1972 - “
| . . . “... the paper was'a good one in some respects." ;Ihe faults vere ._ -
. . not in content but in. the directions to the-students. . .
\ Engg.ish Literature 1973 l , .o~ o ) 1
. o There‘ v‘lere ne' general eommenta regarding this paper. i - D l
N 5 Lo FIt ﬁas felt. that grade XI students ought not to have much difficulty Pl .ff
S e " wit:h it."’ ,é':,“ "-,_; f _ L - SUEENE NS ,

O o l "Generally it was ‘the feeling of the readers that the- paperwvas -
K. SR . pot-aoverly challenging .and-' that most students should be able to-cope. ' . SRR
' ’ -+ . with it. However, fears, were expressed ror—avnzge—and“be’tow—gveragew Cem —--_—f’
students. die to the papet's length’ and the amount of. reading and. o G o
e T writing required by it."m o e T . ';;._'\ IR
fZ.L Al&e.bra 1971 -1:, .‘ ; :j T Tt "'j’ ST A;_" Do "
T ' o part I of the paper the average n\mbe.r of eorrect enswers T
o nine out of twenty-eig'ht. .-"Obviocusly it w s tog” diffieu.lt for: this EAC
‘. " .years graduating class." . The "poor show] " on- this paper was.= . i
: attributed to the fact. that a new course vas being examined - and R R
v the students lacked ‘an adequate background in the new mathematics A
\ courses. T SR Eo e e
/ ) k v, - , -. ; .. Al&ebra 1972 . =~:t }151 . ) ‘ ‘ L h -1'_:. ‘ . .’
/o ‘. R C v ,. - .. < f R .. < 5 : s R S e X -l LN - ;"
’ R .f" " No. readers commen.ts but it" 15 obvious from read:{.ug the . 1971 e
: . paper and’ the 1972, paper that ‘the" 1972 -paper was less_ difficult._- ;‘; v
e “There was a’ greater choice ‘within' questious and the questions P S
ISR themselves were leSS difficult. Sl WA
., - ) T ; ' ,'.' . o ¢
. o . : o T
e . : . L kX
< ' Ny Cl

pRLE S P




o LA N cxem o =
AR bap

5 ) " Algebra 1973 a ‘ : .

, - ., No general comments were made but each question was criticized. -
. Part 1 was generally well done and there was no major criticiam of- .
' I the questions in Part II. .
) Algebra 1974 - ' ! ;.
£ : ) Part I was tonsidered a "fairly good paper" ana the smae'cognnent i
; A was made for Part II., : . i
. . Algebra ;1975 f“’ S ;o - o
L Tt "It appears that this part (Part 1) of the paper presenteéd ' oo
o great difficulty to the majority of -students. This suggests . Co
B . that' either the quest:ions were too difficult or the ‘students .
; . . were poorly prepared.”" " (Part II) was geared to the aboye ; . - e
. ) . average students,’ whereas’ the average. "and below average “b.' I
T experienced great. difficull:y ‘with mosk questions and as /a e T
P '~ result the examination was poorly answered. Ca S R Y s
l :'3'.‘,'Hist:ory 1971 B o) e 2_ o ', ' L RPTEEIER g
: . - “A maj or weakness of the paper ‘was the :I.gnqring of significant- '
R a.nd important topics and the - emphasis on relatively minor evénts. L T
Ay T Many! of the: queations r.equired ir;form_atiau. on’ items receiving T
T superficial treatment in the text." Co : D 2
. : o }Listory 1972 ’.‘ T T ,‘ L B AR y“,-',' o ‘j
S coo "The. opiniou. of the marke‘i's was that the history papqr, O
ool A - general,—was—a—very—sood—oneJ'——'fbe—major*critictsm—warthac T T
Tl . 0 . several queations were taken frou; a magazine not used by many ' e R
’ schools." . s R Co i R L i
e Lo . . - ' .f :' ’ : . B - ‘ ' w .l ’ 3
mﬂ. SEPU SO "Readers felt that this examination Was riot overly difficult -“f_"- { B
IR certainly noé difficult enough-to-account for the: poor.. results. r o
~+ .- The major criticism was that the’ paper was. too long aud the . | :
+. + ; ... students had to spend too much time deciding ‘which question ta R *ﬁ

T o “ansveg} - Another -interesting observation was, "With most. schools
S o s workdd ;.on the -50% school’ evaluation system; .studerts often find :
L, s ‘themselves tied .dovn with essays), - -research . projeets, debates, ' -’
’ '-...book reviewe. current events .and other: activitiesn This detracts

g

TR from the study of the texthook and" givea m'uch less time da e e
, \ ‘-_-preparing for t'he f:l‘.nal examinations. ST e Y [
. ,-' “o. .“.' - R ’. - . ‘."' o .‘ .. ."_';-:‘ ‘:g_l ’ "_",. : - B l‘ .- _” -
Lo 'History 1974 BRI el n e e e T e ‘, -
. o INo ge eral comments vere made but the coments on individual PR
. ' qdiescxons l.eave I!he impres'sion that the' examination was good.t-f‘ R T
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i . Historv 1975
’ "This exemination provided a good coverage of the course of .
. . study - the ghoice of questions provided a challenge for the . ,
good students but at -the same time, the average student should -
have no difficulty obtaining a passing grade." The reason = . .
proposed for the low pass rate is that the coirse’ is mot geared ' : 1
to the non-academic student who is con,tributing to a larger . i
percent of the enrollment each year. The academic students . L
- are either doing World Problems, two Sciences or mot writing o -
' ) examinations at all. "With the exception of general srudents. ! #
any student who did even a minimum of work during the year, . :
- should have passed t:his examination."
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/ Finally we shall summarize che b:Lology readers Treport. - 1-' ,

L 4. -Biolo§§9 1971 . o e ‘ . , S

l"

i 'I'here were no general comments regarding the papar but- the N
- ) .eoments on each individual question vere favour.a‘ble. . /
e L fBiologx 1972 }f s _,I._ .Ja L 1;5; @ U S R SR
B L B »..‘ ' ) oy s L - : N oL “-\ ~. o . .‘Al 1 Y ; 5 .
b "The markers considered che paper sati-factory 1a. most. . - [T
) R : : ,'instances "The relatively ‘poar performance; ‘'of ‘the: studenr.s T
5. e R T dould be partiaily due tothe technicidl wording of the. questians R S
e " WThe - readers felt. that’ the material of the fcnurse was’ we].l ! S

3

- .' . covered by the quest:lons. P ’ ',"1‘ e
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. . Co _"... it was a very good examination e betcer t:han any given
4 . wighin the last three or four. -years," “There vas some-concern

o over 'the: haphsz,srd way ‘in which the students approadhed the -

e - questions.’ Angther comment of note was,.''Those teachers in -

schools. w:l.t:h shared evaluat:ion found that in’ speaking with . . '° .

their stu.dents, many stressed that they ‘kept ' saying thatlthey v

- only needed —— marks to get a pass.” 'Ieachers .also noted -

L " that’ many of thei? better students. left . the exam room quite '; .
: ' ~ear1y having, quote plenty of. marks for university, etc., .
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A Biolo gz 1974 '“ 7'._' o a'" S .4‘"7.-‘ b ‘_;.\
. - * . M - . . < v ' 7 L v'- - - / lv' . -
; 'l'he pa.nel felt that. Part’ I was. wsl]. representative of . the ST
- .course and that Part 1T was a fair a:am:.nation for most student:s."' T
- There wad ample choice but- feu questions to challenge brighter i L
students. ; i L o Sl R R BRI
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. . Biology 1975 ' - : :

=

. e “A very bad paper!" "It was not geared to the ‘Average student. .
; The impression given is that whoever made up the examination was
‘ not involved in teaching the grade XI course or otherwise wag . . -

; T .
- invelvead only. with exceptional atudents. P
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