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SUMMARY

The Narrative Evaluation Study Group, charged by provost Don Bantz to "provide a critical
commentary on the various narrative evaluation approaches and identify some best practices,"
and thence to develop a guide for faculty, reached these main conclusions:

* The health of evaluation at Evergreen depends above all on exercise of both faculty and
student authority. For faculty, this means commitment to making judgments about
student work. For students, it means writing well-considered self-evaluations.

* The key step faculty can take to make their transcript evaluations serve students is to
write succinctly. Concise evaluations and program descriptions are more readable and
persuasive for graduate admissions committees and employers. Suggested limits for
evaluations and program descriptions are a page each for yearlong full-time programs,
1/2-1 page for quarter-long ones. Part-time studies descriptions/evaluations must be
proportionately shorter.

* Program descriptions should compactly note the inquiry's nature and content, activities
involved, and materials studied, avoiding redundancy with other parts of the evaluation.

» Faculty's transcript evaluations should have a single author who integrates contributions
from teammates and synthesizes (rather than strings together) multi-quarter work. Good
evaluations have a narrative strategy, which typically focuses either on the student's (1)
skills, or (2) development, or (3) major projects. Focused evaluations take less effort to
compose and help free up conferences for in-depth discussion of student learning

* Student voice in transcripts has dwindled, weakening the documents and the climate of
evaluation at the College. Faculty should require (or urge) students to cross the threshold
of including self-evaluations in their transcripts. The key steps faculty can take to support
student self-evaluation are to create space for reflection and to give guidance. If they do,
most students can write creditable, concise accounts of their learning.

* Senior projects provide strong evidence for students to describe the culmination of their
education in self-evaluations. Summative self-evaluations are worthwhile for some. Most
can reflect well on their undergraduate careers as one part of their final self-evaluation.

* Credit equivalencies should use disciplinary, sub-field, and interdisciplinary terms that
will be clear to graduate schools.

* Two matters call for faculty deliberation and action: deciding on a consistent policy for
indicating upper-division credit in transcripts; and dropping the cover sheets for
internship and independent study contracts from transcripts.

» If interest warrants, an ongoing group should be set up to further collegial discussion and
innovative thinking about narrative evaluations.



