
Final Transcript review Initial report.doc –11/02/05  1

Where is the student in the Evergreen transcript? 
 

A preliminary report from the participants in the August 2005 Transcript 
Review Assessment Workshop 

 
Introduction 

 
In Spring 2001, the Evergreen faculty adopted the six Expectations of an Evergreen Graduate as 
a key part of Evergreen’s new general education initiatives in response to concerns raised during 
the 1998 accreditation review.  The Assessment Study Group (charged by the Provost in January 
2002) developed a multi-faceted approach to assessing the implementation of the general 
education initiatives.  This group believed strongly that the student transcript should be the 
primary source for assessing student learning at Evergreen.  In August 2002, a group of faculty 
(who represented nearly all of the undergraduate planning units), several staff members, and a 
student developed a rubric based on the six Expectations of an Evergreen Graduate.  They used 
the rubric to assess evidence of learning in a random sample of 152 transcripts from the 
graduates of 2000-01 in terms of the Expectations.  That process was considered a baseline 
measurement, since those students completed their studies in the year that the Expectations were 
adopted by the faculty.   
 
This August 2005, a group comprising faculty (representing nearly all planning units), two staff 
members, and a student convened for the second assessment of student learning based on 
transcripts. We met for eight days to read and assess a second random sample of 158 Evergreen 
transcripts from the class of 2003-04.  We used the rubric developed by the first faculty 
assessment team to assess the transcripts for evidence of student learning in terms of the 
Expectations of an Evergreen Graduate.  The assessment scores that resulted from this work will 
be presented in a subsequent report.  In this preliminary report we present some 
recommendations and observations based on our assessment work.  
 
Why are we making recommendations regarding evaluation practices?  In the process of reading 
and assessing evidence of student learning in the transcript, participants began to recognize some 
characteristics of transcripts and evaluations that effectively communicate student learning as 
well as some that do not.  An important, secondary purpose of the assessment workshop was for 
the participants to discuss both student learning and evaluation practices with colleagues across 
planning units and to reflect on one’s own practice.  One participant described this assessment as 
“a humbling process to some degree.”  Another faculty participant stated, “I now see the value of 
the transcript and learned how to read and write evaluations and encourage students to write 
better evaluations.”  Another faculty participant observed, “If we can’t see the learning, we need 
to do a better job of bringing it out.” 
 
Our work led us to affirm that student voice and faculty voice have different, complementary 
roles in the transcript as a whole. We were disappointed by how many transcripts had no student 
voice at all.  Our primary recommendation is to ask faculty to require students not only to write 
self-evaluations but to include them in their transcripts.  We further encourage faculty to include 
evaluation support in their programs.  The transcript evidence shows that all student self-
evaluations — not just those written by the strongest writers — are of significant help in 
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assessing student learning.  The best transcripts had clear, distinct, and consistent presence 
of both student and faculty voices.  Having both voices helps students develop their own ability 
to reflect on the significance of their learning (itself a large part of the sixth Expectation). 
Moreover, it allows the transcript reviewer to understand the relationship between the faculty’s 
and student’s assessment of the work. 
 

“Where’s the student’s voice?”: A Polemic on Co-Authored Evaluations 
 
We have reached strong consensus concerning co-authored faculty evaluations. This is a 
particular style of faculty evaluation developed in response to the 1997 Narrative Evaluation 
DTF. Co-authored evaluations begin with a paragraph of this form:  
 

This is a co-authored evaluation. The student, ______, contributed most of the 
information in this evaluation. It reflects the student’s style and, to some degree, 
emphasizes the topics that the student found most significant. Each evaluation went 
through a peer review process. In addition, the faculty read, edited, verified, and added 
information as necessary. Faculty assumes responsibility for the veracity of the document 
based on evaluation criteria in the covenant and weekly class meetings with the student.  
 

The evaluation then proceeds to discuss the student in the third person.  
 
Our understanding is that in preparation for the evaluation conference, students draft the “co-
authored evaluation” in the third person, and this draft is used as the basis for the transcript 
document. Perhaps if done skillfully, this process can be a powerful learning experience for the 
student. But our reading of a number of these evaluations leads us to conclude that the process 
results in a poor product. Our reasons are as follows: 
 
1. Co-authored evaluations obliterate the student voice.  
Please read the attached documents. The first is a faculty evaluation (not co-authored); the 
second, a student’s self-evaluation; the third, a co-authored evaluation from the same student’s 
next program. The co-authored evaluation is excellent in most respects: it is clear and specific on 
the student’s accomplishments, it is judicious in selection of details, and it is informative about 
what the student is ready to do next.  
 
The only problem with the co-authored evaluation, in fact, is that the student’s voice is absent. 
You can see this for yourself by reading it in juxtaposition with the student’s previous self-
evaluation — that is, as an outside reader would read it. A reader of the complete transcript can 
easily see that the co-authored evaluation does not reflect the student’s style. It reflects the style 
of the faculty member — in organization, in selection of topics, and in expression.  
 
Further, co-authored evaluations lack the student’s attempt to integrate the work of the program 
and to articulate its significance, something which shines forth in the student voice of self-
evaluations, as is demonstrated in the attached form. 
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Third, since the evaluation is on the faculty evaluation form, it carries the authority and power of 
the faculty not the student. The very possibility of independent student authority is thus 
undermined.  
 
2. Co-authored evaluations undermine the authority of the faculty voice.  
When the co-authored evaluation says, “Aaron contributed most of the information…,” the 
reader has no way of knowing what particular information or how much. The faculty thus 
appears to be merely a “pass-through” for much of the evaluation. This makes it hard to credit 
the faculty’s assumption of “responsibility for the veracity of the document” as stated in the 
paragraph above. The reader may suspect that the faculty has abandoned the work of evaluating 
the student. This undermines faculty authority.  
 
Co-authored evaluations typically include claims that make sense as first-person reports but are 
highly problematic if not patently absurd in the third-person faculty voice. For instance, “Aaron 
felt that he understood…,” “Aaron believed that…,” “Aaron does not feel confident in …,” 
“Aaron wants to….” All are statements of the contents of the student’s consciousness and as 
such are not observable by the faculty. They are not they evaluative statements of the student’s 
work or academic growth over the course of the program either. These statements overreach, and 
they confuse the purpose of the faculty evaluation. They have a place in the transcript, but that 
place is in the student’s self-evaluation, for there, stated in the first person, they make sense as 
reports that convey the nature and significance of student learning.  

 
3. Coauthored evaluations undermine opportunities for reflection and learning. 
The co-authored evaluation denies the student the opportunities of reflecting on their own work 
and understanding how their faculty member views their work.  It denies the faculty member the 
opportunity to hear how the student would have articulated their work had the student been 
writing a self-evaluation, as opposed to hearing how the student would want their work framed in 
a faculty evaluation.  It denies the transcript audience the opportunity to understand the student’s 
learning and work from two different perspectives and to consider the relationship between what 
the faculty notes about the student’s work and what the student notes about their own work.  If 
these Expectations of Evergreen Graduates are important, then we should avoid evaluation 
practices that mask the evidence of student learning and student abilities. 
 
We think the above reasons present a convincing case to abandon co-authored evaluations. 
Below we discuss some reasons that could be offered in favor of them. 
 
“It is worthwhile to have students draft a co-authored evaluation.” 
Some faculty members hold that students learn a lot from writing of their work in the third 
person: Students must attempt to see themselves as others see them. Also, some find it helpful to 
have students’ reports on their own learning as an aid to writing faculty evaluations. Both of 
these are reasons for having students do some sort of preparatory writing. They are not reasons 
to include the document, however revised, in the transcript.  
 
“Putting the student’s words on the faculty evaluation form lends them weight.” 
This is not true when faculty and student voices are not distinguished. It is not the evaluation 
form but the authoritative faculty voice that can lend weight to the student voice. The 
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authoritative faculty voice is compromised in co-authored evaluations. Faculty members can lend 
weight to the student’s words in other ways. Some quote the student’s work explicitly in the 
faculty evaluation. Some, in fact, quote directly from the student’s self-evaluation, refer to it in 
detail, or endorse it as accurate and helpful.  
 
The co-authored style was a worthwhile and bold experiment, and some elements — such as the 
preparatory writing that students do — are valuable consequences of it and worth continuing. 
 
But overall, co-authored transcript evaluations blur the voices and the respective authorities of 
faculty and student, leaving both severely damaged. We urge faculty to abandon this practice.  
 
 

Summative Student Self Evaluation 
 
When present, summative evaluations add valuable evidence about how the student made sense 
of their undergraduate experience.  Evidence of student integration, synthesis, and ability to 
reflect on the personal and social significance of their work was more readily available when a 
summative evaluation was present.  The summative evaluation provided the transcript reader 
with an overall sense of the student’s learning, whether they were written as separate documents 
on the summative evaluation form or written within a final program.  The summative evaluations 
written in final programs or at the end of a final culminating project or internship referred to the 
prior learning that had brought the student to this deliberate conclusion of their undergraduate 
work. Effective summative evaluations were not comprehensive lists of everything the student 
had done, but rather those in which the student identified significant learning and how that 
learning came together into a whole undergraduate education.  The summative evaluation, 
whether it was completed as a separate document or at the conclusion of the final program, 
provided the reader with an expression of the student’s authority over their whole education. 
 
Here are three examples of senior culminating experiences as defined by students in their final 
evaluation: 1) One senior noted in her final evaluation why she chose her final year-long 
program as a logical conclusion based on her prior studies. 2) Another senior articulated why his 
final 8-credit program during spring quarter of his senior year provided him the opportunity to 
bring together his previous studies and learn to apply them to his future goals. 3) Another senior 
did an internship during the senior year and identified it as a way to synthesize previous 
intellectual pursuits and apply skills in a work environment. 
 
Many transcripts had evidence of what could have been a culminating or summative experience, 
but the student didn’t take advantage of the opportunity to reflect publicly on that experience by 
including a self-evaluation in their transcript. 
 
 

Faculty support for student self-evaluations in programs 
 
Students need direction in writing good self-evaluations.  Students’ reflective work needs to be 
taken seriously and supported by faculty.  This work includes not only reflecting on the nature 
and significance of the activities and themes of individual programs, but also synthesizing their 
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learning across the boundaries of individual programs, taking responsibility for their work and 
academic pathways, evaluating their own efforts, and articulating their work.  Ongoing reflection 
about the student’s work by the faculty can ease the evaluation writing process at the end of the 
quarter.  Ongoing reflection by the student or through portfolio development or 
synthetic/integrative activities along the way may help the student develop a better evaluation of 
their work at the close of the program. 
 
The Evergreen transcript offers students the unique opportunity to have their own voice present 
in their transcripts.  Students don’t always recognize the value and opportunity of having their 
voices in their transcripts.  How can faculty encourage students to value and utilize this 
opportunity?  What are the factors that prohibit students from submitting self-evaluations?  Are 
there circumstances in which students are being discouraged from submitting self-evaluations? 
 
There are many transfer students entering various parts of Evergreen’s curriculum at various 
points in their undergraduate pathways.  Faculty should not assume that all students in their 
program have experience evaluating and articulating their own work, even if it is an upper 
division program.  Support for student self-evaluation should be present across the curriculum, 
not just in entry-level programs. 
 
Given the decision to exclude individual learning contract and internship forms from the 
transcript, encouraging students to submit self-evaluations for contract work becomes even more 
important.  The learning objectives and related academic preparation and work experience 
sections of the contract form often provided the only evidence of what the student set out to learn 
and how their independent work connected to prior work and future goals.  In other words, 
evidence for student synthesis of learning and ability to articulate and assume responsibility for 
her/his own work often appeared in the contract document itself.  Very often students did not 
submit self-evaluations for contracts and internships, thus the contract document was the only 
evidence available for assessing those areas. 
 
 

Faculty Development 
 
How can faculty learn to write narrative evaluations and support student evaluations?  The best 
way is to involve more faculty in the process of reading and assessing a transcript, so that they 
can make their own meaning from the experience.  One relatively new faculty member 
mentioned that the transcript assessment activity would have helped her immensely as a new 
faculty.  She said that the new faculty group did read transcripts, but not in terms of looking for 
anything in particular, such as evidence of the Expectations.  We promote environments that 
allow our students to discover their own knowledge and to learn in context, why shouldn’t we 
provide those same learning opportunities for our faculty?  When faculty participate directly in 
this collegial assessment, they are more likely to have meaningful realizations and learning than 
if they are asked to accept recommendations based on someone else’s experience.  
 
Faculty could share strategies with one another about how they support student self-evaluation. 
Some workshop participants shared their own strategies during the assessment workshop.  
Stephen Beck distributed copies from the self-evaluation workshops and self-evaluation 
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guidelines which he implemented in his 2004-05 program.  In her programs, Jeanne Hahn asks 
her students to select one or two concepts, a specific text, or an experience from the program and 
expand on that in the self-evaluation to give the reader a sense of the student’s thinking and what 
matters to them.  One faculty member shared that the Writing Center provides self-evaluation 
workshops that are decent for general advice, but the tutors cannot give the detailed feedback on 
the content of the program that the current faculty member can provide.  
 
The faculty members of the assessment workshop participants suggested that they could share 
this document and facilitate deeper discussion at their own planning unit meetings in the coming 
year.  In addition, they noted the benefit of this time to come together with their faculty 
colleagues to discuss teaching and learning across planning units.  They encourage more faculty 
institutes and opportunities that bring folks together to talk across boundaries about how we 
teach and why we teach this way. 
 
 

A Concluding Note 
 

There is an old adage that says: “it is easier to imagine hell than heaven.” For some reason 
people tend to focus on what doesn’t work instead of on what does. This preliminary report, for 
better or worse, fits into this pattern. We have called attention to a number of features in our 
sample of Evergreen transcripts that we found to be deeply problematic and we have only 
alluded to the strengths of the transcripts. Please don’t read too much into this. We don’t want in 
any way to convey the impression that “Evergreen is broken.” In fact, during our review we were 
regularly overjoyed to read about what some of our students had done during their time here. 
During lunches and breaks we regularly “bragged” about the great student whose transcript we 
had just read. Of course, the readers had no more right to “brag” than anyone else, for those 
students had worked with faculty, staff, and fellow students throughout the college. It was simply 
that we were proud to be associated with the institution where such bright and energetic people 
had been given the opportunity to flourish in their education.  
 
So, please take our comments in this spirit. We believe that there is much for us to be proud of in 
our work with our students. Our suggestions are intended to help faculty to collectively build 
transcripts that reveal to the greatest extent possible all of the great work that we know our 
students are already doing.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 










