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Teaching Writing Without Grades 

The issues we face as writing instructors trying to assess student performance boil down 

to two essential questions: How do we evaluate writing? And how do we fit our writing 

assessments into a larger scheme for measuring the aptitude of students in our institutes of 

higher learning? The majority of colleges and universities in America use traditional A-F letter 

grading systems that translate into a numerical grade point average (GPA). All classes, 

regardless of subject matter, must adhere to this grading system, aside from select courses that 

may be designated pass/fail. Criticism of this system of assessment is not new, and to varying 

degrees, many institutions and individual writing instructors have developed their own grading 

systems that focus on qualitative assessment rather than letter or numerical grades. 

Although some colleges have been using qualitative grading schemes for more than two 

decades, eschewing the letter grading system entirely, most universities remain tied to letter and 

numerical grading scales, insisting that grades are motivational for students and less draining 

administratively. If they were to move to non-quantitative systems of evaluation, they would 

lose much of their ability to analyze the performance of their student population and compare it 

within the institution and to other institutions using the same grading scales. Proponents of 

qualitative grading systems claim that when we compare student performance using GPA or 

other quantitative measures, we fall prey to the misguided notion that all student performance 

can be reduced to a single measure. 
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Certainly, in some disciplines, performance can be measured in terms of right and 

wrong, correct and incorrect, but a piece of student writing cannot be measured in such binary 

terms. The usefulness of any grading system is tied to the subject matter being assessed, and the 

grading of a composition requires attention to innumerable details and issues that must be 

addressed both individually and holistically. A single grade hardly sums up the complicated 

mixture of strengths and weakness present in our students’ work. 

Arguments have been made to move to wholly pass/fail grading systems, but this type of 

scheme eliminates the ability to reward exceptional performance. As mentioned earlier, 

combination qualitative/quantitative schemes undercut their own purpose, since the letter grade 

will more than likely supersede the detailed commentary. And a purely qualitative grading 

system is unfamiliar to many students and teachers, doesn't fit with the quantitative schemes of 

other departments, arguably requires more administrative effort to maintain, and lacks the 

motivational power, exactitude, and measurability of quantitative systems.  

What is a writing teacher to do? What are writing programs to do? Let's take a look at 

how the argument for systems other than letter or numerical grading in the writing classroom 

has evolved: from staunch no-grades-at-all stances to proposals of compromise. We’ll take a 

quick look at the past and then focus mainly on more recent conceptions of qualitative grading 

systems that have to operate within institutions bound by quantitative standards.  

Origins  

How to assess students writing has been a matter of much debate since, well, the first 

time someone attempted to teach a writing class. Instructors have wondered how to accurately 

measure student performance for decades. The push to use no grades at all, however, didn’t 

coalesce as a popular idea in the United States until the 1960s. A 1964 report in the Journal of 
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High Education estimated that 94% of institutions used either a letter or numerical grading 

system, but “very few of the fifty-odd institutions [surveyed] agreed on what meaning should be 

assigned to these counters of exchange” (Downing 98). Even those using these grading systems 

found it difficult to articulate exactly what was being measured. Scholars such as Peter Elbow 

were unsatisfied with the ambiguity of grading policies in the composition discipline and began 

to espouse a no-grade approach, which usually meant a simple pass/fail policy combined with 

extensive narrative evaluation. 

In his 1968 article, “A Method for Teaching English,” Peter Elbow suggests a 

collaborative approach between students and their instructor when assessing writing. He would 

like to “depart from orthodox grading” and use collective experimentation to determine “which 

writing succeeds in being good” (125). Elbow’s views are representative of most scholarship in 

favor of qualitative rather than quantitative assessment.1 He sees the classroom as a place of 

conversation, experimentation, and mutual negotiation between students and teachers. Elbow’s 

concept of grading laid the early seeds for what are now known as grading contracts, where in 

addition to narrative evaluations of student work, teachers and students explicitly negotiate the 

terms under which they will pass the course or earn a particular grade. It is clear, however, that 

Elbow’s original intent was to move away from grading entirely and come up with a system 

wholly dependent on unique student and course needs. 

Similar arguments were made throughout the 1970s, but the popularity of qualitative 

grading waned as technology that supported large-scale quantitative assessment entered the 

marketplace and grew in sophistication during the 1980s. The efficiency of computer/machine 

grading bolstered the hold numerical systems already had in primary and secondary schools, 

																																																								
1 Similar articles of note around the same time include: “An Alternative to the Traditional Grading System” by 
Merla Sparks (1967) and “College Teaching Without Grades: Are Conventional Marking Practices a Deterrent to 
Learning?” by George Manello (1964). 
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making it that much more difficult to diverge from such systems at the college and university 

level. At the same time, however, critical pedagogy and scholarship on classroom dynamics 

were also gaining significance and popularity, calling traditional assessment systems into 

question. Was letter grading or numerical grading fair to the increasingly diverse student 

population? Did traditional grading allow teachers to have the democratic and egalitarian 

relationships they would like to foster with their students? 

A Louder Cry for Assessment Reform  

In the early 1990s, Patricia Bizzell and others began pointing out the power 

complications inherent in grade-giving systems. Here, I’m thinking primarily of Bizzell’s 

“Power, Authority, and Critical Pedagogy,” published in 1991, which points out the 

contradictions between critical pedagogy and the setup of most college classrooms. She 

encourages the development of cultural literacy in writing students and does not shy away from 

“utopian” ideas that can include the development of grading (or non-grading) policies with 

students. At the very least, her approach requires ongoing conversations about the instructor’s 

power, of which grading is a major part.  

Throughout the 1990s, scholars continued to debate the issue of grading, resulting in the 

publication of many remarkable articles offering alternatives to traditional grading approaches. 

Worth noting is the collection Alternatives to Grading Student Writing, edited by Stephen 

Tchudi, published in 1997. This single volume contains gems such as “Growth-Biased 

Assessing of Writers—A More Democratic Choice” by Marie Wilson Nelson, “Student 

Attitudes Toward Grades and Evaluation on Writing” by Jean S Ketter and Judith W. Hunter, 

“What Grades Do for Us, and How to Do Without Them” by Marcy Bauman, “Total Quality: A 

Farewell to Grades” by Charles McDonnell, and “Contract Grades: An Agreement between 
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Students and Their Teachers” by Lynda S. Radican, all of which outline grading methodologies 

employed and recommended to this day.  

Toward Compromise 

In the 1990s, taking a hard line for qualitative assessment and subverting norms in the 

classroom was in vogue, but in the 2000s, scholars became more amenable to compromise. 

Despite the existence of qualitative assessment systems at many universities, the trend failed to 

catch on. Even if an English department devised an alternative system for itself, it still had to 

exist within the larger institution, which probably still relied on letter grades and numerical 

GPAs. Therefore, an increasing number of scholars started proposing hybrid methods of 

assessment.  

Most scholarship of the 2000s agrees with what Brenda Helmbrecht expresses in 

“Giving Grades, Taking Tolls: Assessing the Impact of Evaluation on Developing Writers” 

(2007): “It seems unlikely that students like Paul, who enter our classrooms dragging along with 

them … baggage created by a lifetime of negative and perhaps even hurtful feedback, will 

improve as writers if they do not learn to regard themselves as people who can (perhaps with 

great effort) develop the skills needed to write” (310). Grades do not provide the in-depth 

feedback students need to truly improve their writing skills. Helmbrecht then outlines several 

popular alternatives that can be used in conjunction with traditional grades (315-316):  

• Grading with other instructors—multiple instructors assess the same work and compare 

feedback. 

• Starting a dialog with students about how their work is assessed—in effect, students and 

teachers negotiate the criteria to be evaluated and the rationale for the final grade, 

making grades transparent. 
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• Using the “writer’s memo”—students include a critique of their own writing along with 

the assignment when they hand it in. 

• Handing back assessment notes and discussing them in class—teachers leave time for 

students to confront them about their results, rather than handing work back at the end of 

class. 

• Recording audio assessments—assessors can leave a greater amount of commentary in a 

shorter amount of time, and students have the benefit of hearing the teacher’s tone of 

voice. 

Her suggestions echo the thoughts of many scholars. Students need more narrative 

evaluation and more dialog with teachers about their work, and grades can blind students to the 

narrative feedback we try to give. Letter grades seem final and can shut down any motivation to 

discuss the results of an assignment or make revisions, whereas narrative evaluation keeps the 

line of communication open.  

Sue Rosenfeld experienced the positive benefits of responding to her composition 

students without grades when she conducted an experiment that lasted two 13-week semesters. 

She recorded her findings in “Responding Without Grading” (2014). Rosenfeld had to give her 

students final grades at the end of each semester, but she did not issue any letter grades 

throughout the term. For her, “the traditional system of grading had never reaped any great 

results: Students became lax when they received high grades, resentful or discouraged if they 

received low grades; and they spent impressive amounts of time comparing, assessing, and, to 

use their words, ‘obsessing and stressing’ about grades. I longed to redirect their attention from 

grades to writing, and to redirect my energy from defending grades to giving feedback that 
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might instruct and encourage” (372). Rosenfeld used bimonthly questionnaires to obtain student 

feedback about the process and journaled about her own feelings throughout.  

The only definitive changes Rosenfeld made were to stop assigning letter grades to 

student work and to refuse to give a letter grade to students if asked during the semester. This 

led (naturally, by her account) to narrative evaluations that were less about defending a grade 

and more about helping the student understand where they could improve and where their 

strengths were. By in large, the response from her students was positive. Although they did 

experience anxiety about not knowing their exact grades, they gained confidence as the semester 

progressed and were more likely to look deeply at the assessment they received. I presume the 

freedom these students felt was undercut by knowing they would eventually receive a final letter 

grade, but the positive outcomes Rosenfeld reports seem to make up somewhat for that less-

than-ideal circumstance. Most importantly, Rosenfeld notes the powerful shift in her role—

“from judge to mentor” (375)—possibly the most profound change that can happen when we 

choose to eschew grades in favor of more nuanced evaluation. 

The need to change roles from judge to mentor is also evident in Rob Simon’s “‘Starting 

with What Is:’ Exploring Response and Responsibility to Student Writing through Collaborative 

Inquiry” (2013). Simon states: “For student teachers entering English classrooms powerfully 

figured by instrumental pressures, it is critical to develop more critical, inquiry-based, and 

student-oriented pedagogies and theories of teaching writing” (120). Simon’s inquiry-based 

method encourages teachers to act as investigators of their students’ writing, instead of judges. 

This approach requires more descriptive analysis of the writing and collaboration between 

instructors. He discusses the transformation of student-teachers who participated in a multi-year 

teacher education program where they were taught to evaluate writing using an inquiry-based 
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method. As they learned to view student work as readers rather than evaluators and stopped 

focusing on grades, they were able to look deeper into student writing and respond rather than 

judge.  

For more alternatives to traditional grading, compositionists would do well to read the 

work of Alfie Kohn, one of the most prominent voices against grading in the last decade. 

Kohn’s work focuses the benefits all disciplines could experience as a result of ditching letter 

grades. His 2013 article, "The Case Against Grades," takes a strong stance but also includes 

nuance and compromise. Kohn argues that grades reduce students’ interest in a subject, steer 

them toward the easiest possible avenues to complete assignments, and limit how deep they are 

willing to dive into a given subject. He insists that grades do not “prepare children for the ‘real 

world” (152) and that students only fixate on grades because they have been taught to do so. For 

him, narrative evaluation is the premiere alternative, the particulars of which can be determined 

by the nature of the class, the subject, the teacher, and the individual student population.  

Kohn’s article is included in De-testing + De-grading Schools (2013), edited by Joe 

Bower and P.L Thomas, an excellent collection that focuses on applications of non-grade-

oriented assessment systems in a wide variety of subjects and for several different age levels. 

Composition teachers may be interested in these other articles from the collection: “The Role of 

Assessment in Empowering/Disempowering Students in the Critical Pedagogy Classroom” by 

David Bolton and John Elmore, which explains how assessment is taught and implemented at 

West Chester University, including a discussion of the constraints that make valuable evaluation 

difficult there; and “Reduced to Numbers: From Concealing to Revealing Learning” by Joe 

Bower, which describes the stages Bower’s eighth-grade language arts class went through when 

he decided to stop issuing grades.  
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For those looking for more information on the disadvantages of letter grades, 

Christopher Knapp’s “Assessing Grading” (2007) is also a good read. He sums up the 

constraints institutional policies place on writing instructors (indeed, instructors of all 

disciplines) quite well in this statement: “Typically, the institution sets the notation system, such 

as the common ‘A’-‘F’ scale and leaves it to the individual faculty members to determine what, 

precisely, those symbols mean” (276). The lack of consensus on the meaning of those letters can 

be seen in the disparity between the percentages of each letter grade awarded in different 

disciples across Binghamton University, where Knapp teaches. “Over half of the grades 

humanities instructors gave were in the ‘A’-range, and only 7 percent were a ‘B-’ or lower. By 

contrast, only 30 percent of the grades science and math instructors gave were ‘A’s and 28 

percent were ‘C+’ or lower. The number of ‘A’s given in two of the most popular programs—

English and Economics—differed by a factor of 3” (277-278). In such cases, English 

departments suffer accusations of grade inflation, and the true abilities of students are lost amid 

differing ideas of what an A means and what a C means.  

Knapp laments the conflict many instructors feel about judging the final product vs. 

judging student effort or growth (what he calls the “intrinsic merit” of a piece of work) (284), 

and he also points to the deleterious effects of grades being viewed as “rewards” and 

“punishments” rather than tools for guidance (for instructors, administrators, and students) 

(279). However, Knapp fails to come up with a satisfactory resolution to these issues. He 

proposes a “relative performance” grading system, where “institutions should require that 

grades reflect only how a student’s performance compares to the performance of the other 

students in that class” (284). He rejects the notion that grades can be compared from discipline 

to discipline, or even from 1301 class to 1301 class, and admonishes teachers to grade relative 
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performance within their individual classes. Along with this, he argues that colleges and 

universities should recognize the limitations of cross-discipline comparisons and, essentially, 

stop making them.  

Grading Contracts: A Solution? 

In an attempt to resolve the problems Knapp points out and keep grading methods for 

composition relevant within the context of the larger institution, much of the scholarship now 

advocates grading contracts. Grading contracts take Knapp’s concept one step further and 

individualize the evaluation of performance per student, rather than per class. As of 2017, 

grading contracts are one of the best ways writing instructors have found to make assessment 

more valuable and less punitive for students, while still conforming to the assessment needs of 

the university.  

Here I come full circle back to Peter Elbow, whose staunch belief that letter grades do 

not help student learning and, in fact, hinder it, has not stopped him from developing a 

willingness to compromise. Although he still calls for purely qualitative assessment practices, 

he has frequently advocated in favor of a particular form of grading contract that balances 

qualitative assessment practices with the institutional need for grades.  

Elbow’s 1997 essay “Taking Time Out from Grading and Evaluating While Working in 

a Conventional System” is a notable precursor for the shift toward hybrid grading models that 

characterize assessment scholarship in the 2000s. In this article, Elbow offers persuasive 

arguments against the motivational power and reliability of grades and soundly supports 

replacing current systems with ones that encourage more student-teacher conversations. He 

reflects on the value of describing rather than judging texts and discusses the effects grading 

judgments have on students. Although he prefers a radical shift away from grades altogether and 
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toward a contract-based model not attached to any kind of letter grade, he proposes a 

compromise where contracts are ultimately used to determine a letter grade. Although this is 

less than ideal, the grading contract is much more transparent and can be much more reflective 

of and responsive to the nuances of student performance.2  

Elbow’s ideas are further fleshed out, complete with a grading contact prototype and a 

fresh perspective from his colleague Jane Danielewicz in “A Unilateral Grading Contract to 

Improve Learning and Teaching,” published in 2009. In the paper, Danielewicz and Elbow 

admit, “we wouldn’t use grades at all if we were teaching outside institutions that require it” 

(247). But circumstances being what they are, they “give up as much power over grading as we 

can manage, but we keep full power over course requirements” (247). Their contract outlines 

the requirements the students must meet to earn a B. They do not give grades on assignments 

but instead focus on the creation of a final portfolio of work that will merit a B if all 

requirements have been met. The A grade is reserved for the purposes of acknowledging truly 

exceptional work. Those who do not meet the requirements will not receive a B, but the 

instructor has the flexibility to assign a C, D, or F according to the work and other conditions of 

the student’s performance. Danielewicz and Elbow emphasize the fact that their method 

“decouples evaluation from grades (up to the B)” (254). Conventionally, the amount of positive 

comments on papers as compared to negative determines the grade. In this new model, the grade 

(up to a B) is largely determined by completion, which includes the submission of additional 

drafts of work as required. Because of this, conversations between students and teachers center 

around writing, not grades, since everyone is quite clear on what needs to be done to earn a B in 

the class.  

																																																								
2 Also see Peter Elbow’s 1996 essay, “Getting Along without Grades—and Getting Along with Them Too,” for 
some of his earlier ideas along these same lines.  
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This approach is a departure from contract methods proposed in the 1990s, where class 

requirements were highly negotiable from student to student, and all the grading power was still 

held by the instructor (246-247). Danielewicz and Elbow’s method essentially gives students the 

ability to decide their grade according to the amount of work they are willing to do instead of 

living at the grading whims of their instructors. Instructor evaluation of writing quality really 

only determines the difference between a B and an A, and in some cases, between an F and a C. 

Many instructors take issue with this method since it seems quite obvious that the quality of the 

writing and not mere completion of assignments should be the focus of the composition 

classroom. Danielewicz and Elbow would argue that their contract serves to free them from the 

counterproductive system of grading instituted by the university so they can focus on evaluating 

the quality of the writing without the constraints of letter grades. In other words, they are willing 

to use letter grades to evaluate something as black and white as whether or not the student 

completed all the assignments, but they are not willing to use letter grades to evaluate something 

as nuanced as writing itself.  

Glenda Potts expertly describes the grading contract approach (going in-depth into 

Elbow’s proposal) and why it could relieve the frustrations of writing teachers at institutions 

with traditional grading systems in “A Simple Alternative to Grading” (2010). She elaborates on 

ways to shape the contracts for different courses and grade levels. Her outline of why contract 

grading works is quite helpful: “Students concentrate more on their performance and less on 

obtaining a grade, as there are no grades given during the course of the semester. It also 

strengthens the revision process of writing because revision is mandatory if work is not 

completed satisfactorily…. Contact grading also improves the classroom dynamics because the 
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instructor works with the student, becoming a collaborator rather than a judge. Best of all, 

contract grading relieves the grading stress associated with traditional systems” (33-34).  

Potts also addresses critics of contract grading by recounting a study she conducted with 

188 composition I and II students over five semesters. She found that contract grades rarely 

differed from the grades students would have received by traditional measures, and when they 

did, the contract grade was a C instead of a B, because some students did not complete all the 

requirements. Important to note, A and B+ level students reported the highest amount of hatred 

for contract grading. It stressed them out not to know exactly where they stood throughout the 

semester. Naturally, most of the students were not A and B+ students, and the overwhelming 

response from the lower performing group was approval for grading contracts. Students that 

tended to struggle in class liked knowing that if they could simply complete the assignments, 

they could get a B. Even with this mindset, grade inflation did not occur. For the most part, 

students who would have earned Fs, Ds, Cs, and Bs in a traditional system also earned them in 

the contract grading system, but with the added benefit of more relaxed and writing-focused 

composition instruction. 

Potts’s findings might have been more valuable if she was able to report overall 

improved writing from her students, given the reduced emphasis on grades and heightened 

emphasis on writing feedback. However, if she had reported such findings (for instance, an 

increase in the number of B grades), critics may have pointed to the contract, not the writing 

quality, as the reason for more B grades. Instead, her findings that the grades stayed about the 

same but also reduced teacher and (most) student stress do her the double service of 1) 

emphasizing the positive effects of grading contracts and 2) pointing out the arbitrary difference 

between a C and a B.   
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One of the strongest articles addressing the potential flaws of grading contracts is “Not 

Ready to Let Go: A Study of Resistance to Grading Contracts” (2006) by Cathy Spidell and 

William H. Thelin. In contract to Potts, this study, based on surveys and interviews, found 

students were very resistant to grading contracts. However, the highest levels of anxiety again 

belonged high-achieving students (44-45). The article argues that more student input into the 

terms of the contract would have relieved some of the anxiety felt by all students (46-48), 

pointing to Ira Shor’s negotiated curriculum as laid out in When Students Have Power: 

Negotiating Authority in a Critical Pedagogy (1996). In Spidell and Thelin’s view, contracts 

have the potential to work and benefit everyone involved, as long as the terms are continually 

negotiated and discussed, rather than handed out and then thrown into the back of notebooks. 

The grading contract should be a point of discussion and an opportunity to explore classroom 

dynamics and critical thinking. 

What these articles suggest is a promising potential for grading contracts, provided the 

instructors using them understand that no contract system is one-size-fits-all—from teacher to 

teacher, class to class, or potentially even student to student. The possibility of finding a system 

of assessment that will work for every student is illusory, but the mutually-negotiated grading 

contract currently leads the list of acceptable compromises. Still, many scholars continue to 

advocate for a world where teachers are not required to use grades at all.  

Institutional Movement Away from Grades 

Some institutions have created systems that provide instructors and students with the 

grade-free utopia they desire. As qualitative assessment came to prominence in the 1960s, many 

universities (particularly those founded in the late 1960s or 1970s) adopted completely 

qualitative modes of assessment for their entire institution, not just their writing courses—two 
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of the most notable being The Evergreen State College and Hampshire College.3 Schools using 

narrative evaluation in lieu of traditional letter grades today typically have a long history of 

qualitative assessment. Very few institutions have attempted a full-scale move from quantitative 

to qualitative systems, presumably because assessment modes are deeply linked to the mission 

of the institution and the way it wants to be connected to and ranked against the rest of 

academia.  

As one of the first institutions to develop a highly comprehensive policy of narrative 

evaluation and qualitative grading, Hampshire College’s justification of its assessment system is 

fairly representative. Each school adheres to a particular set of guidelines tailored to its needs, 

but many of them use similar arguments to explain the rationale for their no-grades policy. For 

example, take these FAQ responses from Hampshire College’s website: 

Question: Why offer written evaluations instead of more traditional letter grades? 

Answer: In order to get the most out of an individualized course of study, students need 

specific and insightful feedback relevant to their personal goals, something that letter 

grades can never accomplish. Hampshire graduates find their narrative transcripts to be 

an asset as they apply to graduate school or seek employment. 

Question: Without grades, how do you know how a student is doing? 

Answer: The specific feedback provided in Hampshire's evaluations gives a much better 

sense of how a student is doing than traditional grades. In addition, the advising system 

ensures that students are on the right track. Regular meetings between students and 

																																																								
3 For more about institution-wide qualitative assessment programs, look more closely into the policies of colleges 
and universities that currently do not use grades, or use grades only as an alternative option for students who prefer 
quantitative measurement. This is not an exhaustive list, but some of these institutions include: Alverno College, 
Antioch University, Bennington College, Brown University (student choice), Evergreen State College, Fairhaven 
College of Interdisciplinary Studies, Hampshire College, New College of Florida, Prescott College, Reed College, 
Sarah Lawrence College (combination program), St. John’s College, and University of California Santa Cruz.  



Cowan 16 

faculty advisors are at the heart of advising at Hampshire. The Center for Academic 

Support (CASA) also monitors students' academic progress and helps students and 

advisors plan and achieve academic goals. 

 These universities predominantly use some form of grading contract to evaluate and 

record student assessments. The materials used to create these contracts and write narrative 

evaluations are standardized per institution, and many can be viewed online. I’ve included 

xamples from Hampshire College (https://www.hampshire.edu/admissions/narrative-evaluation-

example) and The Evergreen State College (http://evergreen.edu/evaluations/process) in the 

appendix. 

Conclusion 

The number of arguments and the degree of fervor surrounding the use of grades in 

composition classrooms wax and wane in cycles. Scholarship on the subject rose in the late 

1960s, diminished a bit in the 1980s, sparked ablaze again in the 1990s, and then faded into a 

slow burn of compromise during the 2000s. Frankly, most institutions do not support no-grade 

systems, and it is difficult to sustain enthusiasm and develop new approaches when the overall 

consensus among instructors is that the colleges and universities we work in will never allow 

anything other than traditional grades. Without institutional support for grade-free systems, 

we’ve moved into an age of acceptance and hybrid approaches.  

Still, the tension between the nature of writing and the inflexibility of grades remains. In 

his 2011 article "Good Enough Evaluation: When Is It Feasible and When Is Evaluation Not 

Worth Having?" (2010), Peter Elbow sums it up well: "A single number can never accurately 

represent the quality or value of a multidimensional entity and writing is inherently 

multidimensional" (302). Into the foreseeable future, we will continue to struggle to find more 
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accurate and productive ways to assess student writing. As our methods become more 

sophisticated, they will likely also become more individualized for each student and learning 

situation. That said, a true transformation in our assessment policies will require institutional 

support and a reorientation of academia that values qualitative measures and quantitative 

measures equally. 
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Appendix 

Hampshire College Example Narrative Evaluation for a Course  
(available at https://www.hampshire.edu/admissions/narrative-evaluation-example) 
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The Evergreen State College Example Narrative Evaluation for a Course 
(available at http://evergreen.edu/evaluations/process) 
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The Evergreen State College Example Evaluation Based on Individual Grading Contract  
(available at http://evergreen.edu/evaluations/process) 
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