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Inequity by Design: How Bell Curve Grading Undermines Student Success

The Bell Curve approach is a method of assessment that compares students to one another and grades them
by following a normal distribution pattern. Such a model entails a small number of high achievers, a large
group clustered around the average, and a minority with low scores or failing. Despite widespread criticisms,
the Bell Curve approach is still used nowadays in higher education worldwide due to its expected capacity to
prevent grade inflation, differentiate student abilities, and foster a competitive framework. Through a qualita-
tive, argument-driven analysis, this study highlights the Bell Curve system’s flaws by addressing its misa-
lignment with principles of educational equity, negative impact on students’ motivation, and unintended pro-
motion of mediocrity. The analysis further reveals the system’s limitations, particularly when applied to small
cohorts or across varying academic levels, and debunks some of the myths related to the assumed values of
the Bell Curve grading. In light of the main findings, alternative approaches — such as criterion-referenced
grading, mastery-based learning, and formative assessment strategies — seem more effective in supporting
fair, meaningful, and equitable assessments in today’s educational landscape.

Keywords: Bell Curve, criterion-referenced grading, formative assessment, higher education, inequity, mas-
tery-based learning, mediocrity, normal distribution.

Introduction

The Bell Curve, also known as Gaussian curve, was firstly conceived in the eighteenth century as a
model to address mathematical issues. It is grounded in the assumption that most natural phenomenon and
human traits, such as intelligence or height, follow a normal distribution when examined from a statistical
perspective (Fendler and Muzaffar, 2008). Visually, this distribution resembles a bell-shaped curve, with
values centered around the mean and frequencies decreasing symmetrically as values diverge from the
center.

In the mid-20th century, this model gained traction in academia as a method to differentiate student per-
formance by embracing the hypothesis that only a small fraction of students might attain high or low scores,
while the others would naturally cluster around the average. (Cohen, 2018). This approach, therefore, enforc-
es a normal distribution that ostensibly prevents cases of grade inflation or extended failures by limiting the
number of students who can attain the highest or lowest marks (Curwin, 2014).

In the last decades, Bell Curve grading has faced increasing criticisms, mostly due to its arbitrary distri-
butions of marks that neglects students’ background and/or just ignore the above-average capacity of certain
groups. And yet, this approach is still used and promoted in a number of higher education institutions global-
ly. Indeed, addressing how such a model directly influences student learning, well-being, and the fairness of
academic assessment keeps a central relevance in the academic world.

This article critically examines the Bell Curve approach and underlines its negative impact in the educa-
tional learning process. The key research questions are: what are the current benefits and limits of the Bell
Curve approach in higher education? How other methods of assessment could compensate such weaknesses?
The main goal is to demonstrate how this model of grading perpetuates inequity and promotes mediocrity by
rewarding average performance over true academic achievement. Alternative methods of assessment seem,
on the contrary, to offer better conditions for both the learning process and personal development.

Structurally, to begin with, this paper provides a theoretical framework of analysis by drawing from ed-
ucational psychology, assessment theory, and critical pedagogy. Next, it explains the qualitative research
methodology chosen by the author to identify and critically examine the underlying assumptions and effects
of Bell Curve grading system in education. Then, it proceeds with the analysis and discussion of results.
First, it examines key criticisms of Bell Curve grading, with a focus on its impact on equity, motivation, and
academic outcomes, as well as issues arising from its misapplication in small groups and neglect of devel-
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opmental progress. Second, it considers why some researchers continue to support the Bell Curve grading
system in higher education and tries to rebut such arguments. Finally, this study proposes a shift toward al-
ternative grading models — such as criterion-referenced grading (Popham, 2011), mastery-based learning
models (Guskey and Link, 2019), and formative assessment practices (Black and Wiliam, 1998) — which
seems to better align with the principles of educational equity, intrinsic motivation, and growth potential.

Methods and Materials

From a theoretical perspective, this study explores three fundamental principles that boost quality in
higher education contexts: educational equity, intrinsic motivation, and growth potential. Arguably, these
principles serve as cornerstones for fostering inclusive, engaging, and forward-thinking learning environ-
ments in higher education.

The concept of educational equity emphasizes fair and individualized access to academic opportunities
and resources. Equity theorists argue that a “one-size-fits-all” approach fails to account for individual learn-
ing differences and social inequities among students. As a result, a standardized grading often disadvantages
those who may already be marginalized within academic settings (Cohen, 2018). Differently, assessments
that are adaptive and sensitive to individual progress and achievements, rather than comparative rankings,
might promote a more inclusive learning environment.

According to Deci and Ryan’s Self-Determination Theory (2000), learning environments that promote
autonomy, competence, and relatedness enhance intrinsic motivation, which is essential for sustained aca-
demic engagement. In other terms, students best operate in an educational environment in which the feel
themselves effective, autonomous and able to develop meaningful connections. Grading practices that priori-
tize competition and restrict high achievement to a small number of students can subvert these motivational
factors by creating a competitive rather than cooperative framework. In due course, this restrictive system
could discourage risk-taking, undermine motivation and lead students to focus solely on securing an average
standing rather than striving for excellence.

In the view of Maslow (1968) and Bloom (1976), educational systems should prioritize helping students
reach their full potential by fostering an environment that meets essential psychological needs, supports
growth, and emphasizes mastery of skills. This requires adopting models that build on foundational
knowledge and progress through increasingly complex cognitive skills, while also creating a collaborative
culture where students support each other, thus enhancing both motivation and meaning in learning. Ulti-
mately, the focus of education should be on fostering personal growth, fulfillment, and achievement instead
of recreating a kind of state-of-nature scenario characterized by a “war” of all against all.

Methodologically, this article takes a qualitative, argument-driven approach to assess Bell Curve grad-
ing within the broader discussions of fair, effective, and equitable assessment practices. Following Creswell
and Poth’s (2018) framework for qualitative research and Snyder's (2019) guidelines for literature review
methodology, this study utilizes a theoretical and literature-based analysis to critically examine existing per-
spectives. Sources were selected based on their relevance, credibility and currency by searching keywords
like, for example, “Bell Curve grading,” “alternative educational grading methods,” and “limits of norm-
referenced grading” in diverse academic databases such as Google Scholar, ResearchGate and SCOPUS. In
addition, the author used two Al academic research platforms such as Elicit and Research Rabbit to ensure a
comprehensive coverage of significant scientific literature.

The abstracts of the identified sources were checked by the author to assess their relevance considering
the scope of this article. Selected sources were, then, analyzed through a qualitative coding approach. The
identified key themes were organized into three categories: the limits of the Bell Curve grading, counterar-
guments supporting the model, and alternative assessment methods. This thematic organization allowed for a
systematic synthesis of diverse perspectives, providing a thorough critique of Bell Curve grading and its al-
ternatives.

On the whole, this methodological approach ensures a balanced and thorough exploration of Bell Curve
grading, offering insights that contribute to ongoing debates about fairness and equity in educational assess-
ment practices.

Results and Discussion

There are four primary arguments against the Bell Curve grading system: first, its inherent inequity; se-
cond, its detrimental effect on students’ motivation; third, its promotion of mediocrity over excellence;
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fourth, its flawed application. Each argument is critically examined here to show how Bell Curve grading
fails to align with contemporary educational goals and standards of quality.

A central critique of Bell Curve grading is its failure to align with principles of educational equity. Bell
Curve grading enforces a fixed distribution of grades, regardless of the actual understanding capacities with-
in a group of students. Therefore, this approach requires that some students will inevitably be categorized as
“below average” or “failing” even if their performance meets established learning standards. Additionally,
Bell Curve grading's rigid distribution, which restricts the number of students who can receive high grades
regardless of their actual achievements, could artificially position some students outside of the top mark
group notwithstanding their complete accomplishment of the intended learning outcomes. This approach can,
therefore, lead to unfair assessments, particularly for students from marginalized backgrounds who may face
additional educational barriers (Cohen, 2018). As a result, Brookhart (2021) argues that a one-size-fits-all
grading model such as the Bell Curve should be abandoned as it fails to accommodate different learning pac-
es and does not adapt to individual student progress. Rowe and Stewart (2019) critique the Bell Curve for
perpetuating a system that favors students with access to high-quality preparatory resources while disad-
vantaging those without such support. Likewise, Reeves (2020) suggests that Bell Curve grading can create
an environment of distrust in the student-teacher relationships, as students may feel unfairly evaluated.

A second criticism is that Bell Curve grading creates a competitive atmosphere that undermines intrin-
sic motivation by artificially limiting the number of students that can earn high grades and pitting them
against each other. It is commonly believed that this rivalry-driven system might foster anxiety, reduce stu-
dents’ engagement, and foster a “survival” mindset, thus undermining motivations and creating a barrier to
effective learning (Roberts and Engelhard, 2021; Harackiewicz et al., 2002). A further drawback of Bell
Curve grading is its detrimental effects on students’ ability to develop teamwork skills. By creating a zero-
sum environment that constrains the number of successful students, the Bell Curve system encourages stu-
dents to focus on outperforming peers rather than engaging meaningfully with course content, ultimately de-
tracting their attention from the learning experience (Schinske and Tanner, 2019). Hill and Kumar (2020)
further extend this argument by suggesting that grading practices promoting excessive competition diminish
collaborative learning and can even lead to an overemphasis on extrinsic goals, such as grades, rather than
understanding, knowledge, and skills development.

A third limit of the Bell Curve grading is its promotion of mediocrity as a direct effect of its standard
distribution of grades. This practice can discourage some students from striving for excellence, as only a lim-
ited number can achieve top grades, even in cases where more students have demonstrated outstanding
knowledge and skills in the subject. Indeed, enforcing a Bell Curve distribution may unfairly penalize com-
petent students in smaller or highly skilled groups. Paradoxically, in courses with struggling students, the
same approach may artificially inflate the success of some of them. As a result, in the view of Krumboltz and
Yeh (1996), the Bell Curve grading “sabotages” good teaching by creating a false dilemma for educators be-
tween fostering students’ learning and evaluating them comparatively. A possible solution might be to foster
the engagement of students in the assessment process. However, this would be only feasible once starting to
“debunk the myth that normal-as-average is sacred” (Tan et al., 2020:8).

Finally, the Bell Curve grading is often applied wrongly in education. As a statistical model, Bell Curve
approach is grounded on the assumption of large sample sizes where individual variations align with a nor-
mal distribution (Fendler and Muzaffar, 2008; Smyth and Bailey, 2022). However, this model is frequently
applied to small groups where such distributions are less likely, thus creating artificial and unfair distinctions
among students (Bailey and Smyth, 2022). For such a reason, Brookhart (2021) critiques the Bell Curve em-
phasizing that, without sufficient sample sizes, it produces arbitrary evaluations that do not accurately reflect
effective learning. Furthermore, the Bell Curve grading ignores the fact that students’ skills and knowledge
typically develop from their first to final years of studying, particularly in undergraduate programs. There-
fore, using the same distribution of marks across first-year and senior students disregards how academic and
cognitive skills evolve, penalizing students who might have shown considerable improvements throughout
their academic trajectory. (Shapiro and Blum, 2022) In this regard, Rowe and Stewart (2019) argue that crite-
rion-based grading allows for a more accurate reflection of individual student progress and growth over time.

Table 1 sums up the main criticisms against the Bell Curve grading.
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Table 1

Critisms against the bell curve grading system

ARGUMENT

EXPLANATION

SUPPORTING LITERATURE

Inequity in Assessment

Bell Curve grading enforces a fixed
distribution regardless of actual per-
formance and ignoring the diversity
in students' background.

Brookhart (2021); Cohen (2018);
Reeves (2020); Rowe & Stewart
(2019).

Detrimental Impact on Motivation
and Teambuilding

Competitive grading diminishes in-
trinsic motivation by prioritizing stu-
dent ranking over individual mastery,
increasing anxiety and decreasing
collaborative efforts.

Harackiewicz et al. (2002); Hill &
Kumar (2020); Roberts & Engelhard
(2021); Schinske & Tanner (2019).

Promotion of Mediocrity

Bell Curve grading discourages ex-
cellence, as only a limited number of
students can earn top grades, regard-
less of cohort quality.

Krumboltz & Yeh (1996); Tan et al.
(2020).

Incorrect Application in Small
Groups and Neglecting Developmen-
tal Progress

Bell Curve grading is less effective in
small groups, where variations do not
follow a normal distribution, leading

Bailey & Smyth 2022; Brookhart
(2021); Shapiro & Blum (2022);
Rowe & Stewart (2019)

to arbitrary grade distinctions. Bell
Curve grading also overlooks student
progress by applying the same criteria
regardless of academic level or year.

Notwithstanding the above-mentioned criticisms, there are still some authors advocating for the use of
the Bell Curve grading in higher education. A first advantage of the Bell Curve grading is that it prevents the
risk of grade inflation by standardizing the distribution of marks. (Bar and Essary, 2020; Ellis, 2018) Even
though such claim seems logic and reasonable at first glance, a forced distribution of grades is only a possi-
ble option to ensure rigorous standards. For instance, Hill and Kumar (2020) argue that criterion-referenced
assessments uphold rigor by aligning student evaluation with transparent performance criteria rather than
arbitrary comparisons. Likewise, Guskey and Link (2019) sustain that clear and reasonable intended learning
outcomes are enough to prevent inflation by tying grades to mastery. Also, Roberts and Engelhard (2021)
emphasize that competency-based standards ensure grades reflect effective achievement without arbitrary
limits. Therefore, there are alternative methods that can deal with the potential problem of grade inflation
without following a normative-grading system.

Second, Mansfield (2019) claims that Bell Curve grading clearly differentiates student abilities, provid-
ing meaningful distinctions that benefit competitive programs. Nevertheless, differentiation seems even more
achievable through a method of assessment that specifically addresses knowledge and competencies rather
than enforcing a fixed distribution. In this regard, Tormey and Henrichsen (2021), for example, recommend
mastery-based assessments to allow students to demonstrate proficiency across dimensions, offering a fuller
view of their strengths and weaknesses.

As final note, Kramer (2021) argues that Bell Curve grading fosters a competitive atmosphere that pre-
pares students for real-world challenges. In his view, competition reflects the requirements of contemporary
professional careers where performance is often compared to that of others. Introducing such an element
within the educational framework might, therefore, endorse students to do their best in class. Moreover, di-
verse studies (Martin and Marsh, 2020; Yang and Shi, 2021) seem to support the idea that competitive envi-
ronments may stimulate leadership skills by fostering qualities like resilience, strategic thinking, and adapta-
bility. Therefore, by pushing students to compete for the top marks, the Bell Curve approach might foster
students’ capacity to succeed later on in a business environment.

This viewpoint offers a compelling and reasonable foundation. However, many professional environ-
ments prioritize collaborative problem-solving, emotional intelligence, and cooperative learning over direct
competition. Indeed, a collaborative environment aligned with mastery-based assessments would better pre-
pare students for the demands of a team-oriented workplace. (Shapiro and Blum, 2022) Moreover, competi-
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tive dynamics can also be introduced in grading systems that do not strictly follow a norm-referenced as-
sessment (Black and Wiliam, 2018). Various mechanisms could be used to achieve that, such as reward
structures, elements of gamification, or project-based competitions. Therefore, educational environments that
foster collaboration, resilience, and proficiency over isolated performance metrics may better prepare stu-
dents for their future professional life by boosting both technical and interpersonal skills.

Considering its overall limitations and constrained benefits, the Bell Curve is not viewed anymore as
the best option in the academic grading process. As a result, educators and researchers have proposed alter-
native models of assessment that prioritize individual growth and proficiency. Criterion-referenced grading,
for instance, evaluates students based on their achievement of defined learning outcomes rather than relative
performance (Popham, 2011). This approach is particularly suitable for small groups and ensures that grades
reflect students’ actual accomplishments (Smith and Harris, 2023). Diverse studies (Brookhart, 2021; Rowe
and Stewart, 2019; Tormey and Henrichsen, 2021) noted how the criterion-referenced grading fosters inclu-
sivity by focusing on individual progress and provides a fairer assessment regardless of class size.

Alternatively, mastery-based grading emphasizes individual progress, allowing students to demonstrate
learning over time. In other term, the mechanism of assessment is focused on the specific improvements of
the addressed individual. This model is particularly beneficial in settings with varying stages of learning, as
it accommodates the unique trajectories of first-year and senior students alike. Guskey and Link (2019) ad-
vocate for mastery-based grading as it supports deeper learning and is adaptable to the developmental stages
of students. Similarly, Schinske and Tanner (2019) argue that mastery-based models promote a growth
mindset, where students see progress as an ongoing process.

A further option is formative assessment, which offers ongoing feedback to students so that they might
suddenly intervene on their weaknesses and improve them. This method supports the learning process with-
out the stress of high-stakes competition as the assessments are not typically graded. Black and Wiliam
(1998) argue that formative assessments foster a growth-oriented mindset by enabling students to recognize
areas for improvement. Shapiro and Blum (2022) further suggest that formative assessments promote resili-
ence and inclusion, helping all students pursue high achievement without the constraints of forced competi-
tion. As cons, this model can be hardly integrated in a system aimed to produce a final evaluation of the stu-
dents.

Table 2 compares the diverse methods of rating examined in this article.

Table 2
Comparative analysis of diverse grading approaches

GRADING
APPROACH

CORE FEATURES

PRIMARY GOAL

ADVANTAGES

DISADVANTAGES

Bell Curve Grading

Grades are distribut-
ed along a normal
curve, assigning
fixed percentages for
high, average, and
low scores.

Differentiate stu-
dents by perfor-
mance relative to
peers.

Maintains a clear
ranking of students;
may prevent grade
inflation; fosters a
competitive atmos-
phere.

Can demotivate stu-
dents; promotes compe-
tition over mastery
and/or collaboration;
may unfairly label capa-
ble students as “aver-
age”’; can be applied
incorrectly.

Criterion-
Referenced Grading

Students are graded
based on whether
they meet specific
criteria or learning
outcomes.

Assess each student
against an absolute
standard.

Encourages mastery
of content; provides
clarity in expecta-
tions and feedback.

Requires well-defined
criteria; may be chal-
lenging to implement
consistently across di-
verse topics.

Mastery-Based

Students must

Ensure all students

Fosters deep under-

Can be time-consuming

Grading demonstrate mastery | reach a standard standing; reduces for instructors; requires
of specific compe- level of competency. | competition; allows | significant adjustments
tencies or skills. for individualized to traditional grading

pacing and feedback. | systems.
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Continuation of Table 2

GRADING

APPROACH CORE FEATURES | PRIMARY GOAL | ADVANTAGES DISADVANTAGES
Formative Students get ongoing | Support and enhance | Encourages reflec- Can be challenging to
Assessment feedback throughout | a pressure-free learn- | tion, self-assessment, | track progresses; can

the learning process.

ing process through
feedback.

and improvement;
reduces grade anxie-

ty.

result unclear for stu-
dents used to typical
grades.

Conclusion

The implementation of Bell Curve grading demonstrates many limitations. The fundamental problem
resides in its design, which intrinsically restricts student performance and cultivates an environment where
mediocrity, rather than success, prevails. As a result, the Bell Curve may unintentionally undermine students'
motivations and hinder collaborative learning results. Moreover, the use of Bell Curve grading frequently
overlooks essential contextual elements, such class size, students' academic proficiency, and the diversity of
educational backgrounds. These variables can substantially distort the mark distribution, rendering Bell
Curve grading both ineffective and ethically dubious.

In light of these findings, educational institutions should move beyond norm-referenced grading prac-
tices and consider the Bell Curve solely as a general reference model for understanding mark distribution
trends in large datasets. Differently, alternative assessment approaches, including criterion-referenced and
mastery-based grading as well as formative assessment, can yield more precise representations of student
comprehension and development, thus aligning better with the diverse needs of modern education while
maintaining high academic standards.
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TeHci3aiKk TYKbIPbIMIAMACHI: KOHbIPAY TIPi3Al KUCBIKKA CIiiKec
O0arajiay CTyJAeHTTepAiH yJrepiMin KaJaii dJicipereni

Konslpay Topizai Kucelk — OyJ1 cTyaeHTTepai Oip-0ipiMeH CabICTHIPHII, OJapAbIH OaralapblH KaJbIITHI Ta-
pany yiriciHe colikec aHBIKTaHTHIH Oaramay omici. MyHmail yari a3garaH Y3IIKTeplHi, oprama Oarajapra
IIOFBIPJIAaHFaH HETi3T1 TOITHI )KOHE TOMEH Oarajapra HeMece KaHaraTTaHAPIBIKCHI3 HOTIDKENepre He IMIaFbIH
TonThl OoypKaiapl. KeH TapanraH celHFa KapamMacTaH, KOHBIpAy Tapi3/i KHUCHIK XKOFapkl OiiM Oepy canacklHaa
oNi Jie KUl KoJImaHbLUiaael. bys omic GaranapaslH MHOISAIHUACHIH OOJIBIpMay, CTYJACHTTEPIIH KaOileTTepiH
capayiay oHe 0OCEKENeCTIK OpTa KaJbINTACTBIPY KalijgeTiMeH Herizaenemi. Camaibl opi A9Jenai Tangay
apKBUTBI OyJI 3epTTey KOHBIpAy TOpi3Zi KHUCHIK KYHeCiHiH OumiM Oepyzeri TEHAIK HPHHIMIITEPiHE COHKec
KEJIMEHTIHIH, SIFHU CTYIEHTTEPAiH IIIKi MOTHUBALMACHIHA TEPiC 9CEpiH XKoHE OarajapIbl TYPaKTHl YJECTipy
apKBUIBI OpTala MOHI eHri3yiH kepcereni. Tangay skyieHiH MIEKTEYIepiH OfaH dpi alrajpl, acipece MIaFrblH
TONTapra HEMece JdPTYpIi aKaJeMHSUIBIK JICHTenepre KOJIaHbUIFaH/Aa )KOHE KOHbIpay KHCBHIFBI OOMBIHIIA
OaranmayiblH OOJDKaMIBl apTHIKIIBUIBIFBIHA OaiilaHBICTBI KeWOip MuQTepmi XKokka mibFapansl. Herisri
HOTIDKEJIepre CyHeHe OTBIPBIN, KpUTepHuiire HerizjeireH Oarainay, HIeOepiiKKe HETi3ZeNreH OKBITY JKOHe
KaJIBINTACTBIPYLIBI Oarajiay CHAKTBHI OalaMaiisl Tacinuep Oyrinri OimiM Oepy kyHecinae omin, AoHeKTi jxoHe
OeliTapan Oaranayabl KOJIJayFa dIeKaiiia THIMIII eKeHi aHbIK.

Kinm ce30ep: KoHBIpay Topi3ai KHCHIK, KpHTEpHiAre Heri3jenreH Oaranay, KaJbIITaCTBIPYIIBl Oaranay,
JKOFapHbI O1TiM, TEHCI3/IK, ImeOepIIiKKe HeTi3IeNTeH OKbITY, OPTAallla MOH, KaJIBIITH Tapaly.

A. @pumxepuo

HepaBeHCTBO 110 3aMbICJIy: KAK OLIEHKA 110 KOJIOK0JI000pa3HOii KPUBOii
NMOJAPBIBAET YCNIEBAEMOCTDb CTYIeHTOB

Konokonoo6pa3Has KpuBas — 3TO METOJ OLIEHKH, KOTOPBIi CPaBHMBAET CTYAEHTOB JPYT C APYTOM M OLICHH-
BAaeT WX, CIEAys MOJEIH HOPMAaIbHOTO pachpenencHus. Takas MOAeNs MOApa3yMeBaeT HEOOJBIIOE YHUCIO
OTIIMYHHUKOB, OOJBIIYIO IPYMIy, CIPYNIHUPOBAHHYIO BOKPYT' CPEIHHMX OLIEHOK, U MEHBIIWHCTBO C HU3KHMHU
OILICHKAaMH{ WJIM HEeY[OBJIETBOPUTENBHBIMU pe3yiabTaraMu. HecMOTpst Ha MIMPOKO pacHpOCTPaHEHHYIO KPUTH-
Ky, KOJIOKOJIOOOpa3Hasi KpHBas JI0 CHUX IOp MCHOJB3YeTcsl B BBICIIEM 00pa30BaHUM IO BCEMY MUPY H3-3a €€
0XKHJJaeMOH CIIOCOOHOCTH MPEAOTBPAIIAaTh HHQIISINIO OIEHOK, U} (HepeHIIMPOBATH CIOCOOHOCTH CTYAEHTOB
U CIIOCOOCTBOBATh PAa3BUTHIO KOHKYPEHTHOH cpensl. C MOMOIIBI0O KadeCTBEHHOTO, apryMEHTHPOBAHHOTO
aHaNM3a HACTOSIIEe HCCIIENOBAHHE IOJUCPKHBACT HECOOTBETCTBHE CHCTEMBI KOJIOKOJIOOOpa3HOH KpPHBOM
IpUHLIKIIAM 00pa30BaTENbHOIO PABEHCTBA, €€ HEraTHBHOE BIMSHKUE HA BHYTPEHHIOIO MOTHBALIUIO CTYJCHTOB
U ee HempeJHaMepEeHHOE MOOIIPEHHE ITOCPEACTBEHHOCTH MyTeM HaBs3bIBAaHUS (UKCHPOBAHHOTO pacrpese-
JICHHS OLICHOK. AHAIW3 Jajiee pacKpblBacT OTPAaHUYEHHSI CHCTEMbI, OCOOCHHO TPH MPUMEHEHHH K HEeOOJb-
MM KOTOPTaM WJIM Ha Pa3sHbIX aKaJeMHYECKUX YPOBHSIX, U Pa3BEHUMBACT HEKOTOpPbIC MU(]BI, CBI3aHHBIE C
IpeIoIaraeéMbIM IIPENMYIIECTBOM OLIEHUBAHUS 110 KOJIOKOJIO00pa3HOH KpHBOH. B cBeTe OCHOBHBIX pe3yib-
TaTOB aJbTEPHATHBHBIE ITOIXO/bI, TAKHE KaK OIIEHKAa Ha OCHOBE KPUTEpHEB, 0OydeHNe, OCHOBAaHHOE Ha Mac-
TEpCTBE U CTpaTeruu (HOPMHUPYIOIIETO OIEHUBAHMS, KaXyTcs Oonee 3(h(EeKTUBHBIME IJISI HOAJEPKKH CIIpa-
BEJUINBOH, 000CHOBAaHHOH M OECIPUCTPACTHOH OLICHKU B CETOAHSIIIHEM 00pa30BaTeIbHOM JIaHAIIa(TE.

Knrouesgvie cnosa: KonokosnooOpasHas KpHBasi, OLICHKA Ha OCHOBE KpHUTEpHeB, GOpMUpYIOLIas OLEHUBAHUE,
BbICIICE 00pa30BaHNE, HEPABEHCTBO, 00yYeHHE, OCHOBAHHOE Ha MAcCTEpPCTBE, OCPEACTBEHHOCTh; HOPMallb-
HOE pacIpesesieHHe.
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