
The Educational Review, USA, 2021, 5(5), 146-154 
https://www.hillpublisher.com/journals/er/ 

ISSN Online: 2575-7946 
ISSN Print: 2575-7938 

 

DOI: 10.26855/er.2021.05.005 146 The Educational Review, USA 
 

A Proposal for Evaluation in Schools: Multifaceted 
Evaluation for the Facilitation of Learning and 
Instruction 

Rivka Glaubman*, Hananyah Glaubman 

Bar-Ilan University, Ramat-Gan, Israel. 
 
 
 

How to cite this paper: Rivka Glaubman, 
Hananyah Glaubman. (2021). A Proposal 
for Evaluation in Schools: Multifaceted 
Evaluation for the Facilitation of Learning 
and Instruction. The Educational Review, 
USA, 5(5), 146-154. 
DOI: 10.26855/er.2021.05.005  
 
Received: April 6, 2021  
Accepted: April 30, 2021 
Published: May 27, 2021 
 
Corresponding author: Rivka Glaub-
man, Bar-Ilan University, Ramat-Gan, 
Israel. 
Email: glaubmr@bezeqint.net 
 

  Abstract 
Evaluation should correspond with the method of teaching. However, in practice, 
state authorities almost solely drive towards an achievements’ evaluation. We 
disapprove of the current state of evaluation policy and promote the use of alter-
native assessment methods. Thus, we suggest: (1) Assessment should be de-
signed to suit a continuous sequence of teaching-learning-and evaluation, where 
assessment plays the role of feedback; (2) Assessment must be varied in alterna-
tive methods, to correspond with divergent teaching objectives and meet various 
learners and learning situations; (3) For learning to occur, students should be 
active in all domains, learning as well as evaluation. They should be involved in 
active learning, students’ mutual teaching, and self-evaluation. In the present 
work, we propose a model of alternative methods in classroom assessment. The 
model presents three levels: Level 1—A traditional normative approach of direct 
teaching and directive assessment, aimed at socialization and acquiring common 
knowledge and basic skills. Assessment of these pre-set goals requires at a lower 
stage objective summative testing, and at a more advanced stage—formative or 
value-added assessment. Level 2—An interpretive empowering approach, which 
aims at developing learner’s self-directed-learning through independent and co-
operative study. Evaluation is conducted in alternative ways, including teacher’s 
facilitative feedback, and pupil’s self- and mutual-assessment. Level 3—A per-
sonal approach, which seeks to develop inner self-growth powers of learning and 
to accommodate each person’s unique aims and interests. At this level, 
self-evaluation of one’s own goals is encouraged, to facilitate growth and foster 
autonomy. 
 
Keywords 
Multifaceted Evaluation, Self-Assessment, Alternative Methods, Summative and 
Formative Assessments 

 
1. Introduction 

In the last three decades, both the theory of education, as well as the practice of education, went through major 
changes. Regarding these changes, the issue of evaluation became salient. In this context, we propose a model of alter-
native methods in classroom assessment. Teachers’ aims and assumptions lead directly to the specific methods they use 
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for teaching- learning- and evaluation of pupils (Chen, 1998). The aims are based upon their basic perceptions of 
schooling regarding culture (including basic skills and curriculum mastery), society (social studies and interpersonal 
relationships), and individuals (competencies and intrapersonal development). Becher (1972), del Pozo Garcia, (2019), 
DeLuca et al., (2020), Joyce and Weil (1985), McDonald (1968), and others claim that schooling should combine all 
three groups of aims. Theorists and researchers highly recommend the combining of all three groups of aims. However, 
in practice, state authorities drive mainly towards achievements’ evaluation stemming from the first group of stan-
dard-based instruction (Tomlinson, 2000). In contrast, academic researchers act as proponents of the second (coopera-
tive leaning) (Slavin, 1988), or the third (self-regulation) goals (Ryan & Deci, 2000; Porter, 1993; Zimmerman, 1996). 
The emphases changed gradually in time, but standard-based assessment still prevails in official policy (e.g., OFSTED, 
1999).  

2. Proposal—Materials and Methods 
Following the above-mentioned understandings, we present the main beliefs currently prevailing in the field of edu-

cation: a). The traditional conservative approach and method claims that learning is the outcome of imitation. The me-
thod of teaching is based upon this belief as follows: The teacher presents to the pupil a model, the pupil imitates the 
teacher, and that is how s/he learns (How to read, to write, to cut to size, to read a map, etc.). This way of teaching is 
based on the conviction that people on their own lack the knowledge of how to do things, but they do possess abilities, 
skills and motivation and if they are shown how, they will try, preform and practice and so they will learn. That is also 
the logic of apprenticeship in which the apprentice acquires a profession by imitating his/her master and practicing. The 
main flaw in this method is that the pupil does not acquire a flexible mastery even in the narrow field in which s/he stu-
died. b). A bit more advanced method is the didactic method. In this method the teacher presents the students with facts, 
principles and laws, and the students watch, listen, learn, remember, acquire knowledge and apply it. The logic that un-
derlies this approach is as follows: People are born with no knowledge at all—“Tabula Rasa”, nevertheless they possess 
a range of abilities: verbal abilities, space abilities, numeral abilities, interpersonal abilities, etc. These abilities continue 
to develop a long time. The world contains a vast amount of important knowledge, and people need a professional per-
son who can teach and explain it to them, they also expect that someone will provide them with this knowledge so that 
they will learn. Thus, the teacher must explicitly define what s/he wants to teach, to prepare a teaching plan and execute 
it, and to decide how s/he is going to evaluate what in fact did the pupils acquire. The problem with this method is that 
although the pupil can acquire a large amount of knowledge, s/he does not learn how to learn and apply his/her learning 
abilities to new situations. S/he also does not get the opportunity to establish for him/herself his/her own self meaning 
of what s/he has learned. c). A third approach to learning and methods of teaching maintains that learning is achieved 
by mutual interaction. Applying this method demands the teacher's understanding of the pupil’s viewpoint, and follow-
ing this understanding to provide him/her with appropriate experiences and aid him/her in understanding better his/her 
experiences by encouraging him/her to have interactions and negotiations with others that have different understandings 
than his/her own. The basis of this method is the conviction that everyone has logic and can think for him/herself and 
can also examine critically his/her own thinking and correct it by reflecting upon it. People, including young children, 
have their own theories about the world, and about the proper way to learn. Their minds contain beliefs and opinions 
and they change and develop them by interacting with others. Interactions, discussions and negotiations with the opi-
nions and viewpoints of others serve as a way to learn. When the student arrives at the classroom, s/he possesses al-
ready his/her own understanding of the world, which s/he established based on his/her previous experiences and inte-
ractions with others, while aiming to understand these experiences. The problem is that when applying this method, 
where the pupil is the center, his/her knowledge is built on local information available to him/her and ability to substan-
tiate his/her views. This method hardly allows the usage of accumulated scientific and cultural knowledge. What is 
missing is the scientific and philosophical body of thought and knowledge accumulated along the ages. d). The fourth 
method is conceiving learning as a process of dialog with the existing knowledge. It is applied in the following way: 
Both teacher and pupil take an active part in the process. The students experience learning in social and environmental 
contexts. The teacher helps the students to distinguish between their personal knowledge and common knowledge, and 
to understand how it became common. To realize that one must apply logical mental processes to form hypothesis, to 
examine it and to justify his/her conclusions based on reliable proof. This approach is based on the fact that along the 
time a lot of information was accumulated in the different cultures, as well as improvements in research methods. Even 
children can distinguish between what is known to me and what is a wider common knowledge that is accepted by the 
broad society. Thus, in this kind of learning the dialog is not only with contemporary others but with past generations as 
well. The limitation of this method is that while it serves well to develop a scientific approach and investigative learning, 
it is not so suitable for subject matters that are not scientific (such as literature, art, bible etc.), and to achieve other ob-
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jectives such as acquiring skills and experiential learning.   

3. Discussion 
When we examine the existing state of evaluation in the light of the above analysis, we identify four problems: A. 

The messages as to what is “really important” in education come downward from the authorities to the school manage-
ment, from the management to the teachers and from the teachers to the pupils. This is done by the means of evaluation 
(Dochy, 2000). Therefore, there is the danger that instead of educational policy and ideology, the aims of the education-
al routine will be determined by the evaluation. That is what had happened at the 80s in the USA when the new tests 
that were introduced at the time, determined what was learned in the classroom. The same occurred in Israel too. 
Schools directed their teaching according to the national and regional tests that were introduced at the time. The results 
were that instead of tests serving the educational goals, the educational goals, curriculum and teaching, served the tests.  
B. At the end of the 20th century and during the 21th century, many changes occurred in the conception of learning and 
accordingly also of evaluation (DeLuca et al., 2020; del Pozo Garcia, 2020; Mayer, 2001; Perkins, 1992; Pratt, 2020; 
Yan, 2020), but in reality most of external evaluation (International, national and regional) consisted of tests concen-
trating on examining knowledge. As a result, curriculum and teaching were directed too to concentrate on acquiring 
knowledge. C. Examinations test mainly memory of data. Research showed that the nature of the activity by which the 
data were acquired, determines to a large extent the long-term memory. Only 5% of data acquired by listening to a lec-
ture is remembered for a long time. 10% of read material is remembered in long time memory, 20% of material ac-
quired by observing audio visual presentation, 30% material is gained by demonstration, 50% of what was discussed in 
a discussion group, 75% learned by acting, and when one teaches others or makes a practical use of what s/he has 
learned, the material is recorded in a long time memory. It is clearly demonstrated that the more active and initiative the 
student is at the learning process, s/he will remember what s/he has learned for a longer time (Sousa, 2001). This im-
portant aspect is not measured by the tests. D. Most of the tests, mainly the standard national tests, are annual tests and 
in many cases are not specific to the learned material (Marzano, 2003). When the pupils are tested on their mastery of 
the knowledge and skills they were taught, the order of the process is as follows: a). Defining the goals of learning. b). 
Planning of the teaching to achieve the goals c). Presenting the students with explanations, stimuli, and activities that 
will aid the learning. d). Evaluation in order to appreciate to what extent were the goals achieved. e). Reflecting and 
analyzing the results in order to plan the next steps. This order seems appropriate in the case when transfer of know-
ledge and training of known skills are concerned. But the order is completely different when active reconstructing 
meaning by the student is concerned, as Conner, Perkins and Unger defined learning (Conner, 1999; Perkins & Unger, 
1999) or as Dochy phrased it: “Learning means active reconstruction of knowledge and skill on the basis of existing 
knowledge” (Dochy, 2001, p. 15). In this case evaluation comes as the first step, and the order will be as follows: a. 
Collecting data to enable evaluation as of what is the environment perception and the existing knowledge of the student. 
b. Reflecting and analyzing the data in order to plan the selection learning stimuli suitable for achieving the learning 
goals, c. Presenting the student with stimuli and activities which s/he can connect with his/her existing knowledge, and 
construct his/her understanding of the new material, while negotiating with his/her learning colleagues. d. Observing the 
students at work and collecting data on the way of their studying.  

Thus, we may see why the present tests are not suitable for education as it is currently perceived. As the educational 
approach emphasizes the goal of helping the student to develop his/her own meaning of the studied material, evaluation 
of teaching and of learning cannot be done by tests which examine mastery of acquired knowledge. Nevertheless, it is 
clear that among the aims of education the goal to teach basic skills is an important one, and that has to be evaluated in 
order to be able to intervene with necessary aids. The approach that consider learning as a process in which the student 
construct his/her own knowledge, demands that the planning of the teaching-learning-evaluation cycle will include a 
variety of aspects: Cognitive (knowledge, comprehension, meaning), Physical environmental (stimuli, accessibility, 
acceptance, comfort), Emotional (confidence, support), and Social (communication, learning from others, social inte-
raction). This kind of educational approach creates a challenge for a suitable evaluation system. We offer as a way of 
dealing with this problem the Multifaceted Evaluation Model. The Multifaceted Evaluation Model which is proposed 
here disagrees with opposing the displacement of one evaluation method and replacing it by another. 

The approach that we suggest here disagrees with opposing the displacement of one evaluation method and replacing 
it by another. On the contrary, the approach we present maintains a comprehensive, inclusive approach to evaluation.  
We intend to point out why it is wrong to apply just the new authentic methods of evaluation, as some of the researchers 
such as Darling-Hammond and Newmann suggest (Darling-Hammond et al., 1995; Newmann, 1997). They suggest 
replacing the existing old methods of tests given by the teacher or the authorities and introducing in their place the new 
authentic methods. Unlike them, we believe that even in our times when “The meaning of learning is active construc-
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tion of knowledge and skills on the basis of existing knowledge” (Dochy, 2001, p. 15), there is still a place for teaching 
and evaluation that are initiated and directed by the teacher. There are various types of learning, and the role of evalua-
tion is to gather information in flexible different methods according to the type of learning that is evaluated (Buelin et 
al., 2019; Greer & Mark, 2016; del Pozo Garcia, 2020; DeLuca et al., 2020; Lee et al., 2020). 

The learning environment ought to be typified by balancing the various types of learning, e.g., the teaching of basic 
knowledge and simple skills that requires testing, or discovery and research learning that requires open and alternative 
methods of evaluation. The school ought to encompass and give answers simultaneously to a whole set of needs that are 
expressed in the unique as well as different goals of educational approaches, those that are aiming at the needs of socie-
ty beyond the needs of the individual, and those that are focused on the development and growth of the individual as a 
self-defined and autonomous person who expresses his/her unique personality, in disregard of his/her social belonging 
(Becher, 1972; Buelin et al., 2019; McDonald, 1968; Porter, 1993). In accordance, methods of evaluation should be 
fitted to examine to what extent the different goals are achieved by the learning process. Therefore, we join Buelin et al. 
(2019) in the claim that it is not recommended to replace the old methods by the new ones, but rather to accept them as 
complimentary. Each method serves a different goal and will be applied according to the specific type of learning it 
intends to serve.  

As we already claimed, the approaches to learning should be divided into four: The traditional conservative approach; 
a bit more advanced method which we called the didactic method; a third approach that regards learning as achieved by 
mutual interaction; and a fourth method which is perceiving learning as a process of a dialog with existing knowledge. 
The first two approaches expect the learner to show basic knowledge and mastery of basic skills (Buelin et al., 2019; 
Schoonmaker, 2001), as well as understanding and mastering skills of an enlightened citizenship. These are expressed 
by obtaining views, knowledge, skills and habits, which are necessary for citizens in order to take part in all range of 
responsibilities of a citizen in a democratic society (Kamradt & Kamradt, 1999; Schoonmaker, 2001). Accordingly, 
evaluation methods suitable for this type of learning would be objective tests which will test to what extent these objec-
tives were achieved by all the learners. While recognizing the suitability of these methods to test this type of learning 
we should be aware of the following points of criticism:  

1. The educational experience around the world showed that it is impossible to get all the students to equally reach 
the goals of learning. Not even if we try to define exactly and phrase precisely and clearly the behavior that cha-
racterizes the behavior of one who achieved the goal (Swenson, 1950; Mayer, 2001; Pratt, 2020). 

2. Many of the educational objectives cannot be accurately measured. For example, complicated learning, learning of 
high intellectual material, originality and creativity and such (Kennedy, 1999), and learning of subject matters in-
volving artistic aspect or moral and educational aspects, the results of which will appear long after they were 
learned, sometimes after the pupil already left school (Eisner, 1988). 

3. When tests are applied as a principal way of examining knowledge, the result is that schools concentrate on unim-
portant issues and neglect the significant ones. 

4. The tests test only what can be measured (White,1999), which is the ability of the pupil to show what he knows, 
this leads a great group of pupils to believe that they are inferior or stupid, even though they are not (English & 
Kaufman, 1975; Hagiwara et al., 2020). 

5. An attempt to overcome the problems mentioned in paragraph 4 was made by designing tests that consider the in-
dividual’s range of ability to achieve. Nevertheless, the distinction among individuals was revealed only in the 
pace of study and in the results, and not in checking the suitability of the goals for them (Al Seghayer, 2020; 
Bloom, 1976; Hagiwara, 2020; Yan, 2020). 

6. Tests that lead to concentration on knowledge rather than on the development of thinking, are damaging for proper 
education (Yan, 2020). 

7. Concentrating just on the acquiring of knowledge creates a school atmosphere, which makes the teacher feel a load 
of pressure s/he cannot bear (Perkins, 1992). 

To sum up, there is a need for learning basic knowledge and acquiring basic skills, and for this type of learning ob-
jective tests seem proper to be the evaluation method. Nevertheless, those should not be the sole way of evaluation. A 
wider range of methods is needed for other important goals of education. And as to the objective tests, it is preferable 
that they should be prepared by the teacher according to the specific material s/he taught, in a way that they will meas-
ure the additional knowledge the pupil acquired in comparison to his/her previous knowledge and will show the amount 
of his/her progress (Marzano, 2003).  

The other two approaches we referred to were as follows: An approach that maintains that learning is achieved by 
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mutual interaction, and an approach which is perceiving learning as a process of a dialog with existing knowledge. Both 
approaches concentrate on the meaning of the learned knowledge that is built by the students themselves. In the case of 
the third approach, the teacher is not involved directly in the building of that meaning, s/he only prepares the materials 
that lead to the acquisition of the knowledge, while in the fourth approach the teacher takes part in order to connect the 
learner’s knowledge with the existing one. The learning within the framework of these two approaches encompasses a 
wide range of skills and knowledge and the performance of research and learning tasks involved in this sort of learning 
requires processing on a high cognitive level. Evaluation methods should change in accordance with the changes in the 
ways of teaching. This is so especially when high level learning tasks need to be evaluated (Greer & Mark, 2016; Mayer, 
2001; Lee et al., 2020). The appropriate evaluating methods for these kinds to learning are alternative ways of evalua-
tion, mainly authentic ones in which the pupil is performing learning tasks that are connected to real life situations in 
ways of problem solving. For this purpose, s/he must deal with and work on a variety of materials that are made availa-
ble in his/her learning environment. In this case the evaluation method should be open and alternative and the pupil 
should take an active part in a common venture of teacher-pupil, in which the teacher's part is to organize and make 
them available (Hunter, 1982; Mayer, 2001; Sousa, 2001; Wolfe, 2001). The underlying assumption of this approach is 
that the learner advances in his/her learning pace as s/he recognizes the meaning and lessons of his/her experiences in 
cycles of feedbacks and mutual and self-evaluations (Piaget, 1973;  Berk, 1994; Bruner, 1996; Mayer, 2001; Wood, 
1998; Yan, 2020). 

We follow Buelin et al. (2019), Davis (1999), Humbleton (1996), Terwilliger (1997) and others, which criticize the 
current use of evaluation policy and performance in schools and assert for the use of alternative methods in classroom 
assessment. Thus, we claim: 

1. For a continuous sequence of teaching-learning-and evaluation (Assessment Reform Group, 1999; Buelin et al., 
2019), where the teacher observes the student’s attempts at learning, and conducts instruction as a feedback inte-
racting with that which was observed. The teacher seeks first to comprehend the student’s inner understanding, 
thinking processes and motivations, in order to interact with the needs exposed in this process. This leads to the 
conclusion that assessment should be focused upon the students’ attempts at implementing prior knowledge and 
skills they have acquired in new leaning situations. Therefore, evaluation plays an integrative and essential part in 
teaching that facilitates learning.  

2. As learning types are multi-faceted and divergent, conducted in varied situations, and unique for each student, so 
must assessment be varied in alternative methods, to meet various learners, learning situations, and various learn-
er’s authentic goals (Marzano, 2000; Buelin et al., 2019; Lee et al., 2020). 

3. For learning to occur, learners should be active in all domains, in self- and mutual-teaching, learning as well as 
evaluation (Al Seghayer, 2020; Fetterman, 1996). 

The Multifaceted Evaluation model was designed to answer these demands. 
The idea of alternative methods for evaluation is not new. However, we add to it the aspect of a complementary, ho-

listic approach, starting with mapping of the various multi types of leaning tasks in schools, and in accordance, suggest 
various suitable multifaceted methods of evaluation. We tend to ways, which facilitate learners’ capability in varied 
ways of learning and multifaceted self-evaluation. 

The multifaceted evaluation model we suggest refers to three levels:  
First level—the traditional normative approach, of direct teaching and directive-assessment, which tends to genera-

tions’ old heritage transfer of culture, common knowledge and basic skills. Assessment of these, at a lower stage, re-
quires methods of objective summative testing. In a relatively advanced stage, it uses formative (Torrance & Pryor, 
1998), or value-added assessment (DFE, 1995; Saunders, 1999), which guides the learners in the acquisition of pre-set 
goals (Buelin et al., 2020).  

Second level—an empowering interpretive approach (Blase & Anderson, 1995; Fetterman, Kaftarian & Wandersman, 
1996), which aims to develop self-directed learning in ways of independent and cooperative study and research, and 
suitable alternative methods of evaluation. It offers ways of performance- or authentic-assessment (Darling-Hammond, 
Ancess & Falk, 1995; Hambleton, 1996), and encourages ways of self- and mutual-assessment (Asp, 2000; Earl & Le-
Mahieu, 1997; Lee et al., 2020).  

Third level—a personal approach, which seeks to develop inner self-growth powers of learning, to accommodate for 
each person’s unique aims and interests (Williams & Sternberg, 1993). At this level self-evaluation of self-goals are 
encouraged (Hansen, 1998; Yan, 2020), so that a person may contribute to the facilitation of his or her own autonomy. 
At the same time, autonomous learners are constantly encouraged to cooperate with their peers and contribute to and 
enrich their close and wider society using the unique developed powers they acquired for this end (McDonald, 1968). 
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Thus, unique, appropriate, teacher and pupil activities for teaching, learning and evaluation characterize each level, as 
presented in Figure 1 below. 

 
Levels→ 

Activities ↓ 
Level 1 – 

Normative         Formative 
Level 2 – 

Interpretive 
Level 3 – 
Personal 

Teaching Directing Guiding Empowering Growing 

Learning 

Acquiring basic knowledge & skills in 
curriculum disciplines, following cultural 

socialization Self-direction, 
Planning and implementing 
projects, using criteria for 

self-evaluation 

Experimenting, 
self-coping, taking own 

decisions, 
self-awareness, using 

own criteria for 
self-evaluation 

following direc-
tions, practicing 

Understanding   
self-progress, con-
ducting small scale 

teacher-directed stu-
dies 

Evaluation 

Summative 
testing & grad-
ing for place-

ment 

Formative testing & 
value-added assess-
ment, for further di-
rection of teaching 

Diagnosing through alterna-
tive methods, giving correc-

tive feedback for further 
learning tasks 

Identifying needs, assist-
ing self-awareness, iden-

tifying and removing 
learning blocks 

Figure 1. The multifaceted model of evaluation 

Therefore, both teachers and pupils need to develop and master different evaluation competencies for each type. The 
teacher ought to serve as diagnostician for assessment in all types of learning, but also to specialize in specific evalua-
tion methods to accommodate for each level. Develop objective-normative and criterion-based competencies for the 
directive and guidance assessment at the 1st level; use interpretive-reflective competencies for the empowering assess-
ment at the 2nd level; and master personal-open-experiential competencies for the growth evaluation at the 3rd level. In 
parallel, the pupil needs to develop his/her competencies. Be ready to accept positive as well as critical feedback, to 
change and correct in reaction, at the 1st level; to interpret information and use alternative methods for self-assessment 
using appropriate to criteria, at the 2nd level; and to make critical use of information, to self-develop of- and adapt- ap-
propriate criteria for evaluation, and use self- and mutual-feedback to evaluate achievement of own authentic purposes, 
at the 3rd level. 

Our unique approach maintains that the various versions of learning-teaching- and evaluation are not replacing each 
other. Rather, they are all simultaneously valid and relevant in school learning and are alternatively used according to 
the various specific goals and types of learning. In accordance, so is the learning environment, within which teaching 
and learning takes place. Albeit, the proportion they take are constantly changing, as the student becomes more profi-
cient in the advanced levels of learning and evaluation. Mastery of basic skills, essential cultural values and declarative 
knowledge acquisition entail learning from direct and guided teaching (Shuell, 1996), and thus entail also level-1 as-
sessment. Procedural knowledge of implementing in new situations, acquired research skills in social, multidisciplinary 
and interdisciplinary areas of learning, and developing of high order cognitive change, require empowering teacher 
guidance with a growing share of the learner, in a rich and varied environment, and interpretive alternative level-2 as-
sessment methods. Developing of self-decision taking, self-construction of knowledge at an interdisciplinary and trans-
disciplinary level (Petrie, 1992), using metacognitive self-regulated learning, with growing self-awareness to own 
processes in a diverse school and life environments, mostly student’s initiated, entail the usage of level-3 evaluation. 
Evaluation, like all learner actions at this level, is mostly initiated by the reflective learner, and remotely accompanied 
by the observing teacher. 

4. Conclusions 
When teaching-learning- and evaluation are combined to define the educational policy as a multifaceted program that 

includes the above-mentioned types of teaching and evaluation, it makes possible the gradual transforming of 
school-and teacher-initiated- way of teaching to a learner-initiated-learning. The student begins in following directions, 
becomes a partner who chooses what to learn, moves on to become an independent empowered learner, and grows to 
become initiator and developer of own learning. In consequence, planning, performing and evaluating of learning 
moves gradually from the teacher to the student. However, the proportion of the different methods of evaluation used, 
depends on the proportion of the various learning types used in classroom learning. As one of the major ultimate aims 
of schooling is the achievement of a 3rd level type of learner, classroom teaching should follow the above program, and 
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hence will lead the advancing student to gradually take a growing share in his/her own learning and evaluation. A 
learner, who learns to set his/her own goals, learns also how to achieve them, and how to critically evaluate the process 
and the quality of the results in reference to own progress and to the relevance and contribution of the achievements to 
his/her social and ecological environment. On the other hand, a teacher who sets the 3rd level goals for the facilitation of 
his/her students, becomes more sensitive to students’ needs on their progress toward this aim, thus, this approach to 
education should be considered as preferable and adopted for application in the classroom. 
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