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Abstract

The study aimed at identifying the philosophy of performance-based evaluation and grading standards between the
formative and summative evaluations in some theoretical and applied courses in the Faculty of Physical Education for
Boys. The researcher used the Meta-analysis curriculum and the descriptive curriculum. The study sample included a
number of faculty staff and students of different years. The most important results were the existence of a difference in the
philosophy of performance-based evaluation and grading standards, and the study also proved the latest contemporary

educational trends in the philosophy and standards of grading in the field of physical.
Keywords : ( contemporary educational trends; courses; performance based evaluation)

Introduction:

Universities seek to achieve excellence and scientific
development in all fields and educational activities through
the collaboration of all elements of the educational system.
Evaluation and setting grades is one of the main pillars of
the development process and a tool for judging the extent
of achieving educational goals and controlling the future of
students.

Evaluation is a major process in the work of educational
institutions and an integral part of the educational system,
it works mainly and thoroughly with the processes of
learning and teaching, and this is reflected in the form of
grades that determine students' levels and abilities (4:23).
The contemporary educational reform movement has
sought great interest in the evaluation process by placing
increasing demands on students learning, which required
showing higher levels of learning and mastery of content,
and this resulted in increasing demands for accountability
at a time of increasing dissatisfaction with the traditional
forms of the evaluation process (42: 652).

The grades obtained by the learners control many decisions
related to graduation and academic honor and determining
whether students have achieved educational goals, the
grades also have a positive or negative impact in obtaining
a job or a job opportunity (40: 87).

Therefore, the grading system for students is one of the
main objectives of the evaluation process during university
teaching, and these grades reflect the levels of learners and
their abilities as well as reflect the responsibility of the
educational institution towards achieving its goals (1).

The performance-based evaluation shows the skills that the
learner possesses and the extent of his ability to employ
them in real learning situations, and this is evident in the
light of indicators of rating the grade and the level of quality
of performance through process evaluation and product
evaluation, that is reflected to determine to what extent the
educational objectives are achieved (7: 117, 118).

The performance-based evaluation process is also run
through the process or the product evaluation using a list of
criteria that are predefined; the evaluation grades are

recorded by experienced evaluators in the content or skills
that are evaluated to ensure the understanding and
consistency of evaluation criteria and grading systems (42:
657).

Therefore, the grading systems are associated to the
evaluation elements and the evaluation criteria determine
how to distribute them, because it gives the ability to
distinguish different levels of performance, there is also a
link between grades and evaluation criteria, and grading
systems contribute significantly to the integrity and
reliability of evaluation and have great value, especially
when some students contest and appeal the grades results ,
grading plans are also essential when more than one
evaluator participates, which is in line with university
requirements, grading also helps judge the validity of the
assessment and how it relates to learning outcomes (6: 20,
21).

There are many different points of view regarding grades in
physical education, as many methods are used in classifying
students and grading systems, whereas grading systems are
based on teachers' philosophy and educational regulations,
and this makes the points of views different on the
appropriate procedure for grades in the field of physical
education (25: 243).

Therefore, the university educational system witnesses
changes in the roles of the faculty member from a
knowledge expert to a knowledge facilitator; universities
are also keen on democratic practice for the evaluation
process in light of transparent standards in which
information is exchanged and students participate in
negotiation, communication, dialogue, respect, equality,
shared responsibility; the democratic evaluation means the
building of a shared society in which nothing is hidden from
the evaluation process about the students (36).

At the beginning of the twentieth century, some criticisms
emerged about university evaluation methods that were
directed towards the teaching staff, which made universities
strive to achieve distinction in light of many challenges
such as teaching, learning and evaluation (37).
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In academic communities, there is also a disconnection
between students and faculty staff in anticipation and
perception of the academic evaluation process, and this is
evident in the different perceptions in the systems and
standards of grading, whether through the evaluator or the
student who is being evaluated (46).

Although grading is important, grades are rarely included
in curriculum reform or assessment discussions (28).
Problem of the study:

Morrow Jr, et al (2016) illustrates that there are no specific
rules for grading systems that can be clearly established in
every educational situation, but grading systems differ from
one country to another and from one educational institution
to another due to several factors, including the educational
system, course objectives, teaching methods, available
tools, assessor and learners' diverse abilities (42: 609).
Some view it as academic freedom and not an appropriate
subject for external intervention (21).

Therefore, defining and determining a grading system is
one of the biggest problems faced by the field of physical
education, and it must be done according to an accurate
assessment of the level of learning and student achievement
(8: 381).

Performance-based assessment in the field of physical
education is the basis for the current educational reform as
it enhances learning and achievement; developing or using
any type of performance-based assessment must be also
done according to clear criteria for performance in order to
ensure (consistency, validity, and fairness) (42: 696).
Lorente-Catalan, E., & Kirk, D. (2014) show that there are
some difficulties that faculty staff face in higher education
during the evaluation process and grading standards, so
there is a need for more research and scientific study on
democratic practices for the evaluation process as it is
mentioned in the project report submitted to the Seventh
National Conference on Formative Assessment in Higher
Education held at the University of Vic (Spain) (36).

The study of Brookhart, S.M. et al(2016) indicates a review
of many studies on grading systems in different educational
stages, including the undergraduate level, to confirm that
there is a difference in the evaluators' grades, which the
future research should take into account to research the
process of variation in grades and the extent to which this

affects the achievement of Educational goals and future
success of education (21).

The problem of evaluation and university grade-setting
systems is not limited to a particular department or college,
therefore it is necessary to conduct studies in the various
departments and branches of the university to provide an
important data base on the impact of these grades on the
extent of change in students' achievement; and the need to
conduct analytical studies that enable us to identify the
achievement of the goals and philosophy of grading or its
various purposes (1).

In light of what is confirmed by studies that dealt with
evaluation, as for study no. (15), which confirms that there
is a difference in the educational evaluation process
between faculty staff and the lack of scientific and objective
standards in evaluating students in the applied units; studies
numbers

(10) (11) (13) (14) indicate the necessity to adopt
performance-based evaluation because of the educational
benefits achieved; whereas references and studies No. (1)
(25) (32) (42) (44) confirm that the grading standards
represent a difficult problem and a controversial issue
related to the evaluator's experience and affect students'
equal opportunities.

Leirhaug, P.E (2016 ) (35) also confirms that educational
practices and future research in the field of physical
education must be taken into account that there is a better
match between the formative evaluation and the summative
evaluation in the grading setting process, so the researcher
conducted an exploratory study on a random sample of third
year students in the academic year (2018/2019) by using
meta-analysis to identify the extent of disparity in grading
setting between the formative and summative evaluations
in some of academic and applied courses, which confirmed
the existence of a clear difference in the degree setting
systems for those courses. In light of what is mentioned
previously, the researcher decided to conduct this study in
order to identify with the philosophy of performance-based
evaluation and grading setting standards in some courses at
the faculty of physical education for boys in Alexandria to
analyze the reality in the light of contemporary educational
trends.

Table (1)
Meta-analysis and stats, of year works, practical and written works (formative and summative evaluation) of the
theoretical and applied courses under research. N= 22

Stats Mean itar_lda_lrd T-Value P value Eta? Effect Size
eviation Cohen

Measurement and evaluation year works | 16184 1114 *5145 7177 7150 1111
Injuries and first aid year works 17100 4185

Written measurement and evaluation 47148 17177 *5107 7171 7158 7154
Written injuries and first aid 46141 0158

Gymnastics year works 55175 5155 1105 7171 7115 7140
Sports games year works 11178 8111

Sports games year works 11178 8111 7157 7187 7171 7118
Track and field events year works 16155 5155

Gymnastics year works 55175 5155 *7155 7177 7175 7165
Track and field events year works 16155 5155
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Practical Gymnastics 10111 5147 7177 1177 7177 7177
Practical sports games 10111 5111
Practical sports games 10111 5111 *0146 7177 7105 5111
Practical track and field events 54171 7157
Practical Gymnastics 10111 5147 *8164 7177 7186 1150
Practical track and field events 54171 7157
Written Gymnastics 55115 5114 *1150 7177 7167 5175
Written sports games 17151 5176
Written sports games 17151 5176 *6118 7177 7105 1140
Written track and field events 51114 4101
Written Gymnastics 55115 5114 1108 7171 7115 7145
Written track and field events 51114 4101

* (1) value is significant at the level of 0.05 = (2.08) the effect size Cohen is less than .50 (low) - from.50 to less than .80
(medium) - .80 and more is (high)

Table no. (1) related the meta-analysis and the stats for year works; the practical and the written (the formative and
summative evaluation) for the theoretical and applied courses shows that there are statistically significant differences at the
level of (0.05) between the works of the year, for the measurement and evaluation courses, injuries and first aid. The effect
size of this difference reached 1.19, and this also expresses a fundamental difference in grading setting. There is also a
difference between the writing tests of measurement, evaluation, injury and first aid courses. The effect size of this variance
reached 0.54 which expresses a fundamental difference in grading setting and the significance of this difference is medium
in grading.

Also, there is a difference between the year works for gymnastics, field, and track competitions courses in favor of the
gymnastics course. The effect size of this difference reached 0.85, which refers to a high difference effect size when
grading; and it is evident that there is a significant difference in sports games and field and track events courses in favor of
the field and track events. The effect size of this difference reached 2.11, which is a high effect size for setting grades in as
well as among the practical parts for the courses of gymnastics, and track and field events in favor of track and field events
courses. The effect size of this difference reached 1.27, which is a high effect size, which indicates a difference in grading
setting. Also, it is evident that there is a difference between the written works of the gymnastics and sports games courses
in favor of the gymnastics course and the effect size of this difference reached 2.02, which is a high effect size due to the
difference in grading setting, as well as between the courses of sports games and track and field events in favor of the field
and track events. The effect size of this difference reached 1.47, which represents a high difference effect size in setting
grades, and this indicates a clear and apparent difference in setting year works grades and the written works between two
of the academic courses. Also, among three of the applied courses, the difference is also evident in grading setting when
comparing the practical grades of the three applied courses for a random sample of students, which highlights the
fundamental problem of grading standards during the formative and summative evaluation, which leads to the necessity of
conducting this study.

Objectives of the study 2. What is the philosophy of performance-based
1. Identifying the performance-based evaluation evaluation and grading standards according to the
philosophy (product evaluation - process evaluation) formative and summative evaluations of applied
and the grading standards according to the summative courses from the viewpoints of the students (second
evaluation of field and track events. year — third year — fourth year major in school sports
2. ldentifying the philosophy of performance-based and sports training)?
evaluation and grading standards according to the 3. Are there statistically significant differences between
formative and summative evaluations of the applied students of the second, third and fourth years,
courses from the viewpoints of the students (second specializing in school sports and sports training?
year - third year - fourth year major in school sports 4. What are the elements of performance-based
and sports training). evaluation and the appropriate grades according to
3. ldentifying the elements of performance-based the formative evaluation (year works) for the applied
evaluation and the appropriate grades as for courses from the viewpoints of the faculty staff?
formative evaluation (year works) for the applied 5. Are there statistically significant differences in the
courses from the faculty staff's points of view. elements of the performance-based evaluation and the
4. Identifying the contemporary educational trends of appropriate grading standards according to the
performance-based evaluation philosophy and formative evaluation (year works) for the applied
grading standards in the field of physical education. courses from the viewpoints of the faculty staff?
Questions of the study 6. What are the contemporary educational trends of the
1. What is the performance-based evaluation (product performance-based evaluation philosophy and
evaluation - process evaluation) and the grading grading standards in the field of physical education?
standards according to the summative evaluation of Importance of the study:

field and track events?
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1. Activating the use of performance-based evaluation as
an important educational attitude to achieve the quality
of the educational process.

2. Directing the educational practices of the faculty staff
in the faculties of physical education towards
determining objective standards for grading systems in
order to ensure fair evaluation.

3. Building a tool for the performance-based evaluation
philosophy and grading standards according to the
latest contemporary educational trends in the field of
physical education.

4. Opening new horizons towards determining objective
criteria for grading standards in university courses that
guarantee implementing equal opportunities for
students.

Terms of the study Performance-based evaluation:

Performance-based evaluation indicates the skills that the

learner possesses and the extent of his ability to employ

them in real learning situations; and this is evident in the
light of indicators of rating grades and the level of
performance quality through process evaluation and
product evaluation; and this is reflected in the extent to

which the educational objectives are achieved (7: 117, 118).

Process Evaluation:

Diagnosing points of strength and weakness in performance

by determining the specifications for the best technical

performance of the skill using rating scales (25: 230).

Product Evaluation:

It is concerned with asking objective quantitative questions

such as number of times, correct attempts, distance or

lumped time. It does not deal with technical considerations
of (technique) performance, but rather measures

performance results in the form of record achievements (2:

497).

Grading Standards:

Distinguishing the students' levels and determining the

appropriate grades for their abilities and potentials are

basically done through the use of specifications or
performance criteria (procedural definition).

Methodology

Curriculum method : The researcher used the two

following methods. They are curriculums of meta-analysis

and the descriptive curriculum to adapt to the study nature.

Study community: it includes the faculty staff and the

students of the grades two, three and four (specialized

school sport and sport training) years of (2018 -2019) (2019

- 2020).

The First study Sample: It was chosen by the random

method from the third year. They were (22) students (2018-

2019).

The second study Sample: It was chosen by the random

method from the two, three and four years specialized

school sport and sport training the total number is (30)

students.

The main study Sample: It was chosen by the following :-

- (43) of faculty staff of physical education for men in
Alexandria .They were chosen as follows:

- (10) faculty staff of the department of track and field
to determine the philosophy of the performance based
evaluation (Product Evaluation - Process Evaluation)

and the grading standards according to the summative
evaluation to the track and field events.

- (33) faculty staff that teach the practical courses to
determine the elements of performance based
evaluation and the suitable grades according to
formative evaluation ( year works) .

- (95) from the second year students, and (88) from the
third year students, and (38) from the fourth year of
school sports students, and (41) from the fourth year
of training sports students, the total of the main study
(262) students.

Study tools:

The researcher chooses these tools:

1. Design a form to limit the philosophy performance
based evaluation (Product Evaluation - Process
Evaluation) and the grading standards according to the
summative evaluation to the track and field events. It
was prepared according to the course skills for the
grades of the study ( first, second, third) in addition to
the references numbers (2) (25). The form was shown
to a number of experts in field of track and field
training events and curriculum, teaching methods, they
are (8) appendix (1). This is for recognizing:-

- How the elements of the form suit study subject.

The experts agreed to design the form and its adaptation to

the study goal and the researcher chooses agreement 80%

to become the final form appendix (2).

2. A questionnaire was prepared for the philosophy of
performance-based evaluation and grading standards
in light of contemporary educational trends for
students of the second, third and fourth years,
specializing in school sports and training.

- The researcher designed a questionnaire for the
philosophy of performance-based evaluation and
grading standards through theoretical readings
and analyzing the content of references and
studies (2) (5) (7) (9) (10) (23) (24) (25) (34) (35)
(38).

- The performance-based evaluation philosophy
questionnaire scale and the grading standards are
presented in its initial form to (7) experts and
jurors in the field of curricula, teaching methods
and sports psychology appendix (1), with the aim
of identifying:

e Appropriateness of the vocabulary for the study topic.
The clarity and correlation of each (single) statement to the
aim of the questionnaire, and the researcher has been
satisfied with an agreement rate of 80%, as some phrases
numbers (9) (10) (21) have been modified. Phrase no. (16)
has been deleted so that the scale becomes in its final form
40 phrases; appendix (3). Positive phrases come in numbers
1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10, 11, 12, 14, 17,

18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34,
35, 36, 37, 38, 39, 40). The responses are

as follows; yes = 3 to some extent = 2 No = 1 while negative
phrases come in numbers (13, 15, 16, 27) so that the
response is, yes = 1 to some extent = 2, no = 3, as in
appendix (3).
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3- Designing a form for the elements of the
performance-based evaluation and determining the
appropriate grades according to the formative evaluation
(works of the year) for the applied courses, by referring to
references and studies (5) (15) (39) (41) (45). The form has
been presented to a number

(6) of experts and jurors in the field of curricula and
teaching methods, appendix (1) for the purpose of
identifying:

- Suitability of the questionnaire elements to the
topic of study.

The experts agreed on the design of the form and its
suitability for the purpose of the study, and the researcher
has been satisfied with an agreement rate of 80%, to become
in its final form appendix (4).

- The study tools were applied in the period from
the end of the first semester to the beginning of the second
semester of the academic year 2019/2020.

Scientific coefficients of the scales used under research
First: Validity

A) Content Validity Ratio (CVR)

The three study tools were presented to the jurors in order
to find the validity of the jurors, and the researcher has been
satisfied with an 80% agreement of the jurors for the study
tools, appendixs (2) (3) (4).

(B) Construct validity

The researcher presented a questionnaire (the philosophy of
performance-based evaluation and grading standards) to an
exploratory sample of (30) students to find the validity
factor of the questionnaire as shown in the following table

No. (2):

Table (2)
Construct validity between the upper quartile and lower quartile in total of the performance- based evaluation
philosophy questionnaire and the grading standards.

Lower quartile|Upper quartile
Stats N=7 N=7 Mean (T .
Scale Differences | Value Validity
Mean | £ Std | Mean | £ Std
A questionnaire on the performance- based | o111 | 7177 | g7168 | 7174 | 55168  |*15166| 7110
evaluation philosophy and grading standards

* The value of (t) is significant at the level of (0.05) = (2.18)

Table (2) shows the differences between the higher quartile and the lower quartile in total of the questionnaire under
research to find the validity coefficient of the performance-based evaluation philosophy questionnaire and the grading
standards. There are statistically significant differences, as the calculated value of (t) reached (12.88) and this value is
greater than the value of tabular (V) at the level of (0.05) = (2.18), while the value of the validity factor was (0.97), which
confirms the validity of the questionnaire under research.

Second: Reliability:

The researcher presented a questionnaire (the philosophy of performance-based evaluation and grading standards) for an
exploratory sample of (30) students to find the reliability coefficient of the questionnaire as shown in the following table:
Table (3)
shows the reliability coefficient of Cronbach's Alpha and the Spearman- Brown coefficient for the performance-based
evaluation philosophy questionnaire and the grading standards. N = 30

Phrases Cronbach’'s Alpha Spearman- Brown coefficient

A questionnaire on the performance-
based evaluation philosophy and grading
standards

*79090 *79000

It is clear that table (3) of the Cronbach's Alpha and Spearman- Brown coefficient of the questionnaire for the philosophy
of performance-based evaluation and grading standards is that the values of the Cronbach's alpha factor reached 0.797, and
it is clear that the values of the Spearman- Brown coefficient reached 0.778, and these values are greater than the value of
(0.700), which indicates the reliability of the questionnaire of performance-based evaluation philosophy and grading
standards.

Statistical treatments:

Statistical treatments were conducted using the SPSS program, at a significance level (error probability) 0.05, matched by
a confidence level (0.95), that are as follows: -

(Meta analysis- Eta Square- Effect size cohen- T independent samples T test- Cronbach's Alpha- Spearman-Brown
Coefficient- percentage- Weighted Mean- Chi Square- Mean- Stander Deviation- one - way Anova- L.S.D (least significant
dif))
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Presentation and discussion of the results:
First: Presentation and discussion of the results of the philosophy of the performance-based Evaluation (product Evaluation
— process Evaluation) and the grading Standards according to the summative assessment of the track and field events.

Table (4)
the philosophy of the performance-based assessment (product evaluation — process evaluation) and grading standards
according to the summative Evaluation of the track and field events for the students of the first, second and third years

at the Faculty of Physical Education (n = 10)

Performance based Evaluation Grading Standards
Student year Events record | holistic skill | phases skill |Criterion| Norm
level | performance | performance | Refernce | Reference
count 07 7 7
100m sprinting %Event  |%07797 %797 %797 Y
%Performance| %3393 %797 %797
count 7 07 7
Race Walking %Event %797 %07797 %797 \/
. %Performance| %797 9%07797 %797
First
count 07 7 7
Long Jumb %Event %07797 %797 %797 v
%Performance| %3393 %797 %797
count 07 7 7
Shot Put %Event %07797 %797 %797 N
%Performance| %3393 %797 %797
count 07 7 7
110m Hurdles %Event 9%07797 %797 %797 N
%Performance| %0597 %797 %797
count 07 7 7
800m Running %Event %07797 %797 %797 y
%Performance| %0597 %797 %797
Second
count 07 7 7
Hammer Throw %Event  |%07797 %797 %797 N
%Performance| %0597 %797 %797
count 07 7 7
Triple Jump %Event %07797 %797 %797 v
%Performance| %0597 %797 %797
count 7 07 7
m 400x4 Relags %Event %797 9%07797 %797 N
%Performance| %797 903393 %797
count 07 7 7
400m Hurdles %Event %07797 %797 %797 N
Third %Performance| %3393 %797 %797
count 07 07 7
Pole Vault %Event %5797 %5797 %797 N
%Performance| %3393 963393 %797
count 07 07 7
(Rotati)r:]OtTFe)gr:nique) YoEvent | %5797 | %5797 %797 N
%Performance| %3393 9063393 %797
Table (5)

the philosophy of the performance-based Evaluation (product evaluation — process evaluation) and grading standards
according to the summative Evaluation of the track and field events for the students of the first, second and third years

at the Faculty of Physical Education (n = 10)

Performance based Evaluation Grading Standards
Student year record holistic skill phases skill Total Criterion Norm
level performance performance Refernce | Reference
First count 37 07 7 07
% year %0597 %0597 %797 %07797 \
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Performance based Evaluation Grading Standards
Student year record holistic skill phases skill Total Criterion Norm
level performance performance Refernce | Reference
% Performance %3797 %0597 %797 960092
count 07 7 7 07
Second % year 907797 %797 %797 %07797 N
% Performance %0797 %797 %797 960092
count 37 37 7 27
Third % year %5797 %5797 %797 %07797 N
% Performance %3797 %0597 %797 960099
count 077 07 7 007
Total % year 90090 90092 %797 %07797 N
% Performance %07797 %07797 %797 %07797

Table (4) (5) indicate The final evaluation process for the
track and field events mainly focuses on product assessment
(record performance) in all events of the first and second
year students, except the race walking event, whereas the
evaluation for the third year event was based on both the
process evaluation and the product evaluation for each two
events. Also, the grades which are placed in all teams and
events are based on the norm referenced level (overall
average of students' performance).

The assessment of students' performance is an important
issue and it can be achieved in several ways, the assessment
rules are used in the field of physical education and sport to
assess both the product and the process whereas the product
evaluation refers to the number of times or correct attempts
whereas the process evaluation refers to diagnosing the
points of strength and weakness in performance through the
specification of the correct technical performance of the
skill using rating scales (25: 229, 230). The grade
placement process can also be a holistic process that looks
at the student ‘s performance in a holistic manner or an
analytical process that divides performance into different
elements, each of which is evaluated separately (3: 214).
Carroll, B. (2005) indicates that the main focus is on the
assessment process in the field of physical education
through product assessment as the performance assessment
in sports activities such as track and field events focuses on
measuring time or the final result of performance (record
level),it is an objective and reliable measure that is used by
the sports institutions that the time and distance criteria are
based on the students' grades, which differ from the open
skills as in team games (23:37).

The researcher observes that the focus on product
evaluation (the level of record performance) is due to the
ease of this type of assessment. It helps to save time by a
large percentage compared to the process of criterion
referenced evaluation which depends on the details of
technical performance using assessment measures and this
requires greater effort, especially because of the large
numbers of students. Therefore, the performance-based
evaluation philosophy for all the first- and second-year
events focuses on product evaluation, except for race-
walking event, which was evaluated using overall skill
performance (and not by using rating scales). The
assessment process was carried out according to a limited

distance of performance, which is difficult to legally and
completely conduct as an event that has specific legal
specifications. It is evident that there is a difference in the
evaluation of the third-year events, especially the pole vault
and shot put rotational technique events using the overall
skill performance evaluation. These two events are
characterized by difficulty in movement performance
(technique) as complex skills that are taught during a short
period of the first semester of the academic year. The
duration of learning doesn't suit the difficulty of movement
performance, which results in the presence of difficulties
for some students due to their varied abilities. Regardless of
the ease or difficulty of performance, the assessment
process and grade setting must consider the evaluation of
technical performance according to previously announced
criteria for students (using rating scales) due to the contrast
of individual differences (physical- skillful - practiced
activity) among students. Also, the general objectives of
studying these courses are to teach students how to perform
the technical performance of these events and contribute
mainly to

preparing them for specializations such as teaching and
training in track and field events to be able to perform those
kinetic models for these events.

Morrow Jr, et al (2016) confirms that the process evaluation
refers to the fundamental elements to reach the best form of
kinetic performance, as it examines the quality of
performance, while the outcome evaluation refers to the
learning outcomes that represent the outcome of students'
performance. He adds that there is a basic rule means that
raters shouldn't determine the product criteria until they
determine the optimal form of performance, noting that the
correct performance is reflected in the evaluation of the
output (record level), also, the recording of performance-
based evaluation scores is done through a check list, which
includes the features or characteristics that represent the
quality of performance, so the feature is present or not, all
the features and characteristics also have the same value,
which the evaluators use in process evaluation, such as arm
movement ... etc. The checklist is also simple to prepare and
is useful as a product for documenting the performance
observation accurately (42: 670, 671).

The researcher also indicates that track and field events
differ from each other in the characteristics that represent
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the technical dimension (technique). They also differ
according to the importance of the technical stages from
one event to another, which is reflected in the quality and
efficiency of the movement performance. For example, the
landing phase plays a large role in the level and efficiency
of technical performance in the events of the long jump and
triple jump, while the flying stage plays the largest role in
the high jump event, which mainly affects the criteria for
obtaining a higher score for that stage compared to other
technical stages.

Miller, D. (2010) confirms that the classification and
grading systems in the field of physical education are done
through the criterion referenced evaluation or the norm
referenced evaluation (40: 91).

The evaluation process provides information for evaluators
to make judgments about students' performance based on

certain criteria that are divided into two categories: the
norm referenced evaluation that requires the use of
evaluation information in order to evaluate the student
compared to the peers' performance, it also focuses on the
results of performance instead of results processes, as for
the criterion referenced evaluation; it includes a comparison
of the student's performance according to a set of
predetermined criteria, also, the evaluation of physical
education is typically done according to the criterion
referenced evaluation, according to this criterion, grading is
connected to specific and clear specifications that include
the correct criteria for performance, consequently, this type
of evaluation provides clear information about students'
achievement to a certain level (25: 240, 241).

Second: Presentation and discussion of the results of the questionnaire of the philosophy of the performance-based
assessment and the grading criteria according to the contemporary educational trends for the students of the second,
third and fourth years, school sport and sport training specializations.
Table (6)
Frequencies, percentages, Chi square, and approval percentage of the phrases of the questionnaire of the philosophy
of the performance-based evaluation and grading standards for the students of the second year (N = 95)

es Sometimes No .
Items count y % count % ount % Chisquare | Mean %
0 7 7.37% 44 | 46.32% 44 46.32% *00900 0920 37953
0 5 5.26% 23 24.21% 67 70.53% *20905 0935 00930
3 24 | 25.53% 42 44.68% 28 29.79% 5907 0992 00900
0 50 | 53.19% 38 40.43% 6 6.38% *33970 0900 03907
5 20 21.05% 34 35.79% 41 43.16% *0900 0900 30995
2 27 28.42% 33 34.74% 35 36.84% 0907 0990 05909
0 1 1.06% 24 25.53% 69 73.40% *02932 0900 03903
0 2 2.11% 3 3.16% 90 94.74% *020907 0970 3920
9 2 2.11% 27 28.42% 66 69.47% *25900 0933 02930
07 5 5.26% 10 10.53% 80 84.21% *000975 0900 07953
00 4 4.21% 66 69.47% 25 26.32% *20907 0900 30995
00 14 14.89% 27 28.72% 53 56.38% *05900 0959 09902
03 74 | 77.89% 12 12.63% 9 9.47% *05973 0920 00900
00 78 82.11% 13 13.68% 4.21% *070990 0900 00995
05 70 | 73.68% 16 16.84% 9 9.47% *07930 0920 00900
02 41 | 43.16% 23 24.21% 31 32.63% 5900 0900 55902
00 21 22.11% 37 38.95% 37 38.95% 5939 0903 00950
00 34 | 35.79% 31 32.63% 30 31.58% 7900 0970 50900
09 6 6.38% 37 39.36% 51 54.26% *33905 0950 02972
07 18 19.15% 46 48.94% 30 31.91% *00927 0900 03920
00 41 | 43.16% 44 | 46.32% 10 10.53% *00930 0933 22930
00 6 6.32% 23 24.21% 66 69.47% *27907 0930 00900
03 4.26% 12 12.77% 78 82.98% *075900 0900 07920
00 24 | 25.26% 19 20.00% 52 54.74% *09990 0900 35902
05 18 18.95% 24 25.26% 53 55.79% *00903 0923 30950
02 3 3.16% 8 8.42% 84 88.42% *037903 0905 0930
00 77 81.05% 15 15.79% 3 3.16% *99920 0900 00995
00 5 5.26% 5 5.26% 85 89.47% *030900 0902 0909
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es Sometimes No .

Items count Y % count % count % Chisquare | Mean %
09 7 7.37% 34 | 3579% | 54 | 56.84% *35900 0950 05902
37 2 2.11% 15 15.79% | 78 | 82.11% *070932 0907 07977
30 23 | 2421% | 56 | 58.95% 16 16.84% *00900 0970 53920
30 85 | 89.47% 10 10.53% 0 0.00% *59900 0909 90900
33 9 9.47% 25 | 26.32% | 61 64.21% *00907 0905 00923
30 10 | 10.64% | 58 | 61.70% | 26 | 27.66% *30903 0903 00909
35 2 2.13% 21 | 2234% | 71 75.53% *00979 0900 03937
32 6 6.32% 47 | 49.47% | 42 44.21% *30927 0920 30975
30 11 | 11.58% | 35 | 36.84% | 49 51.58% *03933 0927 37977
30 9 9.47% 39 | 41.05% | 47 49.47% *05935 0927 37977
39 2 2.11% 10 10.53% | 83 87.371% *005903 0905 0930
07 3 3.16% 5 5.26% 87 91.58% *005907 0900 5909

* Chi square significant at the level of 0.05 where the significance level < 0.05 at freedom degree 2 = 5.99, freedom
degree 1 =3.84
Likert triple scale: Weighted arithmetic mean: 1.00-1.66 (no), 1.67-2.33 (somehow), 2.34-3.00 (yes) Table (6) which
illustrates the frequencies, percentages, Chi square, and approval percentage of the questionnaire phrases for the second
year students shows: significant differences in all of the phrases of the questionnaire of the philosophy of the
performance-based evaluation and grading standards, where the calculated Chi square value was greater than the tabular
Chi square value at the level of
0.05 = (5.99) except the phrases (3, 6, 16, 17, 18), the values of the approval percentages of the questionnaire phrases
ranged between (3.68% to 94.74%), and Phrase No. (32) had the highest approval rates, while Phrase No. (8) had the
lowest approval percentage.
Table (7)
Frequencies, percentages, Chi square, and approval percentage of the phrases of the questionnaire of the philosophy

of the performance-based evaluation and grading standards for the students of the third academic year (N = 88)
Items yes Sometimes No Chi square Mean %
count % count % count %
0 4 4.55% 36 40.91% 48 54.55% *35900 0957 05977
0 1 1.14% 14 15.91% 73 82.95% *32900 0900 9979
3 14 15.91% 37 42.05% 37 42.05% *30900 0900 32993
0 26 29.55% 44 50.00% 18 20.45% *30900 0979 50955
5 1 1.16% 34 39.53% 51 59.30% *39900 0900 07993
2 7 8.05% 35 40.23% 45 51.72% *07900 0952 00902
0 3 3.41% 7 7.95% 78 88.64% *00900 0905 0939
0 0 0.00% 3 3.45% 84 96.55% *00900 0973 0900
9 5 5.68% 35 39.77% 48 54.55% *03900 0950 05950
07 2 2.27% 3 3.41% 83 94.32% *00900 0970 3990
00 1 1.14% 73 82.95% 14 15.91% *05900 0905 00920
00 3 3.45% 19 21.84% 65 74.71% *02900 0909 00930
03 80 90.91% 3 3.41% 5 5.68% *00900 0905 90920
00 83 94.32% 3 3.41% 2 2.271% *00900 0990 92970
05 75 85.23% 11 12.50% 2 2.271% *09900 0903 90900
02 31 35.23% 38 43.18% 19 21.59% *57900 0900 52900
00 10 11.49% 42 48.28% 35 40.23% *50900 0900 35923
00 11 12.64% 37 42.53% 39 44.83% *50900 0920 33990
09 10 11.36% 43 48.86% 35 39.77% *53900 0900 35907
07 17 19.32% 42 47.73% 29 32.95% *50900 0902 03900
00 24 27.27% 55 62.50% 9 10.23% *55900 0900 50950
00 6 6.98% 10 11.63% 70 81.40% *52900 0902 00909
03 0 0.00% 14 15.91% 74 84.09% *50900 0902 0995
00 75 85.23% 4 4.55% 9 10.23% *50900 0905 00957
05 6 6.90% 37 42.53% 44 50.57% *59900 0952 00902
02 1 1.14% 9 10.23% 78 88.64% *27900 0903 2905
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yes Sometimes No .
Items Chi square Mean %
count % count % count %
00 64 72.73% 15 17.05% 9 10.23% *20900 0923 00905
00 46 52.27% 19 21.59% 23 26.14% *20900 0902 23970
09 4 4.60% 39 44.83% 44 50.57% *23900 0950 00970
37 4 4.60% 10 11.49% 73 83.91% *20900 0900 07930
30 23 26.14% 53 60.23% 12 13.64% *25900 0903 52905
30 68 77.27% 13 14.77% 7 7.95% *22900 0929 00922
33 4 4.55% 39 44.32% 45 51.14% *20900 0953 02907
30 6 6.82% 56 63.64% 26 29.55% *20900 0900 30920
35 5 5.68% 19 21.59% 64 72.73% *29900 0933 02900
32 5 5.75% 49 56.32% 33 37.93% *07900 0920 33990
30 6 6.82% 15 17.05% 67 76.14% *00900 0930 05930
30 7 7.95% 52 59.09% 29 32.95% *00900 0905 30957
39 0 0.00% 8 9.09% 80 90.91% *03900 0979 0955
07 0 0.00% 3 3.41% 85 96.59% *00900 0973 0907

*Chi square significant at the level of 0.05 where the significance level < 0.05 at freedom degree 2 = 5.99, freedom degree
1=384

Likert triple scale: Weighted arithmetic mean: 1.00-1.66 (no), 1.67-2.33 (somehow), 2.34-3.00 (yes) Table (7) which
illustrates the frequencies, percentages, Chi square, and approval percentage of the questionnaire phrases for the for the
third year students shows: significant differences in all of the questionnaire phrases where the calculated Chi square value
was greater than the tabular Chi square value at the level of 0.05 = (5.99), the values of the approval percentages for the
questionnaire phrases ranged between (1.70% to 96.02%), Phrase No. (14) had the highest approval percentage, while
Phrase No. (40) had the lowest approval percentage.

Table (8)
Frequencies, percentages, Chi square, and approval percentage of the phrases of the questionnaire of the philosophy
of the performance-based evaluation and grading standards for the students of the fourth academic year specialized in
school sport (N =38)

yes Sometimes No
Items Chi square Mean %
count % count % count %
0 12 31.58% 18 47.37% 8 21.05% 0977 0900 | 55902
0 3 7.89% 11 28.95% 24 63.16% *00900 0905 | 00930
3 8 22.22% 24 66.67% 4 11.11% *00920 0900 | 55952
0 6 16.22% 25 67.57% 6 16.22% *09950 0977 | 57977
5 3 8.33% 16 44.44% 17 47.22% *07900 0920 | 37952
2 14 38.89% 17 47.22% 5 13.89% *2957 0905 | 20957
0 1 2.70% 11 29.73% 25 67.57% *03950 0935 | 00950
0 1 2.70% 3 8.11% 33 89.19% *50900 0900 2902
9 1 2.63% 13 34.21% 24 63.16% *07997 0939 | 09900
07 3 7.89% 8 21.05% 27 71.05% *05930 0930 | 00900
00 7 18.42% 22 57.89% 9 23.68% *07900 0995 | 00930
00 8 21.05% 21 55.26% 9 23.68% *0902 0990 | 00920
03 30 81.08% 6 16.22% 1 2.70% *30990 0900 | 09909
00 30 81.08% 4 10.81% 3 8.11% *30977 0903 | 02909
05 24 63.16% 12 31.58% 2 5.26% *09902 0950 | 00995
02 12 31.58% 17 44.74% 9 23.68% 0950 0970 | 53995
00 21 55.26% 10 26.32% 7 18.42% *0950 0930 | 20900
00 13 34.21% 13 34.21% 12 31.58% 7975 0973 | 50930
09 7 18.92% 17 45.95% 13 35.14% 0900 0900 | 00909
07 13 35.14% 19 51.35% 5 13.51% *0977 0900 | 27900
00 16 42.11% 16 42.11% 6 15.79% 5902 0902 | 23902
00 4 10.53% 20 52.63% 14 36.84% *07930 0900 | 32900
03 6 15.79% 14 36.84% 18 47.37% 5997 0920 | 30900
00 18 47.37% 10 26.32% 10 26.32% 3930 0900 | 27953
05 10 27.78% 18 50.00% 8 22.22% 0920 0972 | 50900

JASS 43 March 2021, Volume 11, No. 1



Ashraf Sobhy

yes Sometimes No
Items Chi square Mean %
count % count % count %
02 1 2.63% 10 26.32% 27 71.05% *00953 0930 05909
00 31 81.58% 6 15.79% 1 2.63% *07909 0909 09900
00 6 16.67% 8 22.22% 22 61.11% *00920 0952 00900
09 22 57.89% 15 39.47% 1 2.63% *00975 0955 00923
37 9 23.68% 8 21.05% 21 55.26% *0902 0920 30900
30 18 47.37% 13 34.21% 7 18.42% 0909 0909 20900
30 26 68.42% 11 28.95% 1 2.63% *05977 0922 00909
33 8 22.22% 21 58.33% 7 19.44% *07900 0973 50939
30 25 65.79% 13 34.21% 0 0.00% 3909 0922 00909
35 15 40.54% 11 29.73% 11 29.73% 7900 0900 55900
32 3 7.89% 22 57.89% 13 34.21% *00902 0900 32900
30 14 36.84% 21 55.26% 3 7.89% *03977 0909 20900
30 20 52.63% 13 34.21% 5 13.16% *0997 0939 29900
39 5 13.51% 17 45.95% 15 40.54% *2907 0903 32909
07 2 5.26% 10 26.32% 26 68.42% *03950 0930 00900

*Chi square significant at the level of 0.05 where the significance level < 0.05 at freedom degree 2 = 5.99, freedom degree
1=384

Likert triple scale: Weighted arithmetic mean: 1.00-1.66 (no), 1.67-2.33 (somehow), 2.34-3.00 (yes) Table (8) which
illustrates the frequencies, percentages, Chi square, and approval percentage of the questionnaire phrases for the fourth year
students specializing in school sport shows: significant differences in most of the questionnaire phrases, where the
calculated Chi square value was greater than the tabular Chi square value at the level of 0.05 = (5.99), while there are no
statistically significant differences in phrases (1, 16, 18, 19, 21, 23, 24, 25, 31, 34, 35), the values of the approval
percentages of the questionnaire phrases ranged between (6.76% to 89.47), Phrase No. (27) had the highest approval
percentage, while Phrase No. (8) had the lowest approval percentage.

Table (9)
Frequencies, percentages, Chi square, and approval percentage of the phrases of the questionnaire of the philosophy
of the performance-based evaluation and grading standards for the students of the fourth academic year specialized in

sport training (N=41)
Items Yes Sometimes No Chisquare| Mean %
count % count % count %
0 02 9623900 0 900970 0 2609950 *02903 0900 00995
0 0 %5977 03 930957 05 %20957 *09905 0903 00905
3 03 9630900 00 9650950 0 99902 *00920 0900 27990
0 00 9630905 00 9603997 9 2600995 0990 0900 52907
5 9 9600957 00 9600957 00 %35977 0905 0900 03905
2 9 900995 00 9053922 07 2000939 *0922 0990 00900
0 00 900957 00 %35977 05 %30957 7925 0997 05977
0 3 %0930 05 9632959 03 %52907 *00903 0950 05920
9 02 %07977 00 %00957 0 %000957 0955 0903 20905
07 5 %00907 07 900939 02 2623900 *00920 0909 00939
00 00 %05977 05 930957 0 2600957 0905 0900 23905
00 03 %30957 07 %57977 0 %00957 *2935 0905 50957
03 03 9652907 9 900995 9 2000995 *9952 0930 20970
00 37 9602990 0 900995 0 %5903 *30930 0900 05997
05 03 952907 00 902903 0 2000970 *07905 0939 29950
02 05 9032959 00 930905 00 2609900 7930 0970 53922
00 00 %35977 02 %07977 07 %05977 0907 0907 55977
00 02 939970 00 9609900 03 2030900 7923 0970 53922
09 07 %05977 07 %57977 07 %05977 5977 0977 57977
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Items yes Sometimes No Chisquare| Mean %
count % count % count %
07 00 %30905 07 %00900 0 %00970 *2907 0900 50950
00 02 %07977 02 %07977 0 %07977 3907 0907 27977
00 05 %32959 03 %30900 03 %30900 7907 0975 50900
03 2 %00923 00 %00902 00 %03997 *2909 0900 35930
00 05 %30957 02 %07977 9 %00957 0905 0905 50957
05 02 %39970 05 %32959 07 %00939 0950 0905 50930
02 00 %00957 03 %30957 02 %07977 7995 0900 03905
00 30 %00957 2 %05977 3 %0957 *35905 0907 05977
00 00 %00900 05 %30902 03 %33933 7920 0995 00900
09 02 %07977 02 %07977 0 %07977 3907 0907 27977
37 07 %00939 00 %30905 00 %00902 0900 0903 00902
30 00 %09900 05 %32959 00 %30905 7930 0995 00952
30 09 %00957 5 %00957 2 %05977 *00925 0950 00905
33 02 %39970 00 %00902 %09950 3952 0907 59902
30 00 %00902 05 %32959 9 %00995 0950 0907 59902
35 00 %00900 05 %30902 03 %33933 7920 0995 00900
32 00 %35977 00 %50957 5 %00957 *9925 0903 20905
30 9 %00957 00 %00957 00 %35977 0905 0900 03905
30 00 %37977 00 %05977 07 %05977 0927 0975 50957
39 00 %09900 00 %02903 00 %03997 0907 0905 00920
07 2 %00923 05 %32959 07 %00900 *0930 0922 30993

*Chi square significant at the level of 0.05 where the significance level < 0.05 at freedom degree 2 = 5.99, freedom degree

1=3.84

Likert triple scale: Weighted arithmetic mean: 1.00-1.66 (no), 1.67-2.33 (somehow), 2.34-3.00 (yes)

Table (9) which illustrates the frequencies, percentages, Chi square, and approval percentage of the questionnaire phrases
for the fourth year students specializing in sport training shows:

significant differences in the phrases (1, 2, 3, 6, 8, 10, 12, 13, 14, 15, 20, 23, 27, 32, 36, 40) where the calculated Chi square
value was greater than the tabular Chi square value at the 0.05 level = (5.99), while there are no statistically significant
differences in the rest of the phrases, the values of the approval percentages for the questionnaire phrases ranged between
(21.25% to 85.90%), and Phrase No. (14) had the highest approval rates, while Phrase No. (2) had the lowest approval

percentage.

Tables (6), (7), (8) and (9) which illustrate the data of the
second, third and fourth years (specialization of school
sport and sport training) show that Phrase No. (8) had the
lowest approval percentage, followed by the second year
3.68%, the third year 1.72%, specialization of school sport
6.76%, and specialization of sport training 25.61%, which
means that the grade is based on participatory assessment
criteria (between the student and the faculty member).
Giving the opportunity of participation in the assessment
process to the students is a fair method to the assessment
process (30).

In this regard, the study of Lorente-Catalan, E., & Kirk, D.
(2016) shows that the university aims at changing its
practice from the traditional model that depends on
delivering information to promote the direct and active
participation of the students in the learning and assessment
process. The university has ten guides to help the faculty
staff improve their skills and their practice of the evaluation
process. Two of them (the first and third guides) were
specifically designed to assist in the assessment and

learning process. The first guide includes an introduction to
teaching and assessment and it shows that whoever
performs the assessment process must have sufficient
scientific information in a way that suits the students, while
the third guide (assessment for learning AFL) specifically
targets the newcomers in teaching and assessment to
acquire the scientific information with its contents. The
details of the most effective assessment practices are also
highlighted in order to apply and include them in all
academic courses within the university and emphasizing the
importance of involving the students in setting standards
using participatory assessment strategies such as self-
assessment and peer-assessment (37).

There is also a growing interest in higher education towards
the use of assessment strategies that focus on the students'
participation in the assessment process. Students'
participation is crucial and democratic manifestation of
bearing responsibility for their own learning and
developing lifelong learning skills in a rapid changing
world (36).
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Therefore, grading systems must be an integration of
student and teacher assessments during the evaluation
process (25: 234).

The researcher illustrates that embedding a culture of
participatory assessment requires a full understanding by
the faculty staff through specialized training courses for this
type of assessment and forms of practice in order to be able
to engage and educate students about the nature of
participatory roles in the assessment and grading process.
The results of that study are consistent with the results of
the two studies (26) and (36). However, there is an obvious
lack of students' participation in the assessment process in
the physical education field. Therefore, we need more
discussions about the effectiveness of assessment with the
participation of teachers and students. The study of
Redelius, K., & Hay, P (2009) confirms that there are
contradictions about the students’ perceptions of the
grading standards, systems and the assessment process. The
study confirms the contradiction between the official
assessment standards and the students' observations on the
contributing factors of achieving high levels of the
achievement process (44).

Phrase No. (7) had low percentages in the following order,
the second year 13.83%, the third year 7.39%, and
specialization of school sport 17.57%. It confirms that the
grade is assessed through a declared standard card
specifying the physical or technical performance
specifications for each test. The assessment process in the
physical education field includes a standard card that
focuses on observing performance according to criteria to
set the grade (9:144). It is also necessary to provide the
students with the assessment rubrics and criteria before the
assessment process so that they have a sufficient
understanding of their physical, technical, or other
assessment criteria (25: 230).

The study of Haerens, L., et al (2018) confirms that the
students® knowledge of the standards and specifications of
the tests before their performance is an important
component of the quality of the assessment process (29).
The results of this study conform to the study of Maen Al-
Shaalan and Mahmoud Al-Wedian (2018) which confirms
that applying practical tests is easy, but there is a difficulty
in giving meaning to the grades because the assessment
process depends on the grades estimated by the evaluator
and not using a specific and unified standard for all
students. Also, this may cause disparities in giving the
grades, and this may affect the reliability and fairness of the
assessment (12).

Phrase No. (2) had low percentages in the next order, the
second year 17.37%, the third year 9.09%, specialization of
school sport 22.37%, and specialization of training 21.25%.
This gives the sufficient grades according to the level of
your physical or technical assessment (formative -
summative assessment).

Morrow Jr, et al (2016) point to the importance of providing
the students with the sufficient information of assessment
methods before starting teaching through all types and
procedures of assessment and what the assessment
specifications and criteria are, whether formative or
summative (42: 614).

The researcher points out that the Faculty of Physical
Education embraces various (individual and team) sports,
which require different kinetic and physical performances.
Therefore, when previously information is built on
performance specifications; we get a clearer perception of
the grade obtained by the student. Also Miller, D. (2010)
confirms that when the students get informed with the
assessment methods, standards, and grading systems in the
physical education field, they usually do not get surprised
by the grades they have. Therefore, most students like to be
informed with their level of achievement and this represents
a challenge for some students to get higher grades (40: 87).
Phrase No. (9) indicates that the grade that the student
obtains in the applied tests is done according to sufficient
time to demonstrate his abilities. The phrase had low
approval percentages according to the following order, the
second year 16.32%, specialization of school sport 19.74%,
while the third year had 25.57%. The researcher attributes
that the assessment of large numbers in a limited period of
time within the time of the lecture is not enough to give the
student sufficient time to perform the assessment process,
which actually requires that the assessment of each student
takes enough time not only related to the time of the lecture
(formative evaluation) in order for the assessment process
to be done fairly and this percentage appears in the large
numbers of the second and third grades students. However,
the specialization of school sport had low percentage
between the last two, although the number of students of
specialization is less. The researcher explains that all the
applied courses for the students of specialization focus on
evaluating each student‘s performance in teaching skills
(planning, implementation and evaluation). They require a
long time to evaluate the teaching performance of each
student, unlike the students of the fourth grade,
specialization of sports training with 61.25% . The number
of students in this specialization decreases (various training
branches in the faculty for individual and team sports),
which may provide an opportunity to perform the
assessment process in sufficient time. Therefore, it is
necessary for the faculty staff to consider giving sufficient
time for each student to complete the assessment process
fairly and accurately.

Carroll, B. (2005) confirms that the difficulties faced by the
faculty staff when assessing the skills during the physical
activities do not lie in applying performance standards or
criteria, but the difficulty lies in applying them to large
numbers of learners in a short time. When the time is not
enough for large numbers, it becomes difficult to assess
various performances, and in turn it becomes difficult to set
grading fairly and reliably (23:38).

Phrase No. (10), had low approval percentages according to
the following order, the second year by 10.53%, the third
year 3.98%, specialization of school sport 18.42% and
specialization of sports training 24.39%. This shows that
the grades are placed for colleagues® assessment systems
for their level of performance as one of the assessment
aspects. During the development of peer- assessment tasks,
the teacher gets relieved from being the only one to decide
the students‘ success.
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Peer-assessment also increases communication and
observation skills, develops learners® understanding of the
effective technical performance and also increases the full
use of learning time (25: 233).

The study of Lorente-Catalan, E., & Kirk, D. (2016)
emphasize that the assessment process practices should
include peer-assessment as one of the main assessment
strategies within the university (36).

Morrow Jr, et al (2016) points out that when using peer-
assessment, it is better for the evaluator to conduct the
assessment only because when the performer records the
assessment results at the time of performance (passing the
ball to the person who performs the assessment), it becomes
difficult to pass and accurately observe the performance at
the same time, which means, passing and observing equally
efficiently becomes more difficult (42: 660).

The researcher indicates that there are many practices for
the peer-assessment process in some courses, as in
practicing reciprocal learning style , especially for the
students of the school sport specialization, or by applying
this method in external field training for the third and fourth
year students in the period of practical education, but it does
not exceed in this case being an education activity and not
one of the elements of setting the grade.

Phrase No. (13) had high approval percentages according to
the following order: the second year 84.21%, the third year
92.61%, specialization of school sport 89.19%, and
specialization of sports training 67.07%, and this indicates
a feeling of anxiety about not being informed with the tasks
of the tests and the details of the grade. When the students
are notified of the assessment criteria in advance, they no
longer need to assess the details of the test.

When the students get informed with the grading
procedures and criteria that reduces the anxiety when
studying courses (42: 624, 670).

Phrase No. (14) had high approval percentages according to
the following order, the second year 88.95%, the third year
96.02%, specialization of school sport 86.49%, and
specialization of training 85.90%, and this indicates a
feeling of more confidence resulting from prior information
to the assessment details and appropriate grades.

The study of Krijgsman, C et al (2017) shows that when
setting grades, the evaluator must consider the clarity of the
assessment criteria as well as the feelings of the learners by
reducing the feeling of pressure and avoiding feelings of
failure or frustration by providing a positive environment
that stimulates learners and increases motivation towards
better performance (34).

These results conform to the study of Barkoukis, V., et al
(2014) which showed that developing students ‘motivation
helps acquire information, improve performance and
reduce internal pressures that affect the students’
achievement and obtain better grades in the physical
education field (19). It also conform to the results of the
study of Haerens, L., et al (2018) which showed that the
information of test standards has an effect on the students
‘motivations and anxiety while taking tests in the physical
education field, as the results confirmed that the students
who have prior information of the test standards are more
effective in achieving the objectives (29).

Phrase No. (15), had high approval percentages, according
to the following order, the second year 82.11%, the third
year 91.48%, specialization of school sport 78.95%, and
specialization of training 69.51%, which states that the lack
of grades clarity in the details of the tests makes the student
feel the absence of (objectivity) fairness. Therefore, among
the procedures that must be taken into account when setting
grades fairly, reliably and properly, students should be
informed with the procedures, systems, details of settings
the grading and details of the various tests and assessments
(42: 621).

Phrase No. (22), had low approval percentages, according
to the following order, the second year by 18.42% and the
third year 12.79%, which shows that the assessment system
depends on placing a grade for each test according to rating
scales.

The rating scales are of the assessment tools in the physical
education field, in which a report of the students* level and
abilities is prepared (2: 498).

It is important to consider this through observation using
the rating scales when assessing the techniques of team or
individual sports (42: 621). The study of Dinan Thompson,
M., et al (2015) also confirms that assessment is done
through clear criteria of technical performance, such as the
rating scales that include items that clarify details of kinetic
performance (26).

Phrase No. (23) had low approval percentages according to
the following order, the second year 10.64% and the third
year 7.95%, which shows that the assessment systems and
the execution of applied tests provide opportunities
(retesting) to improve the grade.

One of the difficulties for the evaluators is a one-time
process of examining the practical performance only, in
addition to other difficulties, depending on the purpose of
the assessment process, whether it is to identify the level of
the learner‘s accuracy such as the level of technical
performance for one time or frequently, through good or
bad technical performance, or the ability to perform in more
difficult or complex situations and the extent of the
effectiveness of the teammates or the opponent players
regarding the performance and other factors such as the
level of effort and personal characteristics (23: 60).

The researcher shows that there are sports such as track and
field events that give the students the performance
opportunities in each contest that include three attempts
during the assessment process and the grade is calculated
according to the best attempt, which is not available in
many sports as the objective of the evaluation process and
the possibility of fair assessment by giving all students the
opportunities to re-test. This process needs good
organization and sufficient space of time, especially
considering the large numbers of students.

Phrase No. (26) had low approval percentages, according to
the following order, the second year 7.37%, the third year
6.25%, and specialization of school sport 15.79%, which is
—the student can communicate and discuss with the faculty
staff about the level of grade that he has gotl. Tippin, G. K,
et al. (2012) shows that communication between the
students and faculty staff about the purpose and process of
academic evaluation should be improved, and this is
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obvious in the various perceptions in the grading systems,
whether through the evaluator or the evaluated student (46).
Therefore, it is necessary that the discussion takes place
among the evaluators within the same department about the
performance criteria and the grading criteria and how to use
them in the process of assessing the learners (23:59).
Phrase No. (27), had high approval percentages according
to the following order, the second year 88.95%, the third
year 81.25%, specialization of school sport 89.47%, and
specialization of sports training 85.00%, and this shows the
difference in assessment systems and the status of the grade
from one evaluator to another.

The study of Amnestied, C., & Larsson, S. (2010) confirms
that there is a clear difference in the grading systems from
one evaluator to another within the same school, and the
teachers need in- service training about the assessment
methods and the criteria of setting the grading as well as
thinking about achieving the objectives and standards
through developing a grading system that is applicable and
compatible with achieving the target objectives and
standards (16).

Therefore, when a teacher‘s observation is subjective, this
affects the grade decision as it lacks objectivity and
fairness, and it is also difficult to achieve consistency in
grades due to the differences between the teachers and the
students, which is a natural phenomenon in any educational
environment, and the lack of consistency in grades is one of
the weakness points of many grading schemes, so any
evaluator must give the same grade for the same level of
performance (42: 616, 622).

The researcher shows that the main reason for the difference
in the evaluation and the grade setting systems from one
evaluator to another is due to the lack of clear performance
criteria that define the standards and details of the grades,
as many faculty staff depend on subjective observation of
performance and this is consistent with the results of the
study of Maen Al-Shaalan and Mahmoud Al-Wedian
(2018) the assessment process is based on the grades
estimated by the evaluator and not on a specific and unified
standard for all students, which may cause a variation in
setting the grades, which may expose the assessment
process to a lack of reliability or fairness of assessment (12).
Phrase No. (28) had low approval percentages according to
the following order: The second year 7.89%, while the
fourth year, specialization of school sport 27.78%, which
means that the grading systems in the applied tests (open
skills) depend on the separate technical performance test
(not in a real play situation).

Many official assessments focus on evaluating the sports
skills in different games separately (isolated as a stand-
alone skill) and do not evaluate actual performance in the
game situations as the actual performance in the game
situations is called a real assessment which determines the
student ‘s success in applying the skills (25: 217).

Also, controlling the assessment of team sports is not an
easy process to obtain difficulty, variety, complexity and
frequency according to the same criteria for all learners at
the same time due to the diversity of abilities and
performances, for example the performance of the free shot
in basketball outside the real playing situations lacks real

playing conditions, also the evaluator needs to have detailed
information of the elements and criteria of evaluation and
how to apply them, such as the information of correcting
the technique of a skill, such as finger positions to control
the tool, feet positions, and various tactics such as defense
and attack positions, and these elements differ according to
the activities and the nature of skills, whether closed or open
(23: 55, 56, 58).

Morrow Jr, et al (2016) confirms that assessing techniques
and grading systems in team sports is one of the difficult
tasks, where the separate (isolated) sports skills tests are
often used, as they lack relevance and validity, also the
assessment and grading setting according to the team rank
regarding providing equal opportunities for the learners to
prove ability is a difficult process, as one of the students
may be weak and have been selected in a good team and
obtain a high grade and vice versa if his performance is
good and he is selected in a weak team, he may get a low
grade. This strategy is not fair for all students because the
grading standards depend on the performance of the others.
(42: 616)

Therefore, judging the effectiveness of performance in open
skills requires assessment of techniques and other processes
such as decision-making, tactical awareness, and
application of skills in playing situations that represent
reactions in competition situations as an integral part of the
performance-based evaluation (23: 37, 38).

Phrase No. (30) had low approval percentages according to
the following order: the second year 10.00%, the third year
10.34%, specialization of school sport 34.21%, and
specialization of training 41.46%, which shows that the
tests provide the self-assessment task as part of the grading
system. The researcher illustrates that it is necessary to
carry out the self-assessment task. The student must have
awareness of his capabilities with an understanding of the
details and tasks of performance, which may be the product
of learning, practice, and experience (and this is obvious
somehow in the students of specialization) so that the self-
assessment can be used as part of the grading systems.
Although many students allegedly participate in the self-
assessment for some time, 41% of the faculty members
deny that the students participate in the process, which
indicates a lack of common meaning between the students
and the faculty members about their perceptions and
understanding of the practices of the assessment process
(38).

Teaching the students how to evaluate their performance
helps them to develop independence and the ability to
develop their strategies that help define and achieve their
goals and in order to get the self-assessment correct and
objective, students should have learned through the
opportunities of various practices of self-assessment
process (25: 233, 234).

Phrase No. (32) had high approval percentages according to
the following order, the second year 94.74% the third year
84.66%, specialization of school sport 82.89%, and
specialization of sports training 78.75%, which shows that
your performance tasks for the applied tests and grading
systems are affected by the environmental factors (weather
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conditions - availability and validity of the tools — the nature
of the ground).

Carroll, B. (2005) points that the objective measures such
as time and distance have no difficulty in the assessment
process, as in track and field events, but changes such as
weather conditions and the type of the tracks may have an
impact on the times and therefore the standards and rubrics
for performance-based evaluation are affected (23:53).
This is obvious among the faculty students, as they
sometimes face some assessments in the open playgrounds
under variable weather conditions (cold during the first
semester) where the open playground may get affected,
which may have some effect on their performance level and
grades setting.

Phrase No. (39) had low approval percentages according to
the following order, the second year 7.37%, the third year
4.55%, specialization of school sport 36.49%, and
specialization of sports training, 42.68%, and this show that
the assessment and grading systems depend on taking
advantage of the technological applications (video
recording). Koekoek, J et al. (2018) shows that the
professionals in the physical education field have become
clearly interested in using technological tools in their
educational practices, but many educational environments
are not ready to use such tools (33: 1).

The traditional form of assessment in physical education is
conducted through the teacher ‘s visual vision as a basis for
judging the technical performance and it is considered a
basic form of the assessment process (25: 23)

Also, in the field of kinetic performance, students must
have the ability to understand the kinetic meaning of
performance and may include video clips of the students
‘performance and feedback, whether spoken or written,
providing the students with clear standards of performance,
and providing reference points for their own reflections and
appropriate learning (30).

The study of Haerens, L., et al. (2018) confirms that to
achieve the quality of the assessment, teachers must

Differences between the study years

communicate with students more clearly through the
assessment criteria using video forms (29).

The researcher believes that using technology effectively
requires great capabilities that must be available, which
causes difficulty to a large extent in light of the large
numbers, limited capabilities and the lack of availability of
these technologies significantly in the faculty stadiums, but
despite of the fact that there is a benefit somehow through
some limited technical capabilities to enrich the learning
process, it is also obvious in the small numbers of the
students of the sports training specialization.

Capel, S.et al (2013) point out that using the digital video
and the kinetic performance capturing tools by the learners
is an excellent way to record learning and the level of
progress, as it is useful in assessing the level of learners (22:
139).

Video recording proves the student ‘s ability to practice a
skill well and helps to monitor the learner ‘s progress and
evaluate this progress through the summative assessment of
the product in addition to the process evaluation that
indicates the type and quality of performance (3: 213, 214).
The results of Phrase No. (40) showed low approval
percentages according to the following order, the second
year 5.79%, the third year 1.70%, specialization of school
sport 18.42%, and specialization of sports training, 32.93%,
which shows the presentation of a clear record of the
assessment systems and transcripts of the students. The
evaluation process depends on a record that documents the
student ‘s activity and contains several elements such as the
results of physical and technical tests, written reports,
pictures, illustrations, and visual or audio recordings (42:
663). Also, assessment portfolios are an effective tool for
evaluating the level of students ‘performance and are
considered as a guide or record of what the learner has
achieved regarding the objectives and what has been
achieved. It also shows the extent of progress made by the
learner (25: 238).

Table (10)
The statistical description of the questionnaire of the philosophy of the performance-based evaluation and the grading
standards for the sample under research. N = 262

Variables Academic Level N Mean Std. Min Max | Rank

Second year 15 84168 0177 41177 68177 7

A Third year 66 87111 5101 57177 | 67177 | 4
questionnaire on the Fourth year

performance- based evaluation 76 04115 6177 58177 | 66177 5

. . (School sports)

philosophy and grading Fourth vear

standards My 41 06187 11161 41177 | 177177 1

(training)
Total 585 86116 1107 41177 | 177177

Table (10) shows the statistical description of the questionnaire of the philosophy of the performance- based evaluation and
the grading standards, where the fourth year students specializing in sport training came in the first rank in the questionnaire
total with an average of 78.63 + 11.89, followed by the fourth year students specializing in school sport in the second rank
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in the questionnaire total with an average of 74.92 + 8.30, the second year students in the third rank in the questionnaire
total with an average of 64.86 + 7.00, and finally the third year students in the fourth rank in the questionnaire total with
an average of 63.99 + 5.79.

Table (11)
shows the significance of the differences between the study years in the questionnaire of the philosophy of the
performance-based evaluation and the grading standards under research. N =262

Stats . =]
Variable Variance Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Value
Between
A questionnaireonthe|  Groups 6016105 7 5175111
performance- based Within .
evaluation philosophy Groups 15074141 556 87111 46171 e
and grading standards Total 54577151 -

*Tabular (P) value is significant at the level of 0.05 = (2.65)
Table (11) shows that there are statistically significant differences at the level of (0.05) between the study years in the
questionnaire of the philosophy of the performance-based evaluation and the grading standards under research, as the
calculated P value was (48.09) and this value is greater than the tabular P value at the level of (0.05) = 2.65 with significance
level less than 0.05.
Table (12)
L.S.D test at the level of 0.05 to determine the significance and direction of the differences in the performance-based

evaluation philosophy questionnaire and the grading standards.
; : P

Variables Mean Difference value

Third year 7160 7145

. . Fourth year (school sports) *17178- 7177

A questionnaire on the Second year Fourth year (training) *17100- 7177

performance- based Fourth year (school sports) *17117- 7177

evaluation philosophy and Third year = %/h trai D 14185 177
grading standards Fourth year ourth year (training) -
- « i

(School sports) Fourth year (training) 7101 7174

Table (12) which shows the data of the L.S.D test at the level of 0.05 to determine the significance and direction of the
differences in the performance-based evaluation philosophy questionnaire and the grading standards under research shows: -
There are statistically significant differences between the fourth year (school sport — sport training) and the second year, in
favor of the fourth year (school sport— sport training).- There are statistically significant differences between the fourth
year (school sport — sport training) and the third year, in favor of the fourth year (school sport — sport training).- There are
no statistically significant differences between the second and third years.- There are no statistically significant differences
between the fourth year teaching methods and training specializations.

Tables (10), (11) and (12) which illustrate the differences between the study years in the questionnaire of the philosophy
of the performance-based evaluation and the grading standards show that the differences are in favor of the fourth year
specializing in sport training, followed by the school sport specialization, and the researcher refers those differences to
factors such as practice and experience since the students of specialization have more experience as a result of the number
of years of studying as well as the conditions for admission to the specialization such as sport training through the specific
tests and the level of experience in the sports of specialization, all of these factors contribute mainly to the students
understanding of the assessment process and grading criteria, also teaching in many branches of the training specialization
is applied on relatively small numbers which does not exceed ten students in each specialization, which gives a greater
opportunity for the learning and assessment process, and is reflected in the degree setting, and this percentage is close to
the school sport specialization, as it is distributed into two groups, each group studies the applied courses separately, and
the teaching practices of the students of specialization focus mainly on the assessment process, which is reflected in the
grading criteria, and therefore there are clear differences between the students of specialization and the third and second
years students with their large numbers and short experience. The results of the study conform to the results of the study of
(Svennberg, L., et al, 2014) that the students have different views on the grading criteria in the physical education field
(45).

Third: Presentation and discussion of the results of the components of the philosophy of the performance-based evaluation
and determining the appropriate grades according to the formative evaluation (year activities) in the applied courses.
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Table (13)
shows the percentage and average grades of the components of the performance-based evaluation used in the courses of the study years under research.
Cognitive tasks ; .
1 2 3 4 5 (Research Cognitive tests Social Students alisessment
papers) aspects tasks "
é Other
. = — o + | standards
Evaluation s g E T L = S | =
items Regular 2 5 £ £ Teststo 3 1S g = | Objective| & oL Self- <= 2 | youwould
attendance| & | £ | EE |measureskilll 5 g = 2 landessay| O 2% |evaluation| 8= | O |liketoadd
3 W | €2 |performance| T = 8 w s+ Qg
O
count 6 1 0 0 9 5 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 0
1z % 25.00 4.17 |0.00| 0.00 37.50 20.83 | 0.00 | 0.00 | 0.00 0.00 4.17 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.33 0.00
L\Gradingl 567 | 100 | — | - 8.78 1000 | — | = | - — 200 | - — | 400
mean
- L_count 4 0 1 0 4 4 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0
S % 25.00 0.00 | 6.25| 0.00 25.00 25.00 | 0.00 | 6.25 | 0.00 0.00 12.50| 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
o -
|Crading| g 75 — |200| - 8.25 500 | - |10.00 | - —  |100| -
mean
count 6 0 0 0 6 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
= % 42.86 0.00 | 0.00 | 0.00 42.86 1429 | 0.00 | 0.00 | 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
i€ |Grading
= 5.83 12.92 375 | - | - | -
mean
~|_count 12 5 4 5 9 12 2 0 3 0 0 1 2 1 2 1
‘%‘ % 20.34 847 |6.78| 847 15.25 20.34 [ 339 | 0.00 | 5.08 0.00 0.00 1.69 3.39 1.69 3.39 1.69
2 Grfﬂ'gg 783 | 3.00 |3.00| 1.60 9.33 858 | 350 | -- | 433 — | 200 3.00 200 |650| 1.00

Table (13) indicates the most used elements in the assessment and grading process for the first-year students are tests to measure skill performance or movement performance
with a score of 37.50% with an average score of 8.78. It is followed by regularity of attendance of 25% with an average of 6.67. It is also followed by individual research papers
by 20.83% with an average score of 10 grades, while the rest of the elements are in low percentage and varying grades or not included in the assessment elements and the criteria
for grading.

According to the second grade, the most used elements are (regularity of attendance - tests to measure skill performance or movement performance - individual research papers),
all at an equal rate of 25% with an average of grading respectively (5.75 - 8.25 - 5) which clearly indicates the variance of grading to the mostly used elements. Even though the
percentages of their use are equal, the rest of the elements are in low rates, varying grades or not included in the assessment elements and the grading criteria.

As for the third year, the mostly used elements are attendance regularity - tests to measure the skill performance or movement performance by an equal rate of 42.86% respectively,
with an average of grade (5.83 - 12.92), which indicates the existence of difference in setting grades, while the rest of the elements are in low rates and varying grades or not
included in elements of assessment or grade criteria
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As for the fourth year, it becomes clear that many
assessment elements are used more than the other three
grades with varying grading rates. The most used elements
are attendance regularity - individual research papers by
20.34% with an average score (7.83-8.88), respectively,
followed by tests to measure skill or kinetic performance by
15.25. % With an average score of 9.33, followed by
behavior - adherence to uniform equally 8.47%, with an
average of score (3 - 1.60), respectively, followed by effort
at an average rate of 6.78% with an average score of 3 grade
whereas other elements of varying grades or not included in
the assessment elements or grading criteria. Consequently,
this indicates a clear difference in the use of assessment
elements and grading criteria for all academic years.

It is clear that Table (14) appendix (5) which is related to
the elements of the performance-based evaluation and the
details of the grading of each course, there is a clear
difference within the same course as in the sports course
(football - volleyball) for the first year and the contest
courses for the first year (judo - boxing - Karate) and the
second year (fencing - boxing - wrestling), whether in terms
of the various types of the assessment elements and the
appropriate grade for each element within the same course,
or determining one assessment element, but at a different
rate of grades. It becomes clear that the teams that mostly
use the assessment elements in the fourth-year courses are
those who specialize in sports training. This also highlights
the diverse experiences of faculty members and their
various degrees (lecturer - assistant professor - professor)
in addition to teaching to relatively small numbers of
students that may not exceed ten students in one
specialization such as training exercise training and
kickboxing.

The researcher believes that there is a difference in the
assessment elements between the academic year. The
interest of attendance comes first for all years except for the
first year due to the nature of the special organizational
procedures for a number of first year students because they
take a period of time during the first semester as new
students in the college. Mahdi , Ezzedine ( 2014) confirms
that the regularity of attendance and skillful tests are one of
the most important criteria that faculty members focus on
when evaluating students' performance according to
evaluation elements only, the researcher also shows that the
difference in the use of specific types of assessment
elements with a different rate of grades affects equal
opportunities for students because the student‘s attendance
in a course may affect obtaining a high score in that course,
while this regularity may not affect attendance with the
same amount or grade in another course and also with the
rest of the assessment elements and grading criteria
obtained by students.

The grading system in the field of physical education
depends significantly on elements such as attendance,
uniform, and participation. Although attendance is an
important element when teaching physical education, it
should not be a reason for reducing students' grades,
students may attend the class as in math, but they aren‘t
evaluated properly, elements such as behavior and

participation are important aims in physical education
programs (42: 615, 616).

Miller, D. (2010) shows that attendance and participation
are among the main elements to obtain grades in physical
education as students who do not attend regularly, have
high skills, and have the ability to achieve the objectives of
the course at a good level without regular attendance,
consequently, it is important to set grades on the basis of
achieving the objectives of the course and not attendance ,
the grades should not also be used as a threat to students but
rather to create an atmosphere of challenge and enjoyment
during the learning process (40: 88).

There are many elements of assessment that have not been
used extensively, nor are they represented in grading, such
as social aspects, self-assessment, peers, knowledge tests,
and effort. Big Bailey (2014) believes that the goal of
formative assessment is to guide teaching and not to give
grades to students (4: 24).

Lorente-Catalan, E., & Kirk, D.( 2014) point out that it is
important to consider the use of faculty members in
universities to cooperation skills and social skills as
evaluative practices, whether for formative or final
purposes,the results of this study also differ from what is
confirmed by the study of Barkoukis, V.et al (2014) they
suggest that the evaluators set more concentration on effort
and participation, not just on skill performance (36) (19).
The report submitted to the seventh national conference to
the University of Vic in Spain (2012) confirms that teachers
generally use self-assessment by self-rating, and few of
them use grades according to peer assessment for many
reasons; students’ lack of confidence, fear of assessing their
peers, difficulty in accepting criticism from their peers and
difficulty in converting peer assessment into grades (36).
Miller, D. (2010) confirms that the focus is on the
psychomotor side more than the cognitive aspect when
setting out grades in the applied courses as in the tennis unit
through major factors such as) Skill test, Game
performance, Tournament standing, Technique,
Knowledge test).

Skill test - game performance - technique - tournament
standing - knowledge test and it may include assessment
procedures such as self-assessment, peer assessment,
teacher assessment, or a combination of the three as criteria
for grading (40: 95).

Baghurst, T. (2014) indicates that there is a diversity of
views on how to assess in the field of physical education.
Some notice that measuring skills are through competence
and others argue that features such as effort and
participation (Attitude, Effort, Participation) are equal or
have the same importance, or even more important. One of
the studies that included 617 schools including aspects such
as participation, effort, uniform is more than 50% of the
grading standards and this means a great contradiction with
educational and professional assessments based on norms
(18).

It is also difficult to assess effort objectively, an individual
with weak skills may seem to make more effort while a
highly skilled individual appears to be making less effort,
and therefore, it is possible for an individual with weak
skills to get the same grade as a highly skilled person, is it
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fair for these two students to have the same grade?
Therefore, when putting effort exerted as a condition or
requirement for the assessment and grading process,
objective and realistic specifications must be defined and
determined for each student (40: 88).
Tippin, G. K, et I. (2012) add that students judge faculty
staff as being unfair when the effort invested in completing
the task isn't compensated for poor performance (46).
Evaluators in the field of physical education usually focus
on specific criteria or certain elements in the teaching
unit,the evaluator may give importance to certain elements
rather than other elements and focus on them when grading.
Also, the importance of these elements is reflected in the
relative weight (percentage of the total score) assigned to
each one of them, if assessment grading average is
calculated for all elements without assigning relative
weights, all scores will be of equal value (40: 95), which is
confirmed by the results of this study.

The researcher emphasizes that the assessment elements

differ according to the different types of courses, activities,

and skills (closed and open) that will be evaluated. The
difference in the norms for grading is due to the various
philosophies and experiences of the faculty staff about the
concepts and elements of performance- based evaluation,
systems, and standards of grading. The norms shouldn't be
determined previously before teaching and evaluation when
grading. The results of the study of Ahmed Odah and Mufid

Al-Hawamdah confirm that there are differences in grades

and these differences are difficult to explain, consequently,

the views and philosophy of faculty staff that are related to
assessment and grading of university courses should come

close, the faculty staff also must adopt unified standards (1).

To increase confidence in the evaluation process, it must be

based on clear norms and levels. This is evident in the

assessment rubrics which the (Rubric) represents a group of
criteria that are used in evaluating students and describe the
levels of performance that students are expected to achieve
so these levels direct the evaluator to the specifications he

is seeking in students' performance according to a

graduated scale that is previously specified (160: 5).

Fourth: Contemporary educational trends for grading

standards.

1. There should be guidebooks as guides for faculty staff
directed towards improving their practices for
evaluation processes and grading for academic courses
inside the university (37).

2.  The necessity of evaluating the student‘s performance
level and applying their knowledge and skills in a real
playing environment (real playing situations such as
competitive situations not man made test environment
(25: 230)

3. Continuous discussions about assessment methods
and grading norms should be done through the
participation of students and faculty staff.

4. The grading norms must take into account the
differences of the levels of students' acquisition,
application and quality of skills in the field of physical
education.

5.  There should be no separation between process
assessment and product assessment as a basis for
evaluation and grading systems (13: 23).

6. It is difficult for a single assessment tool to evaluate
all aspects of students' performance appropriately so
the real challenge lies in selecting or developing
performance-based assessments to complete each
other so that students' evaluation can be fair in the field
of physical education (42: 659).

7. Using the model (GPAI) (Game Performance
Assessment Instrument) as a tool for assessment game
performance, which includes aspects such as decision-
making (DM) (17).

8. There are two types of (Rubrics) first, analytical
rubrics for assessing individual traits or performance
characteristics separately; secondly, comprehensive
rubrics are concerned with evaluating sports with
sequential skills. Also, the consistency of form affects
the quality of performance (42: 674).

Conclusions:

1. A variation in the philosophy of performance-based
evaluation (product evaluation - process evaluation)
and norms for grading according to summative
evaluation of track and field events.

2. There are differences between the opinions of students
of the study teams about the philosophy of
performance-based evaluation and the grading
systems.

3. The difference in the elements of performance-based
evaluation and grading systems for faculty staff during
the semester works (formative evaluation) for the
academic courses of all academic years.

4. Reaching the latest contemporary educational attitudes
for the philosophy and grading standards in the field
of physical education and sports as a major step for
educational reform.

Recommendations:

1. Awareness of the philosophy, applications, and tools
of performance-based assessment in the field of
physical education and sports.

2. Determine declared norms for grading before the start
of teaching and evaluation.

3. Providing the faculty staff with guides to clarify the
norms and details of grading for the various academic
Courses.

4. Holding courses for students on the culture of
participatory evaluation and grading norms in
university courses.

5. Conducting studies on norms and grading systems
between each of the courses (theoretical - applied
theory - applied) periodically to identify the
availability of norms of justice and reliability and
achieve equal opportunities for students.

6. Conducting studies on grading standards and their
relationship to some variables such as (teaching skills
- those with learning difficulties - sports achievement
- psychological characteristics - assessment tools) in
the field of physical education and sports in schools
and universities.
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