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Note to the reader:  earlier installments of this column may be

found in the 2003-2005 issues of this publication.

The process of certifying records managers by the Institute began in 1975.  Until the mid 90’s most of the steps necessary to conduct and grade the examinations were manually done.  Eventually the Board of Regents decided to convey the five multiple choice exams to a service bureau to be scored mechanically, and that is the way it is done today.
Part 6, the case studies, require the evaluation of seasoned professionals, and so graders for each November and May event are sought.  Graders are all CRM’s, some freshly certified, others grizzled war horses.  Customarily each grader receives half a dozen exams, so, depending on the number of candidates there may be ten or more individuals doing the grading.  The Regent for Exam Administration selects and works with the graders.  These come, exclusively I think, from the U.S. and Canada.  Time is of the essence, and at least in the U.S. and Canada the mail service is generally reliable.  Also, issues of linguistic interpretation (i.e. slang) that might crop up in a candidate’s prose are familiar to North American readers.

Graders are quite aware that a rapid turnaround is expected.  They know that the candidates are anxiously awaiting the results (they were once in that situation themselves and they know what it is like it wait).  Graders try to manage their personal affairs such that when the packet of exams arrives (in my day it was via FedEx) they are ready to work on them.

Graders, I suppose, have different methodologies when they do their evaluations.  My approach was to read all of the exams at least twice, and on occasion, three times.  My purpose was to give myself the opportunity to think about each question, about the answers provided by the candidates, and about the grader guidelines for each question that are provided by the regent.  As I have explained elsewhere, the exam consists of one mandatory 60 point question, and two 40 point questions of which the candidate selects one.  As a grader I would read all the 60 pointers together, generally at one sitting.  Then I would take a break, probably over night, before looking at them again, this time with the intention of scoring.  The poorly done ones were easy.  If the candidate had not given the grader anything to go on, then dealing with them was swift and sure.  The good answers required a commensurate degree of attention, and I might spend a lot of time on them.

When all with the 60 pointer was finished, I’d then group similar 40 pointers together, and proceed as before.  It was customary for me to spend up to eight hours grading (usually over a weekend).

One of the criticisms leveled by candidates years ago was that there was no feedback provided to them.  Those who failed had no counsel.  “Sorry, try again.” was about all they got.  This caused a great deal of frustration.  I recall one candidate, an association president no less (and obviously an esteemed and qualified individual in other respects), who failed Part 6 twice.  He then came before the Board (I served on it as well at the time) and expressed in no uncertain terms his belief that the grading was rigged against him, personally!

The lack of feedback was remedied in the mid 90’s by the establishment of an evaluation form.  Graders were (and are) required to fill out one on each candidate for each answer they write.  These are returned to the regent with the exams and are now conveyed on to the candidates who fail.  Years ago I think the regent simply held on to the forms in case a candidate asked for feedback.

I recently came across an evaluation form I had written years ago.  It gives insight into the expectations employed in the evaluation process.  Here it is:

EVALUATION FORM QUESTION:  How well did the candidate follow the Action Directions as specified in the case study?

GRADER’S RESPONSE:  Poorly.  The candidate needs to focus on the specific questions and component parts thereof in shaping his/her responses.

EVALUATION FORM:  How well was the response written in the requested format, e.g., formal business report, presentation, etc.?

GRADER:  Badly.  This response is not written in the formal style a RIM consultant might use in communicating with a Board of Directors.

EVALUATION FORM: Comment on the narrative clarity, including writing and communications skills.

GRADER:  The elements of the Introduction were brief (but wrong).  The elements of the Analysis, four in all, were too brief to constitute any real analysis of the Problem (two in number) and no response was given at all for the other two.  [This sentence, I admit, is no epitome of clarity either!].
EVALUATION FORM:  How well did the candidate exhibit a thorough understanding of the RIM theories and techniques required in the case study?

GRADER:  Poorly.

EVALUATION FORM:  Give general comments about the exam response that will benefit the candidate.

GRADER:  Analyze what is being asked.  Formulate answers that concentrate pointedly and in specific detail on these questions.  Be sure to answer every point asked.  Don’t give up!
In other words: Play it Again, Sam!
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